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The views of Commissioners EJman and MacIntyre are set forth in
separate statements, and the views of Commissioner Reilly a.re set
forth in a separate concurring statement.

RODALE PRESS, L\'C. , ET AL.

Docket 8619. Grde?-, May 1965

Order denying respondent' s request that a news release following the initial
decision be made part of the record on appeal.

ORDER YI:' IVIOTIOX TO ENLARGE RECORD ON ApPEAL

Respondent RadaIe Press , Inc. having moved to enlarge the record
on appeal by making a news release relating to the heaTing examiner
initial decision , which release was issued by the Commission subse-
quent to the date of said initial decision , a part of the record on appeal
and the Commission having determined that any issue respecting the
accuracy or completeness o'f said news release is irrelevant to any issue
be.fore tll( Commission 011 the appeal of respondent:

1 t is ol'de1'ed That said motion be" and it hereby is , denied.
Commissioner Elman dissenting.

COLUMBIA BROADCASTING SYSTEM, INC. , ET AL.

Docket 8512. Order and Opl:nion, May , 1965

Order denying respondent' s. motion that Commissioner :\iacIntyre be disqualifed
from participating in this proceeding.

COM1\IlSSIONER MAcIXTYRE s STATEMEXT

DTSQDALIFITJ)

ON MOTIOX THAT HE BE

::fAY ) 2 1 \)(;5

During the Jate 1940's and the early 1050' , when I was serving on
the, sta.fl' of the Federal Trade Commission as Assista.nt Director of the
Bureau of Antimonopoly and Chief of the Division of Investigation
and Litigation, I supervised a substantial number of investigations

and a. substantial amount of litigation. Included was a CRse entitled
In Te Drmbleday and Co. , Inc. C. Docket No. 5807 (52 F.T.C.
169J. It involved a factual situation confined to the practices allegedly

pursued by that firm. The Federal Trade Commission dismissed the
complajnt in part. Quite recently the Commjssion instituted proceed-
ings In 1'e Columbia Broadca8ting System , Inc. C. Docket :'0.

379-702--71--



1372 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

The Commission having considered Commissioner MacIntyre
statement and being in agreement with the reasoning therein and his
determination that the Doubleday case. and the instant proCBeding
are not "factually related" within the meaning of that term as used in
Section 5 (c) ofthe Administrative Procedure Act; and

The Commission having determined that respondents have failed
to justify the action requested:

It i8 ordered That respondents ' motion requesting that Commis-
'Simler l\fa,clntyre be disqualified from participating in this proceeding

, and it hereby is, denied.
Commissioner )laclntyre not participating.

PHILADELPHIA CARPET COMPA)fY ET AL.

Docket (635. Order, May 14, 1965

Order extending the closing date for the respondent to :fle a report of compliance.

SL'ERSEDING ORDER AS TO TUfE 1YITHD., ",\THICH RESPOXDENTS
SHALL FILE REPORT OF COMPLIANCE

Respondents have fied a petition with the Commission requesting
that the period of time within which they are required to comply with
the Commission s cease and desist order be extended for a period of
time coextensive with that accorded their competitors in companion
cases. The Commission , on April 2 , 1964, extended the time in which
eight of respondents ' competitors ' were required to file reports of com-
pliance to sixty (60) days after the latest dats of any fial judicial

determination on appellate review in Callaway Mills Co. Docket Xo.

7634 , Cabin Crafts , Inc. Docket )fa. 7639 , and the instant case. Ap-
peals from the Commission s decision in CaZlnway Mills Co. , supra
and Cabin Crafts , Inc. , supra, are currently pending before the United
States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. On April 1 , 1965 , the
Commission s order in the instant case was affrmed by the United
States Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. Philadelphia CaTpet

Co. v. Federal Trade Commission 349 F. 2d 994 (3d Cir. 1965). The
fial decree of t.hat court ordering compliance with the Commission
order to cease and desist was issned on Apri126 , 1965.

In the circumstances, the Commission has determined that the period
of time within which the respondents in this Clse should be required

"'In re DOltbleday and Company, Inc., 52 F. 169 (1955).
1 Bigelow- Sanford Carpet Company, Inc. , Docket o. 7420: :\lohusco Industries, In('.,

Docket No. 7421; The Magee Carpet Company, Docket No. 7631; C. H . 1IIlsland & SODS

Docket 1"0. 7632; The Beattie !lIullllfIH' turing Company. Docket No. 763:,; A. & !II.
Kr\n1.gheusiun , Inc. , Doeket :!D. 7636; Roxbury Carpet Company, Docket 1'0. 7637; The
FIrth Carpet Company, Docket No. 7638.


