ANALYSIS OF AGREEMENT CONTAINING
CONSENT ORDER TO AID PUBLIC COMMENT
In the Matter of UHaul I nternational, Inc. and AMBERCO, File No. 081 0157

The Federl Trade Commissin has acepteal, subject to final appwral, an greanent
containinga propose consent ordewith U-Haul Interndional, Inc. and its pant company
AMERCO (colledively referred to as U-Haul” or “Respondents”). fle ageanent settles
chages that U-Hwul violated Section 5 of thieaderd TradeCommssion Act, 15 U.S.C. § 45, by
inviting its closest competitor in the consuntrerck rental industryto join with U-Haul in a
collusive scheméo raise ates. Theroposed ansent ordehas bee placa& on the public reord
for 30 das to receve comments fsim interested pe






2 In the Matter of Valassis Communications,.Jriell F.T.C.  (C-4160)
(2006); In the Matter of MaDermid, Inc, 129 FT.C. ___ (C-3911) (2000); In the Matter of
Stane Cortainer Corp., 125 F.T.C. 853 (1998)n the Matter of Preision Moulding Cq.122
F.T.C.104 (1996); In the Matter of XK (U



3 The Commission has previousdyplained that thereaseerd legal and

economic easons to punish firms that invite collusion evenméeeptane cainot be prove.
First, it maybe difficult to determine wher aparticula solicitation has or has notdre
acepted. Seaund, the conduanaybe hamful and seres no legimate business purpose.
Third, even an unaceptel solicitation mayfadlitate coordinatd intera¢ion bydisclosing the
intentions or prefe@nces of the pdy issuing the invitationln the Matter of Valasss
Communications, IncAndysis of Agreement Containing Corsent Order To Aid Public



Sectionsll, 1V, V, and M of the proposg orderinclude seveal tems that are@mmon
to many Conmmission arders, facili tating the Conmission’s dforts b manitor respondents
compliancewith the order SectionV, Pargraph Arequires a peiodic submissin to the
Commssion of unredaed opiesof certain internal U-Haul documents This provision is
necesarybecaise U-Haul impeded theddernl Trade Commissin’s investigtion of this matter.
Specificdly, U-Haul submited to the Commissn, in response tosubpoena dusstecum
documents authored by Mr. Shoen, from which were redacted many of the sentences quoted in
the complaint. 1 the Commigen’s view, thee was no justification for the daction. The
proposed ater should deterepetition of this conduct.

Findly, Section VII provides that the proposed order will expirein 20 years.



