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Complaint

IN THE J\:L~TTER OF

GLAj\IOVR. SPORTS,YEAR CORP. ET AL

CO~SE~T ORDER ) ETC. , IX REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF .THE FED-

ERAL TRADE CO::\BIISSIO~ AND THE TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS IDENTlFICA-

TION ACTS

Doaket 0-13,jJ, Complaint, June 27' 19G8-Decision, J'une 27' , 1968

Consent order requiring tn-o Sew York City manufacturers of ladies ' sportswear
and blouses to cease misbranding its textile fiber products and furnishing
false guarantees.

COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the proyisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act
and the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act , and by virtue of
the authority vested in it bv said Acts. the Federal Trade Commission.

" .

having reason to believe that Glamour Sportswear Corp. , a corpora-
tion , and Pantops by Glamour, Inc. , a. corporation , and :Mark Leder-
man and Eugene Lederman , individually and as officers of said
corporations~ hereinafter referred to as respondents , have violatell the
provisions of said Acts and the R.ules and Regulations promulgated
under the Te,xtile Fiber Products Identification Act, and it appearing
to the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof 'yonld be
in the public interest, hereby issues its complaint stating its charges
in that respect as follows:

PARAGRAPH 1. Respondent Glamour Sportsyrear Corp. is a corpora-
tion organized , existing and doing business under and by virtue of the
Jaws of the .state of Xe" York , with its ofl-ice and principal place of
business located at 13:2 ,Yest 3Gth Stl'eeL X e',' York , New York.

esponc1ent P,l11tOPS by Glamonr, Inc. , is a corporation organized

, ,

existing and doing business uncleI' and by virtue of the la 'ys of the State
of New York , with its office and principal place of business located at
132, ,Yest 36th Street , N e,y York, New York. 

Inclivich1ill resDonclents :JInx1\: Lederman and EuQ:ene Lederman are

~ ~.

officers of said corporate respondents. The:" formulate, direct and con-
trol the acts , practices and policies of said corporate respondents. in-
cluding the acts and practices hereinafter referred to. The office and
principal pb.ce of business of these jndi,-idnnl respondents is 132 ,Yest
36th Street , New York New York.

Respondents are engageel in the manufacture and sale of belies
sportsyrear t1llCllac1ies ' blo11ses.
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\.R. 2. Respondents are no"- and for some time, last past hft \' f' been.

enQ:ag:ed in the introduction. manufacture for introcluction~ sale, ac1-

~ ~ 

vertising, and offering: for sa le in commerce, and in the transportation
or causing to be transported in commerce , and in the importation into
the United States of textile fiber products: and have sold , oilered fOl'

sale , advertised , delivered transported and caused to be transported
textile fiber products , ,yhich have been ac1yertised or offered for sale in
commerce; andlun' e sold , offered for sale , achel'tised , delivered , trans-

ported and caused to be trnnsportecl , after shipment in commerce , tex-

tile fiber products either in their original state or contained in other
textile fiber products: as the terms " commerce

~~ 

and "textile fiber prod-
ucC are defined in the Textile Fiber Products Identification Act.

PAR. :3. Certain of said textile fiber products were misbranded by the
respondents ,yithin the intent and meaning of Section 4: (a) of the Tex-

tile Fiber Products Idenbfication .:\.et and the Rules and Regulations
promulgated thereunder, in that they ,yere falsely and deeepti'rely
stamped , taggec1 ~ labeled , invoiced, achertised , or othen..-ise i(lentified
as to the name or amount of the constituent fibers contained therein.

Among such misbrHnc1ec1 textile fiber products , but not limited there-
,yere textile fiber products (lad ies pants) ,yith 1a be1s which set forth

the fiber content of a bonded hb~'ic as ;; !)O~-

~ .:

\cetnte, 10)( Xylon;'
thereby representing the entire fabric to be as described , ",hereas. in
trllt 11 and in fact. the sald libel's contained substnnt inllv diiT'erent fibers

. ,

and amounts of fibers than represented,
UL 4. Certain of su~h textile fiber products ,yere further mis-

branded by respondents in that they ,yere not stnmped , taggecL labe lcd
or othenyise identified to 8110'1'- each element of information l'eI'Juired 

be clisr1osed by Sectioll J (b) of the Textile Fiber Products Identifica-
tion Act, and in the manner and form prescribed by the Rules and Reg-
ulations promnlgatedunder said ~\ct.
. Among snch lllisbl'alH1ec1 textile fiber procll1cts , but not limited t here-
, ,yere textile fiber products ",it h labels ,yhich failed:
1. To disclose the true generic names of the fibers present; and
:2. To disclose the true percentage of such fibers: and
:3. To disclose the name, or other iclentiJicntion issued and register-

ed by the Commission , of the mnnllfnctm'er of the product or one 01'

more persons subject to Section 

::) 

of the sa id ~-\ct , ,yith respect to s11ch

product.
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\R. 5. Certain of said textile fiber products "ere misbranded in
violation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification ~'-\..ct in that they
ere not labeled in accordance with the Rules and Regulations pro-

mnlgated thereunder in the following' respects:
1. Generic names and fiber trndemarks "ere used on labels ,,-it hout

a full and complete fiber content cljsclosure appearing on such bbels
the first time the generic name or fiber trademark appeared on the said
labels , in violation of Rule 17 (b) of the aforesaid Rules and Regu1n-
tions,

2. The required information as to fiber content "as not set forth in
such a manner as to separately show the fiber content of each section of
textile fiber products conta ining two or more sections, in violation of
Eule 25 (b) of the aforesaid Rules and RegnJations.

\R. G. Respondents have furnished false guaranties that their tex-
tile fiber products "ere not misbranded by falsely representing on in-
voices thflt l'espondents had a continuing guaranty under the Textile
Fiber Products Identification ~\..ct on file "ith the Federal Trade Com-
mission , "hen such "as not the fact , in vio1at.ion of Section 10 (b) of the
said Act and Rule 88 (d) of the Rules and Regulations promulgated
under such Act.

\R, 7. The acts and practices of respondents~ as set forth aboye
,vere , and are , in yioJation of the Textile Fiber Products Identification
Act and the Rules and Hegu1ations )womulg:ated thereunder. and con-

stitutecL and nmv constitute , unfair methods of competition and unfair
and deceptive acts or practices in commerce , under the Federal Trflde
Commission Act.

DECISION AXD ORDER

The Fedel'a 1 Trade Commission )un-ing initiated an investigation of
certain acts and practices of the respondents named in the caption
hereof. and the. respondents having. been furnishe.d thereafter ,,-ith 
copy of a. draft of complaint ,,-hich the Bureau of Textiles and Furs
proposed to present to the Commission for its consideration and ,vhich
if issued by the Commission , "onld charge respondents with violation
of the Federal Trade. Commission Act and the Textile Fiber Products
Indentification Act; and

The respondents and counsel for the Commission having thereafter
executed aJl agreement containing a consent order, an admission by
the respondents of all the jurisdictional facts set forth jn the afore-
said draft of complaint, a statement that the signing of said agree-
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me,nt is for settlement purposes only and does not constitute an ad-
mission by respondents that the law has been violated as alleged in

such complaint , and waivers and other proyisions as required by the
Commission s Hules; 'and

The Commission having thereafter considered the matter and having
determined that it had reason to believe that- the respondents have
violated the said Acts , and that complaint should issue stating its
charges in that respect, and having thereupon accepted the executed
consent agreement and placed such agreement on the public record for
a period of thirty (30) days now in further conformity with the pro-
cedure prescribed in S 2.34 (b) of its Rules; the Commission hereby
issues its complaint, makes the follow"ing jurisdictional findings, and
enters the following order:

1. Respondent Glamour Sportswear Corp. is a. corporation organ-
ized. existing" and doing" business under and by virtue of the laws of

'- '- 

the State of N eIV York, with its ofi1ce and principal place of business
located at 132 ,Yest 36th Street , New York , New York.

Respondent Pantops by Glamour , Inc. , is a corpora.tion organized
existing and doing business under a.nd by virtue of the laws of the
State of New York , with its office and principal place of business
10eated at 132 ,Yest 36th Street , New York , New York.

Respondents :Mark Lederman and Eugene Lederman a.re officers
of said corporations and their address is the same as that of said
eorpora.tions.

2. The Federal Trade Commission has jurisdiction of the subject
matter of this proceeding and of the respondents, and the proceeding
is in the public interest.

ORDER

It is oTdeJ' Tha.t respondents Glamour Sportswear Corp. , a cor-
poration, and its officers , Pantops by Glamour, Inc. , a corporation
and its officers , and ~lark Lederman and Eugene Lederman , individ-
ua.1Jy and as officers of said corporations, and responde,nts ' representa-
tives agents and emplo~-ees , c1irectl~- or through any eorporate or other
device. in connection with the introduction. delivery for introduction.
manufacture for introduction. sale, advertising, or offering for sale
in commerce. or the importation into the lTnitecl States of any textile
fiber product: or in connection with the sale. offering for sale, adver-
tising, delivery, transportation or causing to be transported , of any
textile fiber product, which has been advertised or offered for sale in
commerce: or in eonneet.ion ,,-ith the sale offering for sale advertising,
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delivery, transportation or causing to be transported , after shipment
in COn1l11erCe of any textile fiber proc1uet, whether in its original 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, do forthwith cease and desist from:

~lisbranding textile fiber products by:
1. Falsely or deceptively stamping, tagging, labeling, in-

voicing, adveTitising or otherwise identifying such products
as to the name or a.mount of the constituent fibers contained
therein.

2. Failing to a.ffix a stamp, tag, label or other means of
ide.ntification to each such product showing in a clear, legible
and conspicuous manner each element of information require.
to be disclosed by Section 4 (b) of the Textile Fiber Products
Identification Act.

3. Using a generic name or fiber trademark on any la,bel
whether required or non-required , without making a full and
complete fiber content disclosure in accordance with the Act
and the R,ules and Regulations thereunder the first time such
generic name or fiber trademark appears on the label.

4. Failing to make a disclosure on the required la,bel on
or affixed to textile fiber products composed of two or more
sections of different fiber composition , in such a manner as to
show the fiber composition of each section in all instances
where such disclosure is necessary to avoid deception.

It ls f1.t?'thel' O1'Cle?' That respondents Glamour Sportswear Corp.
a corporation , and its officers , Pantops by Glamour, Inc. , a corporation
and its officers, and :Mark Lederman and Eugene Lederman, indi-

vidua.lly and as officers of said corporations, and respondents ' rep-
resentatives , agents and employees, directly or through any corporate
01' other device , do forthwith cease and desist from furnishing a
false guaranty that any textile fiber product is not misbranded or
falseJy in voiced.

It is f1.tTthe?' o1Yle?'ed That the respondent corporations sha.ll forth-
with distribute a copy of this Order to each of their operating divisions.

I tis fu?'the1' oJ'del' That the respondents herein shnll , within sixty
(60) days after service upon them of this ordeT, fiIe \yith the Commis-
sion a report in writing setting forth in detail the manner and form
in which they have complied with this order.





INTERLOCUTORY, VACA.TIXG , AND
l\1ISCELLASEOUS ORDERS

JACOBY-BENDER. IXC.. ET AI,.
Docket 8728. Order

, .

la'//, 1968

Ordering denying motion to dismiss on the ground that complaint counsel was
late in filing notice of a))lwal: and granting: l'espol1clents extension of time
to file reply,

ORDER DE~YI::\'"G )'IOTlo::\'" TO DIS::\IISS ApPE~

This matter is before the Commission on respolldents~ motion to
dismiss the appeal on the ground that the nohce of intention to appeal
and the appeal brief of complaint counsel 'Y0re not filed ",ithin the time
prescribed by the Rules, and complaint cOlmsel:s nns,yer in opposition
thereto. It appears that complaint counsel ~ in their notice of intention
to appeal , by inadvertence stated the initial decision ,yas served O\-em-
bel' 16 , 1967. This error is the basis of the. motion to dismiss. In fact
the Commission s records shO"\y that the date of seryice ,yas K oyem-
bel' :21 , 1967. Complaint counsers notice of intent and appeal brief
\,ere therefore timely filed. The Commis~:jon has further determined
that in yiew of their misunderstanding as to the tinwJiness of complaint
counsefs appeal respondents should be granted an extension of 30 days
from the date of service of this order upon them ,,~it hin ",hich to file
their answer to the appeal. Accordingly,

It i8 ordered That respondents ' motion to dismiss the appeal be and
it hereby is , denied.

1 t is llU'the'l' 01'dei' That respondents be , and they hereby '11rc
~?:rantedan extension of ~1n days from the elate of service of this orderc. 
upon them within ,yhieh to file. theirans\ycr to the appeal.

CURTISS- ,VRIG HT COR POlL\. TIOK

Docket 8,'O,J, Order

, .

J(li/, 'l, 1.')68

Order' den:-ing rel;ponclent's nppenl from hen ring exnminer s order directing com-

pJjil))('e with a subpo€'nc1 (luces tecum,

ORDER DENYIXG A_PPEAL FRO::\( EX.DllXEH S RFLIXG OX

SUBPOEX A Dl7CES TEC1.7)1

Thjs matter having: come on to be heard upon the appeal of respond-
ent and l\Iartin A. Sherrv from the hearing e:saminer s order filed

1235
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Decelnber 18 , 1967 , directing compliance ,,-ith a subpoena duces tecum
issued October 12 , 1967 , a,nd reseheduling return date, and upon the
answer of complaint counsel in opposition thereto; and

The Commission having determined that the, i!3slles raised on the
appeal were in substance decided in the Commission s order issued
December 1 , 1967 (72 F. C. 10:27J, and that respondent and :Martin A..
Sherry have raised no ne,y 01' clifl' erent. contentions; that no showing,
has been made that the ruling complained of in'-ohessllIJstal1tial1'ight~
nd will materially affect the final deeision and that a determination

of its correctness before the conclusion of the hearing is essential to
serve the interest of justice: and having furt1 er determined that the
appeal for such reasons shollldbe denied:

It is ordeTed That the appeal of respondent and ?\It-:rtll1 . . Sherry
from the hearing' examiner s order filed Deceniber 18. 18(;7. c1irectin~

~ ,

compliance with a subpoena duces teeum andreschecluling return elate
, and it hereby is, denied.
Commissioner Elman not concurring.

:~rATIONAL EXECl"TTIVE SEARCH, IKC. , ET AL.

Docket /31, Order, Ja'1J, i!G

Order granting respondents' reque:3t to CjlUlSh subpoena (1uces tEcum directecl
to the president of the corpora te respondeD 

ORDER GRAXTIXG ApPL\L X, D RE::\L\XDIXG TO EXX:\IIXER '\YITH
INSTRrCTIOXS

This matter is before the. Commission upon l'esponde,nt::.' - a ppenl filed
December 1 , 1967, from the part of the order of the. hearing examiner
of November 27 , 1967 , denying their requE'~t to qna-:h subpoena duces
tecum directed to. John ,V. CostelJo , president, National Executive
Search, Inc. , and upon compJaint counsers ans\Ver in opposition
thereto; and it appearing to the Commission that the nctions of the
hearing examiner in issuing such subpoena duces tecum and denying in
part the, motion to quash exceeded the limits of the pretrial order; and
the Commission having determined , therefore , that the matter should
be remanded to the hearing examiner for his reconsideration of the
issues raised in the light of the pretrial order:

It is onlered That respondents : appeal from the. part of the hearing
examiner s order of November 27 , 1967 , denying their request to quash
subpoena. duces tecum directed to John ,V. Co!3tello : president , X ational
Executive, Search , Inc.. , be , and it hereby is , granted.

I tis fu'Y,the7' o1Yle1' That inasmuch as the hearing examiner s order
ruling on the subpoena c1uees tecum directed to John ",V. Costello
president , K ational Executive Search , Inc., exceeds the limits of his




