'STARK, ROSCHELLE & ALCHAS, INC,, ET AL.

(.01\ SENT ORD]"R, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGDD VIOLATION OF THF'
FEDERAL TRADD COMMISSION A\'D THE I‘UR I’RODUCTS LABBLI’\G ACTS

Docket C-2320. Complaint, Nov. 20, 1912—Deczsum Nov. 20, 19’7‘8

Consent order reqmrmg a New York City furrxer among other thmcrs to cease
misbranding and falsely 1nvoxcm0 its furproduets.

COMI’LAINT

Pursuant to the p10v1310ns of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Fur Products Labeling Act, and by virtue of the authority
vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission; having reasen
to believe that Stark, Roschelle & Alchas, Inc., a corporation, and
David Roschelle, Eugene Stark and George Alchas individually and
as officers of said corporatlon, hereinafter referred to as respondents,
have violated the provisions of said Acts and the rules and regulations
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promulgated under the Fur Products Labeling Act, and it appearing
to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would be
in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges
in that respect as follows: ' S : L

Paracrapy 1. Respondent Stark, Roschelle & Alchas, Inc., is a cor- -
poration organized; existing and doing business under and by- virtue
of the laws of the State of New York. P S

‘Respondents David Roschelle, Eugene ‘Stark and George Alchas are
officers of the corporate respondent. They formulate, direct and control
the policies, acts.and practices of the corporate respondent, including
those hereinafter set forth. : .- R T TSP
* Respondents are manufacturers of fur products with their office
and principal place of business located at 150 West 30th Street, New .
York; New York: “ - e

Par. 2. Réspondents are now and for some time: last past have:been

_engaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the manufacture
for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and.offer-
ing for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and. distribution
in commerce, of fur products; and have manufactured for sale, sold,
advertised, offered for sale, transported and -distributed fuir. products
which have been made in whole or in part of furs which have been -
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur” and
“fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Par. 3. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they
were falsely and deceptively labeled to show that fur contained therein
was natural, when in fact such fur was pointed, bleached, dyed, tip- .
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, in violation of Section 4(1) of
the Fur Products Labeling Act. ‘ "

Par. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in that they
were not labeled as required under the provisions of Section 4(2) of
the Fur Products Labeling Act and in the manner and form prescribed
by the rules and regulations promulgated thereunder. ' '

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto, were
fur products with labels which failed to disclose that the fur con-
tained in the fur products was bleached, dyed, or otherwise artificially
colored, when such was the fact. _ o

Pag, 5. Certain of fur products were falsely and deceptively invoiced
by the respondents in that they were not invoiced as required by Section
5(b) (1) of the Fur Products Labeling Act and the rules and regula-
tions promulgated under such Act. v :

- Among such falsely and deceptively invoiced fur products, but not
limited thereto, were fur products covered by invoices which failed to
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disclose that the fur contained in the fur products was bleached, dyed,
or otherwise artificially coloréd, when such was the fact.

Par. 6. Certain of said fur products were falsely and deceptively in-
voiced in that certain of said fur products were invoiced to show that
the fur contained therein was natural when in fact such fur was
pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, in .
violation of Section 5(b) (2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.

Par. 7. Respondents furnished false gnaranties under Section 10 (b)
of the Fur Products Labeling Act with respect to certain of their fur
products by falsely representing in writing that respondents had a
continuing guaranty on file with the Federal Trade Commission when
respondents in furnishing such guaranties had reason to believe that
the fur products-so falsely guarantied would be introduced, sold, trans-

- ported and distributed in commerce, in violation of Rule 48(c) of said
rules and regulations under the Fur Products Labehntr Act and Sec-
tion 10(b) of said Act. - : ‘

- Par. 8. The a,foresald acts: and practlces of respondents as: herem
allecred ‘are in violation of the Fur Products: Labeling Act and the
rules and regulations promulgated.thereunder and ‘constitute unfair
methods of competition and unfair and deceptive acts and practices in
commerce under the Federal Trade Commision Act. :

Dxcision AND OrpER

-The Federal Trade Commission having initiated an investigation
of certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the cap-
tion hereof, and the respondents having been furnished thereafter with
a copy of a draft of complaint which the New York Regional Office
proposed to present to the Commission for its consideration and which,
if issued by the Commission, would charge respondents with viola-
tion of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Fur Products
Labeéling Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
xecuted an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the afore-
said draft of complaint, a statement that the signing of said agreement
is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute an admission
by respondents that the law has been violated as alleged in such com-
plaint, and waivers and other provisions as requlred by the Com-
mission’s rules; and
The Cornmlssmn having thereafter considered the matter and hav-
ing determined that it has reason to believe that the respondents have
violated the said Acts, and that complaint should issue stating its
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charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted the executed
consent agreement and placed such agreement on the public records
for a period of thirty (30) days, now in further conformity with the
procedure prescribed in Section 2.34(b) of its rules, the Commission
hereby issues its eomplaint, makes the following ]urlsdlctlonal find-
ings, and enters the following order:
1. Respondent Stark, Roschelle & .Alchas, Inc, is a. corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State-of New York with its office and principal place of
business located at 150 West 30th Street, New York, New York.
- Respondents David Roschelle, Eugene Stark and George Alchas are
officers of said corporation. They formulate, direct and control the
policies, acts and practices of said corporation and thelr address is the
same as that of said corporation.
- 2. The Federal Trade Commission has ]urlsdlctlon of the sub]ect
matter of this proceeding and of the respondem‘s and the proceedmg
- Js inthe pubhc 1nterest :
v ORDER

1t is ordered, That Stark, Roschelle & Alchas, Inc., a corporation,
-~ its suecessors and assigns, and its officers, and David Roschelle, Eugene
Stark and Geor: ge Alchas, individually and as officers of said corpora-
tion, and respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, dlrectly
or through any corporation, subsidiary, division, or other device, in
connection with the introduction, or manufacture for introduction,
into commerce, or the sale, advertising or offering for sale in com-
merce, or the transportation or distribution in commerce, of any fur
product; or in connection with the manufacture for sale, sale, adver-
tising, offering for sale, transportation or distribution, of any fur
product which is made in whole or in part of fur which has been
shipped and received in commerce, as the terms “commerce,” “fur”
and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, do
forthwith cease and desist from : :

A. Misbranding any fur product by:

1. Representing dlrectly or by 1mphcat10n on a  label that
the fur contained in such fur product is natural when such
fur is pointed, bleached, dyed, tip-dyed, or otherwise artifi-
cially colored. '

2. Failing to affix a label to such fur product showing in
words and in figures plainly legible all of the information
required to be disclosed by each of the subsections of Section
4(2) of the Fur Products Labeling Act.
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‘B. Falsely or deceptively invoicing any fur product by :
1. Failing to furnish an invoice,.as the term “invoice” is
defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act, showing in words
and figures plainly legible all the information required to
be disclosed by each. of the subsections of Section 5(b) (1) of
the Fur Products Labeling Aet. .
2. Representing directly or by implication on an invoice
- that  the fur contained in such fur product is natural, when
such fur is pointed; bleached, dyed t1p dyed or otherwise
*-artificially colored. .

1t is" further ordered, That. Stark Roschelle & Alchas, Inc., a cor-

poration; it§ successors and assigns, and - its officers, and Dav1d
Roschelle, Eugene Stark and George  Alchas, individually -and -as
officers of said corporation, and respondents’ representatives, agents
and employeées, directly or through any corporation, subs1d1ary, divi-
sion or other.device,.do forthwith cease and desist from furnishing a
false guaranty that any fur product is not misbranded, falsely-in-
voiced or falsely advertised when the respondents have reason to
believe that such fur product may be mtroduced Sold tra.nsported ‘or
distribiited on commerce.
CItis fw"tker m'dered That respondents not,lfy the Commission at
Teast 30 days prior to any proposed change in the corporate respondent
such as dissolution, assignment or sale resulting in the emergence of
a successor corporatlon the creation or dissolution of subsidiaries or
any other change in the corporation which may affect comphance
obligations arising out of the order.

It is further ordered, That the respondent corporation shall forth-
with distribute a copy of this order to each of its operating divisions.

It is further ordered, That the individual respondents named herein
promptly notlfy the Commission of the discontinuance of their present -
business or employment and of their affiliation with a new business or
employment. Such notice shall include respondents’ current business
or employment in which they are engaged as well as a description of
their duties and responsibilities.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon them of this order file with the
Commission a report in writing setting forth in detail the manner
and form in which they have complied with this order.
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IN THE MATTER OF
CROMWFLL OIL COMPANY ET AL

~ CONSENT ORDER ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT

‘Docket 0—2371 Oomplamt Nov 20, 1972——De(nswn Nov 20 1972

Consent order requiring a Los Angeles, Cahforma seller of dlstnbutorshlps and
distributor of automotive oil additives.and other merchandise, among other
thlngs to cease mlsrepresentmg profits, services and conditions in recrmtmg
distributors and illegally ﬁxmg the resale prices of its products

COMPLAWT

- Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said Act, the Federal
Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Cromwell Oil Coin-
pany, a corporation, and Bernard Plotkm and Harold Plotkln, indi-
vidually and as officers of said corporatlon, hereinafter referred to
as respondents, have violated the provisions of said:Act, and it appear-
ing to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would
be in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint, stating 1ts charges
in that respect as follows:

COUNT I

Paracrara 1. Respondent Cromwell Qil Company is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws
of the State of California, with its office and principal place of business
located at 1737 Cordova Street, Los Angeles, California.

Par. 2. Respondents Bernard Plotkin and Harold Plotkin are officers
of said corporation. They formulate, direct and control the policies,
acts and practices of the corporate respondent. Their address is the
same as that of the corporate respondent.

Par. 3. In the course and conduct of their business as aforesaid,
respondents now cause, and for some time last past have caused the dis-
semination of advertising material including but not limited to news-
papers and magazines of interstate circulation and the use of the
United States mail system in the solicitation of distributorships, and
have caused their merchandise when sold, to be shipped from their
place of business in the State of California to purchasers thereof lo-
cated in various other States of the United States and maintain and:
at all times mentioned herein have maintained, a substantial course of



