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1. Discriminating, directly or indirectly, in the price
of such products of like grade and quality by selling to
any purchaser at net prices higher than the net prices
charged any other purchaser who competes with the
purchaser paying the higher price;

2. Paying or contracting for the payment of anything
of value to or for the benefit of any customer as compen-
sation or in consideration for any services or facilities
furnished by or through such customer, in connection
with the offering for sale, sale or distribution of any of
the products in the Sealtest product line, unless such
payment or consideration is made available on propor-
tionally equal terms to all other customers competing in
the distribution of such products with the favored cus-
tomer.

It is further ordered, That the initial decision of the hearing
examiner, as modified, be, and it hereby is, adopted as the decision
of the Commission.

It is further ordered, That respondent, National Dairy Products
Corporation, shall, within sixty (60) days after service upon it of
this order, file with the Commission a report, in writing, setting
forth in detail the manner and form in which it has complied
with the order to cease and desist set forth herein.

Commissioner Elman dissented and has filed a dissenting opin-
ion. Commissioners MacIntyre and Jones did not participate.
Commissioner Reilly concurred and has filed a concurring opin-
ion.

IN THE MATTER OF
TRI-VALLEY PACKIN G ASSOCIATION

ORDER, OPINIONS, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF
SECS. 2(a) AND 2(d) OF THE CLAYTON ACT

Dockets 7225 and 7496. Complaints, Aug. 6, 1958, and May 15, 1959—
Decision, July 28, 1966

Order modifying, pursuant to a decision and remand of the case by the U.S.
Court of Appeals, Ninth Circuit, dated March 18, 1964, 329 F. 2d 694 (7
S.&D. 859), an order of May 10, 1962, 60 F.T.C. 1184, which prohibited
a San Francisco, Calif., canner of fruits and vegetables to cease discrim-
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inating in price and paying promotional allowances among its competing
customers, by adducing additional evidence in support of the charges
against respondent association.

Mr. Jerome Garfinkel for the Commission.

Mr. Ricardo J. Hecht, Mr. Francis Kerner, San Francisco,
Calif., and Mr. Melville Ehrlich, Washington, D.C., for respon-
dent.

INITIAL DECISION ON REMAND BY EDGAR A. BUTTLE, HEARING
EXAMINER
APRIL 15, 1965

The above-entitled matter * was remanded for further proceed-
ings by the United States Court of Appeals (9th Circuit) in con-
nection with certain Clayton Act section 2(a) and (d) issues here-
inafter discussed. Incident thereto, the Commission’s cease and
desist order entered on May 10, 1962 [60 F.T.C. 1134], was set
aside by the court’s order of remand dated March 18, 1964 [7 S.
& D. 859]. In remanding the case the court invites the attention
of the Commission to certain omissions of evidence which it be-
lieves, if available, could better resolve some of the issues. In set-
ting aside the Commission findings and conclusions as to the sec-
tion 2(d) charges, and order as to both section 2(a) and (d)
charges the court seems to imply that a completely revised reis-
suance thereof might be appropriate based upon the evidence ad-
duced initially in relation to the additional evidence adduced upon
remand in accordance with the court’s suggestions.? The findings,
therefore, hereinafter cited, relate to all of the evidence in the
case, including the evidence adduced before and after remand to
the Commission, and by the Commission to the hearing examiner,
within the meaning of the 9th Circuit disposition consistent with
the law of the case thereby established.

With regard to the section 2(a) charges, the court appears to
be of the view that there may not be anything in the record to in-

* Respondent, Tri-Valley Packing Association, incorrectly named in the complaint in Docket
No. 7225 as Tri-Valley Packing Association, Inc.

The name of respondent has been changed on June 1, 1963, from Tri-Valley Packing Associa-

tion to Tri-Valley Growers. It was stipulated that the complaint be amended to incorporate
this change (Tr. 1297-1298). .

By stipulation between the parties, Dockets 7225 and 7496 were consolidated under Docket
7225 (Tr. 1107-1108). '

? Since the section 2(a) .order has been set aside, more complete findings consistent with
the law of the case enunciated by the court on the issue of relief as well as findings re
deficiencies in evidence enumerated by the court are essential. Furthermore, there is a relation-
ship between the new findings on matters resolved by the court and evidentiary deficiencies cited
by the court. See Conclusions for full discussion.
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dicate that there was or is any obstacle which prevented or pre-
vents nonfavored purchasers from buying Tri-Valley products in
the so-called “California Street” market in San Francisco where
they would have been obtained at the same low prices as offered
to favored purchasers in that market. As pointed out by the
court, disposition of this question is dependent upon the facts
pertaining to the availability to nonfavored purchasers of the low
prices for Tri-Valley products on the “California Street” market
and the application of the law to these facts. In other words, are
the lower prices discriminatory if available on “California
Street” to all competitors although not elsewhere in the same
market area.

The court also states counsel for the Commission took the posi-
tion before the court that a section 2(b) defense contemplated a
good faith meeting of competition to each individual competitive
demand rather than a good faith meeting of competition in res-
ponse to a pricing system such as that represented by the “Cali-
fornia Street” market. Furthermore, the court seems to be of the
view that the Commission should ascertain by evidence whether
or not Tri-Valley was engaged in the “California Street” market
in meeting “an equally low price of a competitor” within the
meaning of section 2(b). If the evidence indicates that Tri-Valley
is not so engaged in meeting “California Street” prices, no fur-
ther consideration need be given to the section 2(b) defense. On
the other hand, if the evidence discloses to the contrary, then the
Commission must decide as a matter of law whether a section
2(b) response may be directed to a pricing system as well as an
individual competitive demand.

As for the section 2(d) issue, the court points out as follows at
page 22 [7 S. & D. 859, 878] of its decision:

In our opinion, where a direct customer of a seller, operating solely on a
particular functional level such as wholesaling or retailing, receives a promo-
tional allowance not made available to another direct customer operating
solely on the same functional level, it is unnecessary to trace the seller’s
goods of like grade and quality to the shelves of competing outlets of the two
in order to establish competition. It is sufficient in that case to prove that one
has outlets in such geographical proximity to those of the other as to establish
that the two customers are in general competition, and that the two customers
purchased goods of the same grade and quality from the seller within
approximately the same period of time. Actual competition in the sale of the
seller’s goods may then be inferred even though one or both of the customers
have other outlets which are not in geographical proximity to outlets of the
other customer.
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Relative to the Boston area, the court suggests the need for evi-
dence that Tri-Valley engaged in a course of direct dealing with
the retail outlets of Central Grocers as indirect customers of Tri-
Valley since Central Grocers are not in functional competition
with wholesalers. It is pointed out by the court that the only way
of showing a section 2(d) violation would be to treat Central Gro-
cers’ retail outlets as indirect customers of Tri-Valley, but that
this may not be done in the absence of a showing that Tri-Valley
engaged in a course of direct dealing with those retail outlets.

Relative to the Portland area, the Court of Appeals indicates as
follows:

In the Portland area, Meyer, which received an allowance, is a retailer, and
Hudson House, which did not receive a proportionally equal allowance, is
principally a wholesaler, but may also be a retailer.’ No section 2(d) viola-
tion was shown as to the wholesale operation of Hudson House, because that
operation was not in functional competition with Meyer, and it was not
shown that the independent retailers served by Hudson House were “indi-
rect” customers of Tri-Valley.* No section 2(d) violation was shown as to
the retail operation of Hudson House, if there was such an operation, because
it was not shown that any Tri-Valley goods were purchased indirectly by
those Piggly-Wiggly outlets, during the period in question. This could only
have been shown by tracing Tri-Valley goods to the shelves of those stores by
means of the best evidence available,

Although the hearing examiner has advised counsel for the
complaint and counse! for the respondent that, for purposes of
clarity and since the court of appeals has set aside the 2(d) find-
ings and order of the Commission entirely, it is his intention to
issue an entirely new initial decision, inclusive of new findings
and a new order for the consideration of the Commission, respon-
dent has elected to submit proposed findings which essentially re-
late only to incomplete evidentiary facts cited by the court in sug-
gesting the adduction of additional evidence or record citations.
Respondent’s proposed findings are as follows:

1. Subsequent to March 18, 1964, an employee of respondent,
without first counsulting his superior or respondent’s counsel, de-
stroyed certain documents belonging to respondent, produced by
m}louse does any retailing, it is because of its ownership of several Piggly-
Wiggly stores in the Portland area. Each of these is apparently a separate corporate entity
and Tri-Valley contends that they are dealt with by Hudson House just as if they were
independent retailers. [Footnote No. 22 in court decision.]

4 See Klein v. Lionel Corp., 8 Cir., 237 F. 2d 13; Rowe, suprae, §13.11, pp. 398-399; contra
Krug v. International Tel. & Tel. Corp., D.N.J., 142 F.Supp. 230. Examples of direct dealing
sufficient to give application to the “indirect” customer concept, are to be found in American
News Co. v. Federal Comm'n., 2 Cir.,, 300 F. 2d 104; Elizabeth Arden, Inc. v. Federal

Trade Comm’n., 2 Cir., 156 F. 2d 182; K. S. Corp. v. Chemstrand Corp., S.D.N.Y. 198 F. Supp.
310; Champion Spark Plug Co., 50 F.T.C. 30, 44. [Footnote No. 21 in court decision.]
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it for copying and inspection by representatives of the Commis-
sion, pursuant to order of the United States District Court. These
documents were so inspected beginning on or about October 12,
1959. The court order did not require that these documents be
thereafter preserved for any given period of time. The employee
destroyed these documents acting under the mistaken belief that
the decision of the Court of Appeals, announced on March 18,
1964, had put an end to the proceedings brought against respon-
dent. There are no facts in evidence that would justify the finding
that the destruction of said documents was “willful,” “inten-
tional,” or with “fraudulent design,” as those words are used in
connection with the presumption relating to the application of the
maxim of evidence, “omnia praesumuntur contra spoliatorem.”

2. There are no facts in evidence showing that there was or is
any obstacle which prevented or prevents nonfavored buyers
from purchasing respondent’s products in the so-called “Califor-
nia Street” market in San Francisco, and there is no causal con-
nection between respondent’s discriminatory prices and the com-
petitive injury that its nonfavored buyers may have suffered.

3. Respondent’s lower invoice prices to its favored buyers were
made in good faith to meet the equally low prices of its competi-
tors in the “California Street” market.

4. In 1957 and 1958, respondent paid an allowance of ten (10)
cents a case for each case of canned fruits purchased from re-
spondent to Central Grocers of Boston, Massachusetts. Central
Grocers operated solely at the wholesale level during this period of
time. Respondent did not offer or make available this allowance
on proportionally equal terms to any other customer in the Boston
area. There is no evidence that respondent during approximately
the same period of time sold any good of the same grade and qual-
ity as those it sold to Central Grocers to any customer who com-
peted solely at the wholesale level with Central Grocers.

5. In September and October 1957, Meyer, a retailer in the Port-
land, Oregon area, instituted a coupon book program. Respondent
contracted with Meyer to participate in this promotion and to pay
$350 as part of the cost of printing a page in the coupon book and
agreed to redeem each such page at the rate of $0.248. These pay-
ments or allowances were made in consideration of the promotion
and purchase of large quantities of respondent’s peaches packed
under Meyer’s label during said months of September and Octo-
ber. The only other retailer customer of respondent in that area
at that time was Safeway. There is no evidence that respondent
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during approximately the same period of time sold any goods of
the same grade and quality as those it sold to Meyer to Safeway.

6. There is no evidence that Central Grocers’ retail outlets
were indirect customers of respondent.

7. There is no evidence that Hudson House’s retail outlets, in-
cluding the Piggly-Wiggly outlets, were indirect customers of re-
spondent..

It is obvious, however, that new findings must be rendered
since the Court of Appeals points out that it is setting aside the
Commission’s order as to both the section 2(a) and 2(d)** issues,
which order is necessarily premised upon findings which the
court considers inadequate to support the order. Furthermore, it is
obvious from the opinion of the court that the record may be aug-
mented by additional evidence of discriminatory transactions
within the scope of the complaint in order to adequately resolve
the questions raised by the court. The rendition of supplemental
findings only, because of the many questions raised by the court
in its opinion, would only tend to confuse the issues and their dis-
position. However, the hearing examiner has not only considered
the limited proposed findings presented by respondent’s counsel in-
cident to the remand, but the prior proposed findings originally
submitted. Since the complaint counsel has submitted entirely
new proposed findings relating to the evidence taken before, as
well as after, remand, the hearing examiner has disregarded the
prior proposed findings of complaint counsel.

The hearing examiner has carefully reviewed and considered
the proposed findings of counsel in support of the complaint and
counsel for respondent as heretofore indicated. Proposed findings
and conclusions which are not herein adopted, either in the form
proposed or in substance, are rejected as not supported by the re-
cord or as involving immaterial matters.

Upon the entire record in the case the hearing examiner makes
the following :

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Respondent Tri-Valley Packing Association is a nonprofit,
cooperative corporation organized and existing under the laws of
the State of California, with its principal office and place of busi-
ness located at 240 Battery Street, San Francisco, California.®

2. Respondent is now and has been engaged in the business of

42 As to the 2(d) charges the court also set aside the findings and conclusions.
5 Admitted by answer. See also Tr. 14.
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selling and distributing canned fruits and vegetables of many
varieties, all of which it processes and cans at its plants in Mo-
desto, San Jose, and Stockton, California. Respondent sells and
distributes its canned fruits and vegetables under private labels
and also under its own labels or brands.® '

3. Respondent sells its products to customers located through-
out the United States for use, consumption, or resale. Its products
were sold to wholesalers and retailers, including chain stores.”

4. Respondent’s sales of its products are substantial, amount-
ing in the fiscal year ending January 31, 1956, to $19,698,531.2

5. In the course and conduct of its business, respondent has en-
gaged in commerce, as “commerce” is defined in the amended
Clayton Act, in that respondent ships its products, or causes them
to be shipped, from its place of business to customers located in
States other than the State of California.?

6. In the course and conduct of its business in commerce, re-
spondent is in substantial competition with other corporations,
partnerships, individuals and firms engaged in the canning, sale
and distribution of canned fruits and vegetables.®

7. Many of respondent’s customers are likewise engaged, di-
rectly or indirectly, in competition with each other in the resale
of respondent’s products within the same trading areas.™

8. In the course and conduct of its business, respondent sold its
products to Hudson House, Inc., of Portland, Oregon, at higher

8 Admitted by answer.

7 Admitted by answer. .

8 Admitted by answer; see also CX’s 108, 109 and 111, where it is disclosed that respondent’s
sales for fiscal year ending January 31, 1957, were $21,328,283; sales for the year ending
January 81, 1958 were $19,935,747; and for the year ending January 31, 1959, were $22,329,-
877. CX’s refers to Commission Exhibits; RX’s refers to Respondent’s Exhibits; and Tr. refers
to record page citation.

® The answer admits that “. . .respondent ships its products or causes them to be shipped
from its place of business to purchasers.” That respondent shipped its products in the course
of commerce is further borne out by CX's 33-49 which show sales to customers located in
Denver, Colorado; Portland, Oregon; Boston, Massachusetts; Portland, Maine; New York
City ; and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, among others.

See Appendices A through R, attached to the proposed findings of complaint counsel, for
evidence of sales by respondent in the course of commerce.

19 The answer admits that respondent “ . . . is in competition with other corporations engaged
in the canning, sale and distribution of canned fruits and vegetables.” See also statement of
the general manager of respondent at Tr. 43, that ‘. . .every canner who is selling the same
merchandise is a competitor.”

11 Respondent’s answer admits that *. . .some of its purchasers are directly in competition
with each other in the resale of its products.” That many purchasers from respondent are
engaged in competition with each other directly or indirectly in the same trading areas is
shown by CX's 33-49, and the transcript testimony of purchasers within the trading areas of
Portland, Oregon; Denver and Pueblo, Colorado; Portland, Maine; Boston, Massachusetts;
New York City; New Jersey; and Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania. Details of this competition are
hereinafter set forth.
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prices than it sold its products of like grade and quality to Fred
Meyer, Inc., and Regent Canfood (Safeway Stores).:2

Under the 1957 Fred Meyer, Inc., coupon book program, in
which Tri-Valley participated, Fred Meyer was given free canned
goods amounting to one free can of peaches for every two sold by
Fred Meyer. The total participation amounted to 20,750 free cans
of peaches valued at $.232 each, or a total rebate value of $4,814.
The price differential involved was 8814 percent. During the
same time, Hudson House, Inc., purchased peaches of like grade
and quality, paying the regular price with no rebate or discount
or free goods.?

9. Hudson House, Inc., of Portland, Oregon, an unfavored pur-
chaser of respondent in goods of like grade and quality, is a
wholesale grocery distributor whose customers compete with the
retail outlets owned and operated by the favored purchasers Fred
Meyer, Inc., and Safeway Stores (Regent). The customers of
Hudson House compete with the favored purchasers in the sale of
respondent’s products.

Hudson House, Inc., is a wholesale distributor with some 279
retail grocery customers serviced from its Portland warehouse.
Of the approximately 279 retail grocery customers serviced by
Hudson House, 138 of such customers are located in the Portland,
Oregon, metropolitan area.!*

The record discloses that Safeway Stores, a favored retail pur-
chaser from respondent, owns and operates 103 Safeway retail
outlets in the Portland trade area that are serviced by Safeway’s
Portland warehouse. Respondent’s canned food products were
purchased by Safeway Stores for its Portland trade area opera-
tions.1s

Fred Meyer, Inc., Portland, Oregon, another favored purchaser
from respondent, is a locally owned, locally operated retail chain.
This retail chain operates at least ten retail food stores which sell
canned fruits and vegetables to consumers throughout the Por-
tland area. It purchases for resale to the consumer respondent’s
canned food products directly from said respondent.®

10. In the course and conduct of its business in commerce, re-
spondent sold its products to Central Grocers, Inc., and Standard
T2 See CX's 10-22, 24, 26, 83, 34; RX 1 and Appendix A.

13 See CX’s 26 and 33. See also CX's 83-49 to effect that this price differential was in excess
of three times any other demonstrated on these exhibits.

14 See Tr. 154-157, 196-197; CX 29.

15 See Tr. 185-186; CX's 31-32; Tr. 61, 184-185, 206, 209-212, 1436; CX’s 33-34,

18 See Tr. 116, 118; CX 27; see statement under “Fred Meyer, Inc.”; Tr. 117-119, 61-62;
CX's 33-34.
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Grocery Company, both of Boston, Massachusetts, at higher
prices than it sold its products of like grade and quality to First
National Stores, and A & P, both of Boston, Massachusetts.’

11. Central Grocers, Inc., and Standard Grocery Company (un-
favored purchasers) are wholesale grocers whose customers com-
pete in the Boston trading area with the retail outlets owned and
operated by the favored purchasers First National Stores and A
& P. The customers of Central Grocers, Inc., and Standard Gro-
cery Company compete with the favored purchasers in the sale
of respondent’s products.

More particularly, Central Grocers, Inc., Boston, Massachusetts
(an unfavored purchaser) is a membership group of retail stores,
whose gross sales are shown in CX 61, in camera. It has been re-
ferred to as a quasi cooperative, selling to some twenty-five
“affiliate” accounts as well as to retailer stockholder members.
The stockholder members number approximately 100, and sales
by Central Grocers to the stockholders approximate 85 percent of
the total. All goods purchased by Central Grocers from respon-
~dent are placed in its Boston warehouse and distributed to retail-
ers within a 15-mile radius of Boston.!® ‘

Standard Grocery Company is a wholesaler of grocery products
with one warehouse located in Boston supplying some 700 small
or medium size independent grocers in the Boston area. It is an
unfavored purchaser of respondent.®

First National Stores (a favored purchaser) is a retail chain
owning and operating approximately 135-140 retail stores in the
Boston trade area, which are among the 197 First National re-
tail stores which are serviced from the Boston (Somerville Divi-
sion) warehouse.?°

The Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea Company (A & P) services
163 retail A & P stores from its Boston warehouse, some 81 of
which are in the Boston metropolitan area.?

In the course and conduct of its business in commerce respon-
dent sold its products to Hannaford Brothers Company, Portland,
Maine, at higher prices than it sold its products of like grade and
quality to A & P, of Portland, Maine.?*

18. Hannaford Brothers Company (unfavored) is a wholesale

17 See CX's 35, 45 and Appendix B.
18 See Tr. 348-8353; CX’s 67-68.
1 See Tr. 369, 368, 870; CX 35, Appendix B.
. % See Appendix B; Tr. 384; CX 63A-E.
21 See Tr. 406-407; CX 69A-L.
22 See CX's 86, 37, 46; Appendices C, D, and E.
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distributor of food products whose customers compete in the Port-
land, Maine, trading area with the retail outlets owned and oper-
ated by A & P. The customers of Hannaford Brothers Company
compete with A & P in the sale of respondent’s products.

Hannaford Brothers Company is a wholesaler. It is a corpora-
tion which supplies products to members of a voluntary group of
some 122 retailers which are “Red and White” stores, and it also
serviced some 70 “contract stores” which buy the same products
as the “Red and White” stores, but do not handle the “Red and
White” private label. Many of the stores serviced by Hannaford
are in small towns in which A & P stores sell to consumers, and
the majority of the Hannaford serviced stores are in the same
area of distribution as that of the A & P Portland warehouse.??

14. In the course and conduct of its business respondent sold its
products to Bozzuto’s, Inc., Waterbury, Connecticut, at higher
prices than it sold its products of like grade and quality to First
National Stores, Hartford, Connecticut, and to A & P, Springfield,
Massachusetts.2 v

15. Bozzuto’s, Inc. (unfavored), is a wholesaler whose custom-
ers compete in the Hartford, East Hartford, and Waterbury
trading areas with First National Stores and A & P. The custom-
ers of Bozzuto’s, Inc., compete with First National Stores and A
& P in the sale of respondent’s products.

Bozzuto’s, Ine., Waterbury, Connecticut, is'a wholesale grocer
that supplies groceries to a voluntary group comprised of approx-
imately 250 retail members. These 250 retailer customers of Boz-
zuto not only are located in the same cites and trading areas in
which A & P and First National Stores own, maintain and oper-
ate retail outlets, but compete with the outlets of the two retail
chains.?

16. In the course and conduct of its business respondent sold its
products to Associated Grocers, Inc., Spiegel Bros., Star Markets,

- General Grocery, W. E. Osborn Co., and Pittsburgh Mercantile, all

of the Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, trading area, at higher prices
than it sold its products of like grade and quality to A & P of
Pittsburgh (Homewood), Pennsylvania.2®

17. Associated Grocers, Inc., Spiegel Bros., W. E. Osborn Co.
(unfavored purchasers) are wholesalers whose customers com-
pete in the Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, trading area with A & P,
23 See Tr. 409, 411; CX's 70, 72.

24 See CX's 88, 45; Appendices F, G, and H.

25 See Tr. 488-490, 492; CX's 64, 71, 89.
26 See CX’'s 39, 40A and B, 49; Appendices I and J.
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the favored purchaser. The customers of said three unfavored
Wholesalers compete with A & P in the sale of respondent’s prod-
ucts.

Associated Grocers, Inc., is a corporation owned by retailers
and which resells grocery products to about 140 of such retailers,
It operates a warehouse in the Pittsburgh trading area. Approxi-
mately 90 percent or better of the business of Associated Grocers,
Inc., is to retailer members located in Allegheny County. These
retailer members compete with all of the major chains and all of
the large independent retailers.

Spiegel Bros. is a wholesale grocer located in McKeesport,
Pennsylvania, which is just outside the Pittsburgh metropolitan
area. From its warehouse in McKeesport, Spiegel Bros. services
approximately 400 retailers in the greater Pittsburgh trading
area, of which approximately 90 are located in Pittsburgh proper.
Testimony discloses that the retailer customers of Spiegel Bros.
compete with A & P.

W. E. Osborn Company, located in New Brighton, Pennsylvania,
approximately 80 miles north of Pittsburgh, is engaged in the
wholesale grocery business, distributing to approximately 150 re-
tailers located in Beaver County, Lawrence County, part of Al-
legheny County, all in Pennsylvania, and to retailers located in
Ohio and West Virginia. Of the total number of such retailers, at
least eight are located in Pittsburgh proper, and many others are
located in the Pittsburgh metropolitan area. Testimony in the re-
cord reveals that the retailer customers of W. E. Osborn Com-
pany compete with A & P outlets.

A & P (the favored purchaser), through its Pittsburgh Unit,
sells and distributes to some 156 stores in the same trading areas
as those operated in by the retail customers of the unfavored
wholesalers. In Pittsburgh proper, A & P owns, maintains and‘
operates approximately 21 retail outlets.?’

18. Star Markets, Inc., General Grocery Company, and Pitts-
burgh Mercantile Company (unfavored purchasers) are retailers
who compete in the sale of respondent’s products with A & P in
the Pittsburgh trading area.

Star Markets, Inc., until August 1959, was a local independent
retail food chain located in Pittsburgh, consisting of some 13
stores, of which approximately four were located in Pittsburgh
proper. These retail stores sold food products to consumers lo-

27 See Tr. 517; CX-96; Tr. 518, 520, 528; CX 95; Tr. 531-583; CX 99; Tr. 534, 544; CX
102B; Tr. 548; CX's 112-113.
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cated in the area surrounding each store and as far away as 40
miles,

General Grocery Company is a single store operation located at
2115 Penn Avenue, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, which combines a
retail (80%) and wholesale (20%) business. This company sells
to retail customers and directly to consumers which it draws
from approximately a 20-mile radius.

Pittsburgh Mercantile, 2600 Carson Street, Pittsburgh, Penn-
sylvania, is a local independent retail chain comprised of some
nine stores, combining department store and food operations. The
stores operated by Pittsburgh Mercantile sell Tri-Valley products
in competition with A & P.2s4

19. In the course and conduct of its busmess respondent sold its
products to Walkay Grocery Co., Jersey City, New Jersey; Mid-
dendorf & Rohrs, New York City; Grand Union, Paterson, New
Jersey; Packard Bamberger, Hackensack, New Jersey; Wakefern
Foods, Cranford, New Jersey; and Middlesex Foods, Inc., New
Brunswick, New Jersey; at higher prices than it sold its products
of like grade and quality to A & P (Paterson and Hawthorne,
. New Jersey), Safeway Stores (Kearney, New Jersey), and Amer-
ican Stores (Newark, New Jersey) 288

20. Walkay Grocery Co., Middendorf & Rohrs, Wakefern
Foods, and Middlesex Foods, Inc. (unfavored purchasers) are
wholesalers whose customers compete in the New York City—
New Jersey trading areas with A & P, Safeway Stores, and
American Stores.

Walkay Grocery Co. is a wholesale grocer located in Jersey
City, New Jersey, which distributes to approximately 800 retail
stores located in Hudson County, Essex County, Union County,
and Bergen County, New Jersey. Customers of Walkay resell
canned products in the aforesaid general trade areas in competi-
tion with A & P.

Middendorf & Rohrs, a wholesaler located in New York City,
services approximately 400 retail stores in the metropolitan New
York City area. The geographical area of distribution includes
New York County (Manhattan), Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, New
York City; Nassau, New York State; Hudson and Bergen Coun-
ties, New Jersey. The retail store serviced by Middendorf &
Rohrs competes with A & P and American Stores in the resale of
food products.

284 See Tr. 509-510; CX 93; Tr. 521, 529, 525, 553-554; CX 105; Tr. 556-656.
28B See CX's 41-43; Appendices K, L, M, N, and O.

l H/H

i
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Wakefern Food Corporation is a cooperative wholesale grocery
operation located in Elizabeth, New Jersey, which services some
86 retail member stores. These retail stores resell canned goods
obtained from Wakefern to consumers in the general geographi-
cal area of the State of New Jersey.

Middlesex Foods, Inc., is a wholesaler located in Highland
Park, New Jersey, that services approximately 700 to 800 stores.
This wholesaler’s customers are in competition with A & P.

The A & P warehouses in Paterson and Hawthorne, New Jer-
sey, service approximately 100 retail stores in the New Jersey
and New York areas. In addition to the distribution from its Pa-
terson and Hawthorne warehouses, A & P services approximately
30 additional stores from its Newark, New Jersey, warehouse.
These retail stores fairly saturate the New Jersey area of distri-
bution.

The Safeway Stores’ warehouse located in Kearney, New Jer-
sey, distributes canned goods to some 200 Safeway retail stores
located within a radius of approximately 50 miles around New
York City, which includes a substantial area in New Jersey.

American Stores is a national chain with headquarters in Phil-
adelphia, Pennsylvania, and maintains a warehouse for zone 7, lo-
cated in South Kearney, New Jersey, from which it distributes
food products to approximately 130 of its retail stores. Many of
the American Stores’ outlets are located in the trading areas ser-
viced by the unfavored purchasers and/or their customers.?

21. Grand Union Company and Packard Bamberger & Com-
pany (unfavored purchasers) are retailers who compete in the
sale of respondent’s products with A & P, Safeway Stores, and
American Stores in the New York City—New Jersey trading
areas. '

Grand Union is a retail food chain, presently comprised of ap-
proximately 222 retail stores in the metropolitan New York City
area. In 1957, the chain operated 165 of such retail outlets, ser-
viced by its Carlstadt and Mt. Kisco warehouses. These retail
stores resell canned foods obtained from respondent to consumers
in trade areas which include the Bronx, Manhattan, Long Island,
Connecticut, and New Jersey.

Packard Bamberger & Company, located in Hackensack, New
Jersey, operates a single department store that maintains a food
department. It sells its food products to consumers within a 15-

2 See Tr. 423, 428, 432, 434, 437, 440-441, 499-500; CX 91; Tr. 504, 460, 464; CX 85; Tr.
474-475; CX 86; Tr. 477, 480; CX 87; Tr. 481-483; CX 88; Tr. 486; CX 88.
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mile radius from the store located in Hackensack. Competitors of
Packard Bamberger include A &P, Grand Union, American
Stores, Safeway, and Food Fair.?°

22. In the course and conduct of its business respondent sold its
products to Associated Grocers of Colorado and H. A. Marr, Den-
ver—Pueblo, Colorado, at higher prices than it sold its products
of like grade and quality to Safeway Stores, Denver, Colorado.*

28. Associated Grocers of Colorado, and H. A. Marr (unfavored
purchasers) are wholesalers whose customers compete in the
Denver—Pueblo, Colorado, trading areas with Safeway Stores.
The customers of said unfavored purchasers compete with Safe-
way Stores in the sale of respondent’s products.

Associated Grocers of Colorado, a retailer-owned cooperative,
purchases canned fruits and vegetables from respondent and has
such products shipped to its Denver and Pueblo, Colorado, ware-
houses. From these two warehouses, Associated Grocers services
its retailer members. There are approximately 539 retailer mem-
bers within the geographical area of Colorado and parts of Wyo-
ming, Nebraska, New Mexico, and Kansas serviced by the Denver
and Pueblo, Colorado, warehouses. A specific customer of Asso-
ciated Grocers testified that he was in competition with a Safe-
way store located three blocks away.

H. A. Marr Company (another unfavored purchaser), located
in Denver, Colorado, was, prior to January 1, 1960, principally
engaged in the wholesale grocery business, reselling grocery
products from its warehouse located at 8001 Broadway, Denver,
Colorado. H. A. Marr was also engaged in the retail grocery busi-
ness since it owned and operated some retail stores. From its Den-
ver warehouse, H. A. Marr distributed its canned fruits and vege-
tables to some 128 retail stores in its area of distribution, which
included all of Colorado, and very small parts of Kansas, Ne-
braska, and Wyoming. Furthermore, four retailer customers of
H. A. Marr testified that they were in close proximity to retail
outlets operated by Safeway Stores.??

24. Respondent’s practice of charging certain purchasers
higher prices than other purchasers in each of the trading areas
previously discussed may have the probable effect of substantially

30 See Tr. 443, 444; CX 77; Tr. 445; CX 77D and E; Tr., 451-464, 467.

"1 See CX 44; Appendices P, Q, and R.

32 See Ninth Circuit's opinion concerning actual competition in respondent’s goods between
customers of H. A. Marr and outlets of Safeway Stores. (329 F. 2d 701-702) See also Tr.
231-232, 235, 237; CX 52; Tr. 237, 228, 284, 286-287; CX 56; Tr. 215-217, 274, 309-311, 314,
328-331; CX 56L.
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lessening competition with, or the probable effect of injuring, de-
stroying or preventing competition with, the favored purchasers.

The record discloses that respondent has discriminated in price
between purchasers located in various cities. These differences
ranged from 2 percent to 10 percent. The record contains many
citations revealing that the grocery industry is highly competi-
tive, with very low margins of profit.s

25. The lower prices granted by respondents to certain purchas-
ers in the trading areas previously discussed were not made avail-
able to the unfavored purchasers in each such trading area. Res-
pondent failed completely either in assuming the burden of prov-
ing availability if this be a part of a section 2(b) defense or in
going forward with the evidence if the ultimate burden is on com-
- plaint counsel.

It is the contention of counsel supporting the complaint that
once evidence is received that respondent has systematically dis-
criminated in price between competing favored and unfavored
- purchasers or customers of the unfavored competing with the fa-
vored in a highly competitive industry with low margins of profit,
a prima facie case has been made. The burden of attempting to
justify such diseriminations is on the seller. Federal Trade Com-
mission v. Morton Seit Co., 384 U.S. 87, 44-45 (1948). That the
lower prices were uvailable to the unfavored purchasers is an at-
tempt at justification wherein the burden of proof rests with the
seller. Support for this argument may be found in the court’s
opinion in the Morton Salt case, wherein the court stated at 334

U.S. 45:

3 See Appendices A-R; Tr. 162, 166-167, 198, 287-288, 311-312, 318-319, 331-332, 340-841,
353, 355, 858-359, 372-373, 416, 428, 430-431, 488, 455, 457, 495-496, 501, 518, 521, 527-528,
534, 536-5317, 548, 556; CX’s 50 in camera, 53 in camera, 556 in camera, 57, 59, 60 in camera,
61 in camera, 62 in camera, 65-66, 73B-C in camera, 74, 76 in camera, 81, 82 in camera, 83
in camera, 90 in camera, 92 in camera, 94, 96-97, 101, 103~104, 106-107. See also opinion of
the Court of Appeals in the within case 329 F. 2d 694 at page 702, to the following effect:
This finding that the effect of the price competition “may be” substantially to injure
competition, was essential to establish, under the circumstances of this case, a proscribed
price discrimination within the meaning of section 2(a). The Commission, however, was not
required to find that there had been actual injury to such competition, and it made no such
finding. See Federal Trade Commission v. Morton Salt Co., 334 U.S. 37, 46, 68 S.Ct. 822, 92
L.Ed. 1196, In the foregoing connection also see Rowe, Price Discrimination Under the
Robinson-Patman Act, at pages 184-185, including footnotes 49-53, and more particularly
to the following effect: The importance of the Automotive Parts decisions lies in their creation
of another link in the chain of inference sanctioned by Morton Salt—by dispensing with any
reflection of the supplier’s price differentials in the customer's stable resale prices. In Morton
Selt, a ‘‘substantial” price differential sufficient to ‘“‘influence resale prices” supported an
implicit inference of lost sales or diminished  profits, which in turn indicated a potential
competitive impairment., In the Automotive Parts cases the particular price differential alone,
in the context of keen competition and tight profit margins, furnished the foundation for a
conclusion of adverse competitive effects among the rival resellers of the supplier's products.
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We think that the language of the Act, and the legislative history just
cited, show that Congress meant by using the words “discrimination in price”
in § 2 that in a case involving competive iniury between a seller’s custom-
ers the Commission need only prove that a seller had charged one purchaser
a higher price for like goods than he had charged one or more of the purchas-
er’s competitors * * *,

Rowe, Price Discrimination Under the Robinson-Patman Act
(1962), sec. 8.5, pp. 186, 188, appears to give merit to the posi-
tion of counsel supporting the complaint. At page 186, in discuss-
ing the causal connection between a price discrimination and
injury, it is stated:

* % * Hence sellers in secondary-line proceedings may vindicate their
prices by the absence of any causal relationship between the discrimination
and the competitive injury howsoever measured.

At page 188, in referring to competitive effect, it is also stated:

In sum, the refutation of prima facie detrimental competitive effects due to
a seller’s price differentiation by reason of dominant intervening economic
factors depends on the degree to which these factors overshadow the sup-
plier’s price differential as a determinant of the customer’s ultimate competi-
tive situation.

Phrases such as “sellers in secondary-line proceedings may vin-
dicate” or “the refutation of prima facie detrimental competitive
effects” without question suggest that the burden with respect to
- availability of lower prices may well be on the seller as a part of a
section 2(b) defense or as proof required of respondent in going
forward with the evidence assuming he does not have the ulti-
mate burden.

However, irrespective of the question of who has the burden,
counsel supporting the complaint has introduced clear and con-
vineing evidence disclosing that the granted lower prices to the
large chain purchasers located on “California Street” were not
available to the unfavored purchasers.

Walter Tewes of Walkay Grocery Company (an unfavored pur-
chaser) testified that he had no discussions with any official or
employee of Tri-Valley with respect to prices being paid to buyers
located on “California Street.” He further testified that he never
discussed with anyone “California Street” prices. Furthermore,
he stated that Tri-Valley’s broker never said anything about
“California Street” prices. ‘

Samuel Arshan, Middlesex Foods, Inc. (an unfavored pur-
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chaser), testified he never heard anything about “California
Street” prices in 1957 and 1958. He further testified that he had
never received any circulation of any material or data or price
lists whatsoever from “California Street” indicative of what the .
“California Street” prices were. He stated that he purchased Tri-
Valley products at prices quoted by the broker, believing he was
paying the lowest possible prices. There were no statements on the
invoices concerning “California Street” prices. Tri-Valley brokers
did not furnish Walkay with any written information concerning
“California Street” prices during the period from 1956 through
1958.

Walter Rohrs, of Middendorf and Rohrs (an unfavored pur-
chaser) testified that he had no discussions with officials of Tri-
Valley concerning “California  Street” prices. Further-
more, invoices submitted to the witness contained no comments
concerning “California Street” prices. He further stated that he
received no information from either Tri-Valley or its broker that
witness’ company could receive prices lower than what was
quoted him by Tri-Valley’s broker. ,

Russell Snyder, assistant sales manager of Tri-Valley in 1957
and 1958, specifically stated that customers of Tri-Valley were
not informed that they could get better prices by opening offices
on “California Street.” No instructions were given to Tri-Valley’s
brokers to inform its customers that better prices were available
to customers having offices on “California Street.” Further, the .
price lists issued by Tri-Valley made no mention of “California
Street” market prices. “California Street” prices was not a ques-
tion which the witness discussed with customers across the coun-
try.

The unavailability of lower prices to unfavored purchasers is
also apparent from the fact that Bushey & Wright, a broker with
offices in San Francisco, represented both H. A. Marr Grocery
Company, Denver, Colorado, and Hannaford Brothers Company,
Portland, Maine, in the purchase of Tri-Valley products and, nev-
ertheless, these two purchasers consistently paid higher prices
than Safeway and/or A & P. Apparently, having a buying repre-
sentative on “California Street” is no guarantee that a purchaser
will receive the lowest possible price from a supplier. If it were a
guarantee it would seem that the unfavored purchasers would
seek a favorable price on the “Street” through their brokers. If
the prices identified were actually sought through the brokers, it
is apparent that the brokers were unable to obtain the favorable
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price on the “Street.” Either inference, contrary to the contention
of the respondent, must lead to the same conclusion.®*

26. Respondent did not grant the discriminatory price conces-
sions to the favored retail chains to meet in good faith the equally
low price of a competitor.

Since the good faith meeting competition defense is a justifica-
tion for a price discrimination which would otherwise be unlaw-
ful, the seller has the burden of sustaining this defense as enunci-
ated by the court herein in remanding the case. See also Standard
0il Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, 340 U.S. 231 (1951) ; Fed-
eral Trade Commission v. A. E. Staley Manufacturing Co., et al,
324 U.S. 746 (1945).

Respondent, relying on the section 2(b) defense, has failed to
introduce any reliable evidence to sustain its burden. In attempt-
ing to explain away the individual discriminatory pricing trans-
actions favoring certain chains as contained in Appendices A-R,
respondent called as a witness, Mr. Russell Snyder, assistant sales
manager of respondent at the time of the transactions. He testi-
fied about general market conditions on “California Street,” and
that the lower prices were given to the favored purchasers to
meet competition. Mr. Snyder further stated he could not remem-
ber the individual transactions relating to price competition. In
describing the individual pricing transactions, the witness was
relying on testimony concerning general company policy and his
adherence to such company policy. Respondent did not introduce
any documents concerning the prices of competitors, nor call any
competitors to substantiate what their market prices or market
practices were at the time of the transactions in question. The
witness also testified that his company kept no memoranda con-
cerning policies to be followed by the sales force in connection
with competitive market facts. The witness further testified that
he did not keep a diary or memorandum of the prices charged by
his competitors. He stated that he kept no records with respect
to prices offered by competitors. When specifically asked for the
identity of a particular competitor and the prices such competitor
was charging, the witness was unable to answer.

Thus, a reading of the record clearly reveals that respondent’s
evidence on the section 2(b) defense is the conclusion of respon-
dent’s assistant sales manager that the company was meeting the

34 See Appendices N and O; Tr. 1116-1117, 1120; Appendix L; Tr. 1132, 1134-1135; Appen-
dices K and N; Tr. 1155-1157, 13853; CX's 198A-B-214; Tr. 1354; 338, 412-413; Appendices
C, D, E, P, and Q.
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competitive market prices unsupported by evidentiary facts such
as prices met, the specific sources thereof, and justifying circum-
stances.

Respondent contends that it had a general policy of only meet-
ing competitive pricing practices. Performance of this policy,
however, does not appear to be demonstrated beyond assertion.

Commission Exhibits 216 through 219 indicate that in connec-
tion with the sale of tomato paste respondent did not meet the
competitive market prices. Commission Exhibit 217 shows that
the market price was $6, but, nevertheless, respondent sold to-
mato paste to A & P in early 1957 at $5.90, at 10 cents lower than
authorized. Furthermore, the $5.90 price could not be explained,
except that it was A & P’s price.

Commission Exhibits 228-225 reflect that respondent developed
special price lists in dealing with Regent (Safeway) and First
National, two favored purchasers. In Commission Exhibit 199
(May 81, 1957, price list), the prices listed for apricots were sub-
stantially higher than those contained on Commission Exhibit
9295. The same was true for yellow cling peaches. These special
price lists were issued for internal use. Abraham P. Friedman, a
former attorney-examiner for the Federal Trade Commission, tes-
tified that H. Ziegler Bare, sales manager for respondent during
the period in question, informed him that the special price lists
were prepared shortly before the market opened. Mr. Friedman
further testified that Mr. Bare told him that as a copy of each
special price list came out they destroyed a copy of such list.

Mr. Snyder, a respondent representative, attempted to explain
away the price lists by statements that they were developed as a
result of market conditions. However, when asked to name parti-
cular competitors who had the same prices or lower prices con-
tained on the special price lists, Mr. Snyder was unable to do sc.
Furthermore, Mr. Snyder did not, or could not, challenge Mr.
Friedman’s statement that Mr. Bare informed him the special
price lists were developed before the time the market opened. If
the special price lists were developed before the market opening,
then it is difficult to see how the prices contained on those lists
were the results of prices being offered by competitors.

Evidence introduced subsequent to the remand appears to es-
tablish that there was no “California Street” market as distin-
guished from markets outside of California. In this connection
Mr. Snyder testified (Tr. 1848) that in certain instances custom-
ers may get lower prices if they were not in “California Street.”
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He further testified that customers not on “California Street”
could buy just as cheap as those on said “Street.” No independent
evidence was introduced showing that Mr. Snyder’s description of
“California Street” practices were followed by competitors. As
previously observed, wholesalers who testified concerning “Cali-
fornia Street” prices indicated they never heard of them until
taking the stand.

Apparently respondent adopted a pricing practice favoring
large chain buyers with the “California Street” market as an ex-
cuse for the claim that “California Street” market prices had to
be met. Absence of proof of specific prices or market prices met
offers little probative weight to respondent’s theory it was reduec-
ing prices to meet “Street” prices.

There also may be some merit to complaint counsel’s theory
that even assuming there was such a thing as a “California
Street” market with lower prices, and that competitors were en-
gaged in the same practices, respondent has met an unlawful
pricing system requiring rejection of the section 2(b) defense.
The evidence is not entirely clear on this point however. The orig-
* inal initial decision was premised on such illegality. Nevertheless,
this initial decision on remand is not, after a more critical review
of the evidence.

In the foregoing connection, Mr. Snyder testified that selling on
“California Street” begins with a canner, including respondent,
attempting to obtain from buyers located on said “Street” a reser-
vation for a given number of cases of the commodity to be packed,
but substantially in excess of that purchased the previous year. A
reservation is an informal record or memorandum where the can-
ner agrees to supply a prospective buyer with a specific quantity
of goods during the buying season. A buying season is not a con-
tract of sale because the seller is not obliged to deliver, and the
buyer is not required to take any merchandise unless and until
there is a meeting of minds on the price. It is for this reason,
therefore, that prices are seldom specified in the reservation.

After reservations have been entered into, the canners, includ-
ing respondent, announce their “opening prices.” The buyers note
the opening prices. These prices are accumulated and analyzed by
the buyers. When this analysis is completed, the buyers set the
market price at the level of the lowest prices offered by reliable
canners and go on to purchase goods at this price.

Mr. Snyder also testified that under the reservation .system as
practiced by Tri-Valley and competitors, the whole reservation

————
EEE——
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would not be shipped to a purchaser in a single shipment. Com-
petitors as well as respondent would sell only a portion of the res-
ervation at a time to a purchaser. Prices charged by Tri-Valley
and competitors to chain stores on ‘“California Street” were not
dependent on the quantity sold to such purchasers. Tri-Valley and
competitors use the same manufacturing methods for all custom-
ers, whether those customers be on “California Street” or else-
where. Competitors use the same means of transportation as Tri-
Valley in transporting goods to customers across the country.

The evidence does suggest, however, that probably neither Tri-
Valley nor its competitors could cost-justify the “California
Street” prices. As the facts disclose, the lower prices on the
“Street” were not established as based on savings resulting from
differences in the manufacture, sale or distribution of the sellers’
products to purchasers. Respondent’s officials were thoroughly
familiar with the canning industry, respondent being a member
of various associations with canning interests. Respondent proba-
bly knew, or should have known, that prices on “California
Street” could not be cost justified,** but this does not entirely re-
solve the question as to the illegality of the system.

27. Respondent, pursuant to a coupon book program, granted
promotional payments to Fred Meyer, Inc., a retailer located in
Portland, Oregon, in 1957.

The record discloses that Fred Meyer, Inc., caused to be printed
coupon books for distribution to the consuming public. These
books contained coupons illustrating various products sold by
Fred Meyer to the public. The coupons advertised that they may
be detached and returned for either a free supply of the products
illustrated, or for purchase of such products at reduced prices.

Respondent participated in Fred Meyer’s 1957 coupon book pro-
gram by executing an agreement wherein respondent agreed to
pay Fred Meyer $350 for the illustration and advertisement, on a
single page in the coupon book, of sliced or halved peaches under
Fred Meyer’s private label “My-te-Fine.” Fred Meyer, in 1957, re-
ceived $350 from respondent.3® :

28. Respondent did not offer nor pay promotional payments or
allowances on proportionally equal terms to Safeway Stores,
Portland, Oregon, Division.

3 See Tr. 743-751, 770-854, 825, 782-783, 1860, 1507, 1512, 1514, 1523, 1505-1506, 1512-1513,
1448-1450 ; CX 218; Tr. 1420, 1425-1426, 1448, 1502-1506, 1353, 1356-1357, 741, 764-765, 746-749,
933-934, 937-938, 754-757, 1327, 1330-1331, 1333, 1336-1339,1326, 1321-1325.

 See Tr. 64, 129; RX 1; Tr. 119-122; CX's 10, 11, 24, 26; RX 1, p. 60; Tr. 97, 109-111;
CX’s 24, 26.
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The coupon book program for 1957 was initiated by Fred
Meyer, Inc., with the amount of the allowance fixed by Fred
Meyer. Further, the Fred Meyer bulletin with respect to the 1957
coupon book program specifically provides: “OFFER MUST BE
EXCLUSIVE AT FRED MEYER DURING THE 4 WEEK PERIOD.” The evi-
dence clearly supports the finding that Tri-Valley was aware that
the program was to be an exclusive one with Fred Meyer.

Mr. Leslie Larsen, partner of Kelley-Clarke, as respondent’s
Portland, Oregon, broker, was under specific instructions to pass
along to Tri-Valley headquarters any requests for an allowance.
Pursuant to such instructions, Mr. Larsen indicated that he
passed along Commission Exhibit 221 to his principals. In this
connection, Mr. Larsen testified as follows:

Now, to whom did you distribute CX-7 (CX 221) or copies thereof?
. Well, I probably sent them to our principals.

Did you send it to Tri-Valley in 19577

. Well, like the other day, I can’t swear that I did, but I assume I did.

. Is that your normal procedure, to send it?

That’s normal routine procedure, yes, for anything we get. That’s our
business. ‘

That the coupon book program was an individually negotiated
and exclusive deal with no offers of promotional allowances being
made on proportionally equal terms to other customers in the
Portland, Oregon, area, was attested to by officials of Safeway
Stores who testified that as far as they recall they had not re-
ceived offers of promotional allowances from Tri-Valley at any
time in 1956 or 1957, with respect to either private labeled or
Tri-Valley labeled products.

Further evidence that respondent had a policy of not offering
promotional allowances on proportionally equal terms may be
found in the testimony of Phillip Mark, executive head of Tri-
Valley at the time, and H. Ziegler Bare, sales manager of respon-
dent. At page 47 of the transcript, Mr. Mark testified that Tri-
Valley would rarely promote a private label. Mr. Bare testified at
page 77 that cooperative allowances were offered on more or less
an individual basis within a specified territory.

Respondent has introduced no evidence to indicate that it did
offer promotional payments or allowances on proportionally equal
terms to Safeway Stores in the Portland, Oregon, area.?”

29. The record discloses that both Fred Meyer, Inc., and the
Portland, Oregon, Division of Safeway Stores were retail custom-

POPOPO

3 See Tr. 64-65, 84, 149-150; CX's 10, 221, 226, CX 221; Tr. 1454, 1456, 1410, 1414-1415; CX
226; CX 226C; Tr. 1475, 1479. :
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ers of Tri-Valley competing in the distribution of respondent’s
canned peaches, which was the subject of the advertisement in
the 1957 coupon book program.3®

30. Respondent, in 1957 and 1958, granted Central Grocers,
Inc., promotional payments for the latter’s promotion of products
purchased from Tri-Valley in its order-guide book.

The order-guide, as published by Central Grocers, Inc., and in
connection with which respondent made payments, consisted of a
book, published monthly or periodically, listing by some code all
the products sold by Central Grocers, and the selling prices. Cen-
tral Grocers would then distribute the order-guide books to its
members and independent retailers. In connection with its order-
guide books, Central Grocers solicited various suppliers, including
respondent, for the purpose of getting these suppliers to feature
their products in the order-guide books at a specified cost. The
rate charged the suppliers, including Tri-Valley, was fixed by
Central Grocers. Through a mat, or some wording, the product of
the seller making payments would be brought to the attention of
the retailer customers of Central Grocers.

The payments made by Tri-Valley to Central Grocers in 1957
and 1958, in connection with the order-guide program, were based
on any product purchased by Central Grocers. The rate was $150
on 1500 cases of any product purchased by Central during the
year, plus 10 cents a case for purchases of any product in excess
of the first 1500 cases. Furthermore, the payment was made in
connection with any product purchased from Tri-Valley under the
private label of Central Grocers.?®

81. Respondent did not offer, nor pay, promotional allowances
on proportionally equal terms to Standard Grocery Company,
Boston, Massachusetts, a customer of respondent competing with
Central Grocers.

The Circuit Court, in its opinion in this proceeding, found com-
petition in the Boston trading area between Central Grocers, Inc.,
a quasi cooperative wholesaler, and Standard Grocery Company,
also a wholesaler. However, in remanding the case, the court was
disturbed by the Commission’s failure to indicate where in the re-

%8 See Tr. 116-119, 184-186; CX’s 11, 81-33. In view of the date of committee approval
(2-27-57), as shown in CX 11, it is apparent that negotiations between Tri-Valley and Fred
Meyer concerning participation in the 1957 coupon program occurred prior to the end of
February 1957. Safeway was a customer of Tri-Valley in the purchase of canned peaches
from January through March of 1957, at about the time Fred Meyer was also a customer of
respondent in peaches of the same grade and quality, and at the time when negotiations

were under way for participation in the 1957 coupon book program.
% See Tr. 1281-1284, 920-921, 1431, 920; RX 9E-M.



246 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Initial Decision 70 F.T.C.

cord it is shown that Central Grocers, Inc., purchased goods at
around the same time that Standard Grocery Company purchased
from respondent in order that it could be said both customers
were in competition with respect to respondent’s products.

Unfortunately, the attention of the court was not invited to
Respondent’s Exhibit 9D, which expressly shows purchases made
by Central Grocers on March 22 and April 29, 1957, which were
in close proximity to the date Standard Grocery Company made
purchases from respondent.

Mr. Hecht, counsel for respondent, stipulated that Tri-Valley
did not make offers to other wholesalers in the Boston area that it
would be willing to paticipate in order-guide programs. *°

32. Respondent did not offer, nor pay, promotional payments or
allowances on proportionally equal terms to Food Centre Whole-
sale Grocers, Charlestown, Massachusetts, a customer of respon-
dent competing with Central Grocers.#

83. Respondent’s acts in granting discriminatory promotional
allowances to Fred Meyer, Inc., and Central Grocers, Inc., were in
violation of section 2 (d) of the amended Clayton Act.

All of the elements for finding a violation of section 2(d) of the
amended Clayton Act with respect to respondent’s granting
of promotional payments to Fred Meyer are hereinbefore set
forth.*? Summarized these elements include:

(1) Offer and payment to Fred Meyer;

(2) No offer or payment to Safeway;

(8) Both Fred Meyer and Safeway are retail customers of re-
spondent in competition with each other; and

1 See 329 F. 2d at p. 709; see also Tr. 348-849, 352-353, 869, 372, 1428-1429, 1431; CX 46;
Tr. 1432,

41 See Tr. 1190-1191; CX's 131-142, 147-152 to the effect that Central Grocers and Food
Centre Wholesale Grocers were both customers of respondent at the time respondent was
making payments to Central Grocers under an order-guide promotional program. See also
Tr. 1272-1274 indicating that Food Centre Wholesale Grocers is a wholesaler reselling in the
same geographical area as did Central Grocers, and is in the same business as the latter.
Also, Tr. 1274-1275, 1277, 1432 reflecting, that although Food Centre Wholesale Grocers
printed a catalog similar to that printed by Central Grocers, Tri-Valley did not offer Food
Centre Wholesale Grocers any sums of money for featuring Tri-Valley purchased products
in its catalog, nor did Tri-Valley offer any sums of money for any other forms of advertising
at the time when Central Grocers was receiving payments.

42 These findings meet the necessary standards of proof established by the Commission and
the courts for holding a supplier in violation of section 2(d). See State Wholesale Grocers,
et al. v. Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co., et al. 258 F. 2d 831 (7th Cir. 1958), cert. den. sub
nom. General Foods Corp. v. State Wholesale Grocers, 358 U.S. 947 (1959); Vanity Fair Paper
Mills, Inc. v. Federal Trade Commission, 311 F. 2d 480 (2nd Cir, 1962), cert. den. 372 U.S.
910 (1963) ; Atalanta Trading Corporation v. Federal Trade Commission, 258 F. 2d 865 (2nd
Cir. 1958) ; Kay Windsor Frocks, Inc., 51 F.T.C, 89 (1954) ; Henry Rosenfeld, Inc., 52 F.T.C.
1535 (1956) ; Chestnut Farms Chevy Chase Dairy, 58 F.T.C. 1050 (1957) ; Commission’s
1960 Guides for Advertising Allowances and Other Merchandising Payments and Services,
1 C.C.H. Trade Reg., par. 3980, pp. 6073, 6076-6078.
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(4) Both customers bought from respondent the product which
was the subject of the promotional allowances to Fred Meyer.

All of the elements listed as applicable to the Fred Meyer ar-
rangement in finding a section 2(d) violation are also present in
connection with General Grocers’ order-guide programs with the
exception of the disclosure that the unfavored customers did not
purchase from respondent goods of the same grade and quality as
those purchased by Central Grocers. However, because of the
uniqueness of the arrangement between Tri-Valley and Central
Grocers, it would not appear to be necessary to evidence that the
competing unfavored customers bought goods of like grade and
quality.

Unlike the factual situation existing in the Atalanta case, 53
F.T.C. 565 (1956), rev’d 258 F. 2d 365 (2nd Cir. 1958), where the
promotional allowances were given for the advertising of specific
products, the payments to Central Grocers were granted to pro-
mote respondent’s general line of products. Payments by Tri-Val-
ley were made based on the purchase of the general line of respon-
dent’s products. It is clear that the only requirements under the
Central Grocers’ order-guide plan were: (1) a customer relation-
ship; (2) purchase of any type product from respondent; and (8)
listing of the product in the order-guide book, which is nothing
more than a catalog containing the identity of the various sup-
pliers’ products and the prices being charged by Central Grocers
on those products. Both unfavored Standard Grocery Company
and Food Centre Wholesale Grocers were: (1) customers of re-
spondent purchasing at the same time as did Central Grocers; and
(2) able to list the products purchased either in an order-guide or
on price lists to be distributed to retailers.

Since no specific product was the basis for promotional pay-
ments, then it is incumbent upon respondent to offer promotional
payments to competing customers who purchased products at the
time Central Grocers purchased such products, provided, of
course, these customers would be willing to list respondent’s prod-
ucts in order-guide books or on price lists.

CONCLUSIONS
The law of the case that must be applied, as reflected by the
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in remanding it to the Federal
Trade Commission, is reducible to the following summary of con-
clusions reached by the court in appraising the evidence and find-
ings of the Commission.*?

48 Tri-Valley Packing Association v. Federal Trade Commission, 829 F. 2d 694.
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(a) The Federal Trade Commission’s order requiring the pack-
ing association to cease and desist from discriminating in the
price of food products should not be set aside on the ground that
the Commission adjudicated issues not raised in the complaint
and at the hearings, where the association did not apply for leave
to adduce additional evidence and therefore was not in position to
_argue that it was aggrieved by lack of notice as to the issues to be
adjudicated. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 700.

(b) The evidence supports the finding of the Federal Trade
Commission that certain food retailers who purchased from the
wholesaler were in actual competition in a certain area with the
retailer which purchased food products from the packing associa-
tion at lower prices than those charged the wholesaler, in the
proceeding for review of the Commission’s order requiring the as-
sociation to cease and desist from diseriminating in the price of
the products. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 702.

(c) The findings of the Federal Trade Commission as to the ac-
tual direct and indirect competition between the retailers who
purchased from the wholesaler and the retail chain provide suffi-
cient factual basis, insofar as existence of actual competition is
concerned, for the order requiring the packing association, which
sold directly to the chain and the wholesaler, to cease and desist
from discriminating in the price of food products. See opinion of
the Court of Appeals at page 702.

(d) The Federal Trade Commission’s finding that the effect of
price competition might be substantially to injure competition be-
tween the food retailers purchasing from the wholesaler which
paid the packing association higher prices than those charged the
retail food chain is essential to establish the proscribed price dis-
crimination, but the Commission is not required to find that there
had been actual injury to such competition. See opinion of the
Court of Appeals at page 702, ‘

(e) Whether disparity in prices charged by the packing asso-
ciation for goods sold to favored retailers and those sold to nonfa-
vored wholesalers could endanger the ability of the retailers who
purchased from the nonfavored wholesalers to compete with the
favored retailers is a question for the Federal Trade Commission.
See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 703.

(f) In a price discrimination case, it is not the function of the
Court of Appeals to find the facts and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion should first speak as to the application of the law to the facts
which are found. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 704.
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(g) The seller who has discriminated in the prices charged dif-
ferent purchasers of commodities of like grade and quality has
the burden of showing that he acted in self-defense. See opinion
of the Court of Appeals at page 704.

(h) The Federal Trade Commission’s order requiring the pack-
ing association to cease and desist from discriminating in price
must be set aside for the determination of the facts pertaining to
the availability to unfavored purchasers of the low prices for the
association’s products at a certain market and whether the com-
petition which the association faced in that market was the kind
contemplated by the meeting of the competition defense available
to the seller who had discriminated. See opinion of the Court of
Appeals at page 706.

(i) The evidence warrants the finding of the Federal Trade
Commission that allowances given certain customers by the pack-
ing association were compensation for the promotion, over a pe-
riod of time, of the association’s line of products and were not
given exclusively to facilitate the original sale by the association
to such customers. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page
708.

(j) Where the seller’s direct customer operating solely on a
particular functional level receives a promotional allowance not
made available to another direct customer operating solely on the
same functional level, in order to establish competition, it is suffi-
cient to prove that one customer has outlets in geographical prox-
imity to those of the other and that customers purchased goods
within approximately the same period of time. See opinion of the
Court of Appeals at page 708.

(k) The purpose of the statute forbidding unequal treatment
of customers as to promotional allowances is to require sellers to
refrain from making allowances to one customer unless it is made
available on proportionally equal terms to competing customers.
See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 708.

(1) In determining whether there has been a violation of the
statute forbidding unequal treatment of customers with regard to
promotional allowances, it may be assumed that the seller’s direct
customers which are in functional competition in the same geo-
graphical area and which buy the seller’s products of like grade
and quality within approximately the same period of time, are in
actual competition. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page
708.

(m) Violation by the packing association of the statute forbid-
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ding unequal treatment of customers with regard to promotional
allowances is not established where there is no showing of prox-
imity as to the time of the purchases by a wholesaler given an al-
lowance and another wholesaler in the same area not given an al-
lowance. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 709.

(n) That the retailers, direct customers of the packing associa-
tion, were not given a promotional allowance by the association
comparable to that accorded the wholesaler is not a violation of
the statute. See opinion of the Court of Appeals at page 709.

(o) Violation of the statute forbidding unequal treatment of
customers with regard to a promotional allowance could be shown
with respect to the packing association’s giving a promotional al-
lowance to the wholesaler but not to the retailers in the same
area only by treating the wholesaler’s retail outlets as indirect
customers of the association, but that could not be done in the ab-
sence of a showing that the packing association engaged in a
course of direct dealing with the retailers. See opinion of the
Court of Appeals at page 709.

(p) The packing association’s failure to give proportionally
equal promotional allowances to a corporation, which was princi-
pally a wholesaler but might also be a retailer, as the association
gave to the retailer in the same area was not unlawful as to the
wholesale operation which was not in functional competition with
the retailer or as to any retailer operation, where it was not
shown that the association’s goods were purchased indirectly by
the retail outlets during the period in question. See opinion of the
Court of Appeals at page 709.

Although some of the findings herein relate to matters disposed
of and resolved by the Court of Appeals in its opinion remanding
the case to the Federal Trade Commission under the original find-
ings and evidence supportive thereof, all the findings herein are
consistent with the law of the case as enunciated by the court.*+*
These findings are considered in relation to the opinion of the
court, and any discriminatory transactions enumerated are either
those previously referred to by the court, or additional transac-
tions consistent with the concepts recognized by the Court of Ap-
peals in entering its remand order.

While some of the findings relating to the Clayton Act section

#4 Although respondent’s counsel urges to the contrary, Morand Bros. Beverage Co. v.
National Labor Relations Board, 204 F. 2d 529, 532 (7th Cir. 1953) is inapplicable since in
that case the findings were inconsistent with the law of the case and were unrelated to the
issues required to be resolved by the ‘‘inferior tribumal” or to the issue of relief incident to
the setting aside of an administrative agency order by the Apellate Court.

Nl
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2(a) charges perhaps are partially redundant, they were included
to clarify the evidence consistent with the court’s version of the
law of the case *'® and to enable a better appraisal of the nature
of the order that should be issued. In this connection it is ob-
served that the court, with regard to the Clayton, Act section 2(a)
violations, did not set aside the findings and conclusions of the
Commission, but invited the attention of the Commission to cer-
tain aspects of proof which required clarification or the adduction
of other evidence, particularly as to the availability of “Califor-
nia Street” prices to unfavored customers of the respondent and
certain phases of respondent’s section 2(b) defense, which have
been discussed herein incident to the findings. It is important that
such findings be complete as well as consistent with the law of
the case enunciated by the court in order to appraise the scope of
the relief that should be granted, since the Court of Appeals in
remanding the case has set aside the Commission’s order with re-
gard to the section 2(a) charge. Furthermore, there is a relation-
ship between such evidence and the evidence concerning which
the Court of Appeals stated further clarification and findings
were necessary.

In permitting new findings as to the section 2(a) charges, pur-
suant to remand, the Court of Appeals clearly indicated its inten-
tion that further evidence could be adduced if necessary. As re-
gards the section 2 (d) charges, the court having set aside the find-
ings, conclusions and the order, it is obviously mandatory that
completely new findings, conclusions and an order be issued con-
cerning facts which the court has permitted the Commission to
adduce in the event that clarification alone on the present evi-
dence is insufficient. To meet the requirements of proof as enuni-
ciated by the court and consistent with the established law of the
case, additional competitive situations regarding promotional al-
lowances have been included. Before the adduction of any evi-
dence, respondent was made aware of the extent to which proof
would be adduced and new findings rendered, both as to the sec-
tion 2 (a) charges and the section 2 (d) charges.

The respondent has urged essentially that its lower invoice
prices to its favored buyers were made in good faith to meet the
equally low prices of its competitors in the “California Street”
market, and that these prices were available to its nonfavored
buyers. The orignial decision categorized “California Street” as
an illegal system and that, therefore, respondent, if it was meet-

4B This is one of the purposes for which the case was remanded.
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ing competition on “California Street,” was meeting unlawful
competition, and should have been cognizant of it. Therefore, it
could not avail itself of a section 2(b) defense.

A more critical examination of the evidence since the original
decision does not suggest that the reduced prices on “California
Street” are either systematic or illegally systematic. Significantly,
in this connection is the evidence that at least one purchaser on
“California Street” did not receive a favorable price.*> Supportive
of this conclusion also is the absence of evidence as to whether or
not Tri-Valley’s competitors sold at reduced prices on “California
Street” and, if so, the prices at which they consummated such
sales. In the absence of price comparisons, there is an evidentiary
vacuum as to any reduced prices on “California Street” from
which any meaningful legal or illegal price system can be reason-
ably imputed. Under these circumstances respondent’s theory that
they are meeting “California Street” prices in good faith can have
no merit since there is no substantial evidence as to what “Cali-
fornia Street” prices or what competitiors’ prlces on “California
Street” respondent is specifically meeting.

Furthermore, the evidence affirmatively establishes that Tri-
Valley’s prices to certain “California Street” buyers are not di-
rectly offered or directly made available to “off-California Street”
buyers by Tri-Valley. The evidence also establishes that no “Cali-
fornia Street” prices, as such, comparable to Tri-Valley prices on
the “Street,” are made available to “off-California Street” buyers.
Such prices, even assuming their existence could be established on
some systematic or market price basis, are not adequately made
known to ‘“off-California Street” buyers in the market area so
that they may take advantage of these prices. The argument that
such ‘“Street” prices are available to “off-Street” California buy-
ers becomes obscure in the absence of evidence sufficiently com-
prehensive as to the specific prices of certain Tri-Valley competi-
tors or specific market prices that Tri-Valley claims it is forced to
meet on “California Street.” The ultimate burden of establishing
such evidence is on the respondent as a part of its section 2(b)
defense or in going forward with the evidence. Having failed to
do so, respondent’s section 2(b) defense is without merit, and it
has failed otherwise in going forward with the evidence.

Additionally, the evidence does not suggest the need to join all
competitors in consummating necessary relief under a cease and

4 See Finding 25. Purchaser on ‘“California Street” refers to broker representation on the
“Street.”

I
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desist order since such over-all relief is unjustified in the absence
of proof that the prices of Tri-Valley’s competitors on “California
Street,” as well as Tri-Valley’s, are reflective of an illegal compet-
itive system demonstrated by some price-cutting formula or tech-
nique, which clearly establishes “California Street” as a prefer-
ential market for certain favored buyers thereon. The methodol-
ogy of doing business on the “Street,” which is evidenced, is en-
tirely insufficient to establish any meaningful significance con-
cerning the nature of the price system in the absence of specific
comparative prices of “California Street” rival suppliers to parti-
cular buyers on the “Street.” In fact, the evidence indicates that
even on “California Street” some purchasers apparently buy at
higher prices than others.** From this one must conclude that
there is no “California Street” market price. Therefore, the re-
spondent has failed to prove that its conduct in reducing prices on
the “Street” has any relationship to such a market price resulting
from necessary market procedures, systematic or otherwise, to
which Tri-Valley must respond in order to remain in the “Cali-
fornia Street” market place. These circumstances, as heretofore
indicated, require that the respondent specifically prove the com-
petitor’s prices that Tri-Valley is meeting. Its failure to do so vi-
tiates the need for dealing with all of the competitors jointly
under the assumption that there is a relationship between their
prices and “California Street” as a separate and significant mar-
ket based upon the necessity of price differences on and off that
market.

Nor can it be said that the “California Street” situation creates
circumstances whereby no causal connection by the respondent’s
reduced prices and competitive injury is shown because Tri-Val-
ley was confronted with a general systematic drop in prices on
“California Street,” to which it had to respond. In fact, the Ninth
Circuit indicates proof of competition, and probable injury is es-
tablished as to the section 2(a) charges.*” The burden of estab-
lishing such circumstances requiring such responses is properly a
part of a section 2(b) defense as heretofore suggested. Otherwise,
the nonexistence of a section 2(b) defense would fall on com-

4 See Finding 25.
47329 F. 2d 690, 702,
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plaint counsel,*® thereby contravening the very purpose of section
2(b) as an affirmative defense.

Tri-Valley’s price differences remain unexplained, both “off-
California Street” and “on-California Street.” There is neither a
showing that the favorable prices established were to meet the
prices of identified competitors nor a showing of bona fide spe-
cial circumstances necessitating price differences. Respondent’s
reliance upon general proof of “California Street” methods of pri-
cing is entirely inadequate as evidence of competitive necessity in
the absence of proving the specific level of “California Street”
prices met or the specific prices of particular competitors met on
“California Street” as of a relevant time period. Under the facts
of this case, therefore, the distinction between systematic and in-
dividual pricing is without significance in determining the mean-
ing of a section 2(b) defense. Also without significance is the is-
sue of availability of rival prices on “California Street,” since re-
spondent has failed to introduce evidence of competitive prices or
market prices met from which any meaningful inferences may be
drawn as to the availability of such prices to unfavored customers
of the respondent.#

Complaint counsel has established that respondent in a market
involving the sale of food which is highly competitive with a low
profit margin has sold at prices on “California Street” less than
prices off “California Street,” and, in one instance, to a customer
that had representation on “California Street” at a higher price
than to other customers on “California Street.” The Commission
is not obligated to assume the burden of otherwise establishing
the non-availability of “California Street” prices to some custom-
ers in the absence of evidence as to what such prices met specifi-
cally are, particularly in view of evidence which suggests a varia-
bility of prices to customers on the “Street” itself, or the lack of a
market price. Proof as to the availability of prices on “California
Street” to any buyer does not connote the favorable price is al-
ways available. In fact, the evidence establishes an opposite infer-
ence.®® The burden of going forward with the evidence to estab-
mcan Oil case 325 F. 2d 101 (1963) Tth Cir. However, in that case the result
may have been the same in any event since the evidence sustained a price war situation to
which, according to the court, the respondent was entitled to respond. Nevertheless, the court's
indication that the Commission failed to prove causal connection between respondent’s reduced
prices and probable injurious competitive effect suggests the court may have overlooked the
fact that the burden of showing noncompetitive effect under special circumstances involving
a total market or segment thereof may be an integral part of proving a section 2(b)
response as required in establishing the meeting of an individual competitive situation.

* Rowe, Price Discrimination Under the Robinson-Patman Act, pp. 234-235.
% See Finding 25.
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lish equal availability of a particular relevant market price is on
the respondent. This it has failed to do. Furthermore, the evi-
dence indicates “off-Street” unfavored buyers were not aware of
“California Street” prices, since such information was not dissemi-
nated. This also gives credence to the belief that a market price
in the normal sense on “California Street” was nonexistent unless
it was available only to favored large buyers on the “Street” with
buying capacity to lower the price. However, the evidence is
somewhat conjectural on this point.

With reference to the Clayton Act section 2(d) charges, the re-
mand order of the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit permit-
ted the adduction of testimony and documentary evidence pertain-
ing to respondent’s failure to offer promotional payments or al-
lowances to customers, which was not received in this case prior
to the remand.

In remanding the case with respect to the section 2(d) charge,
the court discussed the clements necessary for finding a section
2(d) violation. At pages 707-708 the court states:

There are three essential elements which must be established in order to
prove a violation of section 2(d). We designate them as (a), (b) and (c) in
this paraphrase of the statute: Where (a) two or more customers of a parti-
cular seller compete with each other in the distribution of the products of
that seller, (b) the latter shall not pay or contract for the payment of any-
thing of value to or for the benefit of such a customer as compensation or in
consideration for any services or facilities furnished by or through such cus-
tomer in connection with the sale, or offering for sale, of any produects sold or
offered for sale by the seller, (c) unless the allowance is available on propor-
tionally equal terms to the competing customers.

After enunciating the necessary criteria, the court proceeded to
indicate in what manner the evidence failed to measure up to the
standards essential for a section 2(d) case. However, rather than
dismiss the section 2(d) charge for lack of evidence, the court re-
turned the case to the Commission, stating: [329 F. 2d, p. 710]

For the reasons stated above we hold that the Commission findings and
conclusions to the effect that Tri-Valley violated Section 2(d) must be set
aside. As we have remanded this cause for further proceedings with regard
to other matters we think it appropriate to afford the Commission, on such
remand, the opportunity of calling attention to evidence presently in the re-
cord, or of producing additional evidence, which will overcome the present
seeming, or actual, lack of factual support for the Section 2(d) charges as
discussed above.

Respondent appears to argue that the court’s remand order lim-

ited retrial to: (1) finding sales to Central Grocers, Inc., and
Standard Grocery Company, at approximately the same time; (2)



256 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Initial Decision 70 F.T.C.

indirect customer relationship between Tri-Valley Packing and
the customers of Central Grocers, Inc.,, and Hudson House; and
(8) tracing of Tri-Valley’s goods to the Piggly-Wiggly stores ser-
viced by Hudson House. Respondent’s position is without merit.

Firstly, nowhere in the opinion does the court expressly com-
mand that the testimony on retrial be limited as suggested by re-
spondent. - _

Secondly, the record is clear that it was to the criteria that the
court was alluding when remanding the case for the taking of
further evidence. In the first full paragraph of its opinion at 829
F. 2d 709, just prior to discussing purchases between Central
Grocers and Standard Grocery, the court made references to the
criteria. It stated: “In the case before us, however, no set of cir-
cumstances has been called to our attention which meets the cri-
teria suggested above* * *”

It is obvious from the foregoing and the court’s statement in
connection with the taking of further evidence that the court was
giving the Commission the opportunity to take testimony relating
to the Fred Meyer coupon book program and Central Grocers or-
der-guide program in accordance with the criteria set out in its
opinion at 329 F. 2d 707-708. In effect, the court directed the
Commission, in setting aside its findings, conclusion and order, to
correct the record in accordance with the criteria enunciated.

In respect to the section 2(d) charges involving promotional al-
lowances, the record discloses that the respondent had a policy of
offering such promotional allowances on an individual basis
within a specified territory (Tr. 77). Also, respondent’s discrimi-
natory promotional practices involved two separate and distinet
type programs. The failure to offer Safeway Stores, one of the na-
tion’s largest chains, a promotional allowance when a competitor
was offered one is a clear indication that respondent’s basic policy
is to ignore the availability and proportionality standards estab-
lished by section 2 (d), and deal with each customer on an ad hoc
basis. A reasonably broad order against respondent would appear
to be appropriate in view of such policy. See F.T.C. v. Ruberoid
Co., 343 U.S. 470 (1952); F.T.C. v. Mandel Brothers, Inc., 369
U.S. 385 (1959) ; Vanity Fair Paper Mills, Inc. v. F.T.C., 311 F.
2d 480 (2d Cir. 1962), cert. den. 372 U.S. 910 (1963).

Subsequent to March 18, 1964, an employee of respondent,
without first consulting his superior or respondent’s counsel, de-
stroyed certain documents belonging to respondent, produced by
it for copying and inspection by representatives of the Commis-
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sion, pursuant to order of the United States District Court, These
documents were so inspected beginning on or about October 12,
1959. The court order did not require that these documents be
thereafter preserved for any given period of time. The employee
destroyed these documents acting under the mistaken belief that
the decision of the Court of Appeals, announced on March 18,
1964, had put an end to the proceedings brought against respon-
dent. There are no facts in evidence that would justify the finding
that the destruction of said documents was “willful,” “inten-
tional,” or with “fraudulent design,” as those words are used in
connection with the presumption relating to the application of the
maxim of evidence, ‘“omnia praesumuntur contra spoliatorem.”
The rule is that the destruction by a party of documents which
are relevant and material to a proceeding and ordered produced
by the opposing party to the proceeding leaves the rebuttal infer-
ence that the information contained in the matter destroyed is un-
favorable to the spoliator. 2 Wigmore, Evidence, secs. 285, 291 ;
31 A Corpus Juris Secundum, Evidence, secs. 152, 158, 156 (2).
Thus, the further question is whether respondent has satisfac-
torily explained away the destruction of the documents. It would
seem respondent has.

Following the filing of proposed findings, counsel for respon-
dent made a motion to strike certain parts of the reply of counsel
in support of the complaint to respondent’s proposed findings re-
lating to the documents destroyed by respondent’s representa-
tives.® It is the contention of respondent that it has been de-
prived of the opportunity of replying to Commission counsel re-
garding the destruction of the documents and that the remarks
made by counsel supporting the complaint are scandalous. In the
first place, the remarks of counsel in support of the complaint are
not scandalous, and Green v. Elbert, 137 U.S. 615, 623-624 cited
by respondent’s counsel is entirely inapplicable to the circum-
stances herein. Complaint counsel was merely attempting to
argue his position which is that the destruction of the documents
in question was willful and that inferences unfavorable to the
respondent should be drawn therefrom. In view of the careless-
ness exercised by the respondent in destroying such documents, it
seems only just that complaint counsel should have the opportu-
nity of arguing that the act was willful, although the hearing ex-

51 See complaint counsel's reply “From a study of” page 1, and ending with the words “the
destruction of documents,” page 3; also beginning with the words ‘“Also, had respondent
not” and ending with the words “part of 1957,” page 9.
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aminer has decided otherwise. Furthermore, respondent’s counsel,
at the request of the hearing examiner, gave thorough considera-
tion to the question relating to the destruction of the documents
and there is no reason why counsel supporting the complaint,
therefore, may not vigorously oppose the proposed finding of the
respondent to the effect that its active destruction was not wiliful.
Since the hearing examiner has concluded that the evidence con-
cerning such destruction of documents does not warrant a finding
that it was willful, there is, furthermore, no point in granting
respondent’s motion to strike. However, in this connection, the
respondent should be admonished for its carelessness in destroy-
ing any of its documents relating to the within case, even though
such documents were returned by the Commission to respon-
dent.’? Such destruction should have awaited termination of the
case by an appeal which in this instance reasonably could be an-
ticipated by the respondent.

However, in view of the decision of the hearing examiner fa-
vorable to respondent on the issue of documentary destruction, a
motion to strike has no merit and would serve no purpose. Fur-
thermore, to encumber or strike complaint counsel’s argument to
the point where he could not respond to respondent’s proposed
finding and argument on the issue would indeed be an injustice.
Respondent’s motion to strike, therefore, filed on April 5, 1965,
with regard to the matter hereinbefore identified, is denied.

Premised upon the law of the case as enunciated by the Court
of Appeals, it would appear that respondent has violated both
section 2(a) and 2(d) of the amended Clayton Act.

Furthermore, incident to the section 2(a) violation heretofore
discussed in full, there is no merit to respondent’s section 2 (b) af-
firmative defense. Respondent’s meeting competition defense
“under section 2(b) seems to be premised on the ‘California
Street” situation as demonstrated by “California Street” general
practices rather than by the actual market or competitive prices
. met.5® Mr. Snyder, a respondent representative, merely identifies
the respondent’s selling price in each instance as the market
price, premised upon ‘‘California Street” practice unsupported by
specific evidence of any cognizable market price or competitor’s
price on the “California Street” market as related to particular

52 If the respondent’s destroyed documents were delivered to the Commission in the first
instance, someone must have thought they were in issue, thereby requiring care on the part
of respondent to avoid destruction. Respondent also failed to consult its attorney to ascertain
the possible need for retaining such documents.

3 See statements of respondent’s counsel, Mr. Hecht, Tr. 739 and 744.
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contemporary sales by respondent on that market.’* Such evi-
dence adduced by respondent’s qualified ** representative and
sales manager is entirely self-serving, has little or no probative
weight in the absence of corroboration, and is without sufficient
substantiality to sustain respondent’s ultimate burden of proof in
support of a section 2 (b) affirmative defense.’ The forgoing state
of the evidence also strongly suggests that there is no established
market price upon which availability thereof to any buyer may be
established. Accordingly, the following order shall issue:

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent, Tri-Valley Growers, a corpora-
tion, and its officers, representatives, agents and employees, di-
rectly or through any corporate or other device in, or in connec-
tion with, the sale of food products in commerce, as “commerce”
is defined in the amended Clayton Act, do forthwith cease and
desist from:

1. Discriminating in the price of such products of like
grade and quality by selling to any purchaser at net prices
higher than the net prices charged any other purchaser who,
in fact, competes with the purchaser paying the higher price
or with customers of such purchaser.

2. Paying or contracting for the payment of anything of
value to or for the benefit of any customer of respondent as
compensation or in consideration for any services or facilities
furnished by or through such customer, in connection with
the offering for sale, sale or distribution of any of respon-
dent’s products, unless such payment or consideration is made
available on proportionally equal terms to all other custom-
ers competing in the distribution of such products with the
favored customer. '

34 See testimony of Russell P. Snyder, Tr. 722-860 and 918-994.

55 See Tr. 722-728, 737-741, 745-747, T48-768, 760-773.
58 See Cabin Crafts Inc., Docket No. 7639.



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

260

70 F.T.C.

Appendix

LI}

%6'L 1 sT'9 09 "ouJ ‘esnofy uospny 6G—L~V LS-Ly
0L'g | 009 "ou] ‘IDASI poig 6V—¢1—¢ LS—g1-38
(A 00S -ouJ ‘IRAdI Pad ] 8V—¢1—¢ LG—321-6 5
. . . *ouJ ‘9snoy uospn 11-11-% LG-T1-3 7§ X
% 6L 14 ST'9 0g I H PnH %o/ v Soonidy
poreaduy) saA[el £ARSI 2910Y) :19NpoIg
of % . I oe *ouj ‘esnoj] uospny i 74835 :
vy %0 mmH 00T (Lemozeg) pooyus) jusdey 69L8LT _ ¥6 XD
8/8F Sjoo1ady psjeadup)
soA[eH dnidg £ABOH 9010Y)) :9onpoid
G€'¢ 0ST (Lemoageg) pooguey) juaday _ 866131
%SV ST 0S¢ 149 ou] ‘GAS] pary 84-8I-TI ¥e XD
% 3/%g yoeuldg yeor] Aoury :3onporJ
« 09T | o¥ (femogeg) pooyue) jueloy L&-L8-TT |  LG-LE-TL
. . . . ouJ ‘1oho o1 81-¥¢-6 LS~¥3-6 7€ XO
%8L ger Z0p SBL’1 <14 1 W PoLdg 208/73 Sy001ady porsed
uf) seAlel dnidg 1ySry °piS :jonpoad
golify) ‘Ja 011y | sesep Ja4ng ‘ON auj Rl °N XO
¥ % 3o "oN

NODYTIQ ‘ANVILIOJ : VANV Havy],

V XIANAddY



261

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

Appendix

223

%98

G629 0GT £190019 piepueyg 6ELET LG—91-¥
06°g 068 d?V 00%&-¥% LS—6 ¥ mw XD
9/96
9)SBJ 038WOJ, A0U® BULIO)) :30NPOIJ
%8 0¢’ 00°L 514 4180019 [BIUL) 9%0-6 —0T 8¢~T1-T1 _
0S89 0ST d»V 690-82-8 8G-¢5-6 G€ XD
saeod
soaleH dnidg Aavel 9210y) :3onpoaJ
%8¢ 0g’ 06°G qg £19001D [BIIUBY 9%0-6 —0T 8G-T1-11 _
0g'g G3T d?»V 960-92-6 84-LT1-0T S€ XD
8/87 siesg
seA[e dnidg Aaeal] 9210y :3onpoid
%G6 oy’ 09y 0§ £100015) [BIJUDD 970-6 —01 84-TT-11
gy 0g d?®V 960—92—6 8G-LT0T
08'¥ SL d?®V 690—-82-8 86-33—6
%56 oV 09'¥ 0§ Lx9001D [BIYUR) GLO-TT1-8 84-62-8 g€ XD
€0g/v¢ sieaq
soA[eH dnidg £agay] 9010Y)) :4onpoiJg
05°¢ 099 Sado0}§ [BuOIIeN 3SILq TL1-G8-8 86616 _
%E¥ aT” G9°'¢ Gg £130019) TRIUDD GLO-TT-8 89-62-8 g8 XO
£08/7g seydeed D" X
SoA[eH dniAg £ABS[ 9010y) :jonporg
%TL gg ore 0§ £19001) [BIUB) £60-92-9 84-01-L _
e 088 $910]§ TeUOlBN 9si1q 8¢ -91-¢ 8G—91-¢ g8 XD
£08/7g seyorag
0’ X Podl[S dnidkg Aagay 9010y :4onpoxg
*IosIq “BIa Chine g sase) h@hﬁm "ON -aujy aeq ‘ON XO
3 % Jo "oN

*SSVI ‘NOLSOg :VAdY davi],

4 XIANHddV



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

262

70 F.T.C.

Appendix

%0°0T ag’ aR°¢

%EeY qr” MMM

<9'e

%8S +x690° « 021

%8S *¥690° N%v mom.,ﬁ
. 2T

%3V T *99°¢

0v'e

%S’ oy’ x0€°G

06'v

99~8-0T# "AUJ 398 INq ! IUBMO[[Y IYSPIJ U0

09
0§
SLT
oy

00T
09
0GT

0§
68

06
99

Al

‘0D ‘soxg pIOJRUUBE]
‘0D 'soag pIoyeuuel]

d®V
‘0D ‘sodg plojeuuefy

660~-13-0T
§90-63-8
9LT-G3-8
LG0-62-8

8G-TI-TT

84-¢%-6

8G-61-6

8G-L1I-6 9¢ XD
£0€/¥g Seyd®ed "D°X

pao1jS dniAg AaesH @210y) :3onpold

‘TenueIoPIp 291ad [ENIUL 243 ‘340" WO PajoeIiqns (B)E XA UO juUSpUodsdI £q 398 [BRULIDPIP Y3 JO J[BY 53ndUI0Dd E10° SIYLss

*8/8¥ U0 S3UIABS 350D S[qBYIISNL U0 (B)g XY UO UOIJBJuUaSaId 33G4

‘0D ‘solg piojeuuey
‘00 "sodg piojeuurpy
d?®V

GL0-GI-8
8¥0—¥3-9
GLO9T9

8¢—2 —6
8¢-11-L
89—8 —L 9¢ XD

+8/¥73 'SA 8/8Y Seydesq "D'X
poo1[S dnadg AaBol 9210y :jonpoig

: [BRRUSIIIP 9%7Z°F NP JEd[0 BUIMOUS Pajuzis DUBMO[[Y IYSI91] OU ‘GG'g 1B dwes
Jo 83880 (g PpIseyoand PpIOJRUUBE] OI3YM 99-¢—(0IFf AUl L9-ZZ—0T 996 INnq :judwdlys SIY} UO USALT Sem 20UBMO[[Y IYIIoI1g 9880/ZLE0° S93BOIPUl (9)8 XU+

*0)) ‘soxg pIoFeuuB{
d?®V

I¥e—01
T19-18-01

LS-v -11
LSPI-TT 9% XD
§08/7g seyored "D'X

saAjel dnidg AAaray 9210y) :jonpoid

! [BURIAYIP %G¢°L PIRNASIpUn 3UIPBI)SUOWSP ¢ PIJUBL3 S§BA JUNOIDI PUB JUNOD OU YIIYm
uo SWBE JO FILLD (P IOF L9-LZ-Z1 PAIEP 6I-LI-ZI "AUT 998 jnq {juswdiys SIf} UO USALS SBM S0UBMO[[B ,JUNODII PUB JUNOD,, BSBI/(p" §33@IPUl (B)¢ XUs

‘0D "soag pIOFERUUBF]
d®V

97-¥6-01
T9-16-01

LS-v -1t
LS-v1-11 9% XD
%12/¥g Seydead "D'K

pao1[S dnifS AABel 9010y) :1oNpoig

! BIUSIAPIP %7 ¥ IN9 JB3[d Julmo(s PIJUBRIZ 0UBMO[[Y IY3LI] OU—(9'¢ ) SWES JO 82581 ¢ J0J LG—ZZ—0I parep
w30 j0u &l JuBAldS JPV Oyl[e JuewidIys SIY} UO USALS SBMA IDUBMO[Y IYIWOI] 9889/7L80° §338IPUl (J)€ XU«

%TV ST +09°¢ 0L ‘0D ‘solg piojeuueH 97—¥5-01 LSV —TI
Sv'e ov d?®V T9-16-01 LSVI-TT 9% XD
£08/¥¢ S9yoead "D'X
paollS dnadg £away] 9910y :jonpoxd
298I Ba g IS8 IdAng ‘ON "Auy aeq ‘ON XD
% 30 "oN

ANIVIY ‘ANV'ILE0J : VANV @avi],

¥ ANV ‘a ‘0 SHDIANAJAV



263

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

Appendix

223

%LL

%96
%96

%001
%e¥

g8

09

05°¢
§9°¢

0g

0S1
0¢

03

S9eT
0¢

0sT

G2s
08

*0) ‘solg paojeuuey]

d®V
00 *soxg piojeuuel]

‘00 *solg pIOJBUUBE
d®V
‘00 'sodg pIoJeuuel

d®V
‘0D 'Soxg pIOFBUURE]

‘0D 'sodd pIoJeuurBH
*0)) *soxg plojeuurH

d® V
*00) 'solg pIoyeuueH

*00) "soxg piojeuuri
‘00 'sodg pIoyeuuel]

. d%2V
0D ‘sodg pIojeuUuURH

‘00 ‘sodg pIoyeuueH
‘00 "sodg pIojeuuey

d® V
00 "soxg pJIoJeuuBsy

380—€-6
8L0-76
T€0-€-6

630-13-01
¥€0-92-6
680§ —6
8L0-¥ —6
T60-¢ —6

660—-16-01
GG0-63—8
9L1-G88
LG0-65-8

S¥0—L1-3T
G50-68-8
9L1-92-8
GLO—GT-8

Sv0-L1-GI
§9G80—628

- 9L1-96-8
LS0-66—8

86-63-6

86936

86-¢%6 Lg XD
%3g/vg Sigag

sealeH dnifg AAarej 9d10y) :jonpoid

86— T11-TI
86— T¢ 0T
86—62-6
84956
‘86-6%—6 LE XD
£08/¥g s18ad

sosjeH dnidg Aawsf[ 9210y :jonpoig

841111
86266
86616
8¢-L1-6 Lg XD
%12/¥% Soysesd "D'A

soa[eH dnadg Lawely 9210y) :jonpoad

" @3asyo 3uijpusy [e109ds 3ISED/G()" SIPN[OUIL,

669 1
86666
8G-61-6
863 —6 9¢ XD
£08/75 seydead "D°X

sealeq dnidg £agay] 9010Y) :jonpord

699 1
84-6¢-6
846176
86—L1—6 9¢ XD
%3/Vg Seydead

'D°X poollS dnifg £asel @ol0y) :30NPOIJ



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

264

70 F.T.C.

Appendix

%8¢

%88

%69

[eucnowolg 01° YHA [E[jULIOBIP do1d (z° Bummoys gg

%GL

swes Jo ojnzzng Aq asBydand 10j (3)g XY 99S Inq 1%

%98

o3nzzog £q 95BYOX

%L

ST

02’

nd I01 (3)g
0g°

oynzzog Aq aseyoand 10y (9)9g

079 GLg
09'g 0s
03%°9 09T
009 eIt
*06°8 43
oLe 003
xG1°g Gg
0072 (1344

£09°¢
(U

08T
00§

d® V
Suog 3 0jnzzog uyopr

suog 7 oynzzog uyop
S9I0}S [BUOIPEN 3SIL]

suog 7y ojnzzog uyop
S9103S [BUOIIBN 1ISIL]

699 -3
8412l
%g/vg Syored "0’ X

SoAeH dnaAg £aral 9210y :4onpodJg

¥60-¥3-T1

6L0-92-1
8¢ XD

§L~L 0T
19-8¢-8

LG—6T-0T
LS-L 0T
%e/ve
dni£g £AedH 9210y)) [1B1I0) :1onpoIg
$()S XY 4q payIngaruf),
8L~L —01 LG-LT1-0T
ST-91-01 LS-8T-0T gv X0
% 3/¥3 yoeuldg Aoue :3onpoid

! [BlUBIYIP %g INOqE JO 20LId J2U (I'g UO [EIUAIDPIP #0ad (" I0 ‘@ouBMO[E

suog %p oynzzog uyor
SoI0}§ [euoljeN 3SIlg

—$1-1 P23EP 97-61-gI# -"AUJ UO oSeydind JojE| Smous ()¢ XU ‘WEF Wi ! (B)§ XW AY pepinqedun,

€44 —0T| LS-LT-0T
SI-GI-0T| LS-8I-0T g7 XD
€08/73 yoeuldg Louey :jonpoig

{TeljUaIagIp 049°G Pajngalun I0oy 09°¢ @ EI5EDd Q) 101 LS—GI—0I POIBP §L-L-0T# AU UO §poo3

suog % ojnzzog uyop
S9103S [BUOI}RN ISII

{[BIJUSISAYIP %L°¢ Pa)Ingaiun 103 0g°g D) SISBI (g JO

8°g IM0QB IO (] JO [BIJUDIDYIP J2U IO IDUEBMO[[8 [BUOlFOWOId 3SBI/(QI' I0J (3)G XY UO SPEW WIe),

¥868-L
6E6L~8

LS—61-8

LS-6 —8 §v XD

£08/75 soyored ‘DX
PadI[S dnidg L£ABoH 9010Y)) :13oNPOLJ

LS-61-01 P18P €L-L—QT# "AU] UO Spoo3 swes jo

XY 998 Inq ! [B[IUBISZIP %P 3N0QE I0 (g° JO [BIUSIDPIP 12U JO 20UBMO[[E [euoijoword 3583/(" 10J (3)G X UO OPBW WIB[).

%088
00°¢

Ggl
S3L

Suog 7p 0jnzzog uyopr
$910}S [RUOIJEN JSIIsL

: [ERUDIDZID %g'¢ PPPNGATUN IO 0Z'G @ SOsEd

67—9¢-8
¥9-86-8

LS—02-6

LS—L2—6 ¥ XD
%15/¥g Sausead "0’ X
-padI[S dnadg AAa®SY] 9010y :jonporg
00T 3O LS—61-01 P23ep §L—L—01# "AU] uO dwes jo

XY 998 Inq  [BIJUSIIPIP % INOQE J0 (g° JO [BlUSIBYIP 39U JO Iduwmol[e [euoijowodd ISED/Q[* I0F (0)¢ XYW UO apew WIR[D

%8S 0g’ x08°9 148 Suog 7 0INzZzoy uyof 67-9¢-8 LG~G9%—6
06’y 00¥% So10}S [euol}eN 381l ¥9-8¢—8 LG—LE—6 g¥ XD
%.8/vg Sayoesd ‘O'A
soAle dnadg Aaeel =010y :3onporg
rasiq ‘Ba 2o1g | sasen Je4ng 'ON ‘Auj ?3eQq °N XD
3o % 30 "ON

*NNOD ‘X¥NTYALV M ‘QEOILAV] LSV : VIUY HAVY],

H ANV ‘D ‘d SHOIANAIJV



265

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

Appendix

223

%3¥
%bS¥

%S9
%59
%¥'6
%LY

%0'v
%'y

%83

0g'¢

(4
G8'¢
998
0§°¢
09°¢

00€

- 03T
001

001
0L3
00T

Suog 7p ojnzzog uyop
d?® V
SUOg 79 09NZZOg Uyop
d?®»V

Suog 7 oynzzog Uyof
d®V
suog % ojnzzog Uyor

SuUog 79 ojnzzog Uyopr
d?®V
suog 7p ojnzzog uyop

d2 VvV

d?®V
Suog 2y 0jNzzog Uyop
suog 7y ojnzzog uyop
§0101S JRUOI}EN ISIL]

860611 69— ¢
160-63-31 69—6T-1
¥60-v3-11 8¢-¢1—¢1
GL0—2T1-6 84—¢T1-0T 88 XD
9/96—93158d 0jBWO], 9g—Aou®r,] :jonpoird
¥60-v3-11 8G—31—¢Il
¥00-v3-L 84—€1-8
G600—L1-L 8¢-1 -8 8¢ XD
208/¥2 yoeuldg Jeo] Aduryj :40npod
¥60-¥3-11 86216l :
¥v0-¥o-L 8G-€1-8
Iy91-§ 86-61-9
LE6 -G 896 —9 8¢ XD
% 3/v% Yoeuldg jeor] Aoue :jonpoid
LL0—9%"1 699 —3G
860—61-1 69-¢ ¢
861458 8G—61-6
011-1¢-8 86016
G00~LT—L 8¢-1 -8 8¢ XD

Suog 7 0jnzzog uyop

£08/¥73 Saya®ad "' X

pool[S dnadg £amal] 9010y) :3onpoIg



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

266

70 F.T.C.

Appendix

il

%S") mﬁ” mH”N QL ‘0) WI0GSQ "H M V¢ -6 L9-0T-01
%SL mH. mH.N 001 'soxg [938a1dg LG-6%~L L6858
%S L ST q1e oy 'soxg (adaldg 81-€1-6 LG-T 11
%S L qr m%m MM S[uUeBdIB] Y3IngsHJ L8 —6 LG-G —0T
00’ d® V ¢SV —6 LG—ET-6 67y XD
€08/yg yoeuidg Aoueq :jonpoig
% LS qag” a1'9 14 0D A19001Y) [BIDUDY) ¢S—€¢—6 LG—0T-0T
08°9 14 d®» V ¢SV —6 LS—ET—-6 6V XD
% g/vg s10012dy pa[eaduf)
sea[eH dnidg Aawaj 8210yD :9onpoag
%G L ov’ 089 00T 'soxg [a3a1dg 81-€1-6 LG-T 1T
@m..b oy 08¢ 0S ‘0D u10qsQ ‘H ‘M V¢ —6 LG—01-0T
%Gl oy 08°q 14 0D AI9001Y [RISUDD 8E~€2—6 LG—0T1-0T
06'v QL d?®V v6—v —11 LG—GT-1T 67 XD
%2/Vg seyoesd "O'X
pool[g dnidg £awel] 9010y :3onpoad
%69 0¢ 06'3 (V% 'soxg [p3atdg LSG—23L LG—€%—8
%69 0e’ 06'2 14 S[IUBIISIY Y3Ingsyg ¢ -1 -8 LG-6 —8
0L'e 09 d®V ¢S5V 6 LS—GT-6 67 XD
%4 3/¥3 yoruldg Aour :jonpord
%bLL Hiia 02'S 19 0D wiogsQ "H M ¥r—-¢ —6 LG-0T-0T
%L’L (i} 03°G 09 "soxg [a3a1dg 8T1-€1-6 LG-T — 11
%LL (i 0¢°S GG '0) AI3001D) [BISUdY 86-8%-6 LG—0T-0T
%Ll oy 02'S 00T U] ‘SI9001Y) Pajeroossy 66618 Lev 11
08'% agT d® V 66—v —1T LG—ST-IT 6% XD
% 3/¥g seyoead ‘O° K
seAlrl dnadg Laeel adi0y) :jonpoad
%eV ST aq'¢ Ve ‘0D uroqsQ ' "M ¥7¢€ —6 LG—0T-0T
%3V ST qa'g GL S}eYIR 1815 26088 LG-TT-6
%EY qT” Qe8¢ 02 ‘soxg [a3a1dg 81—€1-6 L8-T 1T
%3y qr qe'g 00T ‘U] ‘s19004Y) PIYBIOSSY ¢5—61-8 L9 11
07’8 03 d® V ¥6—¥ 11 LG—ST-TT 6 XD
£08/¥g sayosesd "D'X
soAjeH dnadg AAare ed10y) :3onporg
.hom_ﬁ— ‘B1a Chise me.NU h&hﬂm TON ‘aujy a3eq ‘ON XD
30 % 3o "oN

'Vd ‘BHINESLIII :VEIY FAVY],
£ ANV 1 SEDIANAAdYV



267

Appendix

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

223

14
0g

§L
00T
14
SL

d®V
S}oMdRI XB}S

s1ofIB] A8}
‘soag [edeidg

0D uIoqsQ H "M
d?® V

680-02-8
810-€3-9

[eLoyg dnifg

¢ —08-8
81-€1-6
W€ -6

¥6—v - 11
‘O’ paollS dnidg Laray] 8dloy) :jonporg

8¢—% —6
8G—VI-L 6¢ XD

€08/¥g se1LIsy) suuy
AAed 9010y :jonpord

LG-T1-6

LG-T 1T

LG0T-01

LG—ST-T1 67 XD
£08/7g Soyorad



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

268

70 F.T.C.

Appendix

%69

%88

‘yoead ootoyd % g

§g”
§g”

A[UO ‘uOl}0BSUBY} JIOPUSPPIIN

0¢
Gat

00T
G

ST
6L

008
00T
§L
0g

0ST
0ST
0§

00T

‘PN ‘Yoesuoayorq ‘1e3lsquieg pileyoed
[N ‘uosieied ‘d BV

‘£°N ‘uosaajed ‘i ‘0D uoluf) puein
£°N ‘Yoesusyoe} ‘1adisquieg pieyoed
['N ‘uosided ‘d RV

T'N
‘oesusydry ‘-0)) Jodisquieyg paexdred
‘N ‘uosieied ‘dB® V

‘£°N ‘uosaojed ‘i 0D uolu[) puriy
DAN ‘siyoy %p JIOPUSPPIN

£310) Aa9saap “0) Axe00ax) Aeyje M
‘°N ‘uosxojed ‘d BV

‘PN ‘uosiajed 5 ‘'0) UOlu[) purI)
DAN ‘S1yoy 7% JIOPUSPPI

£910) Kosaap “0) A19004x) Ley[e M
[N ‘uosamed ‘d R V

I

L6-31-0T

LG-81-6 ¥ X0
%3/7 Seydeed "D’k
podl[s dnig JySI paepuels 13onpoid

ornwmlm
683278

09-§ 8 LG—Lg—8
0L—98-6 L6101
36676278 LG—81-6 ¥ XO

%3/¥g seyaead DX
soajelH dnifg 3ydi] pigpuelg :jonpoad

LS01-6
LG—81-6

8 —§¢—8

[t dam:] 1y XD
%.3/¥g syoo1ady psjeadup)
sealel dnafg 1ysi] paepur)}§ :3onporg

09-9 -8 LG~L3—8
87928 LG-11-6
L —y1-8 LG—€2—6
66-¢¢-8 LG—81-6 7 XD

808/¥g sdydead ")’ X
padr(S dnidg Aaevsj 9210y :3onposJ

09 -8 | L9-.38
€928 | L4-TI-6
L V18 | LG-€26
3e-2e8 | L9816 17 XD

8/8% sayowed "D'X
pooilS dnadg Laeal 9d10y) :jonporj

JI9YJ0 OU 0} ‘OS JI PUB ‘Dw0s A{UO ‘0S F INq 8-p HI XY Iepun awed soysedd 262Yy3 3By} SONSI® JUIPUOUSIY ¢

%8S 0¢’ x08°G 00T DAN ‘sayoy 7 JIOpusppIiy §7—-9¢-8 LG-T1-6
%8S €’ 03°§S 6% £31) Losaap “0p L1900 ABY[BM L —v1-8 LG—E2—6
06’7 | 08 ‘£'N ‘uosisyed ‘d ® V 38338 L6-81-6 Iy X0
%3/7g soyoesd "'0'X
saajeq dnadkg Aawol] 9910y :30npoId
-1081Q ma aorag | sosen Ja4ng 'ON “Auj 2eq °N XD
30 9% 30 ‘0N

XFSYAL MAN—-ALID MH0X MEN : VAYY TAvy],

O ANV ‘N ‘W “T ‘¥ SHDIANHAJAV



269

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

Appendix

228

%T¥

%9°S

0g’
0%’

e’

001
08T
oy

G381
00T
0ST

0L
00T
oy

08T
144

000T
000T

09

00T
GL

uosIdled "M 0P uoluf) puead
uosIajed "H ‘"0 uoluf) puein
Kouieal] o)) pooyur)) jus3ay

uosiajeq “{ 00 Uoluf) purliy
uosiajed ‘f 00 UOIU[) PUBI
Louaeay 0D poojur)) Judday

uosIsled ‘f “0) uoiuf) puein
‘N ‘uosiojed " 0 uoluf) pueiy
‘"N ‘Aouiea)] ‘o)) ‘pooyur)) Jusdey

‘f°N ‘uosasjed ‘g ‘o) uoiu[) puein
‘N ‘Aouredy] ‘o) poojue)) juadey

plojuely) ‘Spooq UIBJaXE M

‘N ‘proyura) “diao) Spooy UIdJONBM
‘N ‘Aoureay] ‘poojue)) jusdey

‘0N ‘Aouxed)] ‘pooyur)) juadey

‘PN oimsunig moN ‘Spoo X9s9[pPIIN
[N ‘PuropmeH ‘d ¥ V

98¥v—S
5518 i
voOv—v

LS¥E ¥
LG—81-¥

LGG1¥ o XD

8/8y S3001ady pojesdupy

soajeH dnikg £aeaj 9010YD :3onpoid

¢el1—¢
67E-¢€
L341-¢€

soAjeH dnifg

611§
676-¢
976-¢

LG~9%—¢
LG—61-¢
LG—9%-3 ¢V XD
%15/ saydead "'k

3ySr plepuels :ponpoig
L9933
LE61-3
L5613 gv X0

8/8% sjoourdy pepedup)

saAjeH dnadg Aawelf 9di0y) :jonpoadg

6v€-€
9482

LG—61-¢6
LS—¥1-¢ eV XD

€08/7g seysred "D'X

soaleq dnidg £aeay 9210y :3onpoid

PL81-6
8L8I1-E
6991-¢€

9¥6—¢

LG-TT-€

158 €

LSV €

Ls—61- | 27 XD
%2/¥g S1ead

11e13a8g dnakg AABoY 9010Y) :9onpoid

T190%—§
GGa8E—¥

LG—8g ¥V
LG—ge—¥

o)seJ 0jBWOJ, £ouB,] BULIO) :1oUPOiJ



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

270

70 F.T.C.

Appendix

%V"9 08’ oLy ST “£'N ‘progIayjny o) uolu() puwly) §¢—01-0T LG—0€-01
%v9 0g" 0Ly 08T OXAN ‘s1yoy 79 JIOpusppI 87928 LG-T1-6
%79 08’ oLy 0g £31) Assaap ‘AIe001) ABIjBM 9-08-0T LG—1¢- 11
%9 0¢” oLy 0§ £31) Las1ap ‘AI9d0a1) Ay M L=¥1-8 LG—62-6
v’y 148 HlemoN ‘S91033 UBILIBWY ¥$-0¢-6 LS—0T-0T & XD
8/8% seydeed "'
poollS dnidg AABol] 92010y) :jonpord
%9 3 X ‘s1yoy % J1O0pPUSppPI 87-93-8 LG—I1-6
e\\wwm mm Mwm mwﬁ hpm.ohmm.uww ‘A13001) Aexe M 9-08-0T LS1S 1T
%9 0g 09°¢ GL £31D Aesaaf ‘A130017) AeM[EM L—71-8 LG-8%-6
07’8 G321 JIeMIN ‘SaI0}§ UBILIBULY Y9086 LG~0T-0T 87 XD
£08/¥7g Seyowad "0'X
PodL[S dnidg AagdF] 9010y :jonpoxdq
%98 v 493G 053 uosiajed " “"0p UOIU[) PUBI)) PSVvI-G LG~L1-9
08y 068 Aouredy ‘pooyue)) jusdey 8¢-G679 LG—8%9 ¢¥ XO
%13/78 Seyordd "D'A
peolls dnikg 3ydIy pIepurlg :3onpoig
%1 : 3 uosivjed ‘g “0) uolu[) puBip S md LG—LT-9
o o MMW wmﬁ fouxesy] “oD pooyue)) jusIey 9%—1¢-9 LG—66-G é7 XD
8/8¥ soyread "0'A
Poo1[S dniIfg £ABal 2910Y)) :jonporg
%6’ : i uosisjed "{ “0) uolu[) puriy 18Tv-¥ LG—8I-¥
hee o mwm MMH Koureay .mmo pooyue) jusday 3avy—§ LSV 7¥ é¥ XD
%3/ Vg seyoeed "D’k
saaeq dnadg 3y3r] pLepuels :joupord
~XISIq ‘Bla LIg 83880 Ja&ng ‘ON “Aujy feq ON XD
3o 9% 3o "ON

PONUIIUO)—AASHE L MEN—ALL) MUOL MEN : VEIY FAVIL

dENNILNOD—O ANV ‘N ‘W “I ‘¥ SEDIANAIdV



271

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

Appendix

223

%S9

%38

%TY

0g’
e’

qr
93T

SL
gel

qL
002

uosixed ‘f ‘uotu[) pueld
JIema)N ‘soI10}S UBILIDWY

uosiajed "9 ‘uoruf) pueipH
NIemaN ‘sold0}S UBDIIULY

uosIdjed f ‘uoIuf) pusiH
uosidjed *H ‘uotu)) puern
£31D Kosiop ‘AIod0ay) Lesie M
Aduaedy ‘SoI0jS UBILIDWY

£31D) AosIap ‘Aledord) Ardje
Kouaeayf ‘sa10}S UBOILIDWY

¥2-01-01
¥9-02-6

LG-1¢-0T
L60T-0T

(P)21 X4

8/8% soyoead "D°A

peors dnafg Aaes]] eot0y) :9onpolg

09-$-8
65338
[(®)
31X¥ 2951

LG~LG8

LG—6-6
8/8y s30011dy

gV XD
poreadur)

soAleH dnidg AaBS 9910YD :3oNPpold

e¢-11-11
G01-0T
9-08-01
258711

LG=%GT1
L6-08-01
LG-T8 11
LG—ET-11

(P)2t X4

gV XD

8/87 saydead "D'A

peorls dnidg Laedj 9d1l0y) :jonpold

9-06—01
29-8-T1

LS-TG 11
LG—E1-T1

&y XD

§0E€/¥g SPywead "D'K

pool[g dnihg LAgoy @8o10y) :3onpoid



FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS

272

70 F.T.C.

. Appendix

Il

%83 or 09 | or Toaus( ‘MBI 'V "H 38827 LS-1%-€ _
09'¢ 08 19AUR(] ‘pooyue]) JuUaIY VLve—¢ LS—61-8 ¥v XO
£08/%% s1oo1ady poareeduf)
SoAlRH dnidg AaBo[ 9910y :jonpoig
%Sy ‘v Gg g 031 Isaus( ‘AiBl 'V 'H 291-¢ Le-T1-¢ _
08's 09T Iaaua(q ‘pooyue)) jusdey YLve—g LG-61-¢ ¥ XD
%12/v5 Seyoesd "' X
PodL[S dnadg Aarey 9d10y)) Lqonporg
%9 qg° 'S 08 I2AUB( ‘TIBIN 'V "H ¢91-8§ LS-IT1-€ - _
029 G01 IoAud(] ‘pooyue)) juasdsy vLve—¢€ LG61-€ ¥y XO
%12/vg saydead "D'A
soaleH dnidg £aeef a010y)) 1jonpoxy
%08 T S0 | 138 Taaua(] IIBW 'Y H 291-¢ Le-11-¢ _
06'% 01T I9AUB(] ‘PoOFUB) JUSSIY PLvz—¢ LG—6T-¢ ¥ X0
91C/7g sayoesd "D’k
pao1g dnifg 3y3IT pIepuel§ :4onpoad
(e)g Xy uo uwnpod 0 J 3IS17],, 9J0U ! UOIFB[NYE] UMO sjuapuodsayy
uo %p'g 10 gg’ qpg 02 SI90015) PI)RIJOSSY L—83- 11 L6—6 -2l
0r°g qs poojue)) juadoy 09-8—0T LG-LT1-0T
i8MOYS (B)Z X¥ “I9ASMO] !dA0Qe siedad Japun puy ‘068 1], jusuniie pue (B)g XY 935 ‘S0UBMO[[B JUNOI3L pur juncd Juipiedal judwnsiy,
%0°L o %0L°G oSt ISAUB(] ‘SA9D0LE) PI,4RBIDOSSY 6692V LG-L2-¢
%0°L (4 +0L°G 002 J9AUB(] ‘S190015) PajrId0SSY €61-¢ _ LS—T1-2 _
08¢ 0¢ I9AUR(] ‘POOFUB) JuIAY VL¥E—€ LG—61-¢ ¥ X0
%13/ ¥g syoorady pepeaduf)
. seAleH dnidg 1431 piepue)g :jonpoid
‘polidde uoyeurwiaosip ad1ad 95z9 9y} ‘sieed 3saU} JO %04 ISOULE 0} }SBA] Je ‘AuUanbasuc) ¢ (e)g
XY Uo 599)08aq Ul S$ISBOD (FZZ 8103 JO (SFI U0 A{uQ [!168-788 JdII9sUEBL], 99S] :S519001D PIIBIVOSSY 0} DOUBMO[[E JUNOIIX PUEB JUNOD JUIPILSad JUIWNSIY .
%9 0¥ - %099 (1141 o[qang ‘SI9001)) POJBIDOSSY 88L2¥ LG-L%-¢
%39 oV’ %«08°9 0ST IDAUB(] ‘SIBV0LL) PAJRIVOSSY 6692-¥ LS—LG—€
%39 (& £0G°9 002 I9AUd(] ‘SID9I01L) POIBIIOSSY v61-2 L6112
%39 0y 089 008 I9AUR(] ‘SI9D0IY) PIIRIDOSSY 8612 LS-11-2
01'9 [3ad I2AUR(] “°0)) poojur)) juadoy 6LL-T LG—G1~-% % MW«WO
T
saeog dnidg j3ysry pairvpueig :jonpodd
“Xasiq pa 20113 sasen Jasng ‘ON Auy ajeq °N XD
30 % Jo "oN

OTFINJ—YIANIA( : VIIY TAVUT,
d ANV ‘D ‘d SADIANHIJY

|

|



273

TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION

Appendix

223

-(9)3 XY os|e avs,

OVt

NANNNNNNNN
MMM MMMM

VERDRR®

S

®

%8¢

03’9
02’9
029
02’9
039
02’9
029
02’9
08’9
009

00'%
00y
00’y
00°%
00y
00°%
00y
00°¥
00'y
§8'¢

0[qenJ ‘sI9d01L) PIYRINOSSY
ojgen  ‘sI9901f) pPaeIdosSy
o[gend ‘sI9201r) pPajeIoossy
0[gand ‘SI9201%) PajrIdoSSy
o[qan J ‘sa8004£) PaIrBIDOSSY
o[gqand ‘si19d01r) pejrId0SSY
o[qang ‘sI9901f) PoIRIDOSSY

9[BPUOAY ‘SI9D0I5) POJRIDOSSY

0[qaNnJ ‘Sa9904K) PajRIO0SS Y
I9AUR(J ‘poojur)) jualday

o[qend ‘si90015) PIYBIIOSSY
o[ganJ ‘SI90015) POJRIDOSSY
o[qen  ‘si1e00ax) pajeIdOsSSy
o[qend ‘si9001r) PeYeIIOSSY
olgend ‘sa19001y) pejeIdossy
o[gend ‘si1900I5) PejeIdIOSSY
o[gend ‘sa9001r) PoYBINOSSY

9[BPUOAY ‘SI8001L) PO}BIIOSSY

0]qanJ ‘sa9001L) PaIBIIOSSY
ID2AUR(] ‘pooyur)) jusdoy

1998-0T
0998-0T
659801
8G98-01
1998-0T
9G98-0T
9698071
739801
£698-0T
Sr—7—6

Jna g dnidg

T998—-01
0998-01
6998-01
899801
LG98-01
9998-01
9G98-0T
¥598-01
€6-98-01
SV

yna g dnisg

LG0T
LS—V-0T
LG—v-01
LS¥—01
LS-¥-01
LG0T
LS-7-01
LG—¥-01
LS—¥-01
LS—LG-6 W XD
+*%18/V3 [18300)
£aeay o210y ‘jonpoig
(P)2 XYy os[e aos,
LG0T
LG0T
LG0T
LG 701
LGP 0T
LG-¥—01
LG0T
LG—V—01
LG-V-0T
L9-LG6 ¥ X0
*808/¥g 11ePPo)
Aaeoy 9210Y) ‘jonpoid




274 FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISIONS
Opinion 70 F.T.C.

OPINION OF THE COMMISSION
JULY 28, 1966

This matter is before the Commission upon the respondent’s
appeal from the hearing examiner’s initial decision on remand,
filed April 15, 1965. The hearing examiner, considering the whole
record, including the transactions referred to by the court and the
new evidence on remand, found and concluded that respondent
had violated Sections 2(a) and 2(d) of the amended Clayton Act,
as charged in the complaint. His decision contains an order to
cease and desist the practices so found to be unlawful.

The Commission previously, on May 10, 1962, entered an order
to cease and desist in this matter (Tvi-Valley Packing Associa-
tion, 60 F.T.C. 1184), which order was appealed to the United
States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit. That court reversed
the Commission’s order and remanded the cause for further pro-
ceedings in accordance with its opinion. T7i-Valley Packing Asso-
ciation v. Federal Trade Commaission, 329 F. 2d 694 (9th Cir.
1964).* The court directed further findings or consideration on
three points: (1) Whether or not a causal link existed between
the seller’s prices and the impact on customer competition, or,
more specifically, whether the goods were generally available in
the so-called “California Street” market so that in turn a deter-
mination can be made on whether the injury was due to the price

-discrimination rather than the failure of the disfavored purchas-
ers to take advantage of the oportunity to buy (id. at 703, 704) ;
(2) the threshold issue of whether the prices allegedly met were
competitive prices within the contemplation of the Section 2(b)
proviso (id. at 706), and (8) the question of the existence of evi-
dence or the sufficiency of such evidence as may exist in the re-
cord to support the Section 2(d), Clayton Act charge (id. at 710).

STATEMENT AS TO THE FACTS

A recapitulation of the facts previously found by the Commis-
sion and concurred in by the court will help establish the frame-
work within which the questions on remand are to be considered.
Tri-Valley is a cooperative corporation located in San Francisco,
California. It is engaged in the business of selling and distribut-
ing canned fruits and vegetables, all of which it processes and
m—r_t—;et aside the Commission’s findings and conclusions on the Section 2(d) charge

and it set aside the order of the Commission on both the Section 2(a) and Section (2)(d)
charges. (Id. at 710.)

i
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cans at its plants in California. It sells and distributes these prod-
ucts under the private labels or brands of its purchasers and also
under its own brands or labels. In the course of this business
products of like grade and quality are sold to a large number of
customers located throughout the United States for use, consump- -
tion or resale. For the fiscal year ending January 81, 1959, its
sales amounted to $22, 329, 877.

Respondent includes among its customers wholesalers, retail-
ers, chain stores and cooperative associations. Certain of these
customers, including some twelve to fifteen retail grocery chains,
maintain buying agencies in San Francisco. In the course and con-
duct of its business Tri-Valley has sold its products to these cus-
tomers at lower prices than it has sold products of like grade and
quality to customers who did not maintain their own buying agen-
cies in San Francisco. The difference in prices charged customers
between those who maintained buying agencies and those who did
not ranged from 5 cents to 50 cents or from 2 percent to 10 per-
cent per case.

The record contains a large number of instances of price dis-
criminations by Tri-Valley in favor of certain large chain stores
and against wholesalers and retailers in the sale of canned fruits
and vegetables of like grade and quality. Among the examples of
price discrimination between direct buying purchasers previously
listed by the Commission is the following:

In March 1957, respondent sold products designated as Choice Heavy

Syrup Sliced Y.C. Peaches to Safeway Stores in Denver, Colorado, at $5.30
per case, and to H. A. Marr in Denver, Colorado, at $5.55 per case. (60
F.T.C. 1180.)
The court considered this example in detail and it agreed that the
Commission’s finding of price discrimination was supported by
the evidence. The court stated that the unchallenged evidence
showed that Tri-Valley sold peaches of like grade and quality to
Safeway at $5.80 per case and to Marr at $5.55 per case, a price
differential of 4.5 percent. Further, the court concluded that, in
this example, the evidence was adequate to support the Com-
mission’s finding of competition in retail sales between Safeway
and Marr. (Id. at 701.)

The Commission additionally found the existence of competi-
tion in the sale of respondent’s food and grocery products be-
tween the favored chain stores and “independent retailers who
were selling private label canned goods which they had purchased
from nonfavored wholesalers.” (60 F.T.C. 1180.) The court con-
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curred. It held the record evidence is sufficient to support the
Commission finding that Foodland, Preisser, Piggly Wiggly No.
10 and Ce Buzz (retailers in the Denver area who purchased
canned goods from wholesaler H. A. Marr) were all in actual
competition with Safeway in the Denver area in 1957, in the re-
sale of private label canned goods of the kind which each ob-
tained that year from Tri-Valley. The court also held that while
the evidence concerning actual direct and indirect competition be-
tween purchasers may be insufficient as to some of the other pur-
chasers and areas ‘“for most purchasers and areas [it is] suffi-
cient to support the Commission findings.” (829 F. 2d at 702.)

The price discriminations shown in the record are substantial.
There was testimony that those engaged in the resale of such
products operate on a very narrow margin—so narrow that it is
essential to take advantage of two percent discounts for cash.
These discriminations in price, on the other hand, range from 2
percent to 10 percent. In view of the highly competitive nature of
the business, price disparities of this kind could well endanger the

ability of the merchants paying the higher price to compete with

the favored chain retailers. (829 F. 2d at 703.)

In the course of its business, Tri-Valley also granted certain al-
lowances to Central Grocers, Inc. of Boston, Massachusetts and to
Fred Meyer, Inc. of Portland, Oregon. Each of these allowances
was granted pursuant to a specially tailored or negotiated ar-
rangement, and no arrangement on proportionally equal terms
was offered or made available to other purchasers of Tri-Valley
products serving, at least in part, the same areas served by Cen-
tral Grocers and Meyer. (829 F. 2d at 697.) Further details on
the facts as to such allowances are stated hereafter in this opin-
ion in connection with the discussion of the 2(d) Clayton Act
charge.

Availability of the Lower Prices—F'irst Issue on Remand

On the appeal before the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, re-
spondent argued that the evidence affirmatively shows that the
nonfavored buyers could have availed themselves of the lower
prices for which Tri-Valley and its competitors sold these goods in
San Francisco. The court, in its opinion, stated that if the lower
price would have been available to the nonfavored buyer in the
same market where the favored buyer made his purchase, the
probability of competitive injury due to the fact that the nonfa-
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vored buyer paid more for the product is not the result of the
price discrimination, but of the nonfavored buyer’s failure to take
advantage of the opportunity, equally available to him, of buying
at the same low prices.

Respondent’s main position seems to be, as it was before the
court, that there is no obstacle which prevented the nonfavored
purchasers from buying Tri-Valley products in the so-called “Cal-
ifornia Street” market in San Francisco. This position, plainly, is
based on respondent’s assertion that there is a California Street
market and a California Street price. The examiner, however,
found that there is no California Street market price. He also
found, on the evidence, including that adduced on remand, that
the lower prices granted by respondent to the favored chains
were not made available to the unfavored purchasers.

The record does not support respondent’s argument about a
California Street market. The main source of information on this
claimed market and its prices is the indefinite and inconclusive
testimony of respondent’s assistant sales manager, Russell Snyder,
which the hearing examiner apparently gave little weight. Perti-
nent excerpts follow:

[Prior to Remand]
By Mr. Snyder:

Q. And as a general statement; isn’t it true that the “market price applic-
able to California Street” is Jower than “the market price of the rest of the
general market?”

A. T don’t think we should use “California Street,” that is too much of a
colloquialism.

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: Yes. What is it? Do you know what it
means?

THE WITNESS: Yes, I know exactly what it means. It means these buy-
ers out here for A & P and the rest of the chain stores, that is considered
California Street. That is where most of our merchandise is sold in this busi-

ness.
(Tr. 944.)
»

»* * " - * *

A. The prices are as low or lower as a general statement.

Whether we are bringing in this market again, that is a matter of inter-
pretation, but the prices as a general statement are no higher on California
Street than they are anywhere else.

By Mr. Snyder:
Q. As a matter of fact, they are generally lower; aren’t they, Mr. Snyder?

A. Very often.
(Tr. 945.)
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[After the Remand]

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: But your testimony is in certain in-
stances, if they were on California Street, they would get better prices;
that’s so, isn’t it?

THE WITNESS: Yes. In certain instances, but, on the other hand, Your
Honor, I may say in certain instances they may get lower prices if they wer-
en’t on California Street.

(Tr. 1353.)
* * * * * * *

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: Well, how would I know, in looking at
these price lists, that if I purchased on California Street I would get a better
price than if I purchased elsewhere, if there was any knowledge in the indus-
try of this fact? How would I ascertain it from the data which I would re-
ceive as a broker? * * *

THE WITNESS: Specifically, any prices that were quoted on California
Street were to be available to any other customer, and he should know about
it through other brokers, through publications, through cannery sales lists,
through any number of sources. * * * I am speaking of generally, just of gen-
eral pricing level of California Street we are talking about.

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: Well, are you telling me that it was
nationally known that you could do better on California Street than else-
where? You are not telling me that, are you?

THE WITNESS: No, sir.

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: It was not nationally known among
brokers, I mean?

THE WITNESS: I think anyone could buy.

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: What is that?

THE WITNESS: Your Honor, I think anyone could buy from California,
could buy merchandise on the general market levels as cheaply as California
Street, anywhere in the country.

(Tr. 1355-56.)
* * * * x % »

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: In other words, you are telling me
they could buy from Tri-Valley at the same price they could buy in Califor-
nia Street?

THE WITNESS: I am speaking of it generally, in general, yes. If it was a
particular competitive situation we met on California Street, or a particular
lot—

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: Well, your testimony is that prices
were only better in particular situations. What I am trying to find out from
you is, if it isn’t a particular situation, how is it all the brokers or purchas-
ers should have common knowledge of it on a nationwide basis?

THE WITNESS: Well, they wouldn’t have any particular 51tuat10ns Your

Honor, just general terms.
(Tr. 1857.)

This does not show, nor is there other evidence in this record
showing, that the California Street market exists, as respondent
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appears to contend, as a kind of commodity exchange and that the
price quotations are open and notorious. While the prices, though
not identified as California Street prices, assertedly were carried
in various trade journals and financial journals, no such publica-
tions were offered in evidence. There is no precise information in
the record as to the form and manner of such quotations. It ap-
pears fairly certain from Mr. Snyder’s statements, however, that
the listings in the journals did not mention specific transactions;
rather, they showed just the “general pricing level of California
Street.” (Tr. 13856.) It was not explained how this would inform
the prospective purchaser that Tri-Valley’s goods were available
at such prices and, in fact, the listing of the general pricing level
would not necessarily mean the respondent was selling at those
prices. Neither would this necessarily mean that a particular pur-
chaser could obtain the goods from respondent at such prices.

Whether or not a prospective purchaser could have informed
himself as to the “general pricing level” in California, it is clear
that the unfavored purchasers had not heard of the so-called Cal-
ifornia Street prices. For instance, Walter Tewes, former owner
of Walkay Grocery Company, testified:

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: Did you ever make any inquiry to as-
certain whether or not prices on California Street were available to you?

THE WITNESS: We never knew anything about it. We never knew about
it, never heard about California Street.

HEARING EXAMINER BUTTLE: You never heard about California
Street prices at all?

THE WITNESS: Never did, at no time. The first time we ever heard

about it is here, at the last hearing.
(Tr. 1118.)

Other witnesses in the trade testified to the same effect.

We conclude, on the basis of this record, that the California
Street market is not a regular exchange, and that it apparently is
no more than a location for individual buyers—mostly chain
stores—who enter into their own private agreements with the
various California canners. Further, so far as the favored cus-
tomers were concerned, it made no difference whether the pur-
chaser was located on the Street or off the Street. If the lower
preferential prices were available to the unfavored customers, as
asserted, they could only have been available on the basis of pos-
gible dealings with the respondent, directly or through a broker,
aside from any so-called California Street market transactions.

Respondent stipulates in its brief that it did not “through its
price lists, invoices, brokers, or employees, give any information
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to these wholesalers [unfavored customers] regarding prices
prevailing on ‘California Street.’” (Respondent’s reply brief, p.
5.) Its claim in effect is that the buyer should keep abreast of the
market quotations and seek out the lowest prices.? There is no
evidence in this record, however, that Tri-Valley would have
given to the unfavored buyers the same low prices as those given
to the chains had the unfavored buyers requested such prices. In
fact, the circumstances generally suggest that such lower prices
were not obtainable.

For instance, the record contains special price lists, identified
Commission Exhibits 228 and 225, which lists appear to contain
prices available only to the chains listed. They are both entitled
“Special Price List for Regent and 1st National.” Regent is a di-
vision of Safeway Stores, Inc.; 1st National is First National
Stores, both of which were favored chain customers of the re-
spondent. Respondent’s officials claimed that these lists were docu-
ments for internal use only and that they were not distributed to
customers. Yet, the further testimony is that the favored chains
were notified as to the availability of these prices, lower than con-
temporaneous list prices, and that other customers and brokers
were not so notified. The testimony of Mr. Snyder, whatever it
may show so far as meeting competition is concerned, seems to
clearly foreclose any argument as to availability. He stated in
part as to these lists:

At this time there were certain competitive offerings to these customers,
certain offerings at below other list prices by our competitors to these cus-
tomers, and we had to determine what we would do to meet those competitive
offerings, and this is as far as we would go in meeting those competitive
offerings to Regent and First National at this time, and we made up these
lists so that all those within our sales department and in our billing depart-
ment would know where we stood in meeting these competitive prices. . . .

(Tr. 1502.)

The conclusion is inescapable that these were special prices for
the chains mentioned only; they were not prices available gener-
ally.

Also, Snyder’s testimony otherwise makes plain that the lower
prices were tailored to the requirements or demands of the fa-
vored chains., Pertinent excerpts follow:

2 Such a position on “availability” does mnot accord with the view of that term or concept
under Sections 2(d) and 2(e) of the amended Clayton Act. There the term “available” has been
interpreted to require some form of notification to the customer. In the Matter of Chestnut
Farms Chevy Chase Dairy, 53 F.T.C. 1050, 1059 (1957). Vanity Fair Paper Mills, Inc. v. Federal
Trade Commission, 311 F. 2d 480 (2d Cir. 1962).

|
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Q. What would you then do, sir, to see to it that the balance of your reser-
vation or a good part thereof was taken?

A. Well, you would know by the shipping instructions that it wasn’t mov-
ing out in an orderly manner based on past experience in the industry move-
ment. Therefore, you would check with the buyer to find out why.

If you are not in line, he will tell you that you are not in line.
» * * * * * »

Q. And after you brought your information to your superior, what would
occur, if anything?

A. He would decide whether he wanted to move the merchandise or
whether he wanted to pass the business. If he wanted to move some merchan-
dise, after checking or verifying it for the prices, he would meet or beat those

prices.
(Tr. 750-51.)

The low prices so obtained were clearly a result of the buying
power of the chain stores, and it would be wholly unrealistic to
hold that such prices were available to the smaller purchasers.

Though disfavored customers H. A. Marr Company and Hanna-
ford Bros. Company were represented by a broker, Bushey &
Wright, with offices in San Francisco, they did not participate in
the lower prices. Respondent quibbles with the significance of this
showing, asserting that the evidence fails to establish that Bushey
& Wright was the broker on shown purchases or that the con-
cerns made all their purchases through Bushey & Wright. We be-
lieve the evidence sufficiently supports the findings that the tran-
sactions in question were through Bushey & Wright, especially in
the case of H. A. Marr. The witness representing that wholesaler
testified that it was “barely possible” some items were purchased
through a local broker but that most were purchased through
Bushey & Wright. A situation such as this where wholesalers
“were paying the higher discriminatory prices at the time they
were represented by a broker on California Street, who inciden-
tally was not instructed to quote the lower prices, clearly demon-
strates that the lower prices were not in fact available to disfa-
vored purchasers.

Moreover, the broad design and purpose of the amended Clay-
ton Act was to protect the small independent against the enor-
mous purchasing power of the large chains. Individual negotia-
tions, like those shown here with the chains, would not be practi-
cal for the unfavored group. The smaller independents and many
wholesalers are not equipped and they do not have the resources
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to bargain on the same footing as the large chains. To construe
the Act so as to require bargaining as a basis for price equality
would be to deny the protection of the Clayton Act to the small
customers. .

The hearing examiner correctly concluded that the lower prices
quoted by the respondent to certain favored chains were not in fact
available to the unfavored customers. Respondent’s appeal from
this finding, asserting it to be erroneous, is rejected.

Section 2(b) Meeting Competition Defense—The Second Issue

The second issue upon which the court remanded this matter
concerns the Section 2(b) defense and the stated ‘“threshold”
issue of whether or not Tri-Valley is engaged in meeting compet-
itive prices within the meaning of the Section 2(b) proviso.
Stated otherwise, it seems that the question is whether the alleged
meeting of the so-called California Street market prices was in
fact meeting “an equally low price of a competitor,” i.e., a re-
sponse to individual competitive demand rather than the meeting
of prices on a systematic basis not contemplated by the proviso.
Cf. Federal Trade Commission v. Standard Oil Co., 355 U.S. 396,
401 (1958).

When this matter was first before the Commission, counsel sup-
porting the complaint argued that respondent was meeting a mar-
ket price—not the lower prices of other sellers in individual com-
petitive situations—and that the meeting of this market price,
claimed by counsel supporting the complaint to be unlawful, was
not a good faith meeting of competition within the contemplation
of the 2(b) proviso. Referring to the Staley decision,® he specifi-
cally argued in this connection that “the Supreme Court stated
that good faith is not present where a seller adopts the discrimi-
natory pricing system of a competitor, or where the discrimina-
tory prices are not granted pursuant to an individual competitive
situation” (answering brief of counsel supporting complaint,
page19).

The Commission neither accepted nor rejected this argument
but instead dismissed the defense on an entirely different ground.
It held in effect that regardless of whether respondent had re-
duced its prices pursuant to, or to meet, a pricing system, it knew
or should have known that its competitors’ prices were discrimi-
natory and, consequently, was precluded from claiming that it

3 Federal Trade Commisgion v. A. E. Staley, Mfg., Co.. 324 U.S. 746 (1949).
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was meeting such prices in good faith unless it could establish
that it had reason to believe that these prices were cost justified
or otherwise excused under Section 2 (a).

On respondent’s appeal from the Commission’s decision counsel
for the Commission repeated the argument originally made by
counsel supporting the complaint that a discriminatory price “is
within the proviso of Section 2(b) only if it is made in response
to an individual competitive demand, and not as part of the sell-
er’s pricing system such as that represented by the California
Street market.”

The court has instructed us to consider the arguments made by
counsel and to determine whether respondent has established that
it was meeting the lower prices of other canners in individual
competitive situations or whether it was selling pursuant to a
pricing system. The court has specifically inquired, in this connec-
tion, whether “the competition which Tri-Valley faced in the Cal-
ifornia Street market is the kind of competition contemplated by
the ‘meeting of competition’ defense of section 2 (b).”

We wish to point out first of all that we do not agree with that
part of counsel’s argument that respondent’s meeting competition
defense should be rejected because its lower discriminatory prices
were made pursuant to a pricing system or because they were
made to meet a pricing system employed by competitors selling on
California Street. While the record shows that respondent con-
sistently discriminated in favor of chain store buyers, the record
does not support a finding that either respondent or its competi-
tors were selling pursuant to a pricing system. Certainly it does
not show that they were selling pursuant to a system of the type
condemned in Staley, Corn Products,* or any of the other cases
cited by Commission counsel. Cf. Standard Oil Co. v. Federal
Trade Commission, 233 F. 2d 649, 653 (1956). Moreover, aside
from the question of whether respondent was meeting unlawful
prices or had reason to believe that it was doing so, we believe
that respondent could as a matter of law reduce its prices in indi-
vidual transactions to meet lower prices of its competitors on Cal-
ifornia Street even if the latter were using a formal pricing sys-
tem. Federal Trade Commission v. National Lead Company, 352
U.S. 419 (1957).

By holding that respondent’s price discriminations were not
made pursuant to or to meet a pricing system, we do not mean to
suggest that respondent has shown that it reduced prices in re-

4 Corn Products Refining Co., 824 U.S. 726 (1949).
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sponse to “individual competitive demand.” In its first opinion
the Commission accepted respondent’s assertions that its price
discriminations were made only in response to the prices of its
competitors and rejected the 2(b) defense on respondent’s failure
to prove that in the circumstances shown to exist it had reason to
believe that such prices were lawful.® The court has stated, how-
ever, that it would be unnecessary to reach the latter issue “If . ..
Tri-Valley was not engaged . . . in meeting ‘an equally low price
of a competitor’ within the meaning of the proviso to Section
2(b).” It is therefore incumbent upon us to resolve the ‘“threshold
question” of whether the proof offered by respondent in support
of its 2(b) defense meets the basic requirement of Staley, supra,
that as to the various discriminations found to be in violation of
2(a) respondent, as a reasonable and prudent person, had reason
to believe that the granting of a lower price would in fact
meet the equally low price of a competitor.

In the first initial decision in this matter the hearing examiner
in ruling on the 2(b) defense found on the basis of evidence ad-
duced by respondent that respondent was meeting a market
price.®* He held however that there was an ‘“absence of evidence
sufficiently establishing that the discriminatory prices were to
meet individual competitive situations.” Subsequent to the re-
mand the same hearing examiner has again held that respon-
dent’s proof was not adequate to show that its price reductions
were made defensively to meet the prices of competing sellers in
specific transactions.

We agree with this conclusion of the hearing examiner. Section
2(b) imposes upon respondent the burden of establishing that it

% Since the situation existing in California Street, as described by respondent, was on one
which the Robinson-Patman Act was certainly intended to prevent, i.e., a “market”’ wherein
large buyers consistently received preferential treatment over their smaller competitors, the
Commission held in effect that respondent, being aware of that situation, could not be deemed
to have acted in good faith even though its discriminations in favor of the large buyers may
have been made in individual transactions. It was the Commission's position that since the
“lower price which lawfully may be met by a seller must be a lawful price,” Standard Oil
Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, 340 U.S. 231, 249, a seller cannot be said to be acting in good
faith if he meets a price which he knows or has reason to believe is unlawful. See Att'y Gen.
Nat’'l Comm. Antitrust Rep., 181-185 (1955).

® Testimony adduced by respondent after remand in support of its argument that California
Street prices were universally available, i.e., that anyone “could buy merchandise on the
general market levels as cheaply as California Street, anywhere in the country,” tends to dis-
tort the “California Street” market concept originally presented by respondent in -support
of its arpument that it was required to sell at lower prices to meet the price level in the
California Street market. In view of this testimony and respondent’s failure to present
evidence as to the prices charged by its “California Sireet” competitors, even though respondent
asserted that these prices were carried in various publications, the hearing examiner quite
understandably did not find in his second initial decision that respondent was meeting a
market price.

e



TRI-VALLEY PACKING ASSOCIATION 285
223 Opinion

was in fact acting defensively in response to lower prices of a
competitor. As we stated in Continental Baking,” a seller must
show that it was responding fairly to what it reasonably believed
was a situation of competitive necessity. Respondent has failed
completely to make this showing. Aside from the self-serving
statements that it was a price follower and not a price leader
there is nothing in the record to show that respondent’s lower
discriminatory prices were made in self defense in response to
competitors’ prices or offers. Insofar as we can determine from
this record, respondent may have been primarily responsible for
the low “California Street” prices.

General testimony to the effect that price diseriminations were
made to “meet competition,” without documentation or specific
evidence, is never sufficient to support a finding that a lower price
was “made in good faith to meet an equally low price of a compet-
itor.” If it were, any seller who may be discriminating in price in
favor of large buyers, including those who were not meeting com-
petitors’ prices, could successfully defend against a 2(a) charge
simply by claiming that competition forced them to discriminate.
In rejecting a 2(b) defense based upon such evidence the Circuit
Court made the following statements in Corn Products Refining
Co. v. Federal Trade Commission, 144 F. 2d 212 (1944), aff’'d, 324
U.S.726:

There was no testimony as to specific instances or facts but merely a conclu-
sion upon the part of the witnesses that the prima facie case of discrimina-
tion was justified by competition. This, it seems to us, is not the sort of testi-
mony sufficient to sustain a finding of exemption provided by Congress for
meeting competition or to justify a finding that the prima facie case of dis-
crimination as to booking practices has been rebutted. Indeed, if competitors’
prices were arrived at in the same manner, to approve the defense, we would
be driven to the inconsistent position of approving one evil practice because it
was indulged in in order to meet a similar evil practice.

Having engaged in a practice which “may injure, destroy, or
prevent competition,” a seller may bring itself within the protec-
tion of the 2 (b) proviso only by showing that as to each discrimi-
nation it used reasonable diligence in verifying the existence of a
lower price of a competitor and that the discrimination was made
in good faith for the purpose of meeting such lower price.

In summary therefore we find in response to the court’s inquiry
that the evidence does not support the conclusion that respondent
was selling pursuant to or to meet a pricing system. We also find

TIn the Matter of Continental Baking Company, Docket No. 7630 (1963) [63 F.T.C. 2071].
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thét respondent has failed to show that its lower prices were
made to meet equally low prices of competitors within the mean-
ing of the proviso to Section 2(b). ‘

Evidence on the Section 2(d) Charge—The Third Issue

This matter was remanded on the Section 2(d), Clayton Act
charge to afford the Commission the opportunity of calling atten-
tion to evidence presently in the record, or of producing evidence,
to “overcome the present seeming, or actual, lack of factual sup-
port” for such allegation. (829 F. 2d at 710.) The evidence on the
Section 2(d) allegation concerns the granting of allowances to
Central Grocers, Inc. of Boston, Massachusetts, and Fred Meyer,
Inc., Portland, Oregon.

In 1957 and 1958 Tri-Valley had an arrangement with Central
Grocers, a “quasi-cooperative” owned by about 100 retailers in
the area, the substance of which was that Tri-Valley would pay
Central Grocers 10 cents per case or $150 for the first 1500 cases
of private label products purchased by it from Tri-Valley and an
additional 10 cents per case for each case purchased thereafter
during the year. Such payments were made in consideration of
supplying Central Grocers’ private label canned fruits and other
products and in “return for that business and to move that vol-
ume of merchandise,” although, ostensibly, the payment was for
an advertising mat in a buying or ordering guide, which Central
Grocers distributed to its retail stores once a month, featuring its
products. Tri-Valley did not offer or make available these ar-
rangements upon proportionally equal terms to its other custom-
ers in the Boston area.

Among the respondent’s customers in the Boston area were
Central Grocers, a wholesaler and favored account, and Standard
Grocery, a competing wholesaler. As the court noted, there was
functional competition between them but the court’s attention had
" not been called to any evidence indicating that during approxi-
mately the same period of time Tri-Valley sold canned goods to
both. In respect to this, the examiner, in the initial decision, re-
fers Respondent’s Exhibit 9-D, which contains evidence of pur-
chases in March and April of 1957 by Central Grocers. Commis-
sion Exhibit 45 shows a sale to Standard Grocery in April 1957.

The record on remand further shows that Tri-Valley was sell-

ing in the Boston area to three or more competing wholesalers, in-
cluding Central Grocers, Inc., and Standard Grocery Company in

I
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Boston, Massachusetts, and Food Centre Wholesale Grocers,
Charlestown, Massachusetts. The latter distributed a catalog sim-
ilar to that distributed by Central Grocers. It is clear that each of
these wholesalers resells to retailers operating within the same
general geographical area. The record establishes that in the time
period in which Central Grocers received the advertising allow-
ances each of the three-mentioned wholesalers were purchasing
products from Tri-Valley. Although selling its products to vari-
ous competing wholesalers in the area in 1957 and 1958, respon-
dent granted the above-described advertising allowance solely to
the Central Grocers and did not offer or in any way make availa-
ble to the competing wholesalers such an allowance. These facts
are not in dispute.

Respondent contends, however, that there is no showing that
the products involved were of like grade and quality, relying on
Atalante Trading Corporation v. Federal Trade Commission, 258
F. 2d 365 (2d Cir. 1958). We disagree with the contention. The de-
cision in Atalanta stressed the finding adopted by the Commission
that the allowances were geared to specific products and the fact
that the record failed to show anything to the contrary. (Id. at
370.) The cases are clearly distinguishable because here there is
no question whatsoever that the allowance was given generally on
all private label products purchased from Tri-Valley.® Thus, hav-
ing given the allowance to promote a general line, respondent was
obligated to make it proportionally available to competing pur-
chasers buying any item in that line. Tri-Valley completely disre-
garded the requirements of subsection 2(d) of the amended Clay-
ton Act. We believe a clear-cut violation of the subsection is
shown in the Boston area.

In the Portland area in 1957, Fred Meyer, Inc., a chain retail
organization operating twelve stores in that market, instituted a
“coupon book” program. These books were pocket-sized pamphlets
containing detachable coupons illustrating various products of-
fered by Meyer to the purchasing public. Tri-Valley contracted
with Meyer to participate in this coupon book program and
agreed to pay $350 as and for the cost of the printing of the cou-

8 Now, Mr. Snyder, was that sum of $150 given in connection with any particular

product? *¥*
Yes, these are products of Tri-Valley bought by Central Grocers under their labels.
That is, all products purchased from Tri-Valley?
Yes. Not the total cases, but it would allow, apply indiscriminately to the product.
(Tr. 920-21.)

»op» o

This was also stipulated by counsel.
(Tr. 1431.)
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pons and to redeem each coupon at the rate of $0.248. Fred Meyer,
in return, offered to sell three cans of its private label peaches
(the product in the coupon offer) for the price of two. Tri-Valley
complied with the terms of the contract and in 1957 redeemed
20,750 coupons turned in by Meyer. (829 F. 2d at 707.)

The court found that there was only one other competitor of
Fred Meyer, Inc., namely, Hudson House, Inc., principally a
wholesaler supplying 286 retail stores, of which 97 were in the
Portland area. Hudson House also owns several Piggly Wiggly
retail stores in Portland.® The court concluded that Hudson was
not entitled to proportionalized treatment under Section 2(d) be-
cause as a wholesaler it was not on the same functional level as
Fred Meyer, and, further, because it was not shown that the inde-
pendent retailers served by Hudson House were indirect customers
of Tri-Valley. The record on remand discloses that in addition to
Hudson House, Safeway Stores of Portland, Oregon, was a cus-
tomer of Tri-Valley, competing with Fred Meyer, Inc., in the re-
tail distribution of respondent’s canned peaches, the product in-
volved in the 1957 coupon book program. The allowance was not
made available to Safeway on proportionally equal terms.

There were other direct customers of Tri-Valley purchasing
products of like grade and quality at or about the same time such
products were purchased by the favored customers receiving the
special advertising or promotional allowances. The court, how-
ever, as to the Boston area, ruled that such other customers, who
in that instance were retailers, were not entitled to treatment
comparable to that accorded Central Grocers, because they were
not in functional competition with the wholesaler. (329 F. 2d at
709.) In regard to the Portland area, as noted above, the court
similarly held that Hudson House, which is principally a whole-
saler, was not in functional competition with Fred Meyer, the fa-
vored retailer. (329 F. 2d at 709-710.)

Scope of Order

The court ruled that if the Boston area allowance received by
Central Grocers and not made available to Standard Grocery is
shown to be the only Section 2(d) violation, that flagrant or ex-
tensive violations would not be disclosed and, accordingly, the
cease and desist order should be of limited scope. The court cited
Swanee Paper Corp. v. Federal Trade Commission, 291 F. 2d 838,

9 The court stated that each of these is apparently a separate corporate entity. (Footnote
22, p. 710.)
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838 (2d Cir. 1961) .2 Other violations have been shown, i.e., a dis-
crimination between Central Grocery and Food Centre Wholesale
Grocers in the Boston area and between Fred Meyer, Inc., and
Safeway in the Portland area. Moreover, the showing is that
these allowances were given pursuant to specially tailored and in-
dividually negotiated arrangements without any attempt to make
them available on proportionally equal terms or any terms to
competing customers. Nevertheless, the court’s decision on sub-
stantially the same facts, which we must follow, emphasizes the
need for limiting the order. This we will accomplish by defining
the prohibited conduct in the Section 2(d) provision in the order
in terms of promotional allowances made “pursuant to a specially
tailored or negotiated arrangement,” which was the preeise prac-
tice respondent engaged in in violation of that subsection.

Respondent, in its appeal brief, takes broad issue with the ini-
tial decision, contending in effect that some of the findings are in-
consistent with those previously found by the Commission, in-
cluding those approved by the court of appeals. In one particular,
as we understand the argument, it claims that the Commission
found that the injured competition was between persons compet-
ing in the resale of private label goods purchased under each pur-
chaser’s private label whereas the examiner assertedly found in-
jury broadly in “the sale of respondent’s products.” We fail to see
the distinction, since both decisions deal with goods of like grade
and quality. This argument is rejected.

A final point raised by the respondent has to do with Finding
No. 8 in the initial decision on remand. There the examiner found
that the free goods given to Fred Meyer, Inc., in 1957 in connec-
tion with the coupon book program, amounting to a total rebate
value of $4,814, was a price differential of 38 1/2 percent and
that at the same time Hudson House, Inc., purchased products of
like grade and quality for the regular price with no free goods or
discount. The assertion is that the examiner erred in finding that
respondent discriminated in price against Hudson by reason of
the allowance it gave to Meyer in connection with the coupon
book program; that such an allowance is only cognizable under
Section 2(d) and cannot be made the basis of a price discrimina-
tion charge under 2(a). The court in Fred Meyer, Inc. v. Federal
Trade Commission, Trade Reg. Rep. (1966 Trade Cas.) T 71, 721
(9th Cir. 1966) [359 F. 2d 851, 362], in ruling on this identical

10 But Compare Vanity Fair Paper Mills v. Federal Trade Commission, 811 F. 2d 480
(2d Cir. 1962).
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allowance held that the $4,814 payment (which was the excess
over the $350 flat rate per coupon book page paid by respondent)
was an amount directly related to, and dependent upon, the
amount of goods purchased and resold by Fred Meyer and that it
was a price concession cognizable under Section 2(a). Respon-
dent’s claim of error in this regard is thus rejected.

Respondent’s appeal is denied. The hearing examiner’s initial
decision, modified for clarification and to conform it to the views
herein expressed by the Commission, will be adopted as the deci-
sion of the Commission. An appropriate order will be entered.

Commissioner Elman dissented and has filed a dissenting opin-
ion.

DISSENTING OPINION
JULY 28, 1966

By ELMAN, Commissioner:

On December 27, 1960, the Select Committee on Small Business
of the House of Representatives submitted a comprehensive re-
port on “Small Business Problems in Food Distribution.” H. Rep.
No. 2234, 86th Cong., 2d Sess. The report was based on lengthy
investigations, hearings, and study conducted by Subcommittee No.
5 in 1959 and 1960. One of the principal subjects of the report was
“The effect of a few large chain food retailers in making their
purchases of canned fruits and vegetables through West Coast
buying offices located on or near California Street, San Francisco,
and alleged abuses incident to the so-called California Street buy-
ing.” (P. 2.) Prior to its public hearings, the Committee had re-
ceived numerous complaints about the pricing practices of large
corporate chain food retailers in buying canned fruits and vegeta-
bles in the San Francisco market. These complaints “were sub-
jected to study and investigation by members of the staff of Sub-
committee No. 5. Out of the information developed were formal
proceedings by the Federal Trade Commission, charging that
three medium or small canners or processors of canned fruits and
vegetables had discriminated in price in favor of large corporate
chain food retailers.” (P. 56.) The report referred specifically to
the instant proceeding involving Tri-Valley Packing Association,
in which the Commission issued its complaint on August 6, 1958.
(P. 64.)

Subecommittee No. 5 held public hearings in San Francisco dur-
ing October and November 1959. Its report reviewed in detail the
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testimony and evidence showing the existence of widespread price
discriminations resulting from the direct buying practices of the
large retail chains in the California Street market. (Pp. 55-77.)
The report made “particular reference” to “the price discrimina-
tion practice by the Tri-Valley Packing Association, and the testi-
mony presented to Subcommittee No. 5 by representatives of inde-
pendent food retailers who complained about the effect of these
discriminations.’f\ (P. 73.) The Committee’s findings on the Cali-
fornia Street market were summarized in the report as follows:

In brief, the record shows that representatives of organizations of a few
food retailers do the bulk of the buying of canned fruits and vegetables of-
fered for sale in California. Sometimes they are referred to as the “West
Coast” buyers of the retail organizations they represent. Frequently they are
referred to as “California Street” buyers because they maintain offices on or
near California Street, San Francisco. The prominent California Street buy-
ers appeared and testified before Subcommittee No. 5. There were 11 in num-
ber * * *,

This integration of functions resulting in direct buying through field offices
has been extended to include the buying of fresh fruits and vegetables, citrus
fruit juices, and a nhumber of other food items.

Out of this integration of functions has developed a practice of inducing
and knowingly receiving price discriminations and preferred treatment not
accorded other food buyers. (P. 9.)

As already indicated, this Commission proceeding against Tri-
Valley was initiated in August 1958. On May 10, 1962, the Com-
mission issued a cease and desist order against respondent. On ap-
peal, the Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit on March 18,
1964, vacated the order and remanded the case to the Commission
for further proceedings. Thus, eight years after the complaint
was issued, the case is again before the Commission.

Tri-Valley is a farmer-owned and operated, non-profit, coopera-
tive organization. It is only one of a large number of packers
which sell canned fruits and vegetables on the California Street
market in San Francisco. In 1957 Tri-Valley, along with other
California Street sellers, sold its products to buyers in that mar-
ket at lower prices than were available to buyers in other mar-
kets. As is shown by the record in this case and the report of Sub-
committee No. 5, and as is recognized in the majority opinion (pp.
277-282), (1) the California Street market is dominated by a few
large retail food chains whose buying power enables them to set
the prices in that market, which are generally lower than those
prevailing elsewhere and are not available to buyers in other mar-
kets, and (2) the general level of California Street market prices
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. was known to sellers and buyers in that market through price
lists, exchange of information among brokers, trade publications,
and other means of communication.

Prior to the remand of this case from the Court of Appeals, the
basic facts regarding the existence and operation of the Califor-
nia Street market were not in dispute. In their proposed findings
of fact submitted to the hearing examiner, complaint counsel and
respondent’s counsel presented substantially the same factual de-
scription of the workings of the market.! Their description of
the California Street market was accepted by the hearing exam-
iner in his initial decision (Tr. 349-50), and by the Commission in
Paragraph (9) of its Findings of Fact. These undisputed facts
concerning the California Street market, and how prices in that
market are determined, were summarized in the opinion of the
Court of Appeals as follows:

The canners and processors who participate in the California Street mar-
ket sell most of their products in that market. As of 1957, the prices paid for
goods in this market tended to be lower than the prices paid for the same or
similar goods by purchasers who were not represented in it.

At the beginning of the pack year, the canners and processors who sell on
the California Street market determine from their records the amount of
goods sold to various buyers in previous years. The sellers then attempt to
obtain “reservations” from the buyers for a given amount of merchandise to
be delivered during the buying season, preferably in excess of that previously
purchased. :

After the reservations have been entered into, the canners announce their
“opening prices.” These opening prices are usually announced by the large or
important factors in the industry comprised of the three or four nationally-
advertised brand packers, or indepéndent packers, of a particular commodity.
When these price leaders have named their opening prices, the other canners,
after examining their costs, will usually follow and name prices which are
substantially similar to those of the leaders.

After the opening prices have been announced, they are analyzed by the
buyers, who then set the market price at the level of the lowest prices offered
by reliable canners, and prczeed to place their orders. A canner whose prices
are in line with the established prices will receive a fair share of shipping
instructions. If he does not, or if he received instructions only for limited
quantities, the canner checks with the brokers, buyers or with other canners
to determine the reason. (329 F. 2d 694, 705, emphasis added.)

At every stage of this extended litigation, respondent’s defense
to the charge of price discrimination in the California Street
market has been predicated on the above facts. Its defense has
been simple and forthright: that the prices at which it sold these

i Complaint counsel’s proposed finding No. 32 (Tr. 153-55) ; respondent’s proposed findings
on meeting competition (Tr. 320-25).
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goods were the market prices which the large buyers were paying
at the time to sellers in the California Street market and which
were generally known to sellers and buyers in that market. At
every stage, this defense of meeting competition has been con-
tested by complaint counsel and rejected by the hearing examiner
and the Commission; but the basic factual premise on which the
defense has rested was not disputed, or even put in issue, prior to
the remand from the Court of Appeals. Until this second round of
litigation, it was accepted by all that the price discriminations
challenged in this case were made at prices which “met” California
Street market prices, i.e., the prices at which respondent’s com-
petitors in that market were selling at the time.

It is elementary that a respondent asserting a 2(b) defense
must show that his lower prices were made in response to the exi-
gencies of competition. Federal Trade Commission v. A .E. Staley
Mig. Co., 324 U.S. 746, 759-60 ; Standard Oil Co. v. Federal Trade
Commission, 340 U.S. 231, 249-50; Continental Baking Co., F.T.C.
Docket No. 7630, decided December 31, 1963 [63 F.T.C. 2071]. In
the present proceeding, it is conceivable that complaint counsel
might initially have chosen to oppose respondent’s 2(b) defense
on the ground that its proof was not sufficiently specific to show
that its prices were “meeting” the prices of competing sellers.
Complaint counsel might have taken the position that respondent
had to present specific documentation showing, as to each sale it
made, that other sellers in the market were contemporaneously
making sales at the same prices. Had complaint counsel raised
such an objection, a clear issue would have arisen as to whether it
was enough for respondent to show generally that it was “meet-
ing” the market prices at which its competitors on California
Street were selling. But such an objection was not interposed by
complaint counsel for the simple and obvious reason that it would
have been completely inconsistent with the legal theory on which,
prior to the remand, he was opposing respondent’s 2(b) defense.

Far from contending that the evidence was inadequate to show
that respondent was “meeting” California Street market prices,
complaint counsel affirmatively relied on such evidence to support
his legal argument that respondent was not meeting competition
“in good faith.” In effect, complaint counsel conceded the ade-
quacy of the proof that respondent was meeting California Street
market prices. It was complaint counsel’s position, consistently
maintained throughout the entire proceeding prior to the remand
from the Court of Appeals, that respondent’s 2 (b) defense should
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be rejected on the ground that California Street prices were not
individual sellers’ prices but were general market prices and
hence constituted an “unlawful pricing system.” For example, in
his cross-examination of respondent’s sales manager, who testi-
fied that respondent’s lower prices were made to meet competition
and reflected the prevailing California Street market prices, com-
plaint counsel sought to, and did, establish the facts that “in
order to sell, you had to be competitive with the market”’; that
“you were competitive not with a competitor’s price but with the
market price”; that you were being competitive with the
market price at that time”; and that “there is ‘one market price’
applicable to California Street and another ‘market price’ appli-
cable to those that purchase through brokers not located in San
Francisco.” (Tr. 939-943.)

In his initial decision, the hearing examiner rejected the 2(b)
defense, not on the ground that respondent failed to present evi-
dence of specific prices of other sellers but rather on the ground
that the California Street market prices met by respondent con-
stituted an “illegal pricing system.” Agreeing with complaint
counsel’s arguments of law, the hearing examiner found that
“there were two market prices in respondent’s business: one price
represented by the ‘markét price’ to all large chain buyers having
representatives on California Street in San Francisco, and an-
other ‘market price’ which applied to all other buyers not rep-
resented on California Street. * * * These respondent’s exhibits
show that * * * the favored purchasers were buying at the
‘market price’ of California Street which was consistently and
systematically lower than the list price. * * * Such an inherently
illegal system has no relation to meeting an individual competitive
situation.” (Tr. 349-50.) '

As already indicated, the hearing examiner based this conclu-
sion on the undisputed description of the California Street mar-
ket and its operation, as set forth in the proposed findings of fact
submitted both by complaint counsel and counsel for respondent.
See footnote 1, suprae. In his description of the market, which was
substantially the same as that of complaint counsel, respondent’s
counsel also stated: “The situation which is disclosed by respeon-
~ dent’s evidence is akin to one that might prevail in a commodity
market where the prices are set as a result of the forces gener-
ated by the interchange of ‘bid’ and ‘ask’ prices originating with
a large number of not readily identifiable buyers and sellers.”
(Tr. 320.)

In arguing before the Commission in suppoi*t of the hearirig ex-
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aminer’s rejection of the 2(b) defense, complaint counsel laid
great emphasis on the facts of record showing the existence of
the California Street market and of the lower market price levels
available to the large purchasers maintaining buying agencies
there.? Complaint counsel’s legal contention that the California
Street prices were market, not individual sellers’, prices and con-
stituted a “pricing system” was neither accepted nor rejected by
the Commission. The majority opinion was wholly silent on the
point. Instead, the Commission—while accepting complaint coun-
sel’s description of the facts, as summarized in Paragraph (9) of
the Commission’s Findings of Fact—rejected the 2(b) defense
solely on the legal ground that respondent had failed to show that
the lower prices of other sellers which it was meeting in the Cali-
fornia Street market were “lawful” prices. The entire discussion
of the 2(b) defense in the majority opinion (pp. 6-7) [60 F.T.C.
1184, 1173] consisted of the following paragraph:

Respondent next contends that the hearing examiner erred in holding that
it had failed to justify its discriminatory pricing practices under the ‘“meet-
ing competition” defense contained in the Section 2(b) proviso. In order to
establish this defense, respondent has the affirmative duty of proving that it
reduced its prices to certain customers in good faith to meet the equally low
price of a competitor. The Supreme Court in Standard Oil Co. v. Federal
Trade Commission, 340 U.S. 231 (1951), clearly indicated that the lower price
which may be met by a seller under the proviso must be a “lawful” price. Cer-
tain it is, therefore, that as part of the good faith requirement of this de-
fense, respondent must at least show the existence of circumstances which
would lead a reasonable person to believe that the lower prices it was meet-
ing were lawful prices. This, however, respondent has not done. It has suc-
~ ceeded only in showing that a number of competitors, whose prices it claims
to have met, had engaged in pricing practices whereby they had usually sold
goods to certain favored customers at a “market price” which respondent ad-
mits was set by the buyer. The evidence offered by respondent does not indi-
cate whether these prices could be cost justified or otherwise excused under
any of the exceptions to the prohibitions of Section 2(a) or that respondent
had reason to believe that they could be justified. We are of the opinion,
therefore, that respondent has failed to establish the good faith requirement
of the “meeting competition” defense and its argument on this point is re-
jected.

When the case was appealed to the Court of Appeals for the
Ninth Circuit, Commission counsel pressed the argument that the
California Street market prices met by respondent were not indi-
vidual competitors’ prices but were part of a ‘“pricing system.”
Again, Commission counsel—with numerous references to the re-
cord—described in detail the California Street operations as con-
stituting a market where selling prices reflected market levels

2 Answering Brief of Counsel Supporting the Complaint, pp. 18-19.
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and where large buyers were able to secure goods at prices lower
than those offered to customers in other markets.® Since this con-
tention of counsel had not been dealt with by Commission, the
Court of Appeals held that the case should be remanded “for
further proceedings bearing upon * * * the question of whether
the competition which Tri-Valley faced in the California Street
market is the kind of competition contemplated by the ‘meeting
of competition’ defense of section 2(b).” ¢

Now that the case is back here on remand from the Court of
Appeals, the Commission remains adamant in its rejection of re-
spondent’s meeting competition defense. However, it expressly re-
jects the position taken by Commission counsel in the Court of
Appeals, namely, that respondent’s lower prices were not shel-
tered by 2(b) because they were made pursuant to a pricing sys-
tem or because they were made to meet a pricing system employed
by competitors selling on California Street. (Opinion, p. 283.)

Instead, the Commission rejects the defense on the ground that
“respondent has failed to show that its lower prices were made to
meet equally low prices of competitors.” (P. 286.) In an extraor-
dinary about-face, the Commission now abandons the view that
California Street market prices are not individual seller’s prices
but general market prices set by the large chain buyers who
dominate that market. Instead, the Commission indulges in the
conjecture that respondent’s prices were not made in response to
competitive prices of other sellers in the market, and indeed that
respondent itself “may have been primarily responsible for the
low ‘California Street’ prices.” (P. 285.) After eight years of liti-
gation, the Commission now tells respondent for the first time
that its proof of meeting competition was too general, and that it
should have furnished specific documentation in each instance
that ““it used reasonable diligence in verifying the existence of a
lower price of a competitor and that the discrimination was made
in good faith for the purpose of meeting such lower price.”
(P. 285.) .

It seems to me that such an objection to the adequacy of re-
spondent’s evidence comes rather late and with poor grace. Cf.
Forster Mfg. Co., Inc. v. F.T.C., Docket No. 7207, 1st Cir., May
24, 1966, 361, F. 2d 340, 343. In essence, the Commission is telling
respondent after all these years that there is insufficient proof of
the basic factual premise upon which both sides, the hearing ex-

3 Brief for the Commission, pp. 6-9.
4829 F. 2d at 706.
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aminer, the Commission, and the Court of Appeals proceeded in
dealing with the legal issues arising out of the 2(b) defense. This
case was finally decided by the Commission on that factual basis
in 1962, and the remand to the Commission from the Court of
Appeals was not for the purpose of re-examining the sufficiency
of the proof in that regard. The Court of Appeals remanded the
case to the Commission, so far as the 2 (b) defense was concerned,
for the sole and limited purpose of having it pass on the ques-
tion—not whether Tri-Valley was meeting competition in the
California Street market—but “whether the competition which
Tri-Valley faced in the California Street market is the kind of
competition contemplated by the ‘meeting of competition’ defense
of section 2(b)” (829 F. 2d at 706). That question the Commis-
sion now decides in respondent’s favor.

The Commission does not indicate whether the facts of record
regarding the California Street market, its existence and opera-
tion, and the method by which California Street market prices
are set, were always inadequate, or whether they merely became
so after the case was remanded by the Court of Appeals. Nor does
the Commission tell us whether Paragraph (9) of its 1962 Find-
ings of Fact is being vacated because it is not supported by sub-
stantial evidence, or because it does not jibe with the Commis-
sion’s present theory for rejecting the meeting competition de-
fense. The Commission now rejects the legal argument advanced
by Commission counsel in supporting its prior order before
the Court of Appeals. But does the Commission also dis-
avow the facts on which that argument was based? Does the
Commission take no responsibility at all for the arguments and
representations made by its counsel before the Court of Appeals?

Flexibility in the administrative process is desirable and should
be encouraged; but an agency is not wholly unrestrained in its
conduct of prosecutions for alleged violations of law. The Com-
mission’s present disposition of the case does more than make the
remand from the Court of Appeals an exercise in futility. By re-
pudiating so late in the litigation the basic factual premise of re-
spondent’s defense which the Commission, its counsel and hearing
examiner, as well as the Court of Appeals, all accepted prior to
the remand; by constantly shifting from one ground to another,
abandoning one dubious position as soon as it is challenged only
to move to another even more vulnerable, the Commission invites
the criticism that it will follow any road leading to the issuance
of an order. An order based on findings of violation of law should
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rest on more than the kind of quicksand the Commission stands
on here. If the basis of its present decision should not be sustained
on a further appeal, will the Commission keep on looking for
some other basis, not yet advanced by counsel, for rejecting re-
spondent’s 2(b) defense? Surely, the basic rules essential to the
fair and orderly conduct of litigation are not inapposite to agency
adjudication.’

In this case, as in National Dairy Products Corporation, Docket '

No. 7018, decided July 28, 1966 [p. 79 herein], the Commission
imposes an unrealistic and unreasonable burden on sellers assert-
ing the 2(b) defense. The Commission requires proof by a seller
that “it used reasonable diligence in verifying the existence of a
lower price of a competitor” (p. 285). As I have stated in my dis-
senting opinion in National Dairy [p. 219 herein]:

Presumably, a seller could satisfy the Commission that he “used reasonable
diligence in verifying the existence of a lower price of a competitor” by show-
ing that he called his competitor to ascertain whether the customer was
truthfully quoting the competitor’s price offer. This would take care of the
seller under 2(b). But where would it leave him under the Sherman Act?
Proof that two sellers discussed price and that they quoted the same price to
a buyer is enough to send them both to jail for illegal price-fixing. In Auto-
matic Canteen Co. v. F.T.C., 346 U.S. 61, 73-T4, the Supreme Court empha-
sized the duty of reconciling the Robinson-Patman Aect “with the broader an-
titrust policies that have been laid down by Congress.” The Court rejected
any interpretation of the Act “putting the buyer [or seller] at his peril
whenever he engages in price bargaining. Such a reading must be rejected in
view of the effect it might have on that sturdy bargaining between buyer and
seller for which scope was presumably left in the areas of our economy not
otherwise regulated.” To require proof of “reasonable diligence in verifying
the existence of a lower price of a competitor” is to place sellers in a dilemma
where they must run the risk of criminal prosecution under the Sherman Act
in order to protect against a charge of violating the Robinson-Patman Act.
This is hardly the way to “reconcile” the two Acts.

In dissenting from the Commission’s previous decision in this
case, I noted that respondent is a relatively small farmers’ cooper-
ative selling in a market dominated by big buyers. The Commis-
sion’s dogged determination to impose a cease-and-desist order on
respondent is difficult to understand. As I stated in my original
dissent, it is hard to see how an order driving this seller out of
the California Street market will serve the objectives which Con-
gress sought to achieve in passing the Robinson-Patman Act.

The divergence between the goals of the Act and its practical

5 Section 6(a) of the Administrative Procedure Act provides: ‘“Every agency shall proceed

with reasonable dispatch to conclude any matter presented to it * * *.”" Cf. Deering Milliken,
Ine. v. Johnston, 295 F. 2d 856 (4th Cir. 1961). :

il
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applications is also illustrated by the Commission’s holding that
respondent violated Section 2(d). After eight years of litigation
and two separate sets of hearings, two isolated instances of non-
proportionalized promotional allowances, both involving paltry
sums, are all the Commission can scrape together from the volu-
minous record. It is precious little justification for the broad “Do
not violate the statute, or else” injunetion which the Commission
is issuing here. By imposing an order on Tri-Valley, a pygmy in
the canning industry, on the theory that it has hurt Safeway, one
of the giants of the food retailing industry, the Commission again
turns the Robinson-Patman Act topsy-turvy. The Act was de-
signed to curb abuses of the buying power of the big chains. Too
often, however, it has been used to thwart the efforts of small
businessmen to meet the competition of their larger and more
powerful rivals. This case is another entry in that sad record.®

FINAL ORDER

This matter having been heard by the Commission upon res-
pondent’s appeal from the initial decision on remand and upon
briefs and oral argument in support thereof and in opposition
thereto; and

The Commission, for the reasons stated in the accompanying
opinion, having denied the appeal and determined that the initial
decision should be modified for clarification and to conform it to
the views set forth in its opinion and that as so modified it should
he adopted as the decision of the Commission:

It is ordered, That the initial decision on remand be, and it
hereby is, modified by striking therefrom the following:

The last two sentences in the first full paragraph on page
225.

The words “if this be a part of a section 2(b) defense”,
second full paragraph, page 237.

The words “as part of a section 2(b) defense or”, in the
paragraph beginning with the words ‘“Phrases such as” on
page 238.

The first sentence at the top of page 242.

The second paragraph of numbered paragraph 33 on page

246 beginning with the word “Summarized” and the first para-
graph, page 247.

8 Cf. Central Retailer-Owned Grocers, Inc., Docket No. 7121 (May 14, 1962) [60 FTC 1208],
rev'd, 319 F. 2d 410 (7th Cir. 1963) ; Alhambra Motor Parts, Docket No. 6889 (October 28,
1960) [57 F.T.C. 1007], rev’d, 309 F. 2d 213 (9th Cir. 1962), new order to cease and desist,

December 17, 1965 [68 F.T.C. 10389); Edwards, The Price Discrimination Law 150-52, 626
(1959): Note, Small Business Before the Federal Trade Commission, 75 Yale L.J. 487 (1966).
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The third full paragraph, page 247.

Following the words “Federal Trade Commission” in the
first paragraph under “Conclusions” on page 247, the
comma and the phrase ‘““is reducible to the following sum-
mary of conclusions reached by the court in appraising the
evidence and findings of the Commission”, and in this para-
graph the word “that”.

The paragraphs beginning with the paragraph identified
as (a) under “Conclusions” on page 248 and ending with
the paragraph identified as (p) on page 250, inclusive.

All of footnote 48, starting with the word “However”.

It is further ordered, That the initial decision be, and it hereby
is, modified by substituting the word “reservation” for the word
“season” in the third sentence in the third full paragraph on
page 242 thereof. ’

It is further ordered, That the order be, and it hereby is, modi-
fied to read as follows:

ORDER

It is ordered, That respondent, Tri-Valley Growers, a cor-
poration, and its officers, representatives, agents and em-
ployees, directly or through any corporate or other device in,
or in connection with, the sale of food products in commerce,
as “commerce” is defined in the amended Clayton Act, do
forthwith cease and desist from:

1. Discriminating in the price of such products of like
grade and quality by selling to any purchaser at net
prices higher than the net prices charged any other pur-
chaser who, in fact, competes with the purchaser paying
the higher price or with customers of such purchaser.

2. Paying or contracting for the payment of anything
of value to or for the benefit of any customer of respon-
dent, pursuant to a specially tailored or negotiated ar-
rangement, as compensation or in consideration for any
services or facilities furnished by or through such cus-
tomer, in connection with the offering for sale, sale or
distribution of any of respondent’s products, unless such
payment or consideration is made available on propor-
tionally equal terms to all other customers competing in
the distribution of such products with the favored cus-
tomer.
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It is further ordered, That the initial decision, as modified, be,
and it hereby is, adopted as the decision of the Commission.

It is further ordered, That respondent, Tri-Valley Growers,
shall, within sixty (60) days after service of this order upon it
file with the Commission a report, in writing, setting forth in de-
tail the manner and form in which it has complied with the terms
of the order contained herein.

Commissioner Elman dissented and has filed a dissenting opin-
ion.

IN THE MATTER OF
PACIFIC MOLASSES COMPANY ET AL.

ORDER, ETC., IN REGARD TO THE ALLEGED VIOLATION OF SEC. 2(a)
OF THE CLAYTON ACT

Docket 7462. Complaint, April 1, 1959—Decision, August 2, 1966

Order dismissing cease and desist order of May 21, 1964, 65 F.T.C, 675, pur-
suant to a decision and remand of the U.S. Court of Appeals, Fifth Cir-
cuit, dated Jan. 24, 1966, 356 F. 2d 386 (8 S.&D. 46), a complaint which
charged an importer and distributor of molasses with price diserimination
among its customers.

ORDER DISMISSING COMPLAINT

The Commission’s order requiring respondent Pacific Molasses
Company and certain of its officials to cease and desist discrimi-
nating in price against certain of its customers in violation of
Section 2(a) of the amended Clayton Act, 15 U.S.C. 13, having
been set aside by the United States Court of Appeals for the
Fifth Circuit for procedural reasons and remanded to the Com-
mission for further proceedings, if appropriate; and

The Commission having considered the relative staleness of the
evidence in the record at this point and other relevant factors,
and having determined that further proceedings, if any, should be
directed to respondent’s current pricing practices:

It is ordered, That the complaint in this matter be, and it here-
by is, dismissed without prejudice.



