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respectively, of said corporation. They formulate, direct and con­
trol the nets, policies and practices of said corporate respondent. 
Their address is the same as that of said corporate respondent. 

2. Subsequent to the effective date of the Fur Products Labeling 
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 
offering for sale in commerce, and in the transportation and distri­
bution in commerce, of fur products; and have manufactured for 
sale, sold, advertised, offered for sale, transported and distributed 
fur products -which have been made in -whole or in part of fur -which 
had been shipped and received in commerce, as "commerce," "fur" 
and "fur product" are defined in the Fur Products Labeling Act. 

F alsc Invoicing : 

3. The first charge of the complaint is that respondents falsely 
and deceptively invoiced certain of their fur products by setting 
out on their invoices prices which "-ere in fact fictitious, in viola­
tion of §5 (b) (2) of the Fnr Act. The Act defines "invoice" as 
follows: 

SEC. ~- As used in this Act-

* 
( f) The term "invoice" means a w-ritten account, memoranclnm, list, or cata­

log. which is issued in connection n-ith any commercUll dealing in fur products 
or furs, and describes the particulars of any fur products or furs, transported 
or deliYerecl to a purchaser, consignee, factor, bailee, corresrionclent, or agent, 
or any other person n-110 is E•ngagecl in dealing- commercially in fur products 
or furs. 

Fur products are frequently sent by manufacturers to retail estab­
lishments on consignment, in whfrh cases memorandums of consign­
ment are issued. Respondents use printed memorandum forms upon 
each of which, in large, conspicuous letters, is the statement "THIS 
IS NOT AN INVOICE." However, this does not change the char­
acter of the document, "hich clearly, under the Act, is an invoice. 

4. Respondents' consignment. memorandums to Arnold Constable, 
as a rnle, shmwd two prices, :rn original and a present price, for 
each garment. The fo11owing am typical of the pricing practices 
fo11o-,Yec1 by respondents on Constable consignment memorandums: 

Date 011 Pricc8 
Gannc11t 111 roicc 11riqi110/. l're,qent
1\link Cont, Lot 551 1/10/f>G ~2,7;:-► f) $1,995 
l\link Cont, Lot 508 _______ 12/24/5fi $2.fi00 $1,895 
l\link Cont, Lot 508 _______ 4/13/f:-► 'i .-::2.500 $1,550 
l\link Coat, Lot 1200 ______ 1/24/57 ~1.D50 $1,650 
l\link Cont, Lot 1217 ______ 4/13/f:'>7 $1.97::i $1,550 
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The pricing history of these garments, other than as it relates to 
Constable, is shown in the following tabulation: 
Garment Dntc (.'011,qigne(l 'l'o Pri.ce 
l\link Coat, Lot 551 _______ 5/10/5G Friedner Furs ______________ $2,150 

6/ 2/56 Spencer Flournoy ___________ $2,250 
Mink Coat, Lot 508 _______ 1/ 8/57 Spencer Flournoy ___________ $1,850 

1/23/57 Richter & Franklin, Inc. _____ $1,850 
3/18/57 .T. H. Raphael ______________ $1,800 

3/22/57 Harry Graff ________________ $1,850 

3/28/57 Furs by Kent _______________ $1,800 
Mink Cont, Lot 1220 ______ 11/28/56 ~lark Eckstein ______________ $1,750 

12/31/56 Spencer Flournoy ___________ $1,800 
12/31/5G William Rosenfelc1 __________ $1,875 

3/ 7/57 .Tohn Bevalock ______________ $1,650 

Mink Coat, Lot 1217 ______ 11/30/56 Davic1 Eisner _______________ $1,750 

12/13/56 Chrystic Furs _______________ $1,700 

Dual prices were given by respondents to no customers other than 
Constable, so far as this record show8. 

5. The pattern of pricing indicates that respondents had 7/57 7/57 
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usua.l price of any fur product is any amount which is in excess of 
the price at which 
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