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1 The comment must be accompanied by an 
explicit request for confidential treatment, 
including the factual and legal basis for the request, 
and must identify the specific portions of the 
comment to be withheld from the public record. 
The request will be granted or denied by the 
Commission’s General Counsel, consistent with 
applicable law and the public interest. See 
Commission Rule 4.9(c), 16 CFR 4.9(c). 

2 72 Fed. Reg. 48,600 (Aug. 24, 2007). 
3 The 49 comments can be found at: http:// 

www.ftc.gov/os/comments/textile-mohawk/ 
index.shtm 

4 INVISTA’s comment can be found at: http:// 
www.ftc.gov/os/comments/textile-mohawk/532047- 
00053.pdf 

Inspection/Corrective Actions 

(f) At the applicable time specified in 
paragraph 1.E., ‘‘Compliance,’’ of Boeing 
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5 Prior to the comment period closing, the 
Commission did not receive any comments 
responding to INVISTA’s comment. 

6 The Commission articulated a standard for 
establishing a new generic fiber subclass in the 
‘‘lyocell’’ proceeding (16 CFR 303.7(d)). There, the 
Commission noted that: 

Where appropriate, in considering applications 
for new generic names for fibers that are of the same 
general chemical composition as those for which a 
generic name already has been established, rather 
than of a chemical composition that is radically 
different, but that have distinctive properties of 
importance to the general public as a result of a new 
method of manufacture or their substantially 
differentiated physical characteristics, such as their 
fiber structure, the Commission may allow such 
fiber to be designated in required information 
disclosures by either its generic name or, 
alternatively, by its ‘‘subclass’’ name. The 
Commission will consider this disposition when 
the distinctive feature or features of the subclass 
fiber make it suitable for uses for which other fibers 
under the established generic name would not be 
suited, or would be significantly less well suited. 

60 FR 62352, 62353 (Dec. 6, 1995). 
7 As set forth in Table 1 of the Petition, consumer 

survey evidence indicates these carpet performance 
characteristics are: common spills and pet accidents 
can be easily removed; carpet is durable; dirt and 
soil can be easily removed; areas where spills have 
been cleaned will not be visible; stain resistant 
properties will not diminish over time; soil resistant 
properties will not diminish over time; carpet color 
will stay the same and will not fade; heavy soil and 
most stains can be removed from the carpet with 
water; carpet pile will not shed or fuzz; and carpet 
is soft. 

8 INVISTA submitted additional durability and 
appearance testing comparing PTT and PET carpets 
which it argued showed that ‘‘PTT performed very 
much like PET.’’ Only one other commenter, 
Independent Textile Testing Service, Inc. 
(‘‘Independent’’), stated that it had tested PTT. 
Independent stated that over the past 10 years it 
had been involved in extensive testing of the PTT 
fiber pertaining to carpet usage and that its testing 
included pedestrian traffic, soiling, staining, static, 
and colorfastness. Independent said that PTT 
performed much better than PET in foot traffic 
ratings and concluded that it would benefit the 
consumer to know that there were distinct 
differences between PET and PTT. Independent’s 
comment can be found at: http://www.ftc.gov/os/ 
comments/textile-mohawk/532047-00047.htm. 

9 The Petition states that a very useful measure 
of the difference in yarn softness is the force or 
stress required to deflect or strain a fiber a given 
distance. 

10 Concerning both carpet and apparel 
applications, INVISTA also argues that the Petition 
failed to address how different manufacturing 
techniques affect softness. INVISTA states that the 
Petition failed to address the possibility that the 

same level of softness provided by PTT could be 
achieved using PET fibers and different 
manufacturing techniques. 

11 INVISTA argues that Petitioners’ proposed 
names ‘‘resisoft’’ and ‘‘durares’’ are ‘‘alarmingly 
similar’’ to INVISTA’s ResisTech he diff40.556 0 TD
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