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reserves, and the feared entrencbment of Peabody s dominance of the
coal industry through Kennecott' s ownership has not materialized.
There is no suggestion that any customer, competitor, or potential

purchaser of Peabody will be prejudiced if the Commission undertakes
the requested reexamination. Therefore, I find no substantial public

interest to weigh against the benefit to be derived from examining the
evidence eoncerning current developments in the coal industry. I would
grant the petition to reopen.
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ORDER DENYING ApPLICATION OF RESPONDENT GENERAL MILLS
INC. , I"OR STAY OF COMMENCEMENT OF COMPLAINT COUNSEL

DEPOSITION PROGRAM PENDING ApP,;AL

This matter is before us on the application of respondent General
Mills, Inc., for a stay of the commencement of complaint counsel's
deposition program pending appeal.

The administrative law judge, by order dated July 15, 1975, denied
respondents ' joint motion to nullify the law judge s order of June 19

1975, granting eomplaint counsel's application for the taking 
depositions. On July 18, 1975, respondents filed a joint request under
Section :J.2:J(b) of the Commission s Rules of Practice , 16 CYR.
9:J.23(b), and on the same day, the law judge denied the application of
respondent General Mils for a stay of the taking of depositions pending
appeal.

The administrative law judge s order denying respondents ' motion to
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nullify his previous order granting complaint counsel's application for
the taking of depositions wil be subject to interloeutory review by the
Commission only if the order is certified by the judge and the
Commission, in its discretion, permits tbe appeal. Rules of Practice
Section 3.2B(b), 16 C. R. Section :i.23(b), Missouri Portland Cement
Co. 80 F. C. 1035 (1972).

Even if the order was subject to interlocutory review under Section
2:i(b), it would be reversible only if tbere was a clear abuse of

diseretion , Kellogg Co. , Docket No. 8883, Order of May 29, 1974

Denying Applications for Review at 3, and respondent General Mills
has failed to make the necessary showing.

It is ordered That the aforesaid application for a stay is denied.

IN THE MATTER OF

MARALCO ENTERPRISES, INC., ET AL.

CONSENT ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO ALLEGED VIOLATION OF'
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Consent order requiring four New York City corporations operating a computer
programming school , among other things to cease misrepresenting the demand
for its graduates, job opportunities, earnings, and using testimonials and

endorsements unfairly; and violating the Truth in Lending Act in conm cti()n
with the sale of its courses.
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COMPLAINT

Pursuant to the provisions of the Federal Trade Commission Act and
the Truth in Lending Act and the implementing regulation promulgat-

ed thereunder, and by virtue of the authority vested in it by said Acts
the Federal Trade Commission, having reason to believe that Maralco
Enterprises, Inc., a corporation, New York School of Computer

I It is, th..refure, unneee sary to deLide ",.hether the CommissiQn ha inherent 1""':l'r to H,vil'\\ an inter\oeutory
urdPr "r an admini trativ" law judg" upon th" kind nf lwwinK nf irr"l,arahl" harm ami d,'ar abu " of di crdi,,, that
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