
to substanti a l l y  l e s s e n  c o m p e t i t i o n  between Dollar Tree and Family Dollar in numerous local 

markets .  Under the terms of the proposed consent order ,  D o l l a r  T r e e  a n d  F a m i l y  D o l l a r  a re 

required to divest 330 stores to a Commission- approved buyer .  As we explain below, w e believe 

the proposed divestitures preserve competition in the markets adversely affected by the 

a c q u i s i t i o n  and are t h e r e f o r e  i n  t h e  p u b l i c  i n t e r e s t .  

 

 Dollar Tree operates over 5,000 discount general merchandise retail stores across the 

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  u n der two banners which follow somewhat different business models.  I n  i t s  D o l l a r  

Tree banner stores, Dollar Tree sells a wide selection of everyday basic, seasonal , closeout , and 

promotional merchandise —all for $1 or less.  A t  i t s  D e a l s  b a n n e r  s t o r e s ,  D o l l a r Tree sells an 

expanded assortment of this merchandise at prices  that may go above the $1 price point but are  

generally less than $10.  Family Dollar operates over 8,000 discount general merchandise retail 

stores.  F a m i l y  D o l l a r  s e l l s  a n  a s s o r t m e n t  o f  consumables, home products, apparel and 

accessories, seasonal items, and electronic merchandise at prices generally less than $10 , 

i n c l u d i n g  i t e m s  p r i c e d  a t  or under $1.  

 

 Dollar Tree and Family Dollar compete head - t o - head in numerous local markets across  

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  T h e y  a r e  c l o s e  c o m p e t i t o r s  i n  t e r m s  o f  f o r m a t ,  p r i c i n g ,  customer service, 

product offerings, and location.  When making competitive decisions regarding pricing, product 

assortment, and other  salient aspects of thei r  business es , Dollar Tree and Family Dollar focus 

most directly on the actions and responses of each other and other “ dollar store ”  chain s, while 

a l s o  p a y i n g  c l o s e  a t t e n t i o n  t o  W a l m a r t .   I n  m a n y  l o c a l  m a r k e t s ,  D o l l a r  T r e e  a n d  F a m i l y  D o l l a r  

operate stores in close proximity  to each other , often representing the only or the majority of 

conveniently  located discount general merchandise  r e t a i l  s t o r e s  in a  neighborhood. 

 

 To evaluate t h e  l i k e l y  c o m p e t i t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  t h i s  t r a n s a c t i o n  a n d  i d e n t i f y  t h e  l o c a l  

markets where it may l i k e l y  h a r m  c o m p e t i t i o n , the Commission considered multiple sources of 

quantitative and qualitative evidence.  One component of the investigation involved a  G r o s s  

Upward Pricing Pressure Index ( “ GUPPI ” )  analysis .  As described in the 2010 Horizontal 

Merger Guidelines , t h i s  mode of analysis  can serve as a useful indicator of whether a merger  

involving differentiated products  i s  l i k e l y  t o  r e s u l t  i n  u n i l a t e r a l  a n t i c o m p e t i t i v e  e f f e c t s .
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  Such 

effects can arise “when the merger gives the merged entity an incentiv e to raise the price of a 
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merging firm.”3  Using the value of diverted sales as an indicator of the upward pricing pressure 
resulting from the merger, a GUPPI is defined as the value of diverted sales that would be gained 
by the second firm measured in proportion to the revenues that would be lost by the first firm.  If  
the “value of diverted sales is proportionately small, significant unilateral price effects are 
unlikely.” 4 
 
 The Commission’s investigation involved thousands of Dollar Tree and Family Dollar 
stores with overlapping geographic markets.  A GUPPI analysis served as a useful
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the proposed divestitures, the acquisition would substantially lessen competition in each of the 
relevant local markets. 

 
Our market-by-
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is likely or unlikely to harm competition.11  We do not believe there is a basis for the recognition 
of a GUPPI safe harbor.   

 
Accordingly, in any case where a GUPPI analysis is used, the Commission will consider 

the particular factual circumstances and evaluate other sources of quantitative and qualitative 
evidence.12  As with other quantitative evidence such as market shares and HHIs, we believe that 
GUPPIs should be considered in the context of all other reasonably available evidence.  The 
2010 Horizontal Merger Guidelines do not instruct otherwise.13  For all of these reasons, we 
believe it is appropriate to use GUPPIs flexibly and as merely one tool of analysis in the 
Commission’s assessment of unilateral anticompetitive effects.   

 
 

 
 

                                                 
11 See, e.g., 


