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11) Continental Baking Co,,[1963-1965 Transfer Binder] Trade Reg. Rep. (CCH) 1 16,720, at 21,647 (FTC 1963).

12) Tri-Valley Packing Assn, 60 F.T.C. 1134, 1173 (1962).

13) Falls City Industries, Inc, v. Vanco Beverage, Inc. 460 U.S. 428 (1983),

14) Toid.

15) FTC. v. Sun Oil Co,, 371 U.S. 505, 83 S. Ct. 358, 9 L, Ed, 2d 466 (1963).
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Falls City Industries, Inc. v. Vanco Beverage, Inc. 460 U.S. 28 (1983)
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