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be confidential wi1 be improperly used, it is necessary that
material submitted in response to the subpoenas be presented

to respondent's counsel in such manner that no individual eom-
pany s confidential arrangements wi1 be revealed.

It is OI'deTed That respondent's Petition for Reconsideration
, and it hereby is , denied.
Commissioner MacIntyre not participating.

DEAN FOODS COMPA Y ET AL

Docket 8674, Order, July 2.5 , 1.9(j(j

Order directing hearing examiner to expedite the filing of his initial de-
cision in this case , and jf the dismissal of the complaint against Bowfund
is in issue , that the briefs of the parties be filed on or before Oct. 11 , 1966.

ORDER

On July 18, 1966 , the United States Court of Appeals for the
Seventh Circuit entered an order in Fedeml Tmde Commission
v. Dean Foo.ds Compa,ny and Bowman Dniry Company, 

15493 , enjoining respondents Dean Foods Company and Bowfund
Corporation (the latter formerly known as Bowman Dairy Com-
pany), for and during the period of four months from July
18, 1966 , from making, inte1' alia any material changes, directly
or indirectly, with respect to the capital stock or corporate
structure of Bowfund Corporation or with respect to the assets
purchased by Dean from Bowman pursuant to their agreement of
December 13, 1965, as amended, pending entry by the Com-
mission of its final order in respect to the above-entitled pro-

ceeding.
On July 8, 1966, the proceeding for the purpose of receiving

evidence in the above-entitled matter was closed by the hearing
examiner, and he directed that the respective proposed findings
by counsel supporting the complaint and by respondents be
submitted to him on or before August 8 , 1966, He also dismissed
the complaint as to respondent Bowfund Corporation; on July

, counsel supporting the complaint filed notice of appeal from
the dismissal of Bowfund Corporation,

In Jight of both the present posture of this case and the
order of the Court of Appeals, it is essential that the Commis-
sion expedite an further proceedings at an levels and enter its
final order on or before ovember 18 , 1966, in compJiance with
the Court' s order.
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Now therefore it is ordered That the hearing examiner file
his initial decision on or before September 9, 1966 , and that
service of his initial decision upon the parties be expedited by
the Secretary.

It is furthe,' ordered That, in the event either or both sides
should file notice of appeal from the initial decision, the fo11ow-
ing briefing schedule shaH govern and shaJJ apply also with
respect to the appeal from the hearing examiner s dismissal of
the complaint as to Bowfund Corporation: The parties shaJJ
submit their respective briefs on or before October 11, and
their answering briefs, if any, on or before October 28, 1966
at which date oral argument shaJJ be heard in the matter.

MARQUETTE CEMENT MANUFACTURING
COMPANY

Docket 8685. Order, July , 1.966

Order granting respondent s appeal on the propriety of the Commission
conducting an industrywide survey of the ready-mix cement husiness at
the same time as adjudicating this individual case.

ORDER STAYING PROCEEDING AND GRANTING IN PART AND
DEXYING IN PART REQUEST FOR PERMISSION TO FILE

INTERLOCUTORY ApPEAL

The complaint herein , issued May 20, 1966 , charged that re-
spondent, a cement manufacturer, violated Section 7 of the
Clayton Act , and Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission
Act by its acquisition uf a ready-mix concrete firm. Respondent
moved to dismiss the complaint, or, in the alternative, to stay
all pl'ceedings herein in view of (a) the dismissal by the hearing
examiner of similar complaints in two other proceedings in-
volving the same market area involved here, and (b) the con-
duct by the Commission of industrywide hearings on vertical
integration in the cement industry while the present adjudica-

tive proceeding was pending. On July 13 , 1966, the hearing
examiner denied respondent's motions and ordered it to answer
the complaint within twenty days. Respondent requests an inter-
loeutory appeal from the examiner s order.

The hearing examiner s initial decision in the two other cases
clearly furnishes no basis for the dismissal of the complaint
here. Those cases have yet to be reviewed by the Commission.
N or does the action in those cases hy the hearing examiner 
their pendency before the Commission justify the delay which

wouJd result from a stay of this proceeding, especia11y since


