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IN THE G'NITED STATES DISTRICT COliRT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLU~1BIA 

UNfTED STATES OF AMERICA, 
c/o Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530, 

CASE NUMBER 
1:96CV00606ASE 



- .. 



commerce, or in activities affecting commerce, within the meaning of Section I of the Clayton 

;\ct, 15 U.s.c. § 1-2, and Section 7A( a)(I ) of the Clayton Act, 15 U.s.c. § 18a( a)( I ). 

ACTOfNFO, INC. 

6. Autolnfo, Inc. ("Auto Info") is a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business 

in Fair Lawn, New Jersey. Prior to the acquisition of Autolnfo assets by Defendant ADP, 

Autolnfo, throu~h its Orion Management Corporation, Compass Commur ications, Inc. and 

Finnell Corporation subsidiaries, was a direct and substantial competitor of Defendant ADP in 

the provision of computer information servi::es t8 the recycled parts and insurance industries in 

the United States. At all times pertinent to this complaint, Autolnfo was engaged in commerce, 

or in activities affecting commerce, within the meaning of Section 1 of the Clayton Act, 15 

U.s.c. § 12, and Section 7A(a)(l) of the Clayton Act, 15 U.S.C. § 18a(a)(1), and had total assets 

in excess of $10 million. 

THE ACOUISITION 

7. On or about April 1, 1995, Defendant ADP acquired assets in the United States from 

Autolnfo for approximately $30 million. 

THE HART-SCOTT-RODINO ACT AND RULES 

8. The HSR Act requires certain acquiring persons and certain persons whose voting 

securities or assets are acquired to file notifications with the Federal Trade Commission and the 

Department of Justice and to observe a waiting rcriod before consummating certain acquisitions 

j 



of \oring securities or assets. IS Li.S.C. ~ 18a(a) and (b). The notitlcaticn and \\aitillg period 

are intended to 





Autofnfo. 

16. On or about December I, 1994, Defendant ADP and Autofnfo entered into a Letter of 

fntent for Defendant ADP to acquire AutoInfo stock or assets. 

17. On December 7, 1994, Defendant ADP and Autolnfo each filed a 



.2 I. The Federal Trade Commission thereafter requested that Defendant ADP \oluntarily 

submit documents and, subsequently issued a subpoena tor documents in order to imestigate the 

likely competitive effects of the acquisition. Affer substantial delays, Defendant ADP submitted 

documents to the Federal Trade Commission. 

22. Included among the documents submitted by Defendant ADP to the Federal Trade 

Commission, were: 

a. a July 1994 document from the files of ADP's Vice President for Corporate 

Development that was prepared at the request of that ADP officer by a consultant 

during the negotiations for the acquisition of Autolnfo, wh,Lh states as its purpose 

that "this analysis is to provide a comprehensive and detailed view of the 

Autolnfo business to b u s i n e s s  
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monopolize the sah'age industry in an expeditious. and timely manner"; 

c. a December 1993 hand\\Titten letter from ADP's Claims Solutions Group 

President to ADP's Vice President for Corporate De\'elopment relating to a 

possible acquisition of Autofnfo. detailing ADP's competiL I'e position in salvage 

information services and projected grovlth; 

d. a July 1994 document created by a consultant at the request of ADP's Vice 

President for Corporate Development for presentation by ADP's Claims Solutions 

Group President to ADP's Executive Committee, comprised of corporate officers. 

which discussed the products developed and sold by Autolnfo, a salvage market 

profile, and the attractiveness of the Autolnfo acquisition in fitting with ADP; and 

e. a July 1994 analysis of the acquisition written by ADP's Vice President for 

Corporate Development discussing various aspects of the ,\utolnfo acquisition, 

including the size of Autofnfo's customer base and the po· ;:l:':ity of "price 

tlexibility" once the companies are consolidated. 

The documents described in paragraph 22, along with other documents in ADP's 

subpoena response, were prepared by or for Defendant ADP officers or directors and evaluatedTj
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29. Had Defendant ADP submitted the documents required by hem .f(c) of the \.'otific~ltion 

and Report Form, the Federal Trade Commission or the Department of Justice: 

a. likely would have issued a Request for Additional Information and Documentary 

\laterial, \ ... ·hich, as described in paragraph 9. \\ould have e\t~nded the waiting 

period so the antitrust agencies could further investigate the proposed acquisition, 

and 

b. would have been better able to evaluate whether to seek an injunction to prevent 

consummation of the acquisit:on of Autolnfo assets, and prevent possible 

anticompetitive effects from the acquisition. 

30. On January 23, 1996, Defendant ADP recertified its original Notification and Report 

Form, following revised procedures to identify and submit documents responsive to Item 4(c), 

and submitted numerous documents in response to Item 4(c) to the Federal Trade Commission 

and Department of Justice. 1 nose documents included the documents submitted in response to 

the Subpoena, F o r m ,  
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PRAYER 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays: 

I. That the Court adjudge and decree that Defendant's purchase of assets of Autolnfo 



FOR THE PLAINTIFF U~ITED STA TES 
0C-A\TERICA: 
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C'CCVue tl;;Zllld(i 
:\nne K. Billgama~ I 
. \ssistant Attorney General 

Department of Justice 
Antitrust Division 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Lric Holder 
D.C. Bar # 303115 
United States Attorney 
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\1 Howard :-. forse 
D.C. Bar # 38-+ 793 
Special Attorney 

~ 
Eric D. Rohick 
D.C. Bar # 419660 
Special Attorney 

Kenneth M. Davidson 
D.C. Bar # 970772 
Special Attorney 

Federal Trade Commission 
Washington, D.C. 20580 
(202) 326-2681 


