
INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS. ETC. 1545

Onm:n GnAXTIXG PElDIfE:SlOX To FLU: RUEF:-

On September 17 1064 the hearing examiner certified to tlw Com-
mission the record in the ill\-estigationn 1 hearings conducted hercin
to dct.ermine ylllCther respondent. St.::nc1ard :l\otor Products , Iuc. , is
in compl innce -with an ontstal1c1ing order to cease nud c1C;Oist. By motion
filed Septelnbel' 23 , H)G'J , n spollclent reclnests that. certain tcstimony
iLnd exhibits in the aforesaid record be stricken. Subscquent thereto
b:y Jetter filed September 28, lOG-J , respondent requests permission to
file briefs and for oral argument. upon the entire record of this invcsh-
gnt.ona.l proceeding.

The Cmnm1ssioll has cCJlsidcrec1 respondent's requests and has con-
cluc1ed that. although not lwovic1ed for in its Hnles of Practice, t.he

submission of briefs by the particci is warranted. The Commission has
further determincd to hold in abeyance respondent s motion to strike
eertain tes6mony and exhibits and its request for oral argumcnt nntil
the briefs have been filed and reviewed. Accordingly,

It is ordered That on or before )Jovember 3 , 19Gd : respondent and
Commission counsel each may file with the Seeretary of the COlTunis-

sian a brief upon the record of this investigational proceeding, eaeh

brief not to exceed sixty (60) pages , including any appendix.
It .is fndhel' ordeTed That within twenty ('W) days after sen.ice

of the respective briefs , respondent and Comm1ss1on connsel each may
file an ans,ycring brjef not to exeeed sixty (GO) pages , including any
appendix.
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Order denying C1JJ1l1hlint C()lW"eJ. llntio l to on'p' ule hrnrill ', f\;\;lmill('J" S 'll1r;sh-

ing of ft SUI)jJo;'1l:1 ll11CC'S ll'CllIl amI sf :.jkiu
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ntllrr testimCJJ

OnDEr: DEXi'IXG PEITJIOX

This matter has come, on to be heard by tlw C0111IllSsion upon (1,

prtition de:-, (::l1:li ('(I ns 

. "

Hert\H - -for IJlt- cl' lncl1lol':- )qlpeal l; r()

Rulings of J-Jeitring Exnllillcr ' filed Scptcn:ucr :2j 19G-: , by connse,

supporting 1ho C'()mp1:irit.

In part I of said petition , compbint cOl1nsel contends that the hear-
jng exam:iner erred iE llis ruling sustaining responc1cnts motion to
qUHsh a subpoena, ad testificand1lll c1irr.cted to Dayid lI.Kic1d. Corn-
pla.int CGHil::c:J"spet,itic1l -;)1 this respect is improperly fied since an
objection to a hearing examiner s ruling granting a nlOtion to quash
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;, sllbpoen;l should hnn' Leell i l the form of an lppC',tl to the COE11l1:.

-:-

sian rat.he.r than the subject of L l'f'qllcst for pCl'mis ioJl to file all intf'l'-
locutory a,ppea1. Neverthele s. the Commission lws considered COlll-

plaint cOllnseFs argument on this point and has concluded that therc
has been no shon-ing that the ruling comphinecl of involves substantial

rights "neI ". in mHtprialJ T affect the find dpcisiml nnc1 that a, cLf'tt'J'-

minatioll of its correctne s before conclusion of the hearing will better

servo the interests of justice.
In part II of 11is petition, complaint cOUlEcl reqnests permissiOll

to filo all interlocutory appeal from the hearing cxaminer s ruling
striking the testimony of one of complajnt counsel's \\it.nesses. It 2P-
pears that t.he hClll'illg examin('r onlel'E'd this testimony stricken hi1('

at the salle time denying responc1ents alternative request for enforce-

ment of a, subpoena to obtain the deposition 01' the witness ' husbl lll
who was present at the transaction concerning ,yhic.h the witness te.'3ti-

flee1. In substance , it is compbint cOllEcFs contelltionthat re. pondrnts
did not. exercise due diligence to obtain the deposit.ion.
The hearing examiner s ruling on this point was is, ued on July 15

1064 , and complaint counsel' s request is not tilnely filed. IoreoveT'. the
Commission concludes that to permit an interlocutory u.ppe3.1 on this
point \\-ould resn1t in Ul1Jccessary deJny and is not ,Y,llTantec1 in tile
public interest.

In part III of his request , complaint counsel objects to an order of
the hearing examiner which allegedly requires him to produce certain
letters for l'espondents inspection at a date and place specified. A
review of t.w examiner s order discloses that complaint counsel'

objec.60n is premature SlnC( the e:samincr s order is premised on certain
conditions which ha;ve not been fulfilled. Aceorc1ingly

1 t is ordered That complaint counsers petition , filed September :?;
1964 , be , and it l1ereby is , denied in aJJ particulars.

IN THE 1\f.A.'lTF.R OF

SHREVEPORT llACARONI MANuFACTunlNG COMPANY.
INC.

Docket ,,'/19 Order, Oct. , 1964

Order d.enying respondent' s motion to reopen pl'oeeelling for fJ111poSe of nlC:1jjllg
tbr cpa e and (l('",lst Ol' clel' agaiJlst it

OnDER DENYING :MOTION To REOPEX PROCEEDING

Respondent in the above-captioned proceeding filed with the Com-
mi8sion on August 18 , 1964 , ft motion pursuant to Section 3.28(b) (2)
or the Commission s Procedures and Hule5 of Practice (effective Au-


