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

Petitioners' 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 

PTT Poly Canada, L.P. E. I. du Pont de Nemours and 
Comaanv 

Reference- 16 CFR Part 303 - Textile Rule 8, 
Mohawk, DuPontand:,PTT Comment, Matter No. PO74201 

Mohawk Industries, Inc. (Mohawk), E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company (DuPoet), andPTT 
Poly Canada, L.P. (PTT Canada) (collectively "Petitioners") submit the following regarding the 
Comments submitted'by PoweliGoldSteinLLP, counsel to Shaw 1ndustFi.esGrou~ Ind. F'Shaw"). , . , . 

Mohawk Industries, Inc. 

Petitioners' Response is submitted pursuant to .the Commission's April 7, 2008 ~~edefal Register : 
Notice reopening the comment Ceriod with respect to the above Matter. InasmUch.. as the 
Comments submitted on behalf Of Shaw wereposted on the FTC's web SiteaftertheMay 5 date. 
for the submission Of comments, petitioners were unaware of such Comments until theywere 

'' 

posted on the Commission's website. Petitioners note that Shaw refers. to certain "informal 
comments" that were subrnitted to the FTC and assume that such comments were, like the 
comments submitted by   ow ell ~oldsfein, without factual support. Since Shaw has submiffed 
Comments that are so dramatically inconsistent with its previous public positions regatdingthe 

. . properties of carpets made with PTT fibers, Petitioners believe that Shaw's previous public' 
statements regarding the propertiesof carpets made from PTT fibers should .b.e considered by the 

. . Commi.ssion together with:the unsupported allegations submitted by its counsel. 

In order to provide perspective on Shaw'smotivations, Shaw identifies. itself as the world'$ largest 
manufacturerof carpet. Until ~ovember, 2005, it is the belief of Petitibners tha~hawpurchased' 
large Quantities of the polymers to be used in manufacturing carpet from third party suppliers. I n  or' 
about 2002, Shaw had launched a line of carpets based on PTT fibers. I<  the. fourth quaiter of.' ' 
2005, Shaw closed the acquisition of the nylon business of Honeywe1 International, lnc. This 
acquisition made lnvista and Shaw the first and second largest U.S. supplieis of nylonpolymer 
used.to manufacture carpet, lnvista and Shaw are the only two firms' which have Submitted' 
comments in opposition to the Pefition: . . 

. , 



It is not surprising that Shaw has aligned itself with lnvista in opposing the designation of new 
generic subclass 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, lnvista 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 lnvista 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 lnvista and Shaw. 

On page 2 of its Comments, Shaw 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. It 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 differentiate 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 
acquisition of Honeywell's nylon business and its significant financial commitment to 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 - Polytrimethyfene Terephthalate (PTT) - 
produces a totally new fiber, not a variation or enhancement" 

"Incredibly, carpets of PTT equal nylon in  independent walk-test evaluations" 

"Shaw's Corterra PTT carpets represent the ultimate floor 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 dyrabiljty,and resilience of carpets made from PTT fibers and the 
independent test results published'by Shaw && Bhtirely consistent with the facts submitted by 
Petitioners in support of the Petition. 

1 / 

Petitioners believe that the opposition to the Petition from ihe two largest suppliers 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 lnvista and Shaw, their comments to the Commission are 
inconsistent with their published views regarding the superior properties of PTT fibers and should 
be Given no credence. The Commission should not allow Shaw and lnvista 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 carpet 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.O.BartholomaUs@usa.dupont.com 

Respectfully submitted: 

~ d h a w k  lndistries, Inc. 

PTT Poly Canada, L.P. 

E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company 









What4 rhis inram, QEm@se, is &t caspets.oflrIT represolt a m d a g d f t h e w i $ ~ ~ ~  
o f b . t w ~  popular fibers. And n?rile this ii good e b  for t h e . m l u t i o n . o P ~ ~ ~ g @ ~ I . I - i 8  
wX@Y compdhgfot hose involved io ttLe midendat property managenlept . . k&@ 

ShchufbCortetra PTT car~ets.rqresmt:~k;:u~t~B~#;~iS9'f: 
,..-.. ,. ... mveflng f&wnen ari:dma@igexs of rnu1tlr:p*@@~$t%~$fi@~ gp. : OQW ymr reSli#eritk:@arpPt @#~&e,~lafi.d.fa#&#sf' 

r~tplacesl, swing a sfg4@~:iiht. amaunlidfnme and-money, 
arhik! curanf occupants wEU .enjoy a mgre ,mmfoaable 







Grt~rqlyc d & e d   customer^ - a lofir gad wcmpUsb4-h~ Sh 
$ r a ~ ' s l c a a l i n g ~ ~ m s a ~ m  anda bmd ncw hhr by Sb& 






