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E. I du Pont de Nemours and | Mohawk Industries, Tno, | PTT Poly Canada, L.P.
Company

May 27, 2008

Office of Secretary

Federal Trade Commission
Room H-135 (Annex K)
.600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20580

~ Petitioniers’ Response to Comment Submitted By
Shaw Industries Group, Inc.
Regarding the September 7, 2006 Petition To
Establish a New Generic Sub-Class for Fibers
Made From PTT

Reference 16 CFR Part 303 — Textile Rule 8,
Mohawk, DuPont-and PTT Comment, Matter No. P074201

Mohawk Industries, Inc. (Mohawk), E. 1. dit Pont de Nemours and Company (DuPorit), and PTT
Poly Canada, L.P. (FTT Canada). (collectively “Petitioners”) submit the following regarding ‘the -
Comments submitted by Powell Goldstein LLP, counsel to Shaw Industries Group, Enc (“Shaw”)

Petitioners’ ReSponse is submltted pursuant to the Commission’s April 7, 2008 Federal Reg;ster? |
Notice reopening the ‘comment period with respect to the above: Matter. - Inasmuch -as the -
Comments submitted on behalf of Shaw were posted on the FTC's web site after the:May 5 date -

for the submission of commients, Petitioners were unaware of such Comments untsl they were. -

posted on the Commission’s web site. Petitioners note that Shaw refers to certain “informal
. comments” that were submitted to the FTC and assume that such comments were, fike the.

comments. submitted by Powell Goldstein, without factual support. Since Shaw has submiffed =

Comments that are so dramatically :nconsnstent with its previous public positions regarding the -

| properties of carpets. made with PTT fibers, Pefitioners believe that Shaw's previous public’ L

statements regarding the propemes of carpets made from PTT fibers should be conszdered by the
Commission together with the unsupported allegations submitted by its. counsel .

In order to prowde perspective on Shaw's motivations, Shaw identifies. ltself as the world 5 largest o

‘manufacturer of carpet. Unfil Novémber, 2005, it is the belief of Petitioners that Shaw- purchasedTi‘ I

R large quantltses of the polymers tobe used in manufacturing carpet from- thitd party supp!lers dnor. .
- about 2002, Shaw had launched a line of carpets based on PTT fibers. In the fourth quarter of -

- 2005, Shaw c!osed the acquisition of the nylon business of Honeywell Interhational, inc. - This .

S ,' -_acqwsmon made lnvista and Shaw the first and second largest U.S. suppliers of nylon. poiymer_ _
- used-to manufacture carpet, Invista and. Shaw are the only two firms whfch have Smeftted Lo
L comments in opposrt:on fo the Pettt:on : o



It is not surprising that Shaw has aligned itself with invista in opposing the designation of new
generic subciass for PTT. A new generic would permit consumers to differentiate PTT from PET
fibers and enhance competition in the market for carpet and carpet fibers. By opposing the
designation of a new generic subclass for PTT fibers, Invista and Shaw are joining in an effort to
retain their ability to position PTT as conventional polyester, a material which has long been
associated in the minds of consumers with inferior carpet performance. See Invista Opposition,
- page 6. If consumers can be led to believe that carpet made from PTT is no more durable than
carpet made from PET when, in fact, PTT carpet has properties comparable to that of nylon carpet,
this has the effect of protecting the nylon businesses of Invista and Shaw.

On page 2 of its Comments, Shéw states:

“Because a new subclass of the generic name would not only have an impact on Mohawk
but also on the entire industry, Shaw feels compelled to file these comments with the
Commission.”

Shaw could not be more correct in its assertion regarding the impact of a new generic carpet fiber
on the carpet industry. A new polymer with properties equal to and in some respects superior to
those of nylon will have a dramatic impact on the industry. 1t will make the entire carpet industry
more competitive and will provide consumers with additional choice. A new generic name for PTT
is key to providing the consumer with information needed to dlﬁerentlate carpet fibers made from
PTT from those made with PET.

As noted above, Shaw's Comments were submitted without factual support. An explanation for
such lack of factual support may be found in a brochure published by Shaw prior to Shaw's
‘ acqursmon of Honeywell’'s nylon business and its significant financial commitment fo nylon polymer.
Prior to such acquisition, Shaw was promoting PTT as a totally new fiber that meets stringent
durability and stain resistance requirements. See the following quotes from the Shaw brochure
attached as Exhibit A to this submission:

“Carpets made with Corterra Polymer combine the resiliency of nylon with the stain
resistance and colorfastness of polyester.”

“Make no mistake, Corterra Polymer - Polytrimethylene _Te:‘ephthalaté (PTT) —
produces a totally new fiber, not a variation or enhancement”

“Incredibly, carpets of PTT equal nylon in i‘ndebendent walk-test evaluations”

“Shaw’s Corterra PTT carpets represent the ultimate fioor covering for owners and
managers of multi-family housing. Now your resident's carpet can be cleaned
instead of replaced, saving a significant amount of time and money, while current
occupants will enjoy a more comfortable living environment.”

This brochure set forth more than the hopes of a Shaw marketing person. In support of these
claims, Shaw published the results of a Foot Step study conducted by an .independent test
laboratory. In this Texture Retention study designed to compare the long term (150,000 steps) -
walk performance of PTT and nylon carpets, a 24 oz. BCF carpet made from PTT outperformed a.
comparable construction of nylon carpet.



Shaw's claims about the superior dyrapiljty, and res;laence of carpets made from PTT fibers and the
independent test results published by Shaw é%& entirely ‘consistent with the facts submitted by
Petitioners in support of the Petition. |

Petitioners believe that the opposition to the Petltlon from the two largest suppilers of nylon
indicates that the PTT is perceived by both of them as a significant competitive threat and that a
new generic name for PTT would be important to providing consumers with additional choice. With
respect to the comments submitted by Invista and Shaw, their comments to the Commission are
inconsistent with their published views regarding the superior properties.of PTT fibéers and should
be given rio. credence The Commission should not allow Shaw and Invista to benefit from
delaying the availability of the new generic name for PTT, but should act promptly to enable
consumer choice and new competition in the carpst market

Questions regarding this Response may be addressed to:

Carl.G. Bartholomaus, Corporate Counsel
DuPont Company

Building 328 - Experimental Station
Wilmington, DE 19880

302-695-6831 =
Carl.G.Bartholomaus@usa.dupont.com

K Respectfully submitted:

Mohawk Industries, Inc.

By
PTT Poly Canada, L.P.

By s#%

E. I. du Pont de Nemburs"and_rcqmpany_. _
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