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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

COMMISSIONERS: Jon Leibowitz, Chairman
William E. Kovacic
J. Thomas Rosch
Edith Ramirez
Julie Brill

____________________________________
)

In the Matter of )
)

DANIEL CHAPTER ONE, )
a corporation, and )

) DOCKET NO. 9329
JAMES FEIJO, )
individually, and as an officer of )
Daniel Chapter One )

)
____________________________________)

ORDER

On April 13, 2010, pursuant to Commission Rule 3.22, Counsel for the Respondents filed
a Motion For Extension of Time to Fully Comply With Paragraph V.A of Modified Final Order
(‘Motion”).  The Motion requests that the Commission extend by fourteen days the time within
which Respondents must fully comply with Paragraph V.A of the Modified Final Order issued
by the Commission on January 25, 2010.  The Modified Final Order became effective on April
2, 2010.  Paragraph V.A of the Modified Final Order therefore required the Respondents to
produce, by April 13, 2010, a list of all consumers who purchased – from January 1, 2005
through April 2, 2010 – one or more of the four Challenged Products from the Respondents. 
Respondents’ Motion states that the Respondents have partially complied with this provision of
the Modified Final Order.

On April 15, 2010, Complaint Counsel filed a Response to Respondents’ Motion stating
that the Motion was procedurally flawed in that it “is incorrectly styled as a motion for an
extension pursuant to Commission Rule of Practice 3.22, rather than as a motion to modify the
requirements of the Modified Final Order pursuant to Rule 2.51.”  Complaint Counsel state that
as a consequence, the Respondents failed to provide, pursuant to Commission Rule 2.51(b), the
required affidavit demonstrating in detail, inter alia, changed conditions of law or fact. 
Nonetheless, Complaint Counsel do not object to a brief extension as long as none of the other
requirements or deadlines in the Modified Final Order are changed or extended.
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The Commission has jurisdiction to determine whether to reopen the proceeding and
modify the order.  16 C.F.R. § 3.72(a).  The Commission has determined, however, that the
Respondents have not provided the justification under the Commission Rules required to support
granting the Motion.  The Commission has therefore determined to deny the Respondents’
Motion.  However, the Commission has determined in its discretion to take no action to seek
relief for Respondents’ failure to comply by April 13, 2010 with Paragraph V.A, as long as
Respondents fully comply with that provision on or before April 27, 2010.  Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that Respondents’ Motion For Extension of Time to Fully Comply
With Paragraph V.A of Modified Final Order be, and it hereby is, denied. 

By the Commission.

Donald S. Clark
Secretary

Issued:  April 26, 2010


