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Antitrust Modernization Commission Act of 2002, as amended
Pub. L. No. 107-273, 116 Stat. 1856 (2002), as amended by the Antitrust Modernization
Commission Extension Act of 2007, Pub. L. No. 110-6, 121 Stat. 61 (2007)
Sec. 11051. Short Title.
This subtitle may be cited as the “Antitrust Modernization Commission Act of 2002.”
Sec. 11052. Establishment.
There is established the Antitrust Modernization Commission (in this subtitle referred to as
the “Commission”).
Sec. 11053. Duties of the Commission.
The duties of the Commission are—
(1) to examine whether the need exists to modernize the antitrust laws and to identify and
study related issues;
(2) to solicit views of all parties concerned with the operation of the antitrust laws;
(3) to evaluate the advisability of proposals and current arrangements with respect to any
issues so identified; and
(4) to prepare and to submit to Congress and the President a report in accordance
with section 11058.
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Sec. 11054. Membership.
(a) Number and Appointment.—The Commission shall be composed of 12 members
appointed as follows:
(1) Four members, no more than 2 of whom shall be of the same political party, shall be
appointed by the President. The President shall appoint members of the opposing
party only on the recommendation of the leaders of Congress from that party.
(2) Two members shall be appointed by the majority leader of the Senate.
(3) Two members shall be appointed by the minority leader of the Senate.
(4) Two members shall be appointed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives.
(5) Two members shall be appointed by the minority leader of the House of
Representatives.
(b) Ineligibility for Appointment.—Members of Congress shall be ineligible for appointment
to the Commission.
(c) Term of Appointment.—
(1) In general.—Subject to paragraph (2), members of the Commission shall be
appointed for the life of the Commission.
(2) Early termination of appointment.—If a member of the Commission who is appointed
to the Commission as—
(A) an officer or employee of a government ceases to be an officer or employee of
such government; or
(B) an individual who is not an officer or employee of a government becomes an
officer or employee of a government;
then such member shall cease to be a member of the Commission on the
expiration of the 90-day period beginning on the date such member ceases to
be such officer or employee of such government, or becomes an officer or
employee of a government, as the case may be.
(d) Quorum.—Seven members of the Commission shall constitute a quorum, but a lesser
number may conduct meetings.
(e) Appointment Deadline.—Initial appointments under subsection (a) shall be made not later
than 60 days after the date of enactment of this Act [Nov. 2, 2002].
(f) Meetings.—The Commission shall meet at the call of the chairperson. The first meeting
of the Commission shall be held not later than 30 days after the date on which all
members of the Commission are first appointed under subsection (a) or funds are
appropriated to carry out this subtitle, whichever occurs later.
(g) Vacancy.—A vacancy on the Commission shall be filled in the same manner as the initial
appointment is made.
(h) Consultation Before Appointment.—Before appointing members of the Commission,
the President, the majority and minority leaders of the Senate, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and the minority leader of the House of Representatives shall consult
with each other to ensure fair and equitable representation of various points of view in
the Commission.
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Chairperson; Vice Chairperson.—The President shall select the chairperson of the
Commission from among its appointed members. The leaders of Congress from the
opposing party of the President shall select the vice chairperson of the Commission
from among its remaining members.

Sec. 11055. Compensation of the Commission.
(a) Pay.—
(1) Nongovernment employees.—Each member of the Commission who is not otherwise
employed by a government shall be entitled to receive the daily equivalent of the
annual rate of basic pay payable for level IV of the Executive Schedule under section
5315 of title 5 United States Code, as in effect from time to time, for each day
(including travel time) during which such member is engaged in the actual
performance of duties of the Commission.
(2) Government employees.—A member of the Commission who is an officer or employee
of a government shall serve without additional pay (or benefits in the nature of
compensation) for service as a member of the Commission.
(b) Travel Expenses.—Members of the Commission shall receive travel expenses, including
per diem in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code.
Sec. 11056. Staff of Commission; Experts and Consultants.
(a) Staff.—
(1) Appointment.—The chairperson of the Commission may, without regard to the
provisions of chapter 51 of title 5 of the United States Code (relating to appointments
in the competitive service), appoint and terminate an executive director and such
other staff as are necessary to enable the Commission to perform its duties. The
appointment of an executive director shall be subject to approval by the Commission.
(2) Compensation.—The chairperson of the Commission may fix the compensation of
the executive director and other staff without regard to the provisions of chapter 51
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5 of the United States Code (relating to
classification of positions and General Schedule pay rates), except that the rate of
pay for the executive director and other staff may not exceed the rate of basic pay
payable for level V of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5 United
States Code, as in effect from time to time.
(b) Experts and Consultants.—The Commission may procure temporary and intermittent
services of experts and consultants in accordance with section 3109 (b) of title 5,
United States Code.
Sec. 11057. Powers of the Commission.
(a) Hearings and Meetings.—The Commission, or a member of the Commission if authorized
by the Commission, may hold such hearings, sit and act at such time and places,
take such testimony, and receive such evidence, as the Commission considers to be
appropriate. The Commission or a member of the Commission may administer oaths
or affirmations to witnesses appearing before the Commission or such member.
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(b) Official Data.—The Commission may obtain directly from any executive agency (as defined
in section 105 of title 5 of the United States Code) or court information necessary to
enable it to carry out its duties under this subtitle. On the request of the chairperson of
the Commission, and consistent with any other law, the head of an executive agency or
of a Federal court shall provide such information to the Commission.
(c) Facilities and Support Services.—The Administrator of General Services shall provide to
the Commission on a reimbursable basis such facilities and support services as the
Commission may request. On request of the Commission, the head of an executive
agency may make any of the facilities or services of such agency available to the
Commission, on a reimbursable or nonreimbursable basis, to assist the Commission
in carrying out its duties under this subtitle.
(d) Expenditures and Contracts.—The Commission or, on authorization of the Commission,
a member of the Commission may make expenditures and enter into contracts for the
procurement of such supplies, services, and property as the Commission or such member
considers to be appropriate for the purpose of carrying out the duties of the Commission.
Such expenditures and contracts may be made only to such extent or in such amounts
as are provided in advance in appropriation Acts.
(e) Mails.—The Commission may use the United States mails in the same manner and under
the same conditions as other departments and agencies of the United States.
(f) Gifts, Bequests, and Devises.—The Commission may accept, use, and dispose of gifts,
bequests, or devises of services or property, both real and personal, for the purpose of
aiding or facilitating the work of the Commission. Gifts, bequests, or devises of money
and proceeds from sales of other property received as gifts, bequests, or devises shall
be deposited in the Treasury and shall be available
for disbursement upon order of the Commission.
Sec. 11058. Report.
Not later than 3 years after the first meeting of the Commission, the Commission shall
submit to Congress and the President a report containing a detailed statement of the
findings and conclusions of the Commission, together with recommendations for legislative
or administrative action the Commission considers to be appropriate.
Sec. 11059. Termination of the Commission.
The Commission shall cease to exist 60 days after the date on which the report required by
section 11058 is submitted.
Sec. 11060. Authorization of the Commission.
There is authorized to be appropriated $4,000,000 to carry out this subtitle.
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Sherman Act
15 U.S.C. § 1 (Section 1 of the Sherman Act)
Every contract, combination in the form of trust or otherwise, or conspiracy, in restraint of
trade or commerce among the several States, or with foreign nations, is declared to be illegal.
Every person who shall make any contract or engage in any combination or conspiracy hereby
declared to be illegal shall be deemed guilty of a felony, and, on conviction thereof, shall be
punished by fine not exceeding $100,000,000 if a corporation, or, if any other person,
$1,000,000, or by imprisonment not exceeding 10 years, or by both said punishments,
in the discretion of the court.
15 U.S.C. § 2 (Section 2 of the Sherman Act)
Every person who shall monopolize, or attempt to monopolize, or combine or conspire with any
other person or persons, to monopolize any part of the trade or commerce among the several
States, or with foreign nations, shall be deemed guilty of a felony, and, on conviction thereof,
shall be punished by fine not exceeding $100,000,000 if a corporation, or, if any other
person, $1,000,000, or by imprisonment not exceeding 10 years, or by both said
punishments, in the discretion of the court.
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Clayton Act
15 U.S.C. § 12 (Section 1 of the Clayton Act)
(a) “Antitrust laws,” as used herein, includes the Act entitled “An Act to protect trade and
commerce against unlawful restraints and monopolies,” approved July second, eighteen
hundred and ninety; sections seventy-three to seventy-seven, inclusive, of an Act entitled
“An Act to reduce taxation, to provide revenue for the Government, and for other
purposes,” of August twenty-seventh, eighteen hundred and ninety-four; an Act entitled
“An Act to amend sections seventy-three and seventy-six of the Act of August twentyseventh, eighteen hundred and ninety-four, entitled ‘An Act to reduce taxation, to provide
revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,’” approved February twelfth,
nineteen hundred and thirteen; and also this Act.
“Commerce,” as used herein, means trade or commerce among the several States and
with foreign nations, or between the District of Columbia or any Territory of the United
States and any State, Territory, or foreign nation, or between any insular possessions or
other places under the jurisdiction of the United States, or between any such possession
or place and any State or Territory of the United States or the District of Columbia or any
foreign nation, or within the District of Columbia or any Territory or any insular possession
or other place under the jurisdiction of the United States: Provided, That nothing in this
Act contained shall apply to the Philippine Islands.
The word “person” or “persons” wherever used in this Act shall be deemed to include
corporations and associations existing under or authorized by the laws of either the
United States, the laws of any of the Territories, the laws of any State, or the laws of
any foreign country.
(b) This Act may be cited as the “Clayton Act.”
15 U.S.C. § 13 (Section 2 of the Clayton Act)
[See Robinson-Patman Act, below]
15 U.S.C. § 15 (Section 4 of the Clayton Act)
(a) Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section, any person who shall be injured in
his business or property by reason of anything forbidden in the antitrust laws may sue
therefor in any district court of the United States in the district in which the defendant
resides or is found or has an agent, without respect to the amount in controversy, and
shall recover threefold the damages by him sustained, and the cost of suit, including a
reasonable attorney’s fee. The court may award under this section, pursuant to a motion
by such person promptly made, simple interest on actual damages for the period
beginning on the date of service of such person’s pleading setting forth a claim under
the antitrust laws and ending on the date of judgment, or for any shorter period therein,
if the court finds that the award of such interest for such period is just in the
circumstances. In determining whether an award of interest under this section for
any period is just in the circumstances, the court shall consider only—
(1) whether such person or the opposing party, or either party’s representative, made
motions or asserted claims or defenses so lacking in merit as to show that such
party or representative acted intentionally for delay, or otherwise acted in bad faith;
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(2) whether, in the course of the action involved, such person or the opposing party, or
either party’s representative, violated any applicable rule, statute, or court order
providing for sanctions for dilatory behavior or otherwise providing for expeditious
proceedings; and
(3) whether such person or the opposing party, or either party’s representative, engaged
in conduct primarily for the purpose of delaying the litigation or increasing the cost
thereof.
(b)
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), any person who is a foreign state may not
recover under subsection (a) of this section an amount in excess of the actual
damages sustained by it and the cost of suit, including a reasonable attorney’s fee.
(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to a foreign state if—
(A) such foreign state would be denied, under section 1605(a)(2) of Title 28,
immunity in a case in which the action is based upon a commercial activity,
or an act, that is the subject matter of its claim under this section;
(B) such foreign state waives all defenses based upon or arising out of its status
as a foreign state, to any claims brought against it in the same action;
(C) such foreign state engages primarily in commercial activities; and
(D) such foreign state does not function, with respect to the commercial activity,
or the act, that is the subject matter of its claim under this section as a
procurement entity for itself or for another foreign state.
(c) For purposes of this section—
(1) the term “commercial activity” shall have the meaning given it in section 1603(d)
of Title 28, and
(2) the term “foreign state” shall have the meaning given it in section 1603(a)
of Title 28.
15 U.S.C. § 15a (Section 4A of the Clayton Act)
Whenever the United States is hereafter injured in its business or property by reason of
anything forbidden in the antitrust laws it may sue therefor in the United States district court
for the district in which the defendant resides or is found or has an agent, without respect to
the amount in controversy, and shall recover threefold the damages by it sustained and the
cost of suit. The court may award under this section, pursuant to a motion by the United
States promptly made, simple interest on actual damages for the period beginning on the
date of service of the pleading of the United States setting forth a claim under the antitrust
laws and ending on the date of judgment, or for any shorter period therein, if the court finds
that the award of such interest for such period is just in the circumstances. In determining
whether an award of interest under this section for any period is just in the circumstances,
the court shall consider only—
(1) whether the United States or the opposing party, or either party’s representative,
made motions or asserted claims or defenses so lacking in merit as to show that
such party or representative acted intentionally for delay or otherwise acted in
bad faith;
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(2) whether, in the course of the action involved, the United States or the opposing party,
or either party’s representative, violated any applicable rule, statute, or court order
providing for sanctions for dilatory behavior or otherwise providing for expeditious
proceedings;
(3) whether the United States or the opposing party, or either party’s representative,
engaged in conduct primarily for the purpose of delaying the litigation or
increasing the cost thereof; and
(4) whether the award of such interest is necessary to compensate the United States
adequately for the injury sustained by the United States.
15 U.S.C. § 15b (Section 4B of the Clayton Act)
Any action to enforce any cause of action under sections [4, 4A, or 4C] of this [Act] shall
be forever barred unless commenced within four years after the cause of action accrued.
No cause of action barred under existing law on the effective date of this Act shall be
revived by this Act.
15 U.S.C. § 15c (Section 4C of the Clayton Act)
(a) (1) Any attorney general of a State may bring a civil action in the name of such State,
as parens patriae on behalf of natural persons residing in such State, in any district
court of the United States having jurisdiction of the defendant, to secure monetary
relief as provided in this section for injury sustained by such natural persons to their
property by reason of any violation of [the Sherman Act]. The court shall exclude from
the amount of monetary relief awarded in such action any amount of monetary relief
(A) which duplicates amounts which have been awarded for the same injury, or
(B) which is properly allocable to
(i)

natural persons who have excluded their claims pursuant to subsection (b)(2)
of this section, and

(ii) any business entity.
(2) The court shall award the State as monetary relief threefold the total damage
sustained as described in paragraph (1) of this subsection, and the cost of suit,
including a reasonable attorney’s fee. The court may award under this paragraph,
pursuant to a motion by such State promptly made, simple interest on the total
damage for the period beginning on the date of service of such State’s pleading
setting forth a claim under the antitrust laws and ending on the date of judgment,
or for any shorter period therein, if the court finds that the award of such interest for
such period is just in the circumstances. In determining whether an award of interest
under this paragraph for any period is just in the circumstances, the court shall
consider only—
(A) whether such State or the opposing party, or either party’s representative, made
motions or asserted claims or defenses so lacking in merit as to show that such
party or representative acted intentionally for delay or otherwise acted in bad
faith;
(B) whether, in the course of the action involved, such State or the opposing party, or
either party’s representative, violated any applicable rule, statute, or court order
providing for sanctions for dilatory behavior or otherwise providing for expeditious
proceedings; and
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(C) whether such State or the opposing party, or either party’s representative,
engaged in conduct primarily for the purpose of delaying the litigation or
increasing the cost thereof.
(b)
(1) In any action brought under subsection (a)(1) of this section, the State attorney
general shall, at such times, in such manner, and with such content as the court may
direct, cause notice thereof to be given by publication. If the court finds that notice
given solely by publication would deny due process of law to any person or persons,
the court may direct further notice to such person or persons according to the
circumstances of the case.
(2) Any person on whose behalf an action is brought under subsection (a)(1) of this
section may elect to exclude from adjudication the portion of the State claim for
monetary relief attributable to him by filing notice of such election with the court
within such time as specified in the notice given pursuant to paragraph (1) of
this subsection.
(3) The final judgment in an action under subsection (a)(1) of this section shall be res
judicata as to any claim under section [4 of this Act] by any person on behalf of whom
such action was brought and who fails to give such notice within the period specified
in the notice given pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection.
(c) An action under subsection (a)(1) of this section shall not be dismissed or compromised
without the approval of the court, and notice of any proposed dismissal or compromise
shall be given in such manner as the court directs.
(d) In any action under subsection (a) of this section—
(1) the amount of the plaintiffs’ attorney’s fee, if any, shall be determined by the court;
and
(2) the court may, in its discretion, award a reasonable attorney’s fee to a prevailing
defendant upon a finding that the State attorney general has acted in bad faith,
vexatiously, wantonly, or for oppressive reasons.
15 U.S.C. § 15d (Section 4D of the Clayton Act)
In any action under section [4C](a)(1) of this [Act], in which there has been a
determination that a defendant agreed to fix prices in violation of [the Sherman Act], damages
may be proved and assessed in the aggregate by statistical or sampling
methods, by the computation of illegal overcharges, or by such other reasonable system of
estimating aggregate damages as the court in its discretion may permit without
the necessity of separately proving the individual claim of, or amount of damage to,
persons on whose behalf the suit was brought.
15 U.S.C. § 15e (Section 4E of the Clayton Act)
Monetary relief recovered in an action under section [4C](a)(1) of this [Act] shall—
(1) be distributed in such manner as the district court in its discretion may authorize; or
(2) be deemed a civil penalty by the court and deposited with the State as
general revenues;
subject in either case to the requirement that any distribution procedure adopted afford each
person a reasonable opportunity to secure his appropriate portion of the net monetary relief.
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15 U.S.C. § 15f (Section 4F of the Clayton Act)
(a) Whenever the Attorney General of the United States has brought an action under the
antitrust laws, and he has reason to believe that any State attorney general would be
entitled to bring an action under this Act based substantially on the same alleged
violation of the antitrust laws, he shall promptly give written notification thereof to
such State attorney general.
(b) To assist a State attorney general in evaluating the notice or in bringing any action under
this Act, the Attorney General of the United States shall, upon request by such State
attorney general, make available to him, to the extent permitted by law, any investigative
files or other materials which are or may be relevant or material to the actual or potential
cause of action under this Act.
15 U.S.C. § 15g (Section 4G of the Clayton Act)
For the purposes of sections [4C, 4D, 4E, and 4F] of this [Act]:
(1) The term “State attorney general” means the chief legal officer of a State, or any
other person authorized by State law to bring actions under section [4C] of this [Act],
and includes the Corporation Counsel of the District of Columbia, except that such
term does not include any person employed or retained on—
(A) a contingency fee based on a percentage of the monetary relief awarded under
this section; or
(B) any other contingency fee basis, unless the amount of the award of a reasonable
attorney’s fee to a prevailing plaintiff is determined by the court under section
[4C](d)(1) of this [Act].
(2) The term “State” means a State, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, and any other territory or possession of the United States.
(3) The term “natural persons” does not include proprietorships or partnerships.
15 U.S.C. § 15h (Section 4H of the Clayton Act)
Sections [4C, 4D, 4E, 4F, and 4G] of this [Act] shall apply in any State, unless such State
provides by law for its nonapplicability in such State.
15 U.S.C. § 16 (Section 5 of the Clayton Act)
(a) A final judgment or decree heretofore or hereafter rendered in any civil or criminal
proceeding brought by or on behalf of the United States under the antitrust laws to the
effect that a defendant has violated said laws shall be prima facie evidence against such
defendant in any action or proceeding brought by any other party against such defendant
under said laws as to all matters respecting which said judgment or decree would be an
estoppel as between the parties thereto: Provided, That this section shall not apply to
consent judgments or decrees entered before any testimony has been taken. Nothing
contained in this section shall be construed to impose any limitation on the application
of collateral estoppel, except that, in any action or proceeding brought under the antitrust
laws, collateral estoppel effect shall not be given to any finding made by the Federal Trade
Commission under the antitrust laws or under section [5 of the Federal Trade Commission
Act] which could give rise to a claim for relief under the antitrust laws.
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(b) Any proposal for a consent judgment submitted by the United States for entry in any civil
proceeding brought by or on behalf of the United States under the antitrust laws shall be
filed with the district court before which such proceeding is pending and published by the
United States in the Federal Register at least 60 days prior to the effective date of such
judgment. Any written comments relating to such proposal and any responses by the
United States thereto, shall also be filed with such district court and published by
the United States in the Federal Register within such sixty-day period. Copies of such
proposal and any other materials and documents which the United States considered
determinative in formulating such proposal, shall also be made available to the public
at the district court and in such other districts as the court may subsequently direct.
Simultaneously with the filing of such proposal, unless otherwise instructed by the court,
the United States shall file with the district court, publish in the Federal Register, and
thereafter furnish to any person upon request, a competitive impact statement which
shall recite—
(1) the nature and purpose of the proceeding;
(2) a description of the practices or events giving rise to the alleged violation of the
antitrust laws;
(3) an explanation of the proposal for a consent judgment, including an explanation of
any unusual circumstances giving rise to such proposal or any provision contained
therein, relief to be obtained thereby, and the anticipated effects on competition of
such relief;
(4) the remedies available to potential private plaintiffs damaged by the alleged
violations in the event that such proposal for the consent judgment is entered
in such proceeding;
(5) a description of the procedures available for modification of such proposal; and
(6) a description and evaluation of alternatives to such proposal actually considered
by the United States.
(c) The United States shall also cause to be published, commencing at least 60 days prior
to the effective date of the judgment described in subsection (b) of this section, for 7
days over a period of 2 weeks in newspapers of general circulation of the district in which
the case has been filed, in the District of Columbia, and in such other districts as the
court may direct—
(i)

a summary of the terms of the proposal for consent judgment,

(ii) a summary of the competitive impact statement filed under subsection (b)
of this section,
(iii) and a list of the materials and documents under subsection (b) of this section
which the United States shall make available for purposes of meaningful public
comment, and the place where such materials and documents are available
for public inspection.
(d) During the 60-day period as specified in subsection (b) of this section, and such
additional time as the United States may request and the court may grant, the United
States shall receive and consider any written comments relating to the proposal for the
consent judgment submitted under subsection (b) of this section. The Attorney General
or his designee shall establish procedures to carry out the provisions of this subsection,
but such 60-day time period shall not be shortened except by order of the district court
upon a showing that
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(1) extraordinary circumstances require such shortening and
(2) such shortening is not adverse to the public interest. At the close of the period during
which such comments may be received, the United States shall file with the district
court and cause to be published in the Federal Register a response to such
comments.
(e) Before entering any consent judgment proposed by the United States under this section,
the court shall determine that the entry of such judgment is in the public interest.
For the purpose of such determination, the court may consider—
(1) the competitive impact of such judgment, including termination of alleged violations,
provisions for enforcement and modification, duration or relief sought, anticipated
effects of alternative remedies actually considered, and any other considerations
bearing upon the adequacy of such judgment;
(2) the impact of entry of such judgment upon the public generally and individuals
alleging specific injury from the violations set forth in the complaint including
consideration of the public benefit, if any, to be derived from a determination
of the issues at trial.
(f) In making its determination under subsection (e) of this section, the court may—
(1) take testimony of Government officials or experts or such other expert witnesses,
upon motion of any party or participant or upon its own motion, as the court may
deem appropriate;
(2) appoint a special master and such outside consultants or expert witnesses as the
court may deem appropriate; and request and obtain the views, evaluations, or advice
of any individual, group or agency of government with respect to any aspects of the
proposed judgment or the effect of such judgment, in such manner as the court
deems appropriate;
(3) authorize full or limited participation in proceedings before the court by interested
persons or agencies, including appearance amicus curiae, intervention as a party
pursuant to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, examination of witnesses or documentary materials, or participation in any other manner and extent which serves the
public interest as the court may deem appropriate;
(4) review any comments including any objections filed with the United States under
subsection (d) of this section concerning the proposed judgment and the responses
of the United States to such comments and objections; and
(5) take such other action in the public interest as the court may deem appropriate.
(g) Not later than 10 days following the date of the filing of any proposal for a consent
judgment under subsection (b) of this section, each defendant shall file with the
district court a description of any and all written or oral communications by or on behalf
of such defendant, including any and all written or oral communications on behalf of such
defendant, or other person, with any officer or employee of the United States concerning
or relevant to such proposal, except that any such communications made by counsel of
record alone with the Attorney General or the employees of the Department of Justice
alone shall be excluded from the requirements of this subsection. Prior to the entry of
any consent judgment pursuant to the antitrust laws, each defendant shall certify to the
district court that the requirements of this subsection have been complied with and that
such filing is a true and complete description of such communications known to the
defendant or which the defendant reasonably should have known.
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(h) Proceedings before the district court under subsections (e) and (f) of this section, and
the competitive impact statement filed under subsection (b) of this section, shall not be
admissible against any defendant in any action or proceeding brought by any other party
against such defendant under the antitrust laws or by the United States under section
[4A] of this [Act] nor constitute a basis for the introduction of the consent judgment as
prima facie evidence against such defendant in any such action or proceeding.
(i)

Whenever any civil or criminal proceeding is instituted by the United States to prevent,
restrain, or punish violations of any of the antitrust laws, but not including an action under
section [4A] of this [Act], the running of the statute of limitations in respect to every
private or State right of action arising under said laws and based in whole or in part on
any matter complained of in said proceeding shall be suspended during the pendency
thereof and for one year thereafter: Provided, however, That whenever the running of the
statute of limitations in respect of a cause of action arising under section [4] or [4C] of
this [Act] is suspended hereunder, any action to enforce such cause of action shall be
forever barred unless commenced either within the period of suspension or within four
years after the cause of action accrued.

15 U.S.C. § 18 (Section 7 of the Clayton Act)
No person engaged in commerce or in any activity affecting commerce shall acquire, directly
or indirectly, the whole or any part of the stock or other share capital and no person subject
to the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commission shall acquire the whole or any part of the
assets of another person engaged also in commerce or in any activity affecting commerce,
where in any line of commerce or in any activity affecting commerce in any section of the
country, the effect of such acquisition may be substantially to lessen competition, or to
tend to create a monopoly.
No person shall acquire, directly or indirectly, the whole or any part of the stock or other
share capital and no person subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Trade Commission shall
acquire the whole or any part of the assets of one or more persons engaged in commerce or
in any activity affecting commerce, where in any line of commerce or in any activity affecting
commerce in any section of the country, the effect of such acquisition, of such stocks or
assets, or of the use of such stock by the voting or granting of proxies or otherwise, may be
substantially to lessen competition, or to tend to create a monopoly.
This section shall not apply to persons purchasing such stock solely for investment and not
using the same by voting or otherwise to bring about, or in attempting to bring about, the
substantial lessening of competition. Nor shall anything contained in this section prevent
a corporation engaged in commerce or in any activity affecting commerce from causing the
formation of subsidiary corporations for the actual carrying on of their immediate lawful
business, or the natural and legitimate branches or extensions thereof, or from owning and
holding all or a part of the stock of such subsidiary corporations, when the effect of such
formation is not to substantially lessen competition.
Nor shall anything herein contained be construed to prohibit any common carrier subject to
the laws to regulate commerce from aiding in the construction of branches or short lines so
located as to become feeders to the main line of the company so aiding in such construction
or from acquiring or owning all or any part of the stock of such branch lines, nor to prevent
any such common carrier from acquiring and owning all or any part of the stock of a branch or
short line constructed by an independent company where there is no substantial competition
between the company owning the branch line so constructed and the company owning the
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main line acquiring the property or an interest therein, nor to prevent such common carrier
from extending any of its lines through the medium of the acquisition of stock or otherwise
of any other common carrier where there is no substantial competition between the company
extending its lines and the company whose stock, property, or an interest therein is so
acquired.
Nothing contained in this section shall be held to affect or impair any right heretofore legally
acquired: Provided, That nothing in this section shall be held or construed to authorize or
make lawful anything heretofore prohibited or made illegal by the antitrust laws, nor to exempt
any person from the penal provisions thereof or the civil remedies therein provided.
Nothing contained in this section shall apply to transactions duly consummated pursuant
to authority given by the Secretary of Transportation, Federal Power Commission, Surface
Transportation Board, the Securities and Exchange Commission in the exercise of its
jurisdiction under section [10 of the Public Utility Holding Company Act of 1955], the United
States Maritime Commission, or the Secretary of Agriculture under any statutory provision
vesting such power in such Commission, Board, or Secretary.
15 U.S.C. § 18a (Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act; Section 7A of the Clayton Act)
(a) Except as exempted pursuant to subsection (c) of this section, no person shall acquire,
directly or indirectly, any voting securities or assets of any other person, unless both
persons (or in the case of a tender offer, the acquiring person) file notification pursuant
to rules under subsection (d)(1) of this section and the waiting period described in
subsection (b)(1) of this section has expired, if—
(1) the acquiring person, or the person whose voting securities or assets are being
acquired, is engaged in commerce or in any activity affecting commerce; and
(2) as a result of such acquisition, the acquiring person would hold an aggregate amount
of the voting securities and assets of the acquired person—
(A) in excess of $200,000,000 (as adjusted and published for each fiscal year
beginning after September 30, 2004, in the same manner as provided in
section 8(a)(5) [of the Act] to reflect the percentage change in the gross national
product for such fiscal year compared to the gross national product for the year
ending September 30, 2003); or
(B)
(i)

in excess of $50,000,000 (as so adjusted and published) but not in excess
of $200,000,000 (as so adjusted and published); and

(ii)
(I) any voting securities or assets of a person engaged in manufacturing
which has annual net sales or total assets of $10,000,000 (as so
adjusted and published) or more are being acquired by any person which
has total assets or annual net sales of $100,000,000 (as so adjusted
and published) or more;
(II) any voting securities or assets of a person not engaged in manufacturing
which has total assets of $10,000,000 (as so adjusted and published)
or more are being acquired by any person which has total assets or
annual net sales of $100,000,000 (as so adjusted and published)
or more; or
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(III) any voting securities or assets of a person with annual net sales or total
assets of $100,000,000 (as so adjusted and published) or more are
being acquired by any person with total assets or annual net sales of
$10,000,000 (as so adjusted and published) or more.
In the case of a tender offer, the person whose voting securities are
sought to be acquired by a person required to file notification under this
subsection shall file notification pursuant to rules under subsection (d)
of this section.
(b)
(1) The waiting period required under subsection (a) of this section shall—
(A) begin on the date of the receipt by the Federal Trade Commission and the
Assistant Attorney General in charge of the Antitrust Division of the Department
of Justice (hereinafter referred to in this section as the “Assistant Attorney
General”) of—
(i)

the completed notification required under subsection (a) of this section, or

(ii) if such notification is not completed, the notification to the extent completed
and a statement of the reasons for such noncompliance, from both persons,
or, in the case of a tender offer, the acquiring person; and
(B) end on the thirtieth day after the date of such receipt (or in the case of a cash
tender offer, the fifteenth day), or on such later date as may be set under
subsection (e)(2) or (g)(2) of this section.
(2) The Federal Trade Commission and the Assistant Attorney General may, in individual
cases, terminate the waiting period specified in paragraph (1) and allow any person
to proceed with any acquisition subject to this section, and promptly shall cause to
be published in the Federal Register a notice that neither intends to take any action
within such period with respect to such acquisition.
(3) As used in this section—
(A) The term “voting securities” means any securities which at present or upon
conversion entitle the owner or holder thereof to vote for the election of
directors of the issuer or, with respect to unincorporated issuers, persons
exercising similar functions.
(B) The amount or percentage of voting securities or assets of a person which are
acquired or held by another person shall be determined by aggregating the
amount or percentage of such voting securities or assets held or acquired by
such other person and each affiliate thereof.
(c) The following classes of transactions are exempt from the requirements of this section—
(1) acquisitions of goods or realty transferred in the ordinary course of business;
(2) acquisitions of bonds, mortgages, deeds of trust, or other obligations which are not
voting securities;
(3) acquisitions of voting securities of an issuer at least 50 per centum of the voting
securities of which are owned by the acquiring person prior to such acquisition;
(4) transfers to or from a Federal agency or a State or political subdivision thereof;
(5) transactions specifically exempted from the antitrust laws by Federal statute;
(6) transactions specifically exempted from the antitrust laws by Federal statute
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if approved by a Federal agency, if copies of all information and documentary
material filed with such agency are contemporaneously filed with the Federal Trade
Commission and the Assistant Attorney General;
(7) transactions which require agency approval under [§ 301 of the Financial Institutions
Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act, 12 U.S.C. § 1467a(e), § 18(c) of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act, 12 U.S.C. § 1828(c), or § 3 of the Bank Holding Company Act
of 1956, 12 U.S.C. § 1842], except that a portion of such a transaction is not
exempt under this paragraph if such portion of the transaction
(A) is subject to [§ 103(a) of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, 12 U.S.C. § 1843(k)]; and
(B) does not require agency approval under [§ 3 of the Bank Holding Company Act of
1956, 12 U.S.C. § 1842];
(8) transactions which require agency approval under [§ 4 of the Bank Holding Company
Act of 1956, 12 U.S.C. § 1843, or § 5 of the Home Owners’ Loan Act of 1933,
12 U.S.C. § 1464], if copies of all information and documentary material filed with
any such agency are contemporaneously filed with the Federal Trade Commission
and the Assistant Attorney General at least 30 days prior to consummation of the
proposed transaction, except that a portion of such a transaction is not exempt
under this paragraph if such portion of the transaction
(A) is subject to [§ 103(a) of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act, 12 U.S.C. § 1843(k)]; and
(B) does not require agency approval under [§ 3 of the Bank Holding Company Act of
1956, 12 U.S.C. § 1842];
(9) acquisitions, solely for the purpose of investment, of voting securities, if, as a result
of such acquisition, the securities acquired or held do not exceed 10 per centum of
the outstanding voting securities of the issuer;
(10) acquisitions of voting securities, if, as a result of such acquisition, the voting
securities acquired do not increase, directly or indirectly, the acquiring person’s
per centum share of outstanding voting securities of the issuer;
(11) acquisitions, solely for the purpose of investment, by any bank, banking association,
trust company, investment company, or insurance company, of
(A) voting securities pursuant to a plan of reorganization or dissolution; or
(B) assets in the ordinary course of its business; and
(12) such other acquisitions, transfers, or transactions, as may be exempted under
subsection (d)(2)(B) of this section.
(d) The Federal Trade Commission, with the concurrence of the Assistant Attorney General
and by rule in accordance with section 553 of Title 5, consistent with the purposes
of this section—
(1) shall require that the notification required under subsection (a) of this section be
in such form and contain such documentary material and information relevant to a
proposed acquisition as is necessary and appropriate to enable the Federal Trade
Commission and the Assistant Attorney General to determine whether such
acquisition may, if consummated, violate the antitrust laws; and
(2) may—
(A) define the terms used in this section;
(B) exempt, from the requirements of this section, classes of persons, acquisitions,
transfers, or transactions which are not likely to violate the antitrust laws; and
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(C) prescribe such other rules as may be necessary and appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this section.
(e)
(1)
(A) The Federal Trade Commission or the Assistant Attorney General may, prior to
the expiration of the 30-day waiting period (or in the case of a cash tender offer,
the 15-day waiting period) specified in subsection (b)(1) of this section, require
the submission of additional information or documentary material relevant to the
proposed acquisition, from a person required to file notification with respect to
such acquisition under subsection (a) of this section prior to the expiration of the
waiting period specified in subsection (b)(1) of this section, or from any officer,
director, partner, agent, or employee of such person.
(B)
(i)

The Assistant Attorney General and the Federal Trade Commission shall each
designate a senior official who does not have direct responsibility for the
review of any enforcement recommendation under this section concerning the
transaction at issue, to hear any petition filed by such person to determine—
(I) whether the request for additional information or documentary
material is unreasonably cumulative, unduly burdensome,
or duplicative; or
(II) whether the request for additional information or documentary
material has been substantially complied with by the petitioning
person.

(ii) Internal review procedures for petitions filed pursuant to clause (i) shall
include reasonable deadlines for expedited review of such petitions, after
reasonable negotiations with investigative staff, in order to avoid undue
delay of the merger review process.
(iii) Not later than 90 days after December 21, 2000, the Assistant Attorney
General and the Federal Trade Commission shall conduct an internal review
and implement reforms of the merger review process in order to eliminate
unnecessary burden, remove costly duplication, and eliminate undue delay,
in order to achieve a more effective and more efficient
merger review process.
(iv) Not later than 120 days after December 21, 2000, the Assistant Attorney
General and the Federal Trade Commission shall issue or amend their
respective industry guidance, regulations, operating manuals and relevant
policy documents, to the extent appropriate, to implement each reform
in this subparagraph.
(v) Not later than 180 days after December 21, 2000, the Assistant Attorney
General and the Federal Trade Commission shall each report to Congress—
(I) which reforms each agency has adopted under this subparagraph;
(II) which steps each has taken to implement such internal reforms; and
(III) the effects of such reforms.
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(2) The Federal Trade Commission or the Assistant Attorney General, in its or his
discretion, may extend the 30-day waiting period (or in the case of a cash tender
offer, the 15-day waiting period) specified in subsection (b)(1) of this section for an
additional period of not more than 30 days (or in the case of a cash tender offer,
10 days) after the date on which the Federal Trade Commission or the Assistant
Attorney General, as the case may be, receives from any person to whom a request
is made under paragraph (1), or in the case of tender offers, the acquiring person,
(A) all the information and documentary material required to be submitted pursuant
to such a request, or
(B) if such request is not fully complied with, the information and documentary
material submitted and a statement of the reasons for such noncompliance.
Such additional period may be further extended only by the United States district
court, upon an application by the Federal Trade Commission or the Assistant
Attorney General pursuant to subsection (g)(2) of this section.
(f) If a proceeding is instituted or an action is filed by the Federal Trade Commission,
alleging that a proposed acquisition violates [§ 7] of this [Act], or [§ 5 of the Federal
Trade Commission Act], or an action is filed by the United States, alleging that a proposed
acquisition violates such [§ 7] of this [Act], or section 1 or 2 of this [Act], and the Federal
Trade Commission or the Assistant Attorney General
(1) files a motion for a preliminary injunction against consummation of such acquisition
pendente lite, and
(2) certifies the United States district court for the judicial district within which the
respondent resides or carries on business, or in which the action is brought, that it
or he believes that the public interest requires relief pendente lite pursuant to this
subsection, then upon the filing of such motion and certification, the chief judge of
such district court shall immediately notify the chief judge of the United States court
of appeals for the circuit in which such district court is located, who shall designate a
United States district judge to whom such action shall be assigned for all purposes.
(g)
(1) Any person, or any officer, director, or partner thereof, who fails to comply with any
provision of this section shall be liable to the United States for a civil penalty of not
more than $10,000 for each day during which such person is in violation of this
section. Such penalty may be recovered in a civil action brought by the United States.
(2) If any person, or any officer, director, partner, agent, or employee thereof, fails
substantially to comply with the notification requirement under subsection (a) of this
section or any request for the submission of additional information or documentary
material under subsection (e)(1) of this section within the waiting period specified in
subsection (b)(1) of this section and as may be extended under subsection (e)(2) of
this section, the United States district court—
(A) may order compliance;
(B) shall extend the waiting period specified in subsection (b)(1) of this section and
as may have been extended under subsection (e)(2) of this section until there
has been substantial compliance, except that, in the case of a tender offer,
the court may not extend such waiting period on the basis of a failure, by the
person whose stock is sought to be acquired, to comply substantially with such
notification requirement or any such request; and
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(C) may grant such other equitable relief as the court in its discretion determines
necessary or appropriate, upon application of the Federal Trade Commission or
the Assistant Attorney General.
(h) Any information or documentary material filed with the Assistant Attorney General or the
Federal Trade Commission pursuant to this section shall be exempt from disclosure under
section 552 of title 5, and no such information or documentary material may be made
public, except as may be relevant to any administrative or judicial action or proceeding.
Nothing in this section is intended to prevent disclosure to either body of Congress or
to any duly authorized committee or subcommittee of the Congress.
(i)

(1) Any action taken by the Federal Trade Commission or the Assistant Attorney General
or any failure of the Federal Trade Commission or the Assistant Attorney General to
take any action under this section shall not bar any proceeding or any action with
respect to such acquisition at any time under any other section of this Act or any
other provision of law.
(2) Nothing contained in this section shall limit the authority of the Assistant Attorney
General or the Federal Trade Commission to secure at any time from any person
documentary material, oral testimony, or other information under the Antitrust Civil
Process Act [15 U.S.C. §§ 1311 et seq.], the Federal Trade Commission Act
[15 U.S.C. §§ 41 et seq.], or any other provision of law.

(j)

Reserved.

(k) If the end of any period of time provided in this section falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or
legal public holiday (as defined in section 6103(a) of title 5), then such period shall be
extended to the end of the next day that is not a Saturday, Sunday, or legal public holiday.
15 U.S.C. § 18a note
(a) Five working days after enactment of this Act [Nov. 21, 1989] and thereafter, the Federal
Trade Commission shall assess and collect filing fees established in subsection (b) which
shall be paid by persons acquiring voting securities or assets who are required to file
premerger notifications by the [sic] section 7A of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 18a) and
the regulations promulgated thereunder. For purposes of said Act, no notification shall
be considered filed until payment of the fee required by this section. Fees collected
pursuant to this section shall be divided evenly between and credited to the
appropriations, Federal Trade Commission, ‘Salaries and Expenses’ and Department
of Justice, ‘Salaries and Expenses, Antitrust Division’: Provided, That fees in excess
of $40,000,000 in fiscal year 1990 shall be deposited to the credit of the Treasury
of the United States: Provided further, That fees made available to the Federal Trade
Commission and the Antitrust Division herein shall remain available until expended.
(b) The filing fees referred to in subsection (a) are—
(1) $45,000 if the aggregate total amount determined under section 7A(a)(2) of the
Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 18a (a)(2)) is less than $100,000,000 (as adjusted and
published for each fiscal year beginning after September 30, 2004, in the same
manner as provided in section 8(a)(5) of the Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 19 (a)(5)) to
reflect the percentage change in the gross national product for such fiscal year
compared to the gross national product for the year ending September 30, 2003);
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(2) $125,000 if the aggregate total amount determined under section 7A(a)(2) of the
Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 18a (a)(2)) is not less than $100,000,000 (as so adjusted
and published) but less than $500,000,000 (as so adjusted and published); and
(3) $280,000 if the aggregate total amount determined under section 7A(a)(2) of the
Clayton Act (15 U.S.C. 18a (a)(2)) is not less than $500,000,000 (as so adjusted
and published).
15 U.S.C. § 25 (Section 15 of the Clayton Act)
The several district courts of the United States are invested with jurisdiction to prevent and
restrain violations of this Act, and it shall be the duty of the several United States attorneys,
in their respective districts, under the direction of the Attorney General, to institute
proceedings in equity to prevent and restrain such violations. Such proceedings may be
by way of petition setting forth the case and praying that such violation shall be enjoined or
otherwise prohibited. When the parties complained of shall have been duly notified of such
petition, the court shall proceed, as soon as may be, to the hearing and determination of the
case; and pending such petition, and before final decree, the court may at any time make
such temporary restraining order or prohibition as shall be deemed just in the premises.
Whenever it shall appear to the court before which any such proceeding may be pending that
the ends of justice require that other parties should be brought before the court, the court
may cause them to be summoned whether they reside in the district in which the court is held
or not, and subpoenas to that end may be served in any district by the marshal thereof.
15 U.S.C. § 26 (Section 16 of the Clayton Act)
Any person, firm, corporation, or association shall be entitled to sue for and have injunctive
relief, in any court of the United States having jurisdiction over the parties, against threatened
loss or damage by a violation of the antitrust laws, including sections [2, 3, 7, and 8] of
this [Act], when and under the same conditions and principles as injunctive relief against
threatened conduct that will cause loss or damage is granted by courts of equity, under the
rules governing such proceedings, and upon the execution of proper bond against damages
for an injunction improvidently granted and a showing that the danger of irreparable loss or
damage is immediate, a preliminary injunction may issue: Provided, That nothing herein
contained shall be construed to entitle any person, firm, corporation, or association, except
the United States, to bring suit for injunctive relief against any common carrier subject to the
jurisdiction of the Surface Transportation Board under subtitle IV of Title 49. In any action
under this section in which the plaintiff substantially prevails, the court shall award the cost
of suit, including a reasonable attorney’s fee, to such plaintiff.
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Robinson-Patman Act
15 U.S.C. § 13 (Section 1 of the Robinson-Patman Act)
(a) It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in commerce, in the course of such
commerce, either directly or indirectly, to discriminate in price between different
purchasers of commodities of like grade and quality, where either or any of the
purchases involved in such discrimination are in commerce, where such commodities
are sold for use, consumption, or resale within the United States or any Territory
thereof or the District of Columbia or any insular possession or other place under
the jurisdiction of the United States, and where the effect of such discrimination may be
substantially to lessen competition or tend to create a monopoly in any line of commerce,
or to injure, destroy, or prevent competition with any person who either grants or knowingly
receives the benefit of such discrimination, or with customers of either of them: Provided,
That nothing herein contained shall prevent differentials which make only due allowance
for differences in the cost of manufacture, sale, or delivery resulting from the differing
methods or quantities in which such commodities are to such purchasers sold or
delivered: Provided, however, That the Federal Trade Commission may, after due
investigation and hearing to all interested parties, fix and establish quantity limits,
and revise the same as it finds necessary, as to particular commodities or classes of
commodities, where it finds that available purchasers in greater quantities are so few
as to render differentials on account thereof unjustly discriminatory or promotive of
monopoly in any line of commerce; and the foregoing shall then not be construed to
permit differentials based on differences in quantities greater than those so fixed and
established: And provided further, That nothing herein contained shall prevent persons
engaged in selling goods, wares, or merchandise in commerce from selecting their own
customers in bona fide transactions and not in restraint of trade: And provided further,
That nothing herein contained shall prevent price changes from time to time where in
response to changing conditions affecting the market for or the marketability of the goods
concerned, such as but not limited to actual or imminent deterioration of perishable
goods, obsolescence of seasonal goods, distress sales under court process, or sales
in good faith in discontinuance of business in the goods concerned.
(b) Upon proof being made, at any hearing on a complaint under this section, that there has
been discrimination in price or services or facilities furnished, the burden of rebutting the
prima-facie case thus made by showing justification shall be upon the person charged
with a violation of this section, and unless justification shall be affirmatively shown,
the Commission is authorized to issue an order terminating the discrimination: Provided,
however, That nothing herein contained shall prevent a seller rebutting the prima-facie
case thus made by showing that his lower price or the furnishing of services or facilities
to any purchaser or purchasers was made in good faith to meet an equally low price of
a competitor, or the services or facilities furnished by a competitor.
(c) It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in commerce, in the course of such
commerce, to pay or grant, or to receive or accept, anything of value as a commission,
brokerage, or other compensation, or any allowance or discount in lieu thereof, except
for services rendered in connection with the sale or purchase of goods, wares, or
merchandise, either to the other party to such transaction or to an agent, representative,
or other intermediary therein where such intermediary is acting in fact for or in behalf,
or is subject to the direct or indirect control, of any party to such transaction other
than the person by whom such compensation is so granted or paid.
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(d) It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in commerce to pay or contract for the
payment of anything of value to or for the benefit of a customer of such person in the
course of such commerce as compensation or in consideration for any services or
facilities furnished by or through such customer in connection with the processing,
handling, sale, or offering for sale of any products or commodities manufactured, sold,
or offered for sale by such person, unless such payment or consideration is available
on proportionally equal terms to all other customers competing in the distribution
of such products or commodities.
(e) It shall be unlawful for any person to discriminate in favor of one purchaser against
another purchaser or purchasers of a commodity bought for resale, with or without
processing, by contracting to furnish or furnishing, or by contributing to the furnishing of,
any services or facilities connected with the processing, handling, sale, or offering for
sale of such commodity so purchased upon terms not accorded to all purchasers on
proportionally equal terms.
(f) It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in commerce, in the course of such
commerce, knowingly to induce or receive a discrimination in price which is prohibited
by this section.
15 U.S.C. § 13a (Section 3 of the Robinson-Patman Act)
It shall be unlawful for any person engaged in commerce, in the course of such commerce,
to be a party to, or assist in, any transaction of sale, or contract to sell, which discriminates
to his knowledge against competitors of the purchaser, in that, any discount, rebate,
allowance, or advertising service charge is granted to the purchaser over and above any
discount, rebate, allowance, or advertising service charge available at the time of such
transaction to said competitors in respect of a sale of goods of like grade, quality, and
quantity; to sell, or contract to sell, goods in any part of the United States at prices lower
than those exacted by said person elsewhere in the United States for the purpose of
destroying competition, or eliminating a competitor in such part of the United States;
or, to sell, or contract to sell, goods at unreasonably low prices for the purpose of
destroying competition or eliminating a competitor.
Any person violating any of the provisions of this section shall, upon conviction thereof,
be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

R E P O R T

A N D

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

Federal Trade Commission Act
15 U.S.C. § 41 (Section 1 of the Federal Trade Commission Act)
A commission is created and established, to be known as the Federal Trade Commission
(hereinafter referred to as the Commission), which shall be composed of five Commissioners,
who shall be appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate.
Not more than three of the Commissioners shall be members of the same political party.
The first Commissioners appointed shall continue in office for terms of three, four, five, six,
and seven years, respectively, from September 26, 1914, the term of each to be designated
by the President, but their successors shall be appointed for terms of seven years, except
that any person chosen to fill a vacancy shall be appointed only for the unexpired term of
the Commissioner whom he shall succeed: Provided, however, That upon the expiration of
his term of office a Commissioner shall continue to serve until his successor shall have
been appointed and shall have qualified. The President shall choose a chairman from the
Commission’s membership. No Commissioner shall engage in any other business, vocation,
or employment. Any Commissioner may be removed by the President for inefficiency, neglect
of duty, or malfeasance in office. A vacancy in the Commission shall not impair the right of
the remaining Commissioners to exercise all the powers of the Commission.
The Commission shall have an official seal, which shall be judicially noticed.
15 U.S.C. § 45 (Section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission Act)
(a)
(1) Unfair methods of competition in or affecting commerce, and unfair or deceptive acts
or practices in or affecting commerce, are declared unlawful.
(2) The Commission is empowered and directed to prevent persons, partnerships,
or corporations, except banks, savings and loan institutions described in section
57a(f)(3) of this title, Federal credit unions described in section 57a(f)(4) of this title,
common carriers subject to the Acts to regulate commerce, air carriers and foreign
air carriers subject to the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 [49 App. U.S.C. §§ 1301
et seq.], and persons, partnerships, or corporations insofar as they are subject to
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, as amended [7 U.S.C. §§ 181 et seq.],
except as provided in section 406(b) of said Act [7 U.S.C. § 227(b)], from using
unfair methods of competition in or affecting commerce and unfair or deceptive
acts or practices in or affecting commerce.
(3) This subsection shall not apply to unfair methods of competition involving
commerce with foreign nations (other than import commerce) unless—
(A) such methods of competition have a direct, substantial, and reasonably
foreseeable effect—
(i)

on commerce which is not commerce with foreign nations, or on import
commerce with foreign nations; or

(ii) on export commerce with foreign nations, of a person engaged in such
commerce in the United States; and
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(B) such effect gives rise to a claim under the provisions of this subsection, other
than this paragraph.
If this subsection applies to such methods of competition only because of the
operation of subparagraph (A)(ii), this subsection shall apply to such conduct
only for injury to export business in the United States.
(b) Whenever the Commission shall have reason to believe that any such person,
partnership, or corporation has been or is using any unfair method of competition
or unfair or deceptive act or practice in or affecting commerce, and if it shall appear to
the Commission that a proceeding by it in respect thereof would be to the interest of
the public, it shall issue and serve upon such persons, partnership, or corporation a
complaint stating its charges in that respect and containing a notice of a hearing upon
a day and at a place therein fixed at least thirty days after the service of said complaint.
The person, partnership, or corporation so complained of shall have the right to appear
at the place and time so fixed and show cause why an order should not be entered by
the Commission requiring such person, partnership, or corporation to cease and desist
from the violation of the law so charged in said complaint. Any person, partnership,
or corporation may make application, and upon good cause shown may be allowed
by the Commission to intervene and appear in said proceeding by counsel or in person.
The testimony in any such proceeding shall be reduced to writing and filed in the office
of the Commission. If upon such hearing the Commission shall be of the opinion that the
method of competition or the act or practice in question is prohibited by this subchapter,
it shall make a report in writing in which it shall state its findings as to the facts and
shall issue and cause to be served on such person, partnership, or corporation an order
requiring such person, partnership, or corporation to cease and desist from using such
method of competition or such act or practice. Until the expiration of the time allowed for
filing a petition for review, if no such petition has been duly filed within such time, or, if a
petition for review has been filed within such time then until the record in the proceeding
has been filed in a court of appeals of the United States, as hereinafter provided, the
Commission may at any time, upon such notice and in such manner as it shall deem
proper, modify or set aside, in whole or in part, any report or any order made or issued by
it under this section. After the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for review,
if no such petition has been duly filed within such time, the Commission may at any time,
after notice, and opportunity for hearing, reopen and alter, modify, or set aside, in whole
or in part, any report or order made or issued by it under this section, whenever in the
opinion of the Commission conditions of fact or of law have so changed as to require
such action or if the public interest shall so require, except that
(1) the said person, partnership, or corporation may, within sixty days after service upon
him or it of said report or order entered after such a reopening, obtain a review
thereof in the appropriate court of appeals in the United States, in the manner
provided in subsection (c) of this section; and
(2) in the case of an order, the Commission shall reopen any such order to consider
whether such order (including any affirmative relief provision contained in such
order) should be altered, modified, or set aside, in whole or in part, if the person,
partnership, or corporation involved files a request with the Commission which
makes a satisfactory showing that changed conditions of law or fact require such
order to be altered, modified, or set aside, in whole or in part. The Commission
shall determine whether to alter, modify, or set aside any order of the Commission
in response to a request made by a person, partnership, or corporation under
paragraph (2) not later than 120 days after the date of the filing of such request.
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(c) Any person, partnership, or corporation required by an order of the Commission to cease
and desist from using any method of competition or act or practice may obtain a review
of such order in the court of appeals of the United States, within any circuit where the
method of competition or the act or practice in question was used or where such person,
partnership, or corporation resides or carries on business, by filing in the court, within
sixty days from the date of the service of such order, a written petition praying that
the order of the Commission be set aside. A copy of such petition shall be forthwith
transmitted by the clerk of the court to the Commission, and thereupon the Commission
shall file in the court the record in the proceeding, as provided in section 2112 of Title 28
[the U.S. Code]. Upon such filing of the petition the court shall have jurisdiction of the
proceeding and of the question determined therein concurrently with the Commission
until the filing of the record and shall have the power to make and enter a decree
affirming, modifying, or setting aside the order of the Commission, and enforcing the
same to the extent that such order is affirmed and to issue such writs as are ancillary
to its jurisdiction or are necessary in its judgment to prevent injury to the public or to
competitors pendente lite. The findings of the Commission as to the facts, if supported by
evidence, shall be conclusive. To the extent that the order of the Commission is affirmed,
the court shall thereupon issue its own order commending obedience to the terms of
such order of the Commission. If either party shall apply to the court for leave to adduce
additional evidence, and shall show to the satisfaction of the court that such additional
evidence is material and that there were reasonable grounds for the failure to adduce
such evidence in the proceeding before the Commission, the court may order such
additional evidence to be taken before the Commission and to be adduced upon the
hearing in such manner and upon such terms and conditions as to the court may seem
proper. The Commission may modify its findings as to the facts, or make new findings,
by reason of the additional evidence so taken, and it shall file such modified or new
findings, which, if supported by evidence, shall be conclusive, and its recommendation,
if any, for the modification or setting aside of its original order, with the return of such
additional evidence. The judgment and decree of the court shall be final, except that the
same shall be subject to review by the Supreme Court upon certiorari, as provided in
section 347 of Title 28 [of the U.S. Code].
(d) Upon the filing of the record with it the jurisdiction of the court of appeals of the United
States to affirm, enforce, modify, or set aside orders of the Commission shall be
exclusive.
(e) No order of the Commission or judgment of court to enforce the same shall in anywise
relieve or absolve any person, partnership, or corporation from any liability under the
Antitrust Acts.
(f) Complaints, orders, and other processes of the Commission under this section may be
served by anyone duly authorized by the Commission, either
(a) by delivering a copy thereof to the person to be served, or to a member of the
partnership to be served, or the president, secretary, or other executive officer
or a director of the corporation to be served; or
(b) by leaving a copy thereof at the residence or the principal office or place of business
of such person, partnership, or corporation; or

A.25

A.26

A N T I T R U S T

M O D E R N I Z A T I O N

C O M M I S S I O N

(c) by mailing a copy thereof by registered mail or by certified mail addressed to such
person, partnership, or corporation at his or its residence or principal office or place
of business. The verified return by the person so serving said complaint, order, or
other process setting forth the manner of said service shall be proof of the same,
and the return post office receipt of said complaint, order, or other process mailed
by registered mail or by certified mail as aforesaid shall be proof of the service
of the same.
(g) An order of the Commission to cease and desist shall become final—
(1) Upon the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for review, if no such
petition has been duly filed within such time; but the Commission may thereafter
modify or set aside its order to the extent provided in the last sentence of
subsection (b) of this section.
(2) Except as to any order provision subject to paragraph (4), upon the sixtieth day after
such order is served, if a petition for review has been duly filed; except that any such
order may be stayed, in whole or in part and subject to such conditions as may be
appropriate, by—
(A) the Commission;
(B) an appropriate court of appeals of the United States, if
(i) a petition for review of such order is pending in such court, and
(ii) an application for such a stay was previously submitted to the Commission
and the Commission, within the 30-day period beginning on the date the
application was received by the Commission, either denied the application
or did not grant or deny the application; or
(C) the Supreme Court, if an applicable petition for certiorari is pending.
(3) For purposes of subsection (m)(1)(B) of this section and of section 57b(a)(2) of this
title, if a petition for review of the order of the Commission has been filed—
(A) upon the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for certiorari, if the
order of the Commission has been affirmed or the petition for review has been
dismissed by the court of appeals and no petition for certiorari has been
duly filed;
(B) upon the denial of a petition for certiorari, if the order of the Commission has
been affirmed or the petition for review has been dismissed by the court of
appeals; or
(C) upon the expiration of 30 days from the date of issuance of a mandate of the
Supreme Court directing that the order of the Commission be affirmed or the
petition for review be dismissed.
(4) In the case of an order provision requiring a person, partnership, or corporation to
divest itself of stock, other share capital, or assets, if a petition for review of such
order of the Commission has been filed—
(A) upon the expiration of the time allowed for filing a petition for certiorari, if the
order of the Commission has been affirmed or the petition for review has been
dismissed by the court of appeals and no petition for certiorari has been
duly filed;
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(B) upon the denial of a petition for certiorari, if the order of the Commission has
been affirmed or the petition for review has been dismissed by the court of
appeals; or
(C) upon the expiration of 30 days from the date of issuance of a mandate of the
Supreme Court directing that the order of the Commission be affirmed or the
petition for review be dismissed.
(h) If the Supreme Court directs that the order of the Commission be modified or set aside,
the order of the Commission rendered in accordance with the mandate of the Supreme
Court shall become final upon the expiration of thirty days from the time it was rendered,
unless within such thirty days either party has instituted proceedings to have such order
corrected to accord with the mandate, in which event the order of the Commission shall
become final when so corrected.
(i)

If the order of the Commission is modified or set aside by the court of appeals, and if
(1) the time allowed for filing a petition for certiorari has expired and no such petition
has been duly filed, or
(2) the petition for certiorari has been denied, or
(3) the decision of the court has been affirmed by the Supreme Court, then the order of
the Commission rendered in accordance with the mandate of the court of appeals
shall become final on the expiration of thirty days from the time such order of the
Commission was rendered, unless within such thirty days either party has instituted
proceedings to have such order corrected so that it will accord with the mandate,
in which event the order of the Commission shall become final when so corrected.

( j) If the Supreme Court orders a rehearing; or if the case is remanded by the court of
appeals to the Commission for a rehearing; and if
(1) the time allowed for filing a petition for certiorari has expired, and no such petition
has been duly filed, or
(2) the petition for certiorari has been denied, or
(3) the decision of the court has been affirmed by the Supreme Court, then the order
of the Commission rendered upon such rehearing shall become final in the same
manner as though no prior order of the Commission had been rendered.
(k) As used in this section the term “mandate”, in case a mandate has been recalled prior to
the expiration of thirty days from the date of issuance thereof, means the final mandate.
(l)

Any person, partnership, or corporation who violates an order of the Commission after
it has become final, and while such order is in effect, shall forfeit and pay to the United
States a civil penalty of not more than $10,000 for each violation, which shall accrue to
the United States and may be recovered in a civil action brought by the Attorney General
of the United States. Each separate violation of such an order shall be a separate
offense, except that in a case of a violation through continuing failure to obey or neglect
to obey a final order of the Commission, each day of continuance of such failure or
neglect shall be deemed a separate offense. In such actions, the United States district
courts are empowered to grant mandatory injunctions and such other and further
equitable relief as they deem appropriate in the enforcement of such final orders of
the Commission.
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(m)
(1)
(A) The Commission may commence a civil action to recover a civil penalty in a
district court of the United States against any person, partnership, or corporation
which violates any rule under this chapter respecting unfair or deceptive acts
or practices (other than an interpretive rule or a rule violation of which the
Commission has provided is not an unfair or deceptive act or practice in violation
of subsection (a)(1) of this section) with actual knowledge or knowledge fairly
implied on the basis of objective circumstances that such act is unfair or
deceptive and is prohibited by such rule. In such action, such person,
partnership, or corporation shall be liable for a civil penalty of not more
than $10,000 for each violation.
(B) If the Commission determines in a proceeding under subsection (b) of this
section that any act or practice is unfair or deceptive, and issues a final cease
and desist order, other than a consent order with respect to such act or practice,
then the Commission may commence a civil action to obtain a civil penalty in a
district court of the United States against any person, partnership, or corporation
which engages in such act or practice—
(1) after such cease and desist order becomes final (whether or not such
person, partnership, or corporation was subject to such cease and
desist order), and
(2) with actual knowledge that such act or practice is unfair or deceptive and is
unlawful under subsection (a)(1) of this section.
In such action, such person, partnership, or corporation shall be liable for a civil
penalty of not more than $10,000 for each violation.
(C) In the case of a violation through continuing failure to comply with a rule or with
subsection (a)(1) of this section, each day of continuance of such failure shall
be treated as a separate violation, for purposes of subparagraph (A) and (B).
In determining the amount of such a civil penalty, the court shall take into
account the degree of culpability, any history of prior such conduct, ability to
pay, effect on ability to continue to do business, and such other matters as
justice may require.
(2) If the cease and desist order establishing that the act or practice is unfair or
deceptive was not issued against the defendant in a civil penalty action under
paragraph (1)(B) the issues of fact in such action against such defendant shall be
tried de novo. Upon request of any party to such an action against such defendant,
the court shall also review the determination of law made by the Commission in the
proceeding under subsection (b) of this section that the act or practice which was
the subject of such proceeding constituted an unfair or deceptive act or practice in
violation of subsection (a) of this section.
(3) The Commission may compromise or settle any action for a civil penalty if such
compromise or settlement is accompanied by public statement of its reasons
and is approved by the court.

R E P O R T

A N D

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

(n) The Commission shall have no authority under this section or section 57a of this title
to declare unlawful an act or practice on the grounds that such act or practice is unfair
unless the act or practice causes or is likely to cause substantial injury to consumers
which is not reasonably avoidable by consumers themselves and not outweighed by
countervailing benefits to consumers or to competition. In determining whether an act or
practice is unfair, the Commission may consider established public policies as evidence
to be considered with all other evidence. Such public policy considerations may not serve
as a primary basis for such determination.
15 U.S.C. § 53 (Section 13 of the Federal Trade Commission Act)
(a) Whenever the Commission has reason to believe—
(1) that any person, partnership, or corporation is engaged in, or is about to engage in,
the dissemination or the causing of the dissemination of any advertisement in
violation of section 52 of this title, and
(2) that the enjoining thereof pending the issuance of a complaint by the Commission
under section 45 of this title, and until such complaint is dismissed by the
Commission or set aside by the court on review, or the order of the Commission
to cease and desist made thereon has become final within the meaning of section 45
of this title, would be to the interest of the public, the Commission by any of its
attorneys designated by it for such purpose may bring suit in a district court of
the United States or in the United States court of any Territory, to enjoin the
dissemination or the causing of the dissemination of such advertisement. Upon
proper showing a temporary injunction or restraining order shall be granted without
bond. Any suit may be brought where such person, partnership, or corporation resides
or transacts business, or wherever venue is proper under section 1391 of title 28.
In addition, the court may, if the court determines that the interests of justice require
that any other person, partnership, or corporation should be a party in such suit,
cause such other person, partnership, or corporation to be added as a party without
regard to whether venue is otherwise proper in the district in which the suit is
brought. In any suit under this section, process may be served on any person,
partnership, or corporation wherever it may be found.
(b) Whenever the Commission has reason to believe—
(1) that any person, partnership, or corporation is violating, or is about to violate, any
provision of law enforced by the Federal Trade Commission, and
(2) that the enjoining thereof pending the issuance of a complaint by the Commission
and until such complaint is dismissed by the Commission or set aside by the court on
review, or until the order of the Commission made thereon has become final, would
be in the interest of the public—
the Commission by any of its attorneys designated by it for such purpose may bring
suit in a district court of the United States to enjoin any such act or practice. Upon
a proper showing that, weighing the equities and considering the Commission’s
likelihood of ultimate success, such action would be in the public interest, and after
notice to the defendant, a temporary restraining order or a preliminary injunction may
be granted without bond: Provided, however, That if a complaint is not filed within
such period (not exceeding 20 days) as may be specified by the court after issuance
of the temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction, the order or injunction
shall be dissolved by the court and be of no further force and effect: Provided further,
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That in proper cases the Commission may seek, and after proper proof, the court
may issue, a permanent injunction. Any suit may be brought where such person,
partnership, or corporation resides or transacts business, or wherever venue is
proper under section 1391 of Title 28. In addition, the court may, if the court
determines that the interests of justice require that any other person, partnership,
or corporation should be a party in such suit, cause such other person, partnership,
or corporation to be added as a party without regard to whether venue is otherwise
proper in the district in which the suit is brought. In any suit under this section,
process may be served on any person, partnership, or corporation wherever it
may be found.
(c) Any process of the Commission under this section may be served by any person duly
authorized by the Commission—
(1) by delivering a copy of such process to the person to be served, to a member of the
partnership to be served, or to the president, secretary, or other executive officer
or a director of the corporation to be served;
(2) by leaving a copy of such process at the residence or the principal office or place of
business of such person, partnership, or corporation; or
(3) by mailing a copy of such process by registered mail or certified mail addressed to
such person, partnership, or corporation at his, or her, or its residence, principal
office, or principal place or business.
The verified return by the person serving such process setting forth the manner of
such service shall be proof of the same.
(d) Whenever it appears to the satisfaction of the court in the case of a newspaper,
magazine, periodical, or other publication, published at regular intervals—
(1) that restraining the dissemination of a false advertisement in any particular issue
of such publication would delay the delivery of such issue after the regular time
therefor, and
(2) that such delay would be due to the method by which the manufacture and
distribution of such publication is customarily conducted by the publisher in
accordance with sound business practice, and not to any method or device
adopted for the evasion of this section or to prevent or delay the issuance of
an injunction or restraining order with respect to such false advertisement
or any other advertisement, the court shall exclude such issue from the
operation of the restraining order or injunction.
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Foreign Trade Antitrust Improvements Act of 1982
15 U.S.C. § 6a
[The Sherman Act] shall not apply to conduct involving trade or commerce (other than import
trade or import commerce) with foreign nations unless—
(1) such conduct has a direct, substantial, and reasonably foreseeable effect—
(A) on trade or commerce which is not trade or commerce with foreign nations, or on
import trade or import commerce with foreign nations; or
(B) on export trade or export commerce with foreign nations, of a person engaged in such
trade or commerce in the United States; and
(2) such effect gives rise to a claim under the provisions of [the Sherman Act], other than
this section.
If [the Sherman Act applies] to such conduct only because of the operation of paragraph
(1)(B), then [the Sherman Act] shall apply to such conduct only for injury to export
business in the United States.

International Antitrust Enforcement Assistance Act of 1994 (IAEAA)
15 U.S.C. § 6201 (Section 2 of the IAEAA)
In accordance with an antitrust mutual assistance agreement in effect under this chapter,
subject to section 6207 of this title, and except as provided in section 6204 of this title,
the Attorney General of the United States and the Federal Trade Commission may provide
to a foreign antitrust authority with respect to which such agreement is in effect under this
chapter, antitrust evidence to assist the foreign antitrust authority—
(1) in determining whether a person has violated or is about to violate any of the foreign
antitrust laws administered or enforced by the foreign antitrust authority, or
(2) in enforcing any of such foreign antitrust laws.
15 U.S.C. § 6202 (Section 3 of the IAEAA)
(a) Request for investigative assistance
A request by a foreign antitrust authority for investigative assistance under this section
shall be made to the Attorney General, who may deny the request in whole or in part.
No further action shall be taken under this section with respect to any part of a request
that has been denied by the Attorney General.
(b) Authority to investigate
In accordance with an antitrust mutual assistance agreement in effect under this chapter,
subject to section 6207 of this title, and except as provided in section 6204 of this title,
the Attorney General and the Commission may, using their respective authority to
investigate possible violations of the Federal antitrust laws, conduct investigations to
obtain antitrust evidence relating to a possible violation of the foreign antitrust laws
administered or enforced by the foreign antitrust authority with respect to which such
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agreement is in effect under this chapter, and may provide such antitrust evidence to the
foreign antitrust authority, to assist the foreign antitrust authority—
(1) in determining whether a person has violated or is about to violate any of such
foreign antitrust laws, or
(2) in enforcing any of such foreign antitrust laws.
(c) Special scope of authority
An investigation may be conducted under subsection (b) of this section, and antitrust
evidence obtained through such investigation may be provided, without regard to whether
the conduct investigated violates any of the Federal antitrust laws.
(d) Rights and privileges preserved
A person may not be compelled in connection with an investigation under this section to
give testimony or a statement, or to produce a document or other thing, in violation of
any legally applicable right or privilege.
15 U.S.C. § 6203 (Section 4 of the IAEAA)
(a) Authority of district courts
On the application of the Attorney General made in accordance with an antitrust mutual
assistance agreement in effect under this chapter, the United States district court for the
district in which a person resides, is found, or transacts business may order such person
to give testimony or a statement, or to produce a document or other thing, to the Attorney
General to assist a foreign antitrust authority with respect to which such agreement is in
effect under this chapter—
(1) in determining whether a person has violated or is about to violate any of the foreign
antitrust laws administered or enforced by the foreign antitrust authority, or
(2) in enforcing any of such foreign antitrust laws.
(b) Contents of order
(1) Use of appointee to receive evidence
(A) An order issued under subsection (a) of this section may direct that testimony
or a statement be given, or a document or other thing be produced, to a person
who shall be recommended by the Attorney General and appointed by the court.
(B) A person appointed under subparagraph (A) shall have power to administer any
necessary oath and to take such testimony or such statement.
(2) Practice and procedure
(A) An order issued under subsection (a) of this section may prescribe the practice
and procedure for taking testimony and statements and for producing documents
and other things.
(B) Such practice and procedure may be in whole or in part the practice and
procedure of the foreign state, or the regional economic integration organization,
represented by the foreign antitrust authority with respect to which the Attorney
General requests such order.
(C) To the extent such order does not prescribe otherwise, any testimony and
statements required to be taken shall be taken, and any documents and other
things required to be produced shall be produced, in accordance with the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.
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(c) Rights and privileges preserved
A person may not be compelled under an order issued under subsection (a) of this
section to give testimony or a statement, or to produce a document or other thing,
in violation of any legally applicable right or privilege.
(d) Voluntary conduct
This section does not preclude a person in the United States from voluntarily giving
testimony or a statement, or producing a document or other thing, in any manner
acceptable to such person for use in an investigation by a foreign antitrust authority.
15 U.S.C. § 6204 (Section 5 of the IAEAA)
Sections 6201, 6202, and 6203 of this title shall not apply with respect to the following
antitrust evidence:
(1) Antitrust evidence that is received by the Attorney General or the Commission under
section 18a of this title. Nothing in this paragraph shall affect the ability of the Attorney
General or the Commission to disclose to a foreign antitrust authority antitrust evidence
that is obtained otherwise than under section 18a of this title.
(2) Antitrust evidence that is matter occurring before a grand jury and with respect to which
disclosure is prevented by Federal law, except that for the purpose of applying Rule
6(e)(3)(C)(iv) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure with respect to this section—
(A) a foreign antitrust authority with respect to which a particularized need for such
antitrust evidence is shown shall be considered to be an appropriate official of any
of the several States, and
(B) a foreign antitrust law administered or enforced by the foreign antitrust authority shall
be considered to be a State criminal law.
(3) Antitrust evidence that is specifically authorized under criteria established by Executive
Order 12356, or any successor to such order, to be kept secret in the interest of national
defense or foreign policy, and—
(A) that is classified pursuant to such order or such successor, or
(B) with respect to which a determination of classification is pending under such order
or such successor.
(4) Antitrust evidence that is classified under section 2162 of title 42.
15 U.S.C. § 6205 (Section 6 of the IAEAA)
Section 1313 of this title, and sections 46 (f) and 57b-2 of this title, shall not apply to
prevent the Attorney General or the Commission from providing to a foreign antitrust authority
antitrust evidence in accordance with an antitrust mutual assistance agreement in effect
under this chapter and in accordance with the other requirements of this chapter.
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15 U.S.C. § 6206 (Section 7 of the IAEAA)
(a) Publication of proposed antitrust mutual assistance agreements
Not less than 45 days before an antitrust mutual assistance agreement is entered into,
the Attorney General, with the concurrence of the Commission, shall publish in the
Federal Register—
(1) the proposed text of such agreement and any modification to such proposed text, and
(2) a request for public comment with respect to such text or such modification, as the
case may be.
(b) Publication of proposed amendments to antitrust mutual assistance agreements in effect
Not less than 45 days before an agreement is entered into that makes an amendment to
an antitrust mutual assistance agreement, the Attorney General, with the concurrence of
the Commission, shall publish in the Federal Register—
(1) the proposed text of such amendment, and
(2) a request for public comment with respect to such amendment.
(c) Publication of antitrust mutual assistance agreements, amendments, and terminations
Not later than 45 days after an antitrust mutual assistance agreement is entered into or
terminated, or an agreement that makes an amendment to an antitrust mutual assistance
agreement is entered into, the Attorney General, with the concurrence of the Commission,
shall publish in the Federal Register—
(1) the text of the antitrust mutual assistance agreement or amendment, or the terms of
the termination, as the case may be, and
(2) in the case of an agreement that makes an amendment to an antitrust mutual
assistance agreement, a notice containing—
(A) citations to the locations in the Federal Register at which the text of the
antitrust mutual assistance agreement that is so amended, and of any previous
amendments to such agreement, are published, and
(B) a description of the manner in which a copy of the antitrust mutual assistance
agreement, as so amended, may be obtained from the Attorney General and
the Commission.
(d) Condition for validity
An antitrust mutual assistance agreement, or an agreement that makes an amendment
to an antitrust mutual assistance agreement, with respect to which publication does
not occur in accordance with subsections (a), (b), and (c) of this section shall not be
considered to be in effect under this chapter.
15 U.S.C. § 6207 (Section 8 of the IAEAA)
(a) Determinations
Neither the Attorney General nor the Commission may conduct an investigation under section
6202 of this title, apply for an order under section 6203 of this title, or provide antitrust
evidence to a foreign antitrust authority under an antitrust mutual assistance agreement,
unless the Attorney General or the Commission, as the case may be, determines in the
particular instance in which the investigation, application, or antitrust evidence is requested
that—
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(1) the foreign antitrust authority—
(A) will satisfy the assurances, terms, and conditions described in subparagraphs
(A), (B), and (E) of section 6211 (2) of this title, and
(B) is capable of complying with and will comply with the confidentiality requirements
applicable under such agreement to the requested antitrust evidence,
(2) providing the requested antitrust evidence will not violate section 6204 of this title,
and
(3) conducting such investigation, applying for such order, or providing the requested
antitrust evidence, as the case may be, is consistent with the public interest of the
United States, taking into consideration, among other factors, whether the foreign
state or regional economic integration organization represented by the foreign
antitrust authority holds any proprietary interest that could benefit or otherwise
be affected by such investigation, by the granting of such order, or by the provision
of such antitrust evidence.
(b) Limitation on disclosure of certain antitrust evidence
Neither the Attorney General nor the Commission may disclose in violation of an antitrust
mutual assistance agreement any antitrust evidence received under such agreement,
except that such agreement may not prevent the disclosure of such antitrust evidence
to a defendant in an action or proceeding brought by the Attorney General or the
Commission for a violation of any of the Federal laws if such disclosure would otherwise
be required by Federal law.
(c) Required disclosure of notice received
If the Attorney General or the Commission receives a notice described in section 6211
(2)(H) of this title, the Attorney General or the Commission, as the case may be, shall
transmit such notice to the person that provided the evidence with respect to which
such notice is received.
15 U.S.C. § 6208 (Section 9 of the IAEAA)
(a) Determinations
Determinations made under paragraphs (1) and (3) of section 6207 (a) of this title shall
not be subject to judicial review.
(b) Citations to and descriptions of confidentiality laws
Whether an antitrust mutual assistance agreement satisfies section 6211 (2)(C) of this title
shall not be subject to judicial review.
(c) Rules of construction
(1) Administrative Procedure Act
The requirements in section 6206 of this title with respect to publication and request
for public comment shall not be construed to create any availability of judicial review
under chapter 7 of title 5.
(2) Laws referenced in section 6204 of this title
Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect the availability of judicial review
under laws referred to in section 6204 of this title.
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15 U.S.C. § 6209 (Section 10 of the IAEAA)
(a) In general
The authority provided by this chapter is in addition to, and not in lieu of, any other
authority vested in the Attorney General, the Commission, or any other officer of the
United States.
(b) Attorney General and Commission
This chapter shall not be construed to modify or affect the allocation of responsibility
between the Attorney General and the Commission for the enforcement of the Federal
antitrust laws.
15 U.S.C. § 6210 (Section 11 of the IAEAA)
In the 30-day period beginning 3 years after November 2, 1994, and with the concurrence
of the Commission, the Attorney General shall submit, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the President pro tempore of the Senate, a report—
(1) describing how the operation of this chapter has affected the enforcement of the Federal
antitrust laws,
(2) describing the extent to which foreign antitrust authorities have complied with the
confidentiality requirements applicable under antitrust mutual assistance agreements
in effect under this chapter,
(3) specifying separately the identities of the foreign states, regional economic integration
organizations, and foreign antitrust authorities that have entered into such agreements
and the identities of the foreign antitrust authorities with respect to which such foreign
states and such organizations have entered into such agreements,
(4) specifying the identity of each foreign state, and each regional economic integration
organization, that has in effect a law similar to this chapter,
(5) giving the approximate number of requests made by the Attorney General and the
Commission under such agreements to foreign antitrust authorities for antitrust
investigations and for antitrust evidence,
(6) giving the approximate number of requests made by foreign antitrust authorities under
such agreements to the Attorney General and the Commission for investigations under
section 6202 of this title, for orders under section 6203 of this title, and for antitrust
evidence, and
(7) describing any significant problems or concerns of which the Attorney General is aware
with respect to the operation of this chapter.
15 U.S.C. § 6211 (Section 12 of the IAEAA)
For purposes of this chapter:
(1) The term “antitrust evidence” means information, testimony, statements, documents, or
other things that are obtained in anticipation of, or during the course of, an investigation
or proceeding under any of the Federal antitrust laws or any of the foreign antitrust laws.
(2) The term “antitrust mutual assistance agreement” means a written agreement, or written
memorandum of understanding, that is entered into by the United States and a foreign
state or regional economic integration organization (with respect to the foreign antitrust
authorities of such foreign state or such organization, and such other governmental
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entities of such foreign state or such organization as the Attorney General and the
Commission jointly determine may be necessary in order to provide the assistance
described in subparagraph (A)), or jointly by the Attorney General and the Commission
and a foreign antitrust authority, for the purpose of conducting investigations under
section 6202 of this title, applying for orders under section 6203 of this title, or
providing antitrust evidence, on a reciprocal basis and that includes the following:
(A) An assurance that the foreign antitrust authority will provide to the Attorney General
and the Commission assistance that is comparable in scope to the assistance the
Attorney General and the Commission provide under such agreement or such
memorandum.
(B) An assurance that the foreign antitrust authority is subject to laws and procedures
that are adequate to maintain securely the confidentiality of antitrust evidence
that may be received under section 6201, 6202, or 6203 of this title and will give
protection to antitrust evidence received under such section that is not less than the
protection provided under the laws of the United States to such antitrust evidence.
(C) Citations to and brief descriptions of the laws of the United States, and the laws of
the foreign state or regional economic integration organization represented by the
foreign antitrust authority, that protect the confidentiality of antitrust evidence
that may be provided under such agreement or such memorandum. Such citations
and such descriptions shall include the enforcement mechanisms and penalties
applicable under such laws and, with respect to a regional economic integration
organization, the applicability of such laws, enforcement mechanisms, and penalties
to the foreign states composing such organization.
(D) Citations to the Federal antitrust laws, and the foreign antitrust laws, with respect to
which such agreement or such memorandum applies.
(E) Terms and conditions that specifically require using, disclosing, or permitting the
use or disclosure of, antitrust evidence received under such agreement or such
memorandum only—
(i)

for the purpose of administering or enforcing the foreign antitrust laws involved,
or

(ii) with respect to a specified disclosure or use requested by a foreign antitrust
authority and essential to a significant law enforcement objective, in accordance
with the prior written consent that the Attorney General or the Commission, as
the case may be, gives after—
(I) determining that such antitrust evidence is not otherwise readily available
with respect to such objective,
(II) making the determinations described in paragraphs (2) and (3) of section
6207 (a) of this title, with respect to such disclosure or use, and
(III) making the determinations applicable to a foreign antitrust authority under
section 6207 (a)(1) of this title (other than the determination regarding the
assurance described in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph), with respect to
each additional governmental entity, if any, to be provided such antitrust
evidence in the course of such disclosure or use, after having received
adequate written assurances applicable to each such governmental entity.
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(F) An assurance that antitrust evidence received under section 6201, 6202, or 6203
of this title from the Attorney General or the Commission, and all copies of such
evidence, in the possession or control of the foreign antitrust authority will be
returned to the Attorney General or the Commission, respectively, at the conclusion
of the foreign investigation or proceeding with respect to which such evidence
was so received.
(G) Terms and conditions that specifically provide that such agreement or such
memorandum will be terminated if—
(i)

the confidentiality required under such agreement or such memorandum is
violated with respect to antitrust evidence, and

(ii) adequate action is not taken both to minimize any harm resulting from the
violation and to ensure that the confidentiality required under such agreement
or such memorandum is not violated again.
(H) Terms and conditions that specifically provide that if the confidentiality required under
such agreement or such memorandum is violated with respect to antitrust evidence,
notice of the violation will be given—
(i)

by the foreign antitrust authority promptly to the Attorney General or the
Commission with respect to antitrust evidence provided by the Attorney General
or the Commission, respectively, and

(ii) by the Attorney General or the Commission to the person (if any) that provided
such evidence to the Attorney General or the Commission.
(3) The term “Attorney General” means the Attorney General of the United States.
(4) The term “Commission” means the Federal Trade Commission.
(5) The term “Federal antitrust laws” has the meaning given the term “antitrust laws” in
subsection (a) of section 12 of this title but also includes section 45 of this title to the
extent that such section 45 applies to unfair methods of competition.
(6) The term “foreign antitrust authority” means a governmental entity of a foreign state
or of a regional economic integration organization that is vested by such state or such
organization with authority to enforce the foreign antitrust laws of such state or such
organization.
(7) The term “foreign antitrust laws” means the laws of a foreign state, or of a regional
economic integration organization, that are substantially similar to any of the Federal
antitrust laws and that prohibit conduct similar to conduct prohibited under the Federal
antitrust laws.
(8) The term “person” has the meaning given such term in subsection (a) of section 12 of
this title.
(9) The term “regional economic integration organization” means an organization that is
constituted by, and composed of, foreign states, and on which such foreign states have
conferred sovereign authority to make decisions that are binding on such foreign states,
and that are directly applicable to and binding on persons within such foreign states,
including the decisions with respect to—
(A) administering or enforcing the foreign antitrust laws of such organization, and
(B) prohibiting and regulating disclosure of information that is obtained by such
organization in the course of administering or enforcing such laws.
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15 U.S.C. § 6212 (Section 13 of the IAEAA)
The Attorney General and the Commission are authorized to receive from a foreign antitrust
authority, or from the foreign state or regional economic integration organization represented
by such foreign antitrust authority, reimbursement for the costs incurred by the Attorney
General or the Commission, respectively, in conducting an investigation under section 6202
of this title requested by such foreign antitrust authority, applying for an order under section
6203 of this title to assist such foreign antitrust authority, or providing antitrust evidence to
such foreign antitrust authority under an antitrust mutual assistance agreement in effect
under this chapter with respect to such foreign antitrust authority.

Alternative Fines Statute
18 U.S.C. § 3571
(a) In General.—A defendant who has been found guilty of an offense may be sentenced to
pay a fine.
(b) Fines for Individuals.—Except as provided in subsection (e) of this section, an individual
who has been found guilty of an offense may be fined not more than the greatest of—
(1) the amount specified in the law setting forth the offense;
(2) the applicable amount under subsection (d) of this section;
(3) for a felony, not more than $250,000;
(4) for a misdemeanor resulting in death, not more than $250,000;
(5) for a Class A misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $100,000;
(6) for a Class B or C misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $5,000;
or
(7) for an infraction, not more than $5,000.
(c) Fines for Organizations.—Except as provided in subsection (e) of this section, an
organization that has been found guilty of an offense may be fined not more
than the greatest of—
(1) the amount specified in the law setting forth the offense;
(2) the applicable amount under subsection (d) of this section;
(3) for a felony, not more than $500,000;
(4) for a misdemeanor resulting in death, not more than $500,000;
(5) for a Class A misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than $200,000;
(6) for a Class B or C misdemeanor that does not result in death, not more than
$10,000; and
(7) for an infraction, not more than $10,000.
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(d) Alternative Fine Based on Gain or Loss.—If any person derives pecuniary gain from the
offense, or if the offense results in pecuniary loss to a person other than the defendant,
the defendant may be fined not more than the greater of twice the gross gain or twice the
gross loss, unless imposition of a fine under this subsection would unduly complicate or
prolong the sentencing process.
(e) Special Rule for Lower Fine Specified in Substantive Provision.—If a law setting forth
an offense specifies no fine or a fine that is lower than the fine otherwise applicable
under this section and such law, by specific reference, exempts the offense from the
applicability of the fine otherwise applicable under this section, the defendant may not
be fined more than the amount specified in the law setting forth the offense.

Antitrust Criminal Penalty Enhancement and Reform Act of 2004, Subtitle A
15 U.S.C. § 1 note (Section 211 of the ACPERA)
(a) In General.—Except as provided in subsection (b), the provisions of sections 211 through
214 shall cease to have effect 5 years after the date of enactment of this Act.
(b) Exception.—With respect to an applicant who has entered into an antitrust leniency agreement on or before the date on which the provisions of sections 211 through 214
of this subtitle shall cease to have effect, the provisions of sections 211 through 214
of this subtitle shall continue in effect.
15 U.S.C. § 1 note (Section 212 of the ACPERA)
In this subtitle:
(1) Antitrust division.—The term “Antitrust Division” means the United States Department of
Justice Antitrust Division.
(2) Antitrust leniency agreement.—The term “antitrust leniency agreement,” or “agreement,”
means a leniency letter agreement, whether conditional or final, between a person and
the Antitrust Division pursuant to the Corporate Leniency Policy of the Antitrust Division
in effect on the date of execution of the agreement.
(3) Antitrust leniency applicant.—The term “antitrust leniency applicant,” or “applicant,”
means, with respect to an antitrust leniency agreement, the person that has entered into
the agreement.
(4) Claimant.—The term “claimant” means a person or class, that has brought, or on whose
behalf has been brought, a civil action alleging a violation of section 1 or 3 of the
Sherman Act or any similar State law, except that the term does not include a State
or a subdivision of a State with respect to a civil action brought to recover damages
sustained by the State or subdivision.
(5) Cooperating individual.—The term “cooperating individual” means, with respect to an
antitrust leniency agreement, a current or former director, officer, or employee of the
antitrust leniency applicant who is covered by the agreement.
(6) Person.—The term “person” has the meaning given it in subsection (a) of the first
section of the Clayton Act.
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15 U.S.C. § 1 note (Section 213 of the ACPERA)
(a) In General.—Subject to subsection (d), in any civil action alleging a violation of section 1
or 3 of the Sherman Act, or alleging a violation of any similar State law, based on conduct
covered by a currently effective antitrust leniency agreement, the amount of damages
recovered by or on behalf of a claimant from an antitrust leniency applicant who satisfies
the requirements of subsection (b), together with the amounts so recovered from
cooperating individuals who satisfy such requirements, shall not exceed that portion of
the actual damages sustained by such claimant which is attributable to the commerce
done by the applicant in the goods or services affected by the violation.
(b) Requirements.—Subject to subsection (c), an antitrust leniency applicant or cooperating
individual satisfies the requirements of this subsection with respect to a civil action
described in subsection (a) if the court in which the civil action is brought determines,
after considering any appropriate pleadings from the claimant, that the applicant or
cooperating individual, as the case may be, has provided satisfactory cooperation to
the claimant with respect to the civil action, which cooperation shall include—
(1) providing a full account to the claimant of all facts known to the applicant or
cooperating individual, as the case may be, that are potentially relevant to
the civil action;
(2) furnishing all documents or other items potentially relevant to the civil action that
are in the possession, custody, or control of the applicant or cooperating individual,
as the case may be, wherever they are located; and
(3)
(A) in the case of a cooperating individual—
(i)

making himself or herself available for such interviews, depositions, or
testimony in connection with the civil action as the claimant may reasonably
require; and

(ii) responding completely and truthfully, without making any attempt either
falsely to protect or falsely to implicate any person or entity, and without
intentionally withholding any potentially relevant information, to all questions
asked by the claimant in interviews, depositions, trials, or any other court
proceedings in connection with the civil action; or
(B) in the case of an antitrust leniency applicant, using its best efforts to secure and
facilitate from cooperating individuals covered by the agreement the cooperation
described in clauses (i) and (ii) and subparagraph (A).
(c) Timeliness.—If the initial contact by the antitrust leniency applicant with the Antitrust
Division regarding conduct covered by the antitrust leniency agreement occurs after a
State, or subdivision of a State, has issued compulsory process in connection with an
investigation of allegations of a violation of section 1 or 3 of the Sherman Act or any
similar State law based on conduct covered by the antitrust leniency agreement or after
a civil action described in subsection (a) has been filed, then the court shall consider,
in making the determination concerning satisfactory cooperation described in subsection
(b), the timeliness of the applicant’s initial cooperation with the claimant.
(d) Continuation.—Nothing in this section shall be construed to modify, impair, or supersede
the provisions of sections 4, 4A, and 4C of the Clayton Act relating to the recovery of
costs of suit, including a reasonable attorney’s fee, and interest on damages, to the
extent that such recovery is authorized by such sections.
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15 U.S.C. § 1 note (Section 214 of the ACPERA)
Nothing in this subtitle shall be construed to—
(1) affect the rights of the Antitrust Division to seek a stay or protective order in a civil action
based on conduct covered by an antitrust leniency agreement to prevent the cooperation
described in section 213(b) from impairing or impeding the investigation or prosecution
by the Antitrust Division of conduct covered by the agreement;
(2) create any right to challenge any decision by the Antitrust Division with respect to an
antitrust leniency agreement; or
(3) affect, in any way, the joint and several liability of any party to a civil action described
in section 213(a), other than that of the antitrust leniency applicant and cooperating
individuals as provided in section 213(a) of this title.
amending 15 U.S.C. § 1 (Section 215 of the ACPERA)
(a) Restraint of Trade Among the States.—Section 1 of the Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. 1) is
amended by—
(1) striking “$10,000,000”’ and inserting “$100,000,000”;
(2) striking “$350,000” and inserting “$1,000,000”; and
(3) striking “three” and inserting “10.”
(b) Monopolizing Trade.—Section 2 of the Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. 2) is amended by—
(1) striking “$10,000,000” and inserting “$100,000,000”;
(2) striking “$350,000” and inserting “$1,000,000”; and
(3) striking “three” and inserting “10.”
(c) Other Restraints of Trade.—Section 3 of the Sherman Act (15 U.S.C. 3) is amended by—
(1) striking “$10,000,000” and inserting “$100,000,000”;
(2) striking “$350,000” and inserting “$1,000,000”; and
(3) striking “three” and inserting “10.”
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Appendix B
Antitrust Modernization Commission Hearings
B y H e a r i n g To p i c

Merger Enforcement (November 17, 2005)
Panel I—Assessment of U.S. Merger Enforcement Policy
William Baer, Arnold & Porter LLP, Washington, D.C.
James F. Rill, Howrey LLP, Washington, D.C.
David T. Scheffman, LECG, LLC, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Robert D. Willig, Competition Policy Associates (COMPASS), Princeton, New Jersey
Panel II—Treatment of Efficiencies in Merger Enforcement
Prof. Jonathan Baker, Washington College of Law, American University, Washington, D.C.
George S. Cary, Cleary Gottlieb Steen & Hamilton LLP, Washington, D.C.
Kenneth Heyer, U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
Charles F. (Rick) Rule, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson, Washington, D.C.
Michael Salinger, Federal Trade Commission, Bureau of Economics, Washington, D.C.
Panel III—Hart-Scott-Rodino Second Request Process
Wayne Dale Collins, Shearman & Sterling LLP, New York, New York & Washington, D.C.
Susan A. Creighton, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
J. Robert Kramer, II, U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
David P. Wales, Jr., Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft, LLP, Washington, D.C.
Mark D. Whitener, General Electric Company, Washington, D.C.
Economists’ Roundtable on Merger Enforcement (January 19, 2006)
Prof. Timothy F. Bresnahan, Stanford University, Stanford, California
Prof. Steven Neil Kaplan, University of Chicago Graduate School of Business, Chicago, Illinois
Prof. Peter C. Reiss, Graduate School of Business, Stanford University, Stanford, California
Prof. Daniel L. Rubinfeld, Boalt Hall School of Law, University of California at Berkeley,
Berkeley, California
Prof. Lawrence J. White, Leonard N. Stern School of Business, New York University,
New York, New York
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Exclusionary Conduct (September 29, 2005)
Kenneth L. Glazer, Coca-Cola Co., Atlanta, Georgia
Prof. Timothy J. Muris, O’Melveny & Myers LLP, Washington, D.C.
R. Hewitt Pate, Hunton & Williams LLP, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Robert Pitofsky, Georgetown University Law Center, Washington, D.C.
M. Laurence Popofsky, Heller Ehrman LLP, San Francisco, California
Charles F. (Rick) Rule, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Steven C. Salop, Georgetown University Law Center, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Carl Shapiro, Haas School of Business, University of California at Berkeley,
Berkeley, California
Willard K. Tom, Morgan, Lewis & Bockius LLP, Washington, D.C.
New Economy (November 8, 2005)
Panel I—Antitrust and the New Economy
Daniel Cooperman, Oracle Corporation, Redwood Shores, California
Prof. Richard J. Gilbert, University of California at Berkeley, Berkeley, California
M. Howard Morse, Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP, Washington, D.C.
James J. O’Connell, Jr., U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
John E. Osborn, Cephalon, Inc., Frazer, Pennsylvania
Prof. Carl Shapiro, Haas School of Business, University of California at Berkeley,
Berkeley, California
Panel II—Patent Law Reform
Susan DeSanti, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Peter Detkin, Intellectual Ventures, Bellevue, Washington
Prof. Mark A. Lemley, Stanford Law School, Stanford, California
Stephen A. Merrill, National Academies’ Board on Science, Technology and Economic Policy
(STEP), Washington, D.C.
Stephen M. Pinkos, United States Patent and Trademark Office, Alexandria, Virginia
Stephen A. Stack, Jr., Dechert LLP, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Federal Enforcement Institutions (November 3, 2005)
Panel I—Harmonizing FTC and DOJ Injunction Procedures
William Blumenthal, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Craig Conrath, U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
Joe Sims, Jones Day, Washington, D.C.
Michael N. Sohn, Arnold & Porter LLP, Washington, D.C.
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Panel II—The FTC-DOJ Clearance Process
Prof. Timothy J. Muris, O’Melveny & Myers LLP, Washington, D.C.
John M. Nannes, Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom LLP, Washington, D.C.
Joe Sims, Jones Day, Washington, D.C.
Michael N. Sohn, Arnold & Porter LLP, Washington, D.C.
State Enforcement Institutions (October 26, 2005)
Prof. Michael E. DeBow, Cumberland School of Law, Samford University,
Birmingham, Alabama
Prof. Harry First, New York University School of Law, New York, New York
Phillip A. Proger, Jones Day, Washington, D.C.
Hon. G. Steven Rowe, Attorney General, State of Maine, Augusta, Maine
International Antitrust (February 15, 2006)
James R. Atwood, Covington & Burling, San Francisco, California
Michael D. Blechman, Kaye Scholer LLP, New York, New York
Prof. Eleanor M. Fox, New York University School of Law, New York, New York
Gerald F. Masoudi, U.S. Department of Justice, Washington, D.C.
Randolph W. Tritell, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Civil Remedies (July 28, 2005)
Panel I—Damages Multiplier, Attorneys’ Fees, and Prejudgment Interest
David Boies, Boies, Schiller & Flexner LLP, Armonk, New York
Prof. Edward Cavanagh, St. John’s University School of Law, Jamaica, New York
Prof. Robert H. Lande, University of Baltimore School of Law, Baltimore, Maryland
Abbott (Tad) B. Lipsky, Latham & Watkins LLP, Washington, D.C.
Stephen D. Susman, Susman Godfrey LLP, Houston, Texas
Panel II—Joint & Several Liability, Contribution, and Claim Reduction
Lloyd Constantine, Constantine Cannon, PC, New York, New York
Hon. Frank H. Easterbrook, United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit,
Chicago, Illinois
Michael D. Hausfeld, Cohen, Milstein, Hausfeld & Toll, PLLC, Washington, D.C.
Don T. Hibner, Jr., Sheppard, Mullin, Richter & Hampton LLP, Los Angeles, California
Harry M. Reasoner, Vinson & Elkins L.L.P., Houston, Texas
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Indirect Purchaser Litigation (June 27, 2005)
Hon. Mark J. Bennett, Attorney General, State of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii
Ellen Cooper, Maryland Attorney General’s Office, Antitrust Division, Baltimore, Maryland
Jonathan W. Cuneo, Cuneo Waldman & Gilbert, LLP, Washington, D.C.
Michael L. Denger, Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher LLP, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Andrew I. Gavil, Howard University Law School, Washington, D.C.
Daniel E. Gustafson, Gustafson Gluek PLLC, Minneapolis, Minnesota
H. Laddie Montague, Jr., Berger & Montague, PC, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
Richard M. Steuer, Mayer, Brown, Rowe & Maw LLP, New York, New York
David B. Tulchin, Sullivan & Cromwell LLP, New York, New York
Margaret M. Zwisler, Latham & Watkins LLP, Washington, D.C.
Government Civil Remedies (December 1, 2005)
Kevin J. Arquit, Simpson Thatcher & Bartlett LLP, New York, New York
Prof. Stephen Calkins, Wayne State University Law School, Detroit, Michigan
John D. Graubert, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Thomas B. Leary, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Criminal Remedies (November 3, 2005)
Scott D. Hammond, U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
Anthony V. Nanni, Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP, Washington, D.C.
Tefft W. Smith, Kirkland & Ellis LLP, Washington, D.C., Chicago, Illinois
Charles R. Tetzlaff, U.S. Sentencing Commission, Washington, D.C.
Robinson-Patman Act (July 28, 2005)
J. H. Campbell, Jr., Associated Grocers, Inc., Baton Rouge, Louisiana
Professor Herbert Hovenkamp, The University of Iowa College of Law, Iowa City, Iowa
Harvey Saferstein, Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo P.C., Santa Monica, California
Bruce V. Spiva, Tycko, Zavareei & Spiva LLP, Washington, D.C.
Statutory Immunities and Exemptions (December 1, 2005)
Alden F. Abbott, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Darren Bush, University of Houston Law Center, Houston, Texas
Prof. Peter C. Carstensen, University of Wisconsin Law School, Madison, Wisconsin
Gregory K. Leonard, National Economic Research Associates, Inc., San Francisco, California
James C. Miller III, CapAnalysis and Howrey LLP, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Stephen F. Ross, University of Illinois College of Law, Champaign, Illinois
John J. Sullivan, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C.
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McCarran-Ferguson Act (October 18, 2006)
Jay B. Angoff, Roger G. Brown & Associates, Jefferson City, Missouri
Julie L. Gackenbach, Confrere Strategies, Washington, D.C.
Michael T. McRaith, Illinois Department of Financial and Professional Regulation,
Division of Insurance, Chicago, Illinois
Theodore Voorhees, Jr., Covington & Burling LLP, Washington, D.C.
J. Stephen Zielezienski, American Insurance Association, Washington, D.C.
Shipping Act (October 18, 2006)
Fabrizia Benini, Directorate General for Competition of the European Commission,
Brussels, Belgium
Steven R. Blust, Federal Maritime Commission, Washington, D.C.
Jean Godwin, American Association of Port Authorities, Alexandria, Virginia
Edward Greenberg, Galland, Kharasch, Greenberg, Fellman & Swirsky, PC, Washington, D.C.
Prof. Chris Sagers, Cleveland-Marshall College of Law, Cleveland State University,
Cleveland, Ohio
Stanley Sher, Sher & Blackwell, Washington, D.C.
Greg P. Stefflre, Rail Delivery Services, Inc., Fontana, California
State Action Doctrine (September 29, 2005)
John C. Christie, Jr., Wilmer Cutler Pickering Hale and Dorr LLP, Washington, D.C.
Robert M. Langer, Wiggin and Dana, Hartford, Connecticut
Maureen K. Ohlhausen, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
Carlton A. Varner, Sheppard Mullin Richter & Hampton, Los Angeles, California
Regulated Industries (December 5, 2005)
Scott G. Alvarez, Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, Washington, D.C.
Raymond A. Atkins, Surface Board of Transportation, Washington, D.C.
Mark Cooper, Consumer Federation of America, Washington, D.C.
Harold Furchtgott-Roth, Furchtgott-Roth Economic Enterprises, Washington, D.C.
J. Bruce McDonald, U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
Hon. Rob McKenna, Attorney General, State of Washington, Olympia, Washington
Diana L. Moss, American Antitrust Institute, Washington, D.C.
John Thorne, Verizon Communications, Arlington, Virginia
Barnett/Majoras (March 21, 2006)
Thomas O. Barnett, U.S. Department of Justice, Antitrust Division, Washington, D.C.
Deborah Platt Majoras, Federal Trade Commission, Washington, D.C.
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By Witness

Alden F. Abbott (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
Scott G. Alvarez (Regulated Industries)
Jay Angoff (McCarran-Ferguson Act)
Kevin J. Arquit (Government Civil Remedies)
Raymond A. Atkins (Regulated Industries)
James R. Atwood (International Antitrust)
William Baer (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Jonathan Baker (Merger Enforcement)
Thomas O. Barnett (Barnett/Majoras)
Fabrizia Benini (Shipping Act)
Hon. Mark Bennett (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Michael D. Blechman (International Antitrust)
William Blumenthal (Federal Enforcement Institutions)
Steven R. Blust (Shipping Act)
David Boies (Civil Remedies)
Prof. Timothy Bresnahan (Economists’ Roundtable on Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Darren Bush (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
Prof. Stephen Calkins (Government Civil Remedies)
J. H. Campbell, Jr. (Robinson-Patman Act)
Prof. Peter C. Carstensen (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
George S. Cary (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Edward Cavanagh (Civil Remedies)
John C. Christie, Jr. (State Action Doctrine)
Wayne Dale Collins (Merger Enforcement)
Craig Conrath (Federal Enforcement Institutions)
Lloyd Constantine (Civil Remedies)
Ellen Cooper (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Mark Cooper (Regulated Industries)
Daniel Cooperman (New Economy)
Susan A. Creighton (Merger Enforcement)
Jonathan Cuneo (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Prof. Michael E. DeBow (State Enforcement Institutions)
Michael Denger (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Susan DeSanti (New Economy)
Peter Detkin (New Economy)
Hon. Frank H. Easterbrook (Civil Remedies)
Prof. Harry First (State Enforcement Institutions)
Prof. Eleanor M. Fox (International Antitrust)
Harold Furchtgott-Roth (Regulated Industries)
Julie Gackenbach (McCarran-Ferguson Act)
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Prof. Andrew Gavil (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Prof. Richard J. Gilbert (New Economy)
Kenneth L. Glazer (Exclusionary Conduct)
Jean Godwin (Shipping Act)
John D. Graubert (Government Civil Remedies)
Edward Greenberg (Shipping Act)
Daniel Gustafson (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Scott D. Hammond (Criminal Remedies)
Michael D. Hausfeld (Civil Remedies)
Kenneth Heyer (Merger Enforcement)
Don T. Hibner, Jr. (Civil Remedies)
Prof. Herbert Hovenkamp (Robinson-Patman Act)
Prof. Steven Neil Kaplan (Economists’ Roundtable on Merger Enforcement)
J. Robert Kramer, II (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Robert H. Lande (Civil Remedies)
Robert M. Langer (State Action Doctrine)
Thomas B. Leary (Government Civil Remedies)
Prof. Mark A. Lemley (New Economy)
Gregory K. Leonard (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
Abbott (Tad) B. Lipsky (Civil Remedies)
Deborah Platt Majoras (Barnett/Majoras)
Gerald F. Masoudi (International Antitrust)
J. Bruce McDonald (Regulated Industries)
Hon. Rob McKenna (Regulated Industries)
Michael T. McRaith (McCarran-Ferguson Act)
Stephen A. Merrill (New Economy)
James C. Miller III (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
H. Laddie Montague, Jr. (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
M. Howard Morse (New Economy)
Diana L. Moss (Regulated Industries)
Prof. Timothy J. Muris (Exclusionary Conduct)
Prof. Timothy J. Muris (Federal Enforcement Institutions)
John M. Nannes (Federal Enforcement Institutions)
Anthony V. Nanni (Criminal Remedies)
James J. O’Connell, Jr. (New Economy)
Maureen K. Ohlhausen (State Action Doctrine)
John E. Osborn (New Economy)
R. Hewitt Pate (Exclusionary Conduct)
Stephen M. Pinkos (New Economy)
Prof. Robert Pitofsky (Exclusionary Conduct)
M. Laurence Popofsky (Exclusionary Conduct)
Phillip A. Proger (State Enforcement Institutions)
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Harry M. Reasoner (Civil Remedies)
Prof. Peter C. Reiss (Economists’ Roundtable on Merger Enforcement)
James F. Rill (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Stephen F. Ross (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
Hon. G. Steven Rowe (State Enforcement Institutions)
Prof. Daniel L. Rubinfeld (Economists’ Roundtable on Merger Enforcement)
Charles F. (Rick) Rule (Merger Enforcement)
Charles F. (Rick) Rule (Exclusionary Conduct)
Harvey Saferstein (Robinson-Patman Act)
Prof. Christopher Sagers (Shipping Act)
Michael Salinger (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Steven C. Salop (Exclusionary Conduct)
David T. Scheffman (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Carl Shapiro (Exclusionary Conduct)
Prof. Carl Shapiro (New Economy)
Stanley Sher (Shipping Act)
Joe Sims (Federal Enforcement Institutions)
Tefft W. Smith (Criminal Remedies)
Michael N. Sohn (Federal Enforcement Institutions)
Bruce V. Spiva (Robinson-Patman Act)
Stephen A. Stack, Jr. (New Economy)
Greg P. Stefflre (Shipping Act)
Richard Steuer (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
John J. Sullivan (Statutory Immunities and Exemptions)
David P. Wales, Jr. (Merger Enforcement)
Stephen D. Susman (Civil Remedies)
Charles R. Tetzlaff (Criminal Remedies)
John Thorne (Regulated Industries)
Willard K. Tom (Exclusionary Conduct)
Randolph W. Tritell (International Antitrust)
David Tulchin (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
Carlton A. Varner (State Action Doctrine)
Theodore Voorhees, Jr. (McCarran-Ferguson Act)
Prof. Lawrence White (Economists’ Roundtable on Merger Enforcement)
Mark D. Whitener (Merger Enforcement)
Prof. Robert D. Willig (Merger Enforcement)
J. Stephen Zielezienski (McCarran-Ferguson Act)
Margaret Zwisler (Indirect Purchaser Litigation)
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Appendix C
Comments Received by the
Antitrust Modernization Commission
COMMENTS ON ISSUES SELECTED FOR STUDY*
By Submitter
Alliance for Rail Competition et al. (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Alternative Fines Statute (June 30, 2006)
American Antitrust Institute, re Civil Remedies (June 17, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Consumer Welfare Standard (May 22, 2006)
American Antitrust Institute, re Contribution and Claim Reduction (Feb. 19, 2007)
American Antitrust Institute, re Enforcement Institutions (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Exclusionary Conduct (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Indirect Purchaser Litigation (July 10, 2006)
American Antitrust Institute, re Indirect Purchaser Recommendation (Mar. 2, 2007)
American Antitrust Institute, re International Antitrust (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Merger Enforcement (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re New Economy (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Robinson-Patman Act (July 1, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Sentencing Guidelines (Sept. 30, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Alternative Fines Statute
(June 30, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Contribution and Claim Reduction
(Dec. 5, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Differential Merger Enforcement
Standards (Oct. 28, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Dual Federal Merger Enforcement
(Oct. 28, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Efficiencies (Nov. 10, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Exclusionary Conduct (Mar. 17, 2006)

*

See 70 Fed. Reg. 28,902 (May 19, 2005); 70 Fed. Reg. 46,474 (Aug. 10, 2005); 70 Fed. Reg. 69,510
(Nov. 16, 2005); 71 Fed. Reg. 30,863 (May 31, 2006); 71 Fed. Reg. 34,590 (June 15, 2006).
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American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re FTAIA (Feb. 8, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Hart-Scott-Rodino Second Request
Process (Dec. 7, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, Data re HSR Act Burdens (Feb. 22, 2007)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Horizontal Merger Guidelines
(Nov. 10, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Immunities and Exemptions
(Nov. 30, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Indirect Purchaser Litigation
(July 19, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re International Cooperation
(Feb. 8, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re McCarran-Ferguson Act (Apr. 10, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Regulated Industries (July 17, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Robinson-Patman Act (Apr. 10, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Sentencing Guidelines (Nov. 14, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Shipping Act (Mar. 17, 2006; revised
Oct. 24, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re State Antitrust Enforcement
(Oct. 19, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re State Civil Nonmerger Enforcement
(Oct. 19, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Treble Damages (July 26, 2006)
American Bar Association, Sections of Antitrust Law and International Law (Apr. 10, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of International Law (Sept. 1, 2005)
American Commodity Company (July 14, 2005)
American Cotton Exporters Association (July 11, 2005)
American Council of Life Insurers (Oct. 17, 2006)
American Farm Bureau Federation (July 15, 2005)
American Insurance Association (July 15, 2005)
American Intellectual Property Law Association (July 25, 2005)
American Natural Soda Ash Corp. (June 28, 2005)
American Pork Export Trading Company (July 15, 2005)
American Public Power Association, re Merger Enforcement (Jan. 27, 2006)
American Public Power Association, re Regulated Industries (Jan. 27, 2006)
Prof. Bruce Anderson (July 15, 2005)
Stephen W. Armstrong (July 10, 2006)
Association for Competitive Technology (Feb. 7, 2006)
Association for the Administration of Rice Quotas, Inc. (July 14, 2005)
Association of American Railroads (Aug. 30, 2005)
Attorneys General of Hawaii, Maine, and Oregon (July 23, 2006)
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Jason Beaton (May 18, 2006)
Bertelsmann AG et al. (Aug. 12, 2005)
Robert E. Bloch (Feb. 2, 2006)
Joseph E. Brennan (Oct. 11, 2006)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Patrick E. Cafferty et al. (June 2, 2006)
California Dried Fruit Export Association (July 8, 2005)
California Kiwifruit Commission and California Kiwifruit Exporters Association (July 7, 2005)
Canadian Bar Association (Jan. 16, 2006)
Prof. Peter C. Carstensen, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
Prof. Peter C. Carstensen, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
Prof. Michael L. Cook (July 15, 2005)
China Trade Development Corporation (June 19, 2005)
Katy Coba (July 13, 2005)
Committee to Support US Trade Laws (June 14, 2005)
Community Catalyst (July 22, 2005)
CompTel/ALTS, re Exclusionary Conduct (July 15, 2005)
CompTel/ALTS, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
Computer & Communications Industry Association, re NAS-STEP and FTC Reports
(July 20, 2005)
Computer & Communications Industry Association, re New Economy (July 20, 2005)
Congressional Farmer Cooperative Caucus (July 15, 2005)
John Connor, re Cartel Overcharges (June 15, 2005)
John Connor, re International Cartels (June 13, 2005)
John Connor, re Optimal Deterrence (June 13, 2005)
John Connor, re Price-Fixing Overcharges (June 13, 2005)
John Connor, re Vitamins Conspiracy (Feb. 23, 2006)
Corn Refiners Association (July 13, 2005)
Directorate General for Competition of the European Commission (Apr. 6, 2006)
James R. Eiszner (Feb. 12, 2007)
Far West Rice, Inc. (July 14, 2005)
Gardner/Rossi Company (June 16, 2005)
Richard Gilmore (Mar. 1, 2005)
Senator Charles E. Grassley (June 20, 2006)
Thomas Greene (July 15, 2005)
Thomas Hoar (May 18, 2006)
Stephen D. Houck and Kevin J. O’Connor (Sept. 22, 2005)
Gary Hull (June 29, 2005)
Illinois Tool Works, Inc. (Aug. 18, 2005)
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Intel Corporation (March 16, 2007)
Intermodal Association of North America, Inc. (Nov. 1, 2006)
Intermodal Motor Carriers Conference (July 15, 2005)
International Bar Association, re International Antitrust (Jan. 27, 2006)
International Bar Association, re Merger Enforcement (Oct. 26, 2005)
International Bar Association, Antitrust and Trade Law Section (Sept. 26, 2005)
International Chamber of Commerce (Sept. 1, 2005)
International Chamber of Commerce and the Business and Industry Advisory Committee
to the OECD (Feb. 15, 2006)
Joint Export Trade Alliance, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
Joint Export Trade Alliance, re International Antitrust (Jan. 13, 2006)
Eleanor Roberts Lewis and Jeffrey Anspacher (Feb. 15, 2005)
Senators Trent Lott and Thad Cochran (July 12, 2006)
Rep. Donald Manzullo (June 17, 2005)
Philip Marsden (Dec. 13, 2005)
Members of the West Coast MTO Agreement (Jan. 23, 2007)
Merger Streamlining Group (Feb. 6, 2006)
Hon. Rob McKenna (July 15, 2005)
Motion Picture Association of America, Inc., re New Economy (July 15, 2005)
Motion Picture Association of America, Inc., Supplemental Comments re New Economy
(Aug. 9, 2005)
Prof. Willard Mueller (July 5, 2005)
Mutual Trade Services (July 15, 2005)
National Association of Manufacturers (July 12, 2005)
National Association of Waterfront Employees (Dec. 29, 2006)
National Chicken Council (July 7, 2005)
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives (July 15, 2005)
National Council on Compensation Insurance, re McCarran-Ferguson (July 15, 2005)
National Council on Compensation Insurance, Supplemental Comments re
McCarran-Ferguson (Nov. 1, 2006)
National Farmers Union (July 15. 2005)
National Foreign Trade Council, Inc. (July 15, 2005)
National Industrial Transportation League (Oct. 18, 2006)
National Milk Producers Federation (July 15, 2005)
National Motor Freight Traffic Association, Inc. (July 22, 2005)
National Motor Freight Traffic Association, Inc. and the National Classification Committee
(Aug. 28, 2006)
National Small Shipments Traffic Conference, Inc. (July 15, 2005)
Office of the Attorney General of New York State (July 15, 2005)
Newspaper Association of America (July 13, 2005)
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Northwest Fruit Exporters (June 21, 2005)
Carl Olson (June 24, 2005)
Outdoor Power Equipment Institute (July 15, 2005)
Paperboard Export Association of the United States (July 15, 2005)
Perennial Ryegrass Bargaining Association (July 15, 2005)
Jennifer Pucci (May 18, 2006)
Phosphate Chemicals Export Association (July 11, 2005)
Property Casualty Insurers Association of America, re McCarran-Ferguson Act (July 15, 2005)
Property Casualty Insurers Association of America, re State Action & Noerr-Pennington
Doctrines (July 15, 2005)
Qualcomm Inc. (March 1, 2007)
Cecil Quillen (July 10, 2006)
Red Hat, Inc. (July 15, 2005)
Kristen Riemenschneider (May 18, 2006)
Relpromax Antitrust, Inc., re Merger Enforcement (July 15, 2005)
Relpromax Antitrust, Inc., re Civil Remedies (June 17, 2005)
Rice Economics Group, LLC (July 13, 2005)
Hon. G. Steven Rowe (July 15, 2005)
Prof. Steven C. Salop, re Merger Enforcement (Nov. 4, 2005)
Prof. Steven C. Salop, re Exclusionary Conduct (Nov. 4, 2005)
Prof. F.M. Scherer (Mar. 1, 2006)
Sheridan Scott (July 15, 2005)
Southern Motor Carriers Rate Conference, Inc., re Immunities and Exemptions (July 23, 2005)
Southern Motor Carriers Rate Conference, Inc., Supplemental Comments re Immunities and
Exemptions (Aug. 30, 2006)
46 State Attorneys General (July 20, 2006)
Randal K. Stoker, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 14, 2005)
Randal K. Stoker, Supplemental Comments re Immunities and Exemptions (July 14, 2006)
Randal K. Stoker, re Regulated Industries (Oct. 10, 2006)
Randal K. Stoker, re Constitutionality of Milk Pooling (Aug. 21, 2006)
Student Book Exchange (July 12, 2006)
Thirty Antitrust Practitioners (June 17, 2005)
Senators Craig Thomas et al. (June 13, 2006)
United Air Lines, Inc. (Mar. 8, 2006)
Her Majesty’s Government of the United Kingdom and Northern Ireland (Feb. 3, 2006)
U.S. Apple Association (July 14, 2005)
U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform (Mar. 20, 2007)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
United States Department of Agriculture, re Agriculture Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
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United States Department of Agriculture, re Export Trading Company and Webb-Pomerene
(May 19, 2005)
United States Department of Commerce (Mar. 10, 2005)
United States Department of Justice, Antitrust Division (July 24, 2006)
U.S.A. Poultry and Egg Council (July 8, 2005)
U.S. Rice Producers Association (July 15, 2005)
U.S. Shippers Association (June 20, 2005)
United States Surimi Commission (July 15, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Bundling, (July 15, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Refusals to Deal (July 15, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
John Vander Schaaf (June 15, 2005)
Vehicle Information Services, Inc. (July 13, 2005)
Michael Vita and Paul Yde (Mar. 16, 2006)
Water & Wastewater Equipment Manufacturers Association, Inc. (July 14, 2005)
Charles D. Weller, re New Economy (July 16, 2005)
Charles D. Weller, re Merger Enforcement (July 16, 2005)
Charles D. Weller, re International Antitrust (July 18, 2005)
Western Coal Traffic League (July 15, 2005)
Wood Machinery Manufacturers of America (July 10, 2005)
World Shipping Council, re Immunities and Exemptions and Regulated Industries
(July 15, 2005)
World Shipping Council, Supplemental Comments re Immunities and Exemptions
(Aug. 22, 2005)
Phillip C. Zane, re Criminal Remedies (Sept. 29, 2005)
Phillip C. Zane, re Alternative Fines Statute (June 30, 2006)

B y To p i c
Merger Enforcement
American Antitrust Institute, re Consumer Welfare Standard (May 22, 2006)
American Antitrust Institute, re Merger Enforcement (July 15, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Efficiencies (Nov. 10, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re The Hart-Scott-Rodino Second Request
Process (Dec. 7, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, Data re HSR Act Burdens (Feb. 22, 2007)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Horizontal Merger Guidelines
(Nov. 10, 2005)
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American Public Power Association, re Merger Enforcement (Jan. 27, 2006)
Jason Beaton (May 18, 2006)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Thomas Hoar (May 18, 2006)
International Bar Association, re Merger Enforcement (Oct. 26, 2005)
International Chamber of Commerce (Sept. 1, 2005)
Merger Streamlining Group (Feb. 6, 2006)
Relpromax Antitrust, Inc, re Merger Enforcement (July 15, 2005)
Prof. Steven C. Salop, re Merger Enforcement (Nov. 4, 2005)
Prof. F.M. Scherer (Mar. 1, 2006)
Sheridan Scott (July 15, 2005)
United Air Lines, Inc. (Mar. 8, 2006)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
Michael Vita and Paul Yde (Mar. 16, 2006)
Charles D. Weller, re Merger Enforcement (July 16, 2005)
Exclusionary Conduct
American Antitrust Institute, re Exclusionary Conduct (July 15, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Exclusionary Conduct (Mar. 17, 2006)
Robert E. Bloch (Feb. 2, 2006)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
CompTel/ALTS, re Exclusionary Conduct (July 15, 2005)
International Bar Association, Antitrust and Trade Law Section (Sept. 26, 2005)
International Chamber of Commerce (Sept. 5, 2005)
Prof. Steven C. Salop, re Exclusionary Conduct (Nov. 4, 2005)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Bundling (July 15, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Refusals to Deal (July 15, 2005)
Western Coal Traffic League (July 15, 2005)
New Economy
American Antitrust Institute, re New Economy (July 15, 2005)
American Intellectual Property Law Association (July 25, 2005)
Computer & Communications Industry Association, re NAS-STEP and FTC Reports
(July 20, 2005)
Computer & Communications Industry Association, re New Economy (July 20, 2005)
Intel Corporation (March 16, 2007)
Motion Picture Association of America, Inc., re New Economy (July 15, 2005)
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Motion Picture Association of America, Inc., Supplemental Comments re New Economy
(Aug. 9, 2005)
Qualcomm Inc. (March 1, 2007)
Cecil Quillen (July 10, 2006)
Red Hat, Inc. (July 15, 2005)
Kristen Riemenschneider (May 18, 2006)
Charles D. Weller, re New Economy (July 16, 2005)
Enforcement Institutions
American Antitrust Institute, re Enforcement Institutions (July 15, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Differential Merger Enforcement
Standards (Oct. 28, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Dual Federal Merger Enforcement
(Oct. 28, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re State Antitrust Enforcement
(Oct. 19, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re State Civil Nonmerger Enforcement
(Oct. 19, 2005)
Attorneys General of Hawaii, Maine, and Oregon (July 23, 2006)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Thomas Greene (July 15, 2005)
Stephen D. Houck and Kevin J. O’Connor (Sept. 22, 2005)
International Chamber of Commerce (Sept. 5, 2005)
Hon. G. Steven Rowe (July 15, 2005)
U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform (Mar. 20, 2007)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
International Antitrust
American Antitrust Institute, re International Antitrust (July 15, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re International Cooperation
(Feb. 8, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re FTAIA (Feb. 8, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law and International Law (Apr. 10, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of International Law (Sept. 1, 2005)
Association for Competitive Technology (Feb. 7, 2006)
Bertelsmann AG et al. (Aug. 12, 2005)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Canadian Bar Association (Jan. 16, 2006)
Directorate General for Competition of the European Commission (Apr. 6, 2006)
International Bar Association, re International Antitrust (Jan. 27, 2006)
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International Chamber of Commerce (Sept. 5, 2005)
International Chamber of Commerce and the Business and Industry Advisory Committee
to the OECD (Feb. 15, 2006)
Joint Export Trade Alliance, re International Antitrust (Jan. 13, 2006)
Philip Marsden (Dec. 13, 2005)
Her Majesty’s Government of the United Kingdom and Northern Ireland (Feb. 3, 2006)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
Charles D. Weller, re International Antitrust (July 18, 2005)
Civil Remedies
American Antitrust Institute, re Civil Remedies (June 17, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Contribution and Claim Reduction (Feb. 19, 2007)
American Antitrust Institute, re Indirect Purchaser Litigation (July 10, 2006)
American Antitrust Institute, re Indirect Purchaser Recommendation (Mar. 2, 2007)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Contribution and Claim Reduction
(Dec. 5, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Indirect Purchaser Litigation
(July 19, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Treble Damages (July 26, 2006)
Stephen W. Armstrong (July 10, 2006)
Attorneys General of Hawaii, Maine, and Oregon (July 23, 2006)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Patrick E. Cafferty et al. (June 2, 2006)
Community Catalyst (July 22, 2005)
John Connor, re Cartel Overcharges (June 15, 2005)
John Connor, re International Cartels (June 13, 2005)
John Connor, re Optimal Deterrence (June 13, 2005)
John Connor, re Price-Fixing Overcharges (June 13, 2005)
John Connor, re Vitamins Conspiracy (Feb. 23, 2006)
James R. Eiszner (Feb. 12, 2007)
Gardner/Rossi Company (June 16, 2005)
Illinois Tool Works, Inc. (Aug. 18, 2005)
Rep. Donald Manzullo (June 17, 2005)
Relpromax Antitrust, Inc., re Civil Remedies (June 17, 2005)
46 State Attorneys General (July 20, 2006)
Thirty Antitrust Practitioners (June 17, 2005)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
John Vander Schaaf (June 15, 2005)
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Criminal Remedies
American Antitrust Institute, re Alternative Fines Statute (June 30, 2006)
American Antitrust Institute, re Sentencing Guidelines (Sept. 30, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Alternative Fines Statute
(June 30, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Sentencing Guidelines (Nov. 14, 2005)
Phillip C. Zane, re Alternative Fines Statute (June 30, 2006)
Phillip C. Zane, re Criminal Remedies (Sept. 29, 2005)
United States Department of Justice, Antitrust Division (July 24, 2006)
Robinson-Patman Act
American Antitrust Institute, re Robinson-Patman Act (July 1, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Robinson-Patman Act (Apr. 10, 2006)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Gary Hull (June 29, 2005)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
Immunities and Exemptions
Alliance for Rail Competition et al. (July 15, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Immunities and Exemptions
(Nov. 30, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re McCarran-Ferguson Act (Apr. 10, 2006)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Shipping Act (Mar. 17, 2006;
revised Oct. 24, 2006)
American Commodity Company (July 14, 2005)
American Cotton Exporters Association (July 11, 2005)
American Council of Life Insurers (Oct. 17, 2006)
American Farm Bureau Federation (July 15, 2005)
American Insurance Association (July 15, 2005)
American Natural Soda Ash Corp. (June 28, 2005)
Association of American Railroads (Aug. 30, 2005)
American Pork Export Trading Company (July 15, 2005)
Association for the Administration of Rice Quotas, Inc. (July 14, 2005)
Prof. Bruce Anderson (July 15, 2005)
Joseph E. Brennan (Oct. 11, 2006)
California Dried Fruit Export Association (July 8, 2005)
California Kiwifruit Commission and California Kiwifruit Exporters Association (July 7, 2005)
Prof. Peter C. Carstensen, Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
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China Trade Development Corporation (June 19, 2005)
Katy Coba (July 13, 2005)
Committee to Support US Trade Laws (June 14, 2005)
Congressional Farmer Cooperative Caucus (July 15, 2005)
Prof. Michael L. Cook (July 15, 2005)
Corn Refiners Association (July 13, 2005)
Far West Rice, Inc. (July 14, 2005)
Richard Gilmore (Mar. 1, 2005)
Senator Charles E. Grassley (June 20, 2006)
Intermodal Association of North America, Inc. (Nov. 1, 2006)
Intermodal Motor Carriers Conference (July 15, 2005)
Joint Export Trade Alliance, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
Eleanor Roberts Lewis and Jeffrey Anspacher (Feb. 15, 2005)
Senators Trent Lott and Thad Cochran (July 12, 2006)
Prof. Willard Mueller (July 5, 2005)
Members of the West Coast MTO Agreement (Jan. 23, 2007)
Mutual Trade Services (July 15, 2005)
National Association of Manufacturers (July 12, 2005)
National Association of Waterfront Employees (Dec. 29, 2006)
National Chicken Council (July 7, 2005)
National Council on Compensation Insurance, re McCarran-Ferguson (July 15, 2005)
National Council on Compensation Insurance, Supplemental Comments re McCarran-Ferguson
(Nov. 1, 2006)
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives (July 15, 2005)
National Farmers Union (July 15, 2005)
National Foreign Trade Council, Inc. (July 15, 2005)
National Industrial Transportation League (Oct. 18, 2006)
National Milk Producers Federation (July 15, 2005)
National Motor Freight Traffic Association, Inc. (July 22, 2005)
National Motor Freight Traffic Association, Inc. & the National Classification Committee
(Aug. 28, 2006)
National Small Shipments Traffic Conference, Inc. (July 15, 2005)
Office of the Attorney General of New York State (July 15, 2005)
Newspaper Association of America (July 13, 2005)
Northwest Fruit Exporters (June 21, 2005)
Carl Olson (June 24, 2005)
Outdoor Power Equipment Institute (July 15, 2005)
Paperboard Export Association of the United States (July 15, 2005)
Perennial Ryegrass Bargaining Association (July 15, 2005)
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Phosphate Chemicals Export Association (July 11, 2005)
Property Casualty Insurers Association of America, re McCarran-Ferguson Act (July 15, 2005)
Property Casualty Insurers Association of America, re State Action & Noerr-Pennington
Doctrines (July 15, 2005)
Rice Economics Group, LLC (July 13, 2005)
Southern Motor Carriers Rate Conference, Inc., re Immunities and Exemptions (July 23, 2005)
Southern Motor Carriers Rate Conference, Inc., Supplemental Comments re Immunities and
Exemptions (Aug. 30, 2006)
Randal K. Stoker, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 14, 2005)
Randall K. Stoker, Supplemental Comments re Immunities and Exemptions (July 14, 2006)
Randall K. Stoker, re Constitutionality of Milk Pooling (Aug. 21, 2006)
Student Book Exchange (July 12, 2006)
Senator Craig Thomas et al. (June 13, 2006)
U.S. Apple Association (July 14, 2005)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Nov. 8, 2005)
United States Department of Agriculture, re Agriculture Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
United States Department of Agriculture, re Export Trading Company and Webb-Pomerene
(May 19, 2005)
United States Department of Commerce (Mar. 10, 2005)
U.S.A. Poultry and Egg Council (July 8, 2005)
U.S. Rice Producers Association (July 15, 2005)
U.S. Shippers Association (June 20, 2005)
United States Surimi Commission (July 15, 2005)
United States Telecom Association, re Immunities and Exemptions (July 15, 2005)
Vehicle Information Services, Inc. (July 13, 2005)
Water & Wastewater Equipment Manufacturers Association, Inc. (July 14, 2005)
Western Coal Traffic League (July 15, 2005)
Wood Machinery Manufacturers of America (July 10, 2005)
World Shipping Council, re Immunities and Exemptions and Regulated Industries
(July 15, 2005)
World Shipping Council, Supplemental Comments re Immunities and Exemptions
(Aug. 22, 2005)
Regulated Industries
American Antitrust Institute, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law, re Regulated Industries (July 17, 2006)
American Public Power Association, re Regulated Industries (Jan. 27, 2006)
Association of American Railroads (Aug. 30, 2005)
Business Roundtable (Nov. 4, 2005)
Prof. Peter C. Carstensen, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
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CompTel/ALTS, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
Hon. Rob McKenna (July 15, 2005)
Jennifer Pucci (May 18, 2006)
Randall K. Stoker, re Regulated Industries (Oct. 10, 2006)
United States Telecom Association, re Regulated Industries (July 15, 2005)
Western Coal Traffic League (July 15, 2005)
World Shipping Council, re Immunities and Exemptions and Regulated Industries
(July 15, 2005)

COMMENTS PROPOSING ISSUES FOR STUDY*
American Antitrust Institute (Jan. 3, 2005)
American Antitrust Institute (Sept. 30, 2004)
American Bar Association, Section of Antitrust Law (Sept. 30, 2004)
American Bar Association, Section of International Law (Sept. 30, 2004)
American Homeowners Grassroots Alliance (Sept. 30, 2004)
Americans for Tax Reform (Sept. 9, 2004)
Applied Medical Resources Corp. (Oct. 7, 2004)
Association for Competitive Technology (Sept. 30, 2004)
Attorneys General of 41 States and the District of Columbia (Oct. 1, 2004)
Business Roundtable (Sept. 29, 2004)
Hon. Robert H. Bork (Sept. 30, 2004)
Senator Robert C. Byrd (Jan. 12, 2005)
Canadian Bar Association, National Competition Law Section (Sept. 28, 2004)
Matthew Cantor and Jeffrey Shinder (Sept. 30, 2004)
Cato Institute (Sept. 29, 2004)
Prof. Edward Cavanaugh (Oct. 1, 2004)
Center for Corporate Policy (Oct. 12, 2004)
Cisco Systems, Inc. (Jan. 7, 2005)
Citizens Against Government Waste (Oct. 8, 2004)
Committee to Support the Antitrust Laws (Sept. 30, 2004)
Committee to Support U.S. Trade Laws (Jan. 12, 2005)
Competitive Enterprise Institute (Sept. 30, 2004)
Computing Technology Industry Association (Oct. 28, 2004)
George Crispin (Jan. 14, 2005)
Rep. Phil English (Jan. 12, 2005)

*

See 69 Fed. Reg. 43,969 (July 23, 2004).
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FreedomWorks Foundation (Sept. 27, 2004)
Hewlett-Packard Company (Jan. 5, 2005)
International Business-Government Counselors (Jan. 7, 2005)
Profs. Robert H. Lande & Richard O. Zerbe (Dec. 14, 2004)
LECG, Inc. (Sept. 29, 2004)
Eugene Lipkowitz (Jan. 12, 2005)
Masimo Corp. (Oct. 4, 2004)
Prof. R. Preston McAfee (Sept. 28, 2004)
Medical Devices Manufacturers Association (Oct. 4, 2004)
Prof. Thomas D. Morgan (Sept. 28, 2004)
National Association of Manufacturers (Oct. 14, 2004)
National Energy Marketers Association (Sept. 28, 2004)
R. Hewitt Pate (Jan. 5, 2005)
Reps. Charles B. Rangel and John Conyers, Jr. (Jan. 12, 2005)
Relpromax Antitrust, Inc. (Sept. 30, 2004)
Relpromax Antitrust, Inc. (Jan. 11, 2005)
Peter M. Rockwell (Sept. 30, 2004)
Prof. Mark E. Roszkowski (Oct. 13, 2004)
Senate Judiciary Committee, Subcommittee on Antitrust, Competition Policy and
Consumer Rights (Oct. 1, 2004)
Senators Arlen Specter and Mike DeWine (Jan. 10, 2005)
State Department Watch (Sept. 8, 2004)
Sun Microsystems (Sept. 30, 2004)
Sun Microsystems, Inc. (Jan. 4 2005)
Erin Thoeny (Jan. 9, 2005)
United Parcel Service (Dec. 17, 2004)
U.S. Chamber of Commerce (Sept. 30, 2004)
United States Telecom Association (Sept. 30, 2004)
Charles D. Weller (Sept. 30, 2004)
Charles D. Weller (Dec. 20, 2004)
Prof. Todd Zywicki (Sept. 20, 2004)
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Appendix D
Biographies
COMMISSIONERS
Deborah A. Garza, Chair
Deborah Garza is a partner in Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP’s Washington, D.C.,
office. Previously, Ms. Garza was a partner at Covington & Burling, where she was an attorney
from 1989 to 2001. Prior to that, she served in the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice
as Chief of Staff and Counselor, from 1988 to 1989, and as Special Assistant to the Assistant
Attorney General for Antitrust from 1984 to 1985. Ms. Garza received her J.D. from the University
of Chicago Law School in 1981. She received her B.S. from Northern Illinois University in 1978.
Jonathan R. Yarowsky, Vice-Chair
Jonathan Yarowsky is a partner in Patton Boggs LLP’s Washington, D.C., office. Previously, Mr.
Yarowsky served in a number of government positions. Most recently, he was Special Associate
Counsel to President Clinton, responsible for advising the President on antitrust, telecommunications, and other matters, including judicial selection for the federal judiciary. Prior to that, he
served for five years as General Counsel to the House Committee on the Judiciary, where he had
supervisory responsibility for numerous subject matter areas. Mr. Yarowsky also served as
Chief Counsel to the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Economic and Commercial Law, prior to
assuming the position of General Counsel for the Full Committee. Mr. Yarowsky received his J.D.
from U.C.L.A. Law School in 1977 and his A.B. from the University of Michigan in 1971. Mr.
Yarowsky also holds an M.S. from Cornell University, which he received in 1974.
Bobby R. Burchfield, Commissioner
Bobby Burchfield is a partner at McDermott, Will & Emery in Washington, D.C., where he is copartner-in-charge of the Washington office and Chair of the Complex Litigation Practice. Before
joining McDermott in 2004, Burchfield was at Covington & Burling, where he was a partner since
1987 and the Co-Chair of the Litigation Umbrella Group. He previously served as General
Counsel to the campaign of President George H.W. Bush in 1992. Mr. Burchfield received his J.D.
from the George Washington University Law School in 1979 and his B.A. from the Wake Forest
University in 1976.
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W. Stephen Cannon, Commissioner
Steve Cannon is Chairman of Constantine Cannon, LLP. Prior to joining the firm in 2005, Mr.
Cannon was Senior Vice President, General Counsel, and Secretary of Circuit City Stores, Inc.,
in Richmond, Virginia. Before joining Circuit City in 1994, Mr. Cannon had been a partner at
Wunder, Diefenderfer, Cannon & Thelen, in Washington, D.C. Previously, he served as a Deputy
Assistant Attorney General in the Antitrust Division of the United States Department of Justice.
Before that, Mr. Cannon served as Chief Antitrust Counsel to the Committee on the Judiciary of
the Senate and as a trial attorney in the Antitrust Division. Mr. Cannon received his J.D. from the
University of South Carolina Law School in 1976 and his B.A. from the University of South Carolina
in 1973.
Dennis W. Carlton, Commissioner
Dennis Carlton is the Deputy Assistant Attorney General for Economic Analysis at the U.S. Department of Justice. Mr. Carlton is a professor of economics at the University of Chicago Graduate
School of Business (currently on leave), a position that he has held since 1984. Previously, Mr.
Carlton was a faculty member at the University of Chicago Law School and the department of economics. Prior to his appointment to the Department of Justice in October 2006, Mr. Carlton was
also a Senior Managing Director of Lexecon, an economic consulting firm. Mr. Carlton’s principal
areas of study are industrial organization and theoretical and applied microeconomics. Mr. Carlton
has served as the co-editor of the Journal of Law and Economics since 1980. Mr. Carlton was
awarded his Ph.D. in Economics from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1975, which
also awarded him an M.S. in Operations Research in 1974. Mr. Carlton received his A.B. from
Harvard College in 1972.
Makan Delrahim, Commissioner
Makan Delrahim is a partner at Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, which he joined in 2005.
Previously, he had been the Deputy Assistant Attorney General for International, Policy, and Appellate Matters in the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice, a position he assumed in
2003. Before that, Mr. Delrahim was Chief Counsel and Staff Director to the Judiciary Committee of the Senate. From 1996 to 1998, he was an attorney at Patton Boggs LLP, in Washington,
D.C. Mr. Delrahim received his J.D. from George Washington University Law School in 1996, and
a B.S. from the University of California at Los Angeles in 1991. He was also awarded an M.S.
in Biotechnology by Johns Hopkins University in 2001.
Jonathan M. Jacobson, Commissioner
Jonathan Jacobson is a partner at Wilson Sonsini Goodrich & Rosati in New York City. From 1993
through 2005, he was a partner at Akin, Gump, Strauss, Hauer & Feld LLP, where he was the cochair of the firm’s antitrust practice. He is the editorial chair of the Antitrust Section’s sixth edition of Antitrust Law Developments, published in 2007 by the Antitrust Section of the American
Bar Association, and previously served as co-chair of the Books and Treatises Committee of the
Antitrust Section. Mr. Jacobson received his J.D. from Brooklyn Law School in 1976. He received
his A.B. from Columbia College in 1973.

R E P O R T

A N D

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S

Donald G. Kempf, Jr., Commissioner
Donald Kempf is an AAA- and CPR-certified arbitrator and mediator, an adjunct professor of law,
and a sole practitioner. He retired in 2005 from Morgan Stanley, where he was Executive Vice
President, Chief Legal Officer, Secretary, and a member of the company’s Management
Committee. Before joining Morgan Stanley in 1999, Mr. Kempf was a partner at Kirkland & Ellis,
where he had been a trial lawyer since his graduation from law school. Mr. Kempf received his
LL.B. from Harvard Law School in 1965, and an A.B. from Villanova University in 1959. He also
received an M.B.A. from the University of Chicago Graduate School of Business in 1989.
Sanford M. Litvack, Commissioner
Sanford Litvack is a partner in Hogan & Hartson LLP’s New York and Los Angeles offices. He
joined the firm in 2004, having previously been a partner at Quinn, Emanuel, Urquhart Oliver &
Hedges LLP. Mr. Litvack has held several other positions, including recently as Senior Executive
Vice President and Chief of Corporate Operations for The Walt Disney Company, where he also
served briefly as Vice Chairman of the Board of Directors. Previously, he served as Assistant
Attorney General in the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice from 1979 to 1981. He
received his LL.B. in 1959 from Georgetown University and a B.A. from the University of
Connecticut in 1956.
John H. Shenefield, Commissioner
John Shenefield has been a partner at Morgan Lewis, in the firm’s Washington, D.C., office, since
1986. Prior to joining Morgan Lewis, Mr. Shenefield was the Assistant Attorney General for the
Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice from 1977 to 1979. He subsequently served as
Associate Attorney General from 1979 to 1981. While at the Department of Justice, Mr.
Shenefield served as the Chairman of the National Commission to Review Antitrust Laws and
Procedures, which issued its report in 1979. He received his LL.B. from Harvard Law School in
1965 and an A.B. from Harvard College in 1960.
Debra A. Valentine, Commissioner
Debra Valentine is Vice President, Deputy General Counsel, and Secretary for United Technologies
Corporation, headquartered in Hartford, Connecticut. She joined UTC in January 2004. Previously,
Ms. Valentine had been a partner at O’Melveny & Myers LLP, in the firm’s Washington, D.C., office,
where she was an attorney for thirteen years. She interrupted her practice at O’Melveny & Myers
to serve in several leadership positions at the Federal Trade Commission, including General
Counsel, from 1995 to 2001. Ms. Valentine also was an attorney in the Office of Legal Counsel
at the Department of Justice from 1981 to 1985. Ms. Valentine received her J.D. from Yale Law
School in 1980. She received an A.B. from Princeton University in 1976.
John L. Warden, Commissioner
John Warden is a partner in the New York office of Sullivan & Cromwell LLP, where he has practiced since his graduation from law school. Mr. Warden received his LL.B. from the University of
Virginia Law School in 1965. He received his A.B. from Harvard University in 1962. He is a fellow of the American College of Trial Lawyers and a member of the American Law Institute.
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COMMISSION STAFF
Andrew J. Heimert, Executive Director & General Counsel
Andrew J. Heimert previously was an attorney in the Federal Trade Commission’s Office of Policy
and Coordination, where he worked on a variety of antitrust policy issues. Prior to that, Mr.
Heimert was an attorney at Covington & Burling, from 1997 to 2001, where he practiced antitrust
and litigation. Immediately following law school, Mr. Heimert clerked for Richard S. Arnold, Chief
Judge for the United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. Mr. Heimert received his J.D.
from Yale Law School in 1996. He received his A.B. from Stanford University in 1993.
Susan S. DeSanti, Senior Counsel
Susan S. DeSanti was previously the Deputy General Counsel for Policy Studies at the Federal
Trade Commission, a position she had held since 2001. From 1995 to 2001, Ms. DeSanti was
the Director of the Office of Policy Planning. In those positions, she had responsibility for several FTC reports. She held several other positions at the FTC between 1991 and 1995. Before
joining the Federal Trade Commission, Ms. DeSanti was a partner at Hogan & Hartson. She
received a J.D. from Boston University School of Law, and a B.A. from Sarah Lawrence College.
William F. Adkinson, Jr., Counsel
William F. Adkinson, Jr. was previously an attorney in the antitrust group at Wilmer, Cutler &
Pickering in Washington, D.C., where his practice covered a wide range of merger, counseling, and
litigation matters. Mr. Adkinson served as Senior Policy Counsel at The Progress & Freedom
Foundation directly before joining the Commission staff, where he addressed a variety of competition and regulatory issues. He is currently a Senior Editor of the Antitrust Law Journal and
previously served as President of the National Economists Club. Mr. Adkinson graduated from
Amherst College in 1978. He received his law degree from Yale Law School in 1987, where he
also completed oral examinations in Industrial Organization and Public Finance in the Economics
Department’s Ph.D. program.
Nadine Jones, Counsel
Nadine Jones was an antitrust associate at Arnold & Porter LLP prior to joining the Commission.
Her practice included a $41 billion telecommunications merger in 2004, complex antitrust litigation involving the financial industry, and other matters involving both civil and criminal antitrust
liability. Ms. Jones is a 2003 graduate of Howard University School of Law. While at Howard, she
served as an Articles Editor for the Howard Law Journal, and as a research assistant for
Professor Andrew I. Gavil.
Marni B. Karlin, Counsel
Marni B. Karlin was previously an antitrust associate at Axinn, Veltrop & Harkrider LLP, where her
practice included a $41 billion telecommunications merger in 2004 and complex antitrust litigation. Prior to that, Ms. Karlin was an associate in the antitrust and litigation groups at
O’Melveny & Myers LLP. Immediately following law school, Ms. Karlin clerked for John M. Duhé,
Jr., Judge on the United States Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. Ms. Karlin received her J.D.
from the University of Chicago Law School in 2001. She received her B.A. from George
Washington University in 1998.
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Hiram R. Andrews, Law Clerk
Hiram Andrews is currently attending Georgetown University Law Center’s Evening Division. Mr.
Andrews received his M.A. in German Literature from Yale University in 2000 and his A.B. from
Bowdoin College in 1997. Mr. Andrews previously worked as a paralegal at the Federal Trade
Commission’s Bureau of Competition, and also served as a Fulbright Teaching Assistant in
Austria.
Christopher N. Bryan, Paralegal
Christopher Bryan was previously an administrative assistant in the General Counsel’s office at
the Federal Trade Commission. Mr. Bryan received his B.A. in Political Science from the University
of California at Santa Barbara in 2005.
Kristen M. Gorzelany, Paralegal
Kristen Gorzelany received a B.A. from Hamilton College in 2001, where she also worked as a
writing tutor. Previously, Ms. Gorzelany was a paralegal at the Federal Trade Commission’s
Bureau of Competition. She also worked as a paralegal for two attorneys in private practice in
northern California.
Sylvia Boone, Administrative Officer
Sylvia Boone was previously the administrative officer for the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy.
Before that, Ms. Boone worked for the Millennial Housing Commission and several other federal agencies.
Alan J. Meese, Senior Advisor
Alan Meese is the Ball Professor of Law at William and Mary, where he has taught since 1995.
Meese received his A.B. from William and Mary and his J.D. from the University of Chicago Law
School. After law school Professor Meese served as a law clerk, first to Judge Frank Easterbrook
and then to Justice Antonin Scalia. He then practiced law at Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher &
Flom in Washington, D.C., before joining the faculty at William and Mary.
Michael W. Klass, Economics Advisor
Michael W. Klass is an economist at the Antitrust Division of the Department of Justice, which
he joined in 1998. Before joining the Division he worked for years as a consultant on antitrust,
trade, and other issues. From 1977 to 1980, Mr. Klass directed antitrust economics at the
Federal Trade Commission. Before that, he was Staff Economist for Regulatory Reform, for the
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, where he co-wrote a major study of regulatory reform.
Mr. Klass received his Ph.D. in economics from the University of Wisconsin in 1970 and his B.A
from Carleton College in 1965. Mr. Klass also received a Certificate from Harvard’s Program for
Senior Managers in Government in 1979.
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