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compared price in good faith for a reasonably substantial period
of time in the regular recent course of its business.

1t is further ordered, That respondent Giant Food Inc., shall, within
sixty (60) days after service upon it of this order, file with the Com-
mission a report, in writing, setting forth in detail the manner and
form in which it has complied with the order to cease and desist con-
tained herein.

Commissioner MacIntyre does not concur with the action of the
Commission in this instance. His views on the issues raised by re-
spondent’s motion, which have been fully set forth in his statements of
non-concurrence in Clinton Wateh Company, et al. (Docket 7484, Or-
der on Petition to Reopen Proceeding, February 17 , 1964) (64 F.T.C.
1443], The Regina Corporation (Docket 8328, Order Reopening Pro-
ceeding and Modifying Cease and Desist Order, April 7, 1964) [65
F.T.C. 246] and his statement on the issuance of the Rewised Guides
Against Deceptive Pricing issued January 8, 1964, need no repetition
here.

Ix Tae MATTER oF

CARPET DISTRIBUTORS, INC., DOING BUSINESS AS
DELTA CARPET MILLS ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE FED-
ERAL TRADE COMDMISSION AND THE TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS IDENTIFICA-
TION ACTS

Docket 0-804. Complaint, Aug. 5, 1964—Decision, Aug. 5, 1964
Consent order requiring Los Angeles carpet distributors to cease misbranding
its textile fiber products, and furnishing false gnaranties that its products

are not misbranded. )
COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act, and by virtue of
the authority vested in it by said Acts, the Federal Trade Commission
having reason to believe that Carpet Distributors, Inc., a corporation,
doing business as Delta Carpet Mills, and Julius Fuchs, individually
and as a former officer of said corperation, hereinafter referred to as
respondents, have violated the provisions of said Acts and the Rules
and Regulations promulgated under the Textile Fiber Products Iden-
tification 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:
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ParacrarH 1. Respondent Carpet Distributors, Ine., is a corporation
organized, existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
laws of the State of California.

Individual respondent Julius Fuchs was an officer of the corporate
respondent and formulated, directed and controlled the acts, practices
and policies of the corporate respondent including the acts and prac-
tices complained of herein.

The corporate respondent is a distributor of textile fiber products
namely, carpets, with its office and principal place of business located
at 1212 East 58th Street, Los Angeles, California.

Individual respondent, Julius Fuchs has his office and principal
place of business at 1812 South Flower Street, Los Angeles, California.

Par. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Textile Fiber Prod-
ncts Identification Act on March 8, 1960, respondents have been en-
gaged in the introduction, delivery for introduction, sale, advertising
and offering for sale, in commerce and in the transportation or causing
to be transported in commerce, and the importation into the United
State of textile fiber products; and have sold, offered for sale, adver-
tised, delivered, transported and caused to be transported, textile fiber
products which have been advertised or offered for sale, in commerce:
and have sold, offered for sale, advertised, delivered, transported and
caused to be transported, after shipment in commerce, textile fiber
products either in their orizinal state or contained in other textile
fiber products, as the terms “commerce™ and “textile fiber product™ are
defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

Par. 3. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded by
respondents in that there was not on or affixed to said textile fiber
products any stamp, tag, label or other means of identification showing
the required information in violation of Section 4(b) of the Textile
Fiber Products Identification Act.

Par. 4. Respondents have furnished their customers with false guar-
anties that certain of their textile fiber products were not misbranded
or falsely invoiced by falsely representing in writing on invoices that
respondents had filed a continuing guaranty under the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act with the Federal Trade Commission, in
violation of Rule 38(d) of the Rules and Regulations under said Act
and Section 10(b) of such Act.

Par. 5. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded in
violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act in that they
were not labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations pro-
mulgated thereunder in the following respects:
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1. In disclosing the required fiber content of certain textile fiber
products, namely, floor coverings, containing exempted backings, fill-
mgs or paddings, respondents failed to set forth that such disclosures
related only to the face, pile or outer surface of the floor coverings and
not to the exempted backing, filling, or padding in violation of Rule
11 of the Rules and Regulations promulgated under the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act.

2. Non-required information and representations on labels inter-
fered with, minimized, detracted from, and conflicted with the re-
quired information on such labels, in violation of Rule 16(c) of the
said Rules and Regulations.

3. Samples, swatches, or specimens of textile fiber products used
to promote or effect sales of such textile fiber products, were not labeled
to show their respective fiber contents and other required information,
in violation of Rule 21 (a) of the aforesaid Rules and Regulations.

Par. 6. The acts and practices of respondents as set forth here, were
in violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act and the
Rules and Regulations thereunder; and constituted, and now con-
stitute, unfair and deceptive acts and practices and unfair methods of
competition, in commerce, within the intent and meaning of the Fed-
eral Trade Commission Act. ’

Decision axp OrbpEr

The Commission having heretofore determined to issue its complaint
charging the respondents named in the caption hereof with violation
of the Federal Trade Commission Act and the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act, and the respondents having been served with notice
of said determination and with a copy of the complaint the Commission
intended to issue, together with a proposed form of order ; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed an agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth in the complaint to
issue herein, a statement that the signing of said agreement is for set-
tlement purposes only and does not constitute an admission by respond-
ents that the law has been violated as set forth in such complaint,
and waivers and provisions as required by the Commission’s rules: and

The Commission, having considered the agreement, hereby accepts
same, issues its complaint in the form contemplated by said agreement,
makes the following jurisdictional findings, and enters the following
order:

1. Respondent Carpet Distributors, Inc., is a corporation, organized,
existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of the State
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of California, with its office and principal place of business located at
1212 East 58th Street, in the city of Los Angeles, State of California.

Respondent Julius Fuchs is a former officer of said corporation and
his address is 1812 South Flower Street, in the city of Los Angeles,
State of California.

9. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the proceeding
isin the public interest.

ORDER

It is ordered, That the respondents Carpet Distributors, Inc., a cor-
poration, doing business as Delta Carpet Mills and its officers, and
Julius Fuchs, individually and as a former officer of said corporation,
and respondents’ representatives, agents and employees, directly or
through any corporate or other device, in connection with the intro-
duction, delivery for introduction, sale, advertising, or offering for
sale, in commerce, or the transportation or causing to be transported
in commerce, or the importation into the United States of any textile
fiber product ; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale, advertis-
ing, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported, of any
textile fiber product, which has been advertised or offered for sale in
commerce; or in connection with the sale, offering for sale, advertis-
ing, delivery, transportation, or causing to be transported, after ship-
ment in commerce, of any textile fiber product, whether in its original
state or contained in other textile fiber products, as the terms “com-
merce” and “textile fiber product” are defined in the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act, do forthwith cease and desist from:

~ A. Misbranding textile fiber proctucts by :

1. Failing to affix labels to such testile fiber products show-
ing each element of information required to be disclosed by
Section 4 (b) of the Textile Act.

2. Failing to set forth that the required disclosure as to
the fiber content of floor coverings relates only to the face,
pile, or outer surface of such products and not to exempted
backings, fillings, or paddings when such is the case.

3. Setting forth on labels non-required information which
interferes with, minimizes, detracts from, or conflicts with
information required by Section 4(b) of the Textile Fiber
Products Identification Act.

4. Failing to affix labels showing the respective fiber con-
tent and other required information to samples, swatches and
specimens of textile fiber products subject to the aforesaid
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Act which are used to promote or effect sales of such textile
fiber products.

B. Furnishing false guaranties that textile fiber products are
not misbranded or otherwise misrepresented under the provisions
of the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

It is further ordered, That the respondents herein shall, within sixty
(60)- days after service upon them of this order, file with the Com-
mission a report in writing setting forth in detail the manner and
form in which they have complied with this order.

In THE MATTER OF
IRENE STONE TRADING AS IRENE OF NEW YORK ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF THE
FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION AND THE FUR PRODUGCTS LABELING ACTS

Docket C-805. Complaint, Aug. 5,1964—Decision, Aug. 5, 196}

Consent order requiring a New York City manufacturing furrier and her office
manager to cease violating the Fur Products Labeling Act by such practices
as failing, in labeling and invoicing, to show the true animal name of fur
used in a fur product, to disclose when fur was artificially colored, and when
fur products contained cheap or waste fur; failing, in invoicing, to show
the country of origin of imported furs, invoicing furs improperly as “Ameri-
can Broadtail,” and failing to use the terms “Dyed Broadtail-processed
Lamb” and “Natural” where required; and failing to comply in other re-
spects with requirements of the Act.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions 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 rea-
son to believe that Irene Stone, an individual trading as Irene of New
York and Rose Potruch, an individual and employee of Irene of New
York, hereinafter referred to as respondents, have violated the pro-
visions of said Acts and the Rules and Regulations 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 in-
terest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges in that respect as
follows: '

ParacrarH 1. Respondent Irene Stone is an individual trading as
Irene of New York.
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Respondent Rose Potruch is an individual employed by said above
respondent as office manager. She is responsible for the information
placed on sales invoices and the labels attached by the firm to its
products. ,

Respondent Irene Stone is a manufacturer of fur products with
her office and principal place of business located at 16 East 52nd
Street, New York, New York. Respondent Rose Potruch is employed
at said address.

Par. 2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Fur Products Label-
ing Act on August 9, 1952, respondents have been and are now en-
gaged in the introduction into commerce, and in the manufacture
for introduction into commerce, and in the sale, advertising, and of-
fering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and distribu-
tion in commerce, of fur products; and have manufactured for sale,
sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed fur prod-
ucts which have been made in whole or in part of furs which have
been shipped and received in comimerce, as the terms “commerce,”
“fur” and “fur product” are defined in the Fur Products Labeling
Act.

Par. 8. Certain of said fur products were mishranded 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 pre-
scribed by the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder.

Among such misbranded fur products, but not limited thereto, were
fur products with labels which failed :

1. To show the true animal name of the fur used in the fur product.

2. To disclose that the fur contained in the fur product was bleached,
dyed, or otherwise artificially colored, when such was the fact.

3. To show that the fur product was composed in whole or in sub-
stantial part of paws, tails, bellies, or waste fur, when such was the
fact.

Par. 4. Certain of said fur products were misbranded in violation
of the Fur Products Labeling Act in that they were not labeled in
accordance with Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder in
the following respects:

(a) The disclosure that fur products were composed in whole or in
substantial part of paws, tails, bellies, sides, flanks, gills, ears, throats,
heads, scrap pieces or waste fur, where required, was not set forth on
labels, in violation of Rule 20 of said Rules and Regulations.

(b) Information required nnder Section 4(2) of the Fur Products
Labeling Act and the Rules and Regulations promulgated thereunder






