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WILTIUNGTON CHEMICAL CORPORATION ET .\L.

D()c7, (t 8648. Order, Jla1" , 1965

Oruer denying lenve to fie an interlocutory apveal challenging hearij)g e:;ami-
ner s rUling.

Omn:n DE YIXG LEAVE To FILE IXTERLOCUTORY AprEAL

On ),f: l'ch 1 ' IDG;), the COl1Ini::;sioll rec2iyec1 n lcticr frcrn l 11::t'l

for respondents in the above-ca.ptioned pl'ocee,dillg: which letter \Y111

be treated as an applicat.ion for leave to file. Hn nte.rlocutory appeal
from the hearing examiner s order of 1\1:'11c11 1(- , JJJ (- 5. By this o1'lc1'

the examiner denied respondents ' motion for a sixty day postponc-

ml', llt of the hearings in this matter now sehedllled to commCllce Oil

Jal'ch 18 , 1065. The cxaminer s \vl'ittcll l'll1ing upon respondents ' mo-
tion reflects a fu1l and rail' evaluation of an the releyant consideril-
tions, The Commission s Hllles of Practice and Procedure accord the
hC:l1'ing examlner a considerable discretion ill regnlating the COllrse
01 hl'fll'ing: f1nc1r8Spondcnrs have entirely failed to snggest any basis
for concluding that the examiner s rnli11g of lHl'ch IG : 190:) : consti-
tutes an abuse of discretion. Acconlingly, it appcflring that there
are DO extraordinary eircmnstaJlCES justifying a review of the e.xami-

113r s decision by menns of intcrlocutory appeal nnder Sed ion ;1. :?'O

of the Commission s Rulcs of Practice lUlc1 Procedure
It is oi'de?ed That respondents : applicfltion for leayc to filc: ftl

interlocutory appeal be , rmd it hereb :: is , denied.

LAFA YETTE HADIO ELECTHOi\ICS COnpOl~ATIC:,

Docket (/-- '('82 Grlfr/', JJ(I," ' l, J%j

On1f'1' c1enying Iwtition to suspend effectiycness of order nntil similar orders

im-olYing three competitors H1'C i:-suNl,

ORDEH DEXYJXG PnTInox To TIEOPEX PnOCEEDlXGS

Respondent , by petition filed Iarch 1 : 190;\ has reql:cstec1 thai,
this proceeding be reopened for the purpose of setting aside or modi-
fying the finftl order , i::sHed on ,JulY lcl , 1 1G:1 I GG F. C. :U:?J, based
Oil an agreement containing a consent onlc.l. In substance. , respor:dent
requests that the effectiveness of the order be suspended ullbl sub-
stantially similar orders arc jssnecl and lYecome final against three
named competitors.



JXTEHLOCL'TORY OHDERS , ETC. 1355

present motion, respondent stat.es that. he "did not have an
opportunity * * * to answer these charges. " :x a explanation is offered
as to why respondent did not have snch an opportunity. In any event
the point is a peripheral one. The evidence that rcsponc1cnt s employees
substituted false labels in this fashion was merely corroborative. (See
initial decision , finding no. 14 , 66 F. C. 1290 , 1296. ) The Connnission
decision and order \vould be the same even if t.he evidence were
completely discounted.

It is ordeTed That, for the reasons set forth above, respondent'
motion to reopen the above-captioned procl ec1ing be, and it hereby
, denied.

COLU IBIA BIWADCASTIKG SYSTK\I, EC. , ET AL.
Docket 8512. Order, Mar. , 1965

Order denying respondent' s request to file a 200-page ans\vering brief.

ORDER DEKYIXG :MOTION

On January 25 , 1965 , the Commission issued an order granting re-
spondents ' motion for an additional 2 mont.hs in which to fiJe their
ans\ycring brief. Considedng at the same time respondents ' motion
for lea ye to file an answering brief not exceeding 200 pages, the Com-
mission granted leave to file a brief of 150 pages in length , including
all appendices. Respondents have now renewed their request that
they be granted leave to file an al1swering brief not excel djng 200
pages in length and they request thnt the filing date be further ex-
tended to j\1ay 19 , 1965. The sole reason given by respondents for
requiring a 200-page answering brief is that it is necessary to answer
in detail what they regard as " t.he appeal brief' s c1istOltions of the
record." The Commission is of the view that the authorization here-
tofore granted respondents should enable them to make a clear and
complete presentation of the issues of the case and that they havp.

failed to demonstrate the " reasonableness and ne,eessity" of filing a

brief so greatly in excess of the limit set forth in Section 3.22 (e) of

the Commission s Rllles of Practice and Procedure. Shulton, Inc.

Docket :"0. 7721 , order issued February 14 , 1964. Since respondents
accompanying motion for an extension of time until J\Iay 19, 1965

has been premised entirely upon the ground that additional time
would be needed to prepare a brief of 200 pages in length , denial of
the latter motion also requires a denial of the former. Accordingly,

Iti8 ordered That rcspondents motion be , and it hereby is , denied
in all respects.


