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Decision 51 F.T.C.

Ixn ToE MATTER OF

BROADMORE FASHIONS, INC., DAN-DEL COAT CORP.,
AND BERNARD DROBES AND HARRY BRODY

ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED‘VIOL_ATION OF THE FEDERAL TRADE
COMMISSION ACT AND OF THE WOOL PRODUCTS LABELING ACT

Docket 6231, Complaint, Aug. 19, 1954—Decision, Jan. 18,> 1955

Order requiring two sellers in New York City to cease violating the Wool Products
Labeling Act by labeling certain ladies’ coats as “1009% Cashmere” when they
were composed entirely of sheep’s wool, by failing to label wool products as
required, and by failing to set forth separately on tags the fiber content of
interlinings.

Mr. George Steinmetz for the Commission.
Mr. Charles M. Kagan, of New York City, for respondents.

DrecisioN oF THE Conramrssion

Pursuant to Rule XXIT of the Commission’s Rules of Practice, and
as set forth in the Commission’s “Decision of the Commission and
Order to File Report of Compliance,” dated January 18, 1955, the
initial decision in the instant matter of hearing examiner Loren H.
Laughlin, as set out as follows, became on that date the decision of
the Commission.

INITIAL DECISION BY LOREN H. LATUGHLIN y HEARING EXAMINER

The Federal Trade Commission (hereinafter referred to as the Com-
mission) on August 31, 1954, issued its complaint herein under the
Federal Trade Commission Act and the Wool Products Labeling Act
of 1939, against the above-named corporate respondents and against
the respondents Bernard Drobes and Harry Brody, both individually
and as officers of both of said corporations, charging them and each
of them in several particulars with having violated the provisions of
sald Acts and of the Rules and Regulations of the Commission promul-
gated under said Wool Products Labeling Act. Said complaint was
duly served upon each of said respondents. On September 20, 1954,
all respondents filed their answer, and on October 4, 1954, pursuant to
an order of the hearing examiner so authorizing, they filed their
amended answer. The amended answer in substance admits all allega-
tions of the complaint except that respondent Harry Brody denies
being an officer of Dan-Del Coat Corp., and all respondents state they
are without any knowledge as to whether the ladies’ coats referred
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to in the complaint contained any of the hair or fiber of the Cashmere
or Kashmir goat as alleged therein. Respondents reserved, however,
in said amended answer, their right to submit proposed findings and
conclusions of law and the right to appeal under the Rules of Practice
of the Commission.

A hearing was held pursuant to the notice given in the complaint,

at New York, New York, on October 26, 1954, before the above-named
hearing examiner, theretofore duly designated by the Commission,
upon the issues presented by said complaint and amended answer. At
such hearing respondents appeared by their above-named attorney of
record and it was agreed between counsel supporting the complaint
and all respondents by their said attorney that in lieu of the introduc-
“tion of oral testimony and other evidence by the parties that the pro-
ceeding would be submitted for decision on the basis of a “Stipulation
as to the Facts,” upon which the hearing examiner might in his discre-
tion proceed to make his initial decision, stating therein his findings as
to the facts, including inferences to be drawn from said stipulation,
and that an order might be entered by him disposing of the proceeding
as to each and all of the respondents, in form and substance as set forth
in the “Notice” portion of the complaint, without the filing of pro-
posed findings and conclusions, or the presentation of oral argument.
There was no waiver by respondents of their right to appeal and it
was stipulated that if the proceeding should come before the Federal
Trade Commission upon appeal from the hearing examiner’s initial
decision or by review upon the Commission’s own motion, it may set
aside the stipulation and remand the case to the hearing examiner for
further proceedings under the complaint.

Upon the statements of counsel and upon due consideration of said
stipulation by the hearing examiner, said stipulation was accepted by
the hearing examiner and received in evidence, subject only to a
reservation then made by counsel for respondents that later in the
hearing he might also submit in evidence a photostatic copy of a cer-
tain bank resolution purporting to prove that the respondent Harry
Brody had first become an officer of the respondent Dan-Del Coat
Corporation on March 12, 1954. An exhibit purporting to be such
bank resolution was thereafter offered in evidence on behalf of said
respondent Harry Brody without objection and the same was re-
ceived in evidence by the hearing examiner. This document, how-
ever, the hearing examiner finds is not in fact a bank resolution and
at most is only indicative that one Gustave Daniels was the president
of Dan-Del Coat Corp. on February 5, 1954, and it does not tend to
prove or disprove any of the issues presented herein or in any manner
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affect the agreed facts set forth in the said “Stipulation as to the
Facts.” :

Counsel for respondents also made an argument purporting to bear
upon mitigation, explaining in substance the business losses claimed
to have been sustained by the respondent Dan-Del Coat Corp. prior to
its dissolution in connection with the sale or resale of certain of the
misbranded coats involved herein; that Brae Burn Coats, Inc., a
newly organized corporation has succeeded to the business of Dan-Del
Coat Corp., now dissolved, and of which new corporation the respond-
ents Bernard Drobes and Harry Brody are the officers and formulators
of policy; and that such new corporation is conducting its business
in accordance with the Wool Products Labeling Act. Such matters
of alleged mitigation have no bearing in this particular proceeding
which is preventive in nature. The complaint herein does not allege
any intent to do a wrongful act. The Wool Products Labeling Act has
among its express objectives, as stated in its Title, the protection of
“producers, manufacturers, distributors, and consumers from the
unrevealed presence of substitutes and mixtures in spun, woven,
knitted, felted or otherwise manufactured wool products.” The Act
makes misbranding the gist of the offense and “contemplates correc-
tive action by the Commission regardless of whether such misbranding
is based upon wilfulness, negligence, or other causes.” Smithline
Coats, et al., 45 F. T. C. 79 (1948), opinion of Commissioner Ewin L.
Davis, pp. 86, 87. And it just as clearly appears that whether the
respondents here have profited or lost by the re-sale of misbranded
garments after any alleged violation of the Act is immaterial to a
decision in this particular proceeding on the issue of whether or not
they were in fact misbranded contrary to the Act.

And now the proceeding having come on for final consideration and
initial decision by the hearing examiner upon the complaint, answer,
stipulation, evidence and statements and arguments of counsel made
at the hearing, counsel having stipulated not to file proposed findings
and conclusions, and the hearing examiner having duly considered the
whole record herein, finds that this proceeding is in the interest of the
public; that the complaint states in each alleged particular a cause for
complaint under the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Wool
Products Labeling Act of 1939, and Rules and Regulations promul-
gated under the later act; and that the Commission has jurisdiction of
the subject matter and of each of the parties respondent. The hearing
examiner therefore makes the following findings of facts as so stipu-
lated, the conclusions drawn therefrom, and order.
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FINDINGS OF FACTS

Paragraru 1. The corporate respondent Broadmore Fashions, Inec.,
is a corporation organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws.
of the State of New York, and respondent Bernard Drobes is president
and secretary, and respondent Harry Brody is vice president and treas-
urer thereof. These individual respondents formulate, direct and con-
trol the acts, policies and practices of the said corporate respondent,.
Broadmore Fashions, Inc.; and the principal office and place of busi-
ness of each said corporate and individual respondents is 237 Mercer
Street, New York 12, New York.

Par. 2. The corporate respondent, Dan-Del Coat Corp., was a cor-
poration organized under and by virtue of the laws of the State of
New York in January 1954, and thereafter continued to function as a
corporate manufacturing, selling, and distributing organization until
on or about September 15, 1954, at which time it filed a Certificate of
Dissolution with the Department of State, State of New York, pur-
suant to the statutes of the State of New York, in such case made and
provided.

Par. 3. That during the existence of said corporate respondent,
Dan-Del Coat Corp., the respondent Bernard Drobes acted as presi-
dent, and the respondent Harry Brody, as secretary and treasurer
thereof. These individual respondents, Bernard Drobes and Harry
Brody formulated, directed and controlled the acts, policies and prac-
tices of said corporate respondent, Dan-Del Coat Corp., during the
term of its existence, and the office and principal place of business of
said respondents, including Dan-Del Coat Corp., was 286 Taaffe Place,
Brooklyn, New York.

Par. 4. Subsequent to the effective date of the Wool Products Label-
ing Act of 1939, and more especially since September 1st, 1953, the said
respondents, have manufactured for introduction into commerce, in-
troduced into commerce, sold, transported, distributed, delivered for
shipment and offered for sale in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in
said Act, Wool products, as “wool products” are defined in said Act.

Par. 5. Certain of said wool products were misbranded within the
intent and meaning of Section 4 (a) (1) of said Wool Products Label-
ing Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in
that they were falsely and deceptively labeled or tagged with respect
to the character and amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.
Among such misbranded wool products were ladies’ coats labeled or
tagged by respondents as consisting of “100% Cashmere,” whereas, in
truth and in fact, said products were composed entirely of the wool
of the genus sheep.
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Par. 6. Through the use of said labels, tags and legends aforesaid,
respondents represented that said wool products were manufactured
from fabrics composed of the hair or fiber of the Cashmere or Kashmir
goat, which representations were false and deceptive in that they did
not contain any of the hair or fiber of the Cashmere or Kashmir goat,
but were composed entirely of fabrics manufactured from the wool of
the genus sheep.

Par. 7. Certain of said wool products were misbranded within the
intent and meaning of Section 4 (a) (2) of said Wool Products Label-
ing Act of 1939 and of the Rules and Regulations promulgated there-
under, in that they were not stamped, tagged or labeled as to disclose
the name or the registered identification number of the manufacturer
thereof or of one or more persons subject to Section 3 of said Act with
respect to said wool products.

Par. 8. Certain of said wool products were further misbranded in
that the fiber content of the interlinings was not separately set forth
on the stamps, tags, labels or other means of identification attached
thereto.

CONCLUSIONS

The acts and practices of the respondents as above stipulated by the
parties and hereinabove found to be factually true were and are in each
particular in violation of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939,
and of the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder and consti-
tute unfair and deceptive acts and practices in commerce, within the
intent and meaning of the Federal Trade Commission Act. Although
the Dan-Del Coat Corp. was dissolved subsequent to the institution of
this proceeding, which dissolution took place on or about September
15, 1954, for the purposes of this proceeding the order hereinafter en-
tered should run against it and its said officers.

ORDER

1t is ordered, That respondent Broadmore Fashions, Inc., a corpo-
ration; respondent Dan-Del Coat Corp., a corporation; respondents
Bernard Drobes and Harry Brody, individually and as officers of said
corporations; and respondents’ representatives, agents and employees,
directly or through any corporate or other device, in connection with
the introduction or manufacture for introduction into commerce, or
the offering for sale, sale, transportation or distribution in commerce,
as “commerce” is defined in the Federal Trade Commission Act and
the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, of ladies’ coats or other
“wool products,” as such products are defined in and are subject to the
said Wool Products Labeling Act of 19389; which products contain,
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purport to contain, or in any manner are represented as containing
“wool,” “reprocessed wool” or “reused wool,” as such terms are defined
in said Act, do forthwith cease and desist from misbranding said
products by:

1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling or otherwise
identifying such products as to the character or amount of the constit-
uent fibers included therein;

2. Failing to securely affix to or place on each such product a stamp,
tag, label or other means of identification showing in a clear and con-
spicuous manner;

(¢) The percentage of the total fiber weight of such wool product,
exclusive of ornamentation not exceeding five percentum of said total
fiber weight, of (1) wool, (2) reprocessed wool, (8) reused wool, (4)
each fiber other than wool where said percentage by weight of such
fiber is five percentum or more, and (5) the aggregate of all other
fibers; ,

(5) The maximum percentage of the total weight of such wool prod-
uct of any non-fibrous loading, filling or adulterating matter;

(¢) The name or the registered identification number of the manu-
facturer of such wool product or of one or more persons engaged in
introducing such wool product into commerce, or in the offering for
sale, sale, transportation, distribution or delivery for shipment thereof
in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the Wool Products Labeling
Act of 1939.

3. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, or otherwise
identifying such products as containing hair or fleece of the Cashmere
or Kashmir goat. '

4. Failing to separately set forth on the stamps, tags, labels or other
means of identification, the true character and amount of constituent
fibers of the interlinings of any such wool product.

Provided, That the foregoing provisions concerning misbranding
shall not be construed to prohibit acts permitted by paragraphs (a)
and (b) of Section 3 of the Wool Products Labeling Act of 1939, and

Provided further, That nothing contained in this order shall be con-
strued as limiting any applicable provisions of said Act or the Rules
and Regulations promulgated thereunder.

ORDER TO TFILE REPORT OF COMPLIANCE

It is 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 the order to cease and desist [as re-
quired by said declaratory decision and order of January 18, 1955].






