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6. Changes to Premerger Notification Rules.  On August 13, 2012, the Commission issued a 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking proposing changes to the premerger notification rules under the Hart­
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 1976 (“HSR Act”) related to the transfer of exclusive patent 
rights in the pharmaceutical industry.  The proposed rule clarifies when a transfer of exclusive rights to a 
patent in the pharmaceutical industry results in a potentially reportable asset acquisition under the HSR 
Act. The comment period ended on October 25, 2012, and the Commission is finalizing the amendments. 
See www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/08/hsr.shtm. 

7. Enforcement Policy Regarding Accountable Care Organizations.  On October 20, 2011, 
following a public comment period, the Agencies issued a joint policy statement detailing how the 
Agencies will enforce U.S. antitrust laws with respect to new Accountable Care Organizations (“ACOs”). 
An ACO is an organization of health care providers that jointly offer services to reduce costs and improve 
the quality of patient care.  Under the Affordable Care Act, ACOs will serve Medicare fee-for-service 
beneficiaries under the Medicare Shared Savings Program.  The Agencies will not challenge as per se 
illegal a Shared Savings Program ACO that jointly negotiates with private insurers to serve patients in 
commercial markets if the ACO satisfies certain conditions.  The policy statement also preserves an 
antitrust “safety zone” for certain ACOs.  To fall within the safety zone, an ACO’s independent 

www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/07/septestimony.shtm
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/276482.pdf
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/08/hsr.shtm
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of Appeal as to the standard of review.  The Antitrust Agencies and at least one U.S. court support a 
“presumptively unlawful” standard, under which patent infringement lawsuit settlements that involve a 
reverse payment would be treated as “presumptively anticompetitive under a ‘quick look’ rule of reason 
analysis.”2  Other U.S. courts have held that “absent sham litigation or fraud in obtaining the patent, a 
reverse payment settlement” does not violate the antitrust laws “so long as its anticompetitive effects fall 
within the scope of the exclusionary potential of the patent.”3 See 
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/10/androgel.shtm.  The Supreme Court is expected to issue a ruling in the case in 
June 2013. 

19. On February 19, 2013, the U.S. Supreme Court unanimously ruled in favor of the FTC that the 
state-action doctrine did not immunize Phoebe Putney Health System, Inc.’s acquisition of Palmyra Park 
Hospital, Inc. from the federal antitrust laws. Federal Trade Commission v. Phoebe Putney Health System, 
Inc., 133 S. Ct. 1003 (2013). The FTC filed suit on April 20, 2011, seeking to block the proposed 
combination of the only two hospitals in Albany, Georgia.  The Commission alleged that the deal would 
reduce competition significantly and allow the combined Phoebe/Palmyra to raise prices for general acute-
care hospital services charged to commercial health plans, harming patients and local employers and 
employees.   

20. Under the state-action doctrine, when a local governmental entity acts pursuant to a clearly 
articulated and affirmatively expressed state policy to displace competition, it is exempt from scrutiny 
under the federal antitrust laws.  The Supreme Court, unanimously upholding the FTC’s position and 
reversing the lower court, held that Georgia law, which creates special-purpose public entities called 
hospital authorities and gives those entities general corporate powers, including the power to acquire 
hospitals, did not clearly articulate and affirmatively express a state policy to permit acquisitions that 
substantially lessen competition.  The Court reasoned that, because Georgia’s grant of general corporate 
powers to hospital authorities does not include permission to use those powers anticompetitively, the clear-
articulation test is not satisfied and the state-action doctrine does not apply. See 
www.ftc.gov/opa/2013/02/phoebe.shtm. 

3.2.2  U.S. Court of Appeals Cases 

21. On July 11, 2012, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit upheld the FTC’s 
adjudicative ruling that Polypore International, a manufacturer of battery components, had illegally 
acquired Microporous Products L.P., a rival manufacturer.  The Commission found that Polypore’s 
acquisition of Microporous violated the antitrust laws by reducing competition in three of four North 

2  In re K-Dur Antitrust Litig., 686 F.3d 197, 218 (3d Cir. 2012) (rejecting the scope of the patent test, and 

http://www.justice.gov/atr/cases/f247700/247708.pdf
http://sblog.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/12
www.ftc.gov/opa/2013/02/phoebe.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/10/androgel.shtm


 

     
  

 
  

 

 
 
 

    
      

 
 

   
 
 
 

     
 

 
 

 

 
  

 

  

www.uscourts.gov/uscourts/Statistics/JudicialBusiness/2012/appendices/C02ASep12.pdf
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/07/polypore.shtm


 

 
 

   
 

www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/267605.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/277501.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/285625.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/286598.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/283187.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/287189.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/281032.pdf


 

 
 
 
 

  
 
 

   
 

 

 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

      
  

 
  

 
  

 
  

     
 

 
  

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 DAF/COMP/AR(2013)10 

on automobile parts, including safety systems such as seatbelts, airbags, steering wheels, and antilock 
brake systems, and critical parts such as instrument panel clusters and wire harnesses.  Two of the 
executives charged thus far are Japanese citizens; each was sentenced in 2012 to serve two years in prison, 
the longest sentences ever imposed on foreign nationals voluntarily submitting to U.S. jurisdiction for an 
antitrust violation.  During FY 2012, this investigation also yielded the third-largest criminal antitrust fine 
ever imposed—a $470 million fine against Yazaki Corporation.  The Division continues to cooperate with 
its counterparts in Japan, Korea, the EU, and Canada, among others, on this investigation.  The following 
corporate fines have been imposed on the following parties in the course of the auto parts investigation 
since the beginning of FY 2012: 

¶  Tokai Rika Co. Ltd., $17.7 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/288353.pdf) 

¶  Nippon Seiki Co. Ltd, $1 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/286416.pdf) 

¶  TRW Deutschland Holding GmbH, $5.1 million 
(www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/285504.pdf) 

¶  Autoliv Inc., $14.5 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/283960.pdf) 

¶  Fujikura Ltd., $20 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/282538.pdf) 

¶  G.S. Electech Inc., $2.75 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/281867.pdf) 

¶  Yazaki Corporation, $470 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/279734.pdf) 

¶  DENSO Corporation, $78 million (www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/279734.pdf) 

33. Real Estate Foreclosure and Tax Liens Auctions.  The Division’s ongoing efforts to 
investigate and prosecute bid rigging and fraud at real estate auctions across the U.S. thus far have resulted 
in charges against 53 individuals and two companies. The Division has partnered with the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (“FBI”) to combat a pattern of collusive schemes among real estate speculators aimed at 
eliminating competition at real estate foreclosure auctions.  Instead of competitively bidding at public 
auctions for foreclosed properties, groups of real estate speculators work together to keep public auction 
prices artificially low by paying each other to refrain from bidding or holding unofficial “knockoff” 
auctions among themselves.  Similar collusive conduct also has been detected among bidders for public tax 
liens, and eight individuals and three companies have pleaded guilty as part of an ongoing investigation 
into bid rigging and fraud related to municipal tax lien auctions in New Jersey. See 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/286053.pdf and 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/287435.pdf. 

34. LIBOR. On February 6, 2013, the Division announced that RBS Securities Japan Limited, a 
wholly-owned subsidiary of The Royal Bank of Scotland plc (“RBS”), agreed to plead guilty to a criminal 
information charging it with one count of wire fraud for engaging in a scheme to defraud counterparties to 
interest rate derivatives trades by secretly manipulating the Japanese Yen London Interbank Offered Rate 
(“LIBOR”), a leading benchmark used in financial products and transactions around the world.  RBS 
Securities Japan agreed to pay a $50 million fine.  Additionally, it was announced that a criminal 
information would also be filed against RBS as part of a deferred prosecution agreement (“DPA”), 
charging RBS with wire fraud for its role in manipulating LIBOR benchmark interest rates, and with 
participation in a price-fixing conspiracy by rigging the Yen LIBOR benchmark interest rate with other 
banks.  The DPA requires the bank to admit and accept responsibility for its misconduct, to continue 
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4. Enforcement of antitrust laws and policies: mergers and concentrations 

4.1 Enforcement of Pre-merger Notification Rules 

52. On September 25, 2012, the Division announced that Biglari Holdings Inc. would pay an 
$850,000 civil penalty to settle charges that it violated premerger reporting and waiting requirements when 
it acquired Cracker Barrel voting securities.  According to the complaint, Biglari Holdings failed to comply 
with the antitrust premerger notification requirements of the HSR Act before acquiring voting securities of 
Cracker Barrel Old Country Store Inc. in June 2011.  Although the HSR Act exempts from its premerger 
notification requirements certain acquisitions “solely for the purpose of investment,” Biglari Holdings’ 
acquisitions were not made solely for the purpose of investment.  The complaint alleged that Biglari 
Holdings was in violation of the HSR Act from June 8, 2011, through September 22, 2011.  At the same 
time, the Division filed a proposed settlement that, if approved by the court, will settle the charges.  See 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/287345.pdf. 

53. On May 3, 2012, the Division announced that Mr. Kyoungwon Pyo, an executive of Hyosung 
Corporation, had agreed to plead guilty and serve five months in a U.S. prison for obstruction of justice 
charges in connection with an automated teller machine (“ATM”) merger investigation conducted by the 
Division.  The Division said Mr. Pyo, in his role as senior vice president for corporate strategy of Hyosung 
Corporation, an affiliate of Korea-based Nautilus Hyosung Holdings Inc. (“NHI”), altered and directed 
subordinates to alter numerous existing corporate documents before they were submitted in conjunction 
with mandatory premerger filings.  The Division said that Mr. Pyo’s actions took place in or about July and 
August 2008.  At the time, the Division was investigating NHI’s proposed acquisition of Triton Systems of 
Delaware Inc.  NHI abandoned the proposed acquisition of competitor Triton Systems before the Division 
reached a decision determining whether to challenge the transaction.  On October 20, 2011, NHI pled 
guilty and paid a $200,000 criminal fine for its role in the obstruction of justice .  See 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/282873.pdf. 

54. On December 16, 2011, the Division announced that Comcast Corporation’s CEO Brian L. 
Roberts would pay a $500,000 civil penalty to settle charges that he violated premerger reporting and 
waiting requirements when he acquired Comcast voting securities.  According to the complaint, which was 
filed with a proposed settlement, Mr. Roberts failed to comply with the antitrust premerger notification 
requirements of the HSR Act before acquiring voting securities of Comcast as part of his compensation as 
chairman and chief executive officer of Comcast beginning on October 22, 2007, which resulted in his 
holding more than $119.6 million of Comcast stock.  On August 25, 2009, Mr. Roberts made a corrective 
filing for Comcast voting securities he had acquired.  Although this was the first time Mr. Roberts has been 
charged with an HSR Act violation, he has twice previously made corrective filings regarding transactions 
that, he acknowledged, were reportable under the HSR Act, asserting that the failures to file and observe 
the waiting period were inadvertent.  See www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/278338.pdf. 

4.2 Select Significant Merger Matters 

4.2.1 FTC Public Merger Investigations and Challenges 

55. Renown Health/Reno Heart Physicians. 

www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/278338.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/282873.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/287345.pdf
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consent order required Renown to release its staff cardiologists from non-compete contract clauses, 
allowing up to 10 of them to join competing cardiology practices.  See 
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110101/index.shtm. 

56. Novartis AG/Fougera.  On July 16, 2012, the FTC challenged Novartis AG’s $1.5 billion 
acquisition of rival pharmaceutical firm, Fougera Holdings, Inc.  The Commission alleged that Novartis’s 
acquisition likely would have harmed competition in the markets for the marketing rights to four topical 
skin care medications.  The final order resolving the charges preserves competition in the markets by 
requiring Novartis to end a marketing agreement that allows it to sell three of the products, and return the 
rights to the fourth product to its manufacturer. See www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1210144/index.shtm. 

57. 

www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110122/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110172/index.shtm
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www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110155/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/adjpro/d9352/index.shtm
http://ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110216/index.shtm
http://ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110215/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1210022/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110170/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110207/index.shtm


 

  
    

 
 

 
   

  
 
 

  

  
 

  
   

  
 
 
 

 

    
  
 
 

  

 

 
 
 

  
 

  
 
 

  

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

    

 DAF/COMP/AR(2013)10 

68. Graco/Illinois Tool Works.  On December 15, 2011, the FTC challenged Graco Inc.’s proposed 
$650 million acquisition of ITW Finishing LLC from Illinois Tool Works Inc., Graco’s largest competitor. 
The Commission alleged that the transaction would harm competition in the market for equipment used to 
apply paints and other liquid finishes to a variety of manufactured goods, such as cars, wood cabinets, and 
major appliances.  The Commission issued an administrative complaint and sought a preliminary 
injunction in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia to halt the transaction pending resolution 
of the administrative litigation.  In March 2012, the Commission withdrew the matter from litigation to 
consider a proposed consent agreement.  The Commission resolved the matter through entry of a consent 
order requiring Graco to hold separate and divest the worldwide liquid finishing equipment of Illinois Tool 
Works, Inc. and ITW Finishing. See www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110169/index.shtm. 

69. OSF Healthcare System/Rockford Health System.  On November 18, 2011, the FTC filed an 
administrative complaint challenging OSF Healthcare System’s proposed acquisition of Rockford Health 
System, alleging that the acquisition would substantially reduce competition among hospitals and primary 
care physicians in Rockford, Illinois, and significantly harm local businesses and patients. The FTC filed a 
separate complaint in federal district court seeking an order to halt the transaction temporarily to preserve 
competition for Rockford area residents pending the FTC’s administrative proceeding and any subsequent 
appeals.  On April 5, 2012, the court granted the FTC’s request for a preliminary injunction, pending a full 
administrative trial on the merits.  OSF Healthcare subsequently abandoned the proposed transaction, and 
the FTC dismissed the complaint.  See www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110102/index.shtm. 

70. Healthcare Technology Holdings/SDI Health LLC. On October 28, 2011, the FTC issued a 
complaint challenging Healthcare Technology Holdings, Inc.’s proposed acquisition of SDI Health LLC. 
The Commission alleged that the acquisition would greatly reduce competition and increase prices in the 
promotional and medical audit markets, which are highly concentrated.  To resolve these competitive 
concerns and restore the competition that would be lost with the acquisition, the Commission issued a 
consent order requiring the sale of SDI’s promotional audit and medical audit businesses to an FTC-
approved buyer. See www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110097/index.shtm. 

71. 

www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110166/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110097/index.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/caselist/1110102/index.shtm
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73. 3M/Avery Dennison. On September 4, 2012, the Division announced that 3M Co. abandoned its 
plan to acquire Avery Dennison Corp.’s Office and Consumer Products Group after the Division informed 
the companies that it would file a civil antitrust lawsuit to block the deal.  The Division said that the 
proposed acquisition would have substantially lessened competition in the sale of labels and sticky notes, 
resulting in higher prices and reduced innovation for products that millions of American consumers use 
every day. See www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/286647.pdf. 

74. UTC/Goodrich. In U.S. v. United Technologies Corporation and Goodrich Corporation, the 
Division challenged United Technologies Corporation’s (“UTC”) proposed $18.4 billion acquisition of 
Goodrich Corporation; the acquisition was the largest merger in the history of the aircraft industry. 
According to the complaint, filed on July 26, 2012, the acquisition, as originally proposed, would have 
lessened competition substantially in the worldwide markets for the development, manufacture, and sale of 
large main engine generators, aircraft turbine engines, and engine control systems for large aircraft turbine 
engines.  Aircraft main engine generators, which are used to produce the electrical power in 
communication ec

www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/285420.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/286647.pdf
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and California and with the Canadian Competition Bureau. See 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/280190.pdf. 

76. International Paper/Temple Inland. In U.S. v. International Paper Company and Temple-
Inland Inc., the Division challenged the proposed $4.3 billion merger between International Paper 
Company and Temple-Inland Inc.  The complaint, filed on February 10, 2012, alleged that the transaction, 
as originally proposed, would have substantially lessened competition in the production and sale of 
containerboard, the type of paper used to make corrugated boxes, in the United States.  Corrugated boxes 
made from containerboard are used to ship more than 90 percent of all goods in the United States. 
According to the complaint, International Paper and Temple-Inland are the largest and third-largest 
producers, respectively, of containerboard in North America.  To resolve these competitive concerns, the 
Division filed a proposed settlement simultaneously with the complaint.  The settlement required the 
companies to divest three containerboard mills.  The court approved the settlement on May 3, 2012.  See 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/280125.pdf. 

77. Deutsche Börse/NYSE Euronext. The Division announced on December 22, 2011, that it 

www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/277935.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/278473.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2011/278537.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/280125.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/press_releases/2012/280190.pdf
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5. International antitrust cooperation and outreach 

International Antitrust Cooperation Developments 

80. The Antitrust Agencies continued to play a lead role in promoting cooperation and convergence 
toward sound competition policies internationally, through building strong bilateral ties with major 
enforcement partners and participation in multilateral bodies such as the International Competition 
Network (“ICN”), the Competition Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (“OECD”), the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (“UNCTAD”), and 
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (“APEC”). 

81. On September 27, 2012, the Agencies signed an antitrust Memorandum of Understanding 
(“MOU”) with India’s Ministry of Corporate Affairs and the Competition Commission of India.  The 
agreement contains provisions for increased communication and cooperation on policy and enforcement 
matters and technical cooperation, and is subject to confidentiality protections.  It also contemplates 
periodic meetings among officials to discuss policy and enforcement developments.  See 
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/09/indiamou.shtm. 

82. On September 24-25, 2012, the Agencies and the three Chinese anti-monopoly agencies – the 
Ministry of Commerce (“MOFCOM”), the National Development and Reform Commission , and the State 
Administration for Industry and Commerce  – held the first Joint Dialogue on competition policy in 
Washington, DC.  The high-level meetings covered a range of policy and technical subjects, including 
promoting competition in a global economy and various aspects of civil and criminal enforcement.  As 
previously reported, the agencies of the two countries signed an antitrust MOU on July 27, 2011, to 
promote communication and cooperation.  See www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/09/chinamou.shtm. 

83. On November 29, 2011, the Agencies and MOFCOM met in Washington, DC, to discuss issues 
of common interest in antitrust merger enforcement.  This was the first high-level MOFCOM visit to the 
Agencies since the signing of the MOU in July 2011.  The agencies discussed recent antitrust enforcement 
and policy developments, the role of antitrust enforcement in times of economic downturn, and 
cooperation among the three agencies in merger investigations.  The three agencies developed further 
guidance for cooperation on investigations when one of the U.S. antitrust agencies and MOFCOM are 
reviewing the same merger. The guidance is available at 
www.justice.gov/atr/public/international/docs/277772.pdf. 

84. On December 19, 2011, the heads of the antitrust agencies of the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico participated in a trilateral meeting to reaffirm their mutual commitment to effective enforcement 
cooperation.  The discussions covered a wide range of enforcement and policy issues, including updates on 
merger policy and enforcement in the three jurisdictions and the sharing of recent experience in areas of 
mutual enforcement interest.   

85. On October 14, 2011, the Agencies and the European Commission’s DG Competition issued 
revised Best Practices on Cooperation in Merger Investigations and also celebrated the 20th anniversary of 
the US-EU antitrust cooperation agreement.  The Best Practices, originally issued in 2002, were revised in 
light of the Agencies’ practical experience and provide an advisory framework for cooperation when a U.S. 
Agency and DG Competition review the same merger. The main purposes of issuing the revised Best 
Practices were (1) to be transparent about the Agencies’ cooperation – including when and what they 
communicate with one another and their aim at compatible outcomes and (2) to suggest how merging 
parties and third parties can facilitate coordination and resolution of those reviews.  In addition, the Best 
Practices address the complexity of coordinating merger review timetables between the authorities and 
emphasize the need for coordination among the agencies at key stages of their investigations, including the 
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final stage when agencies consider potential remedies to preserve competition.  The Best Practices also 
recognize that more authorities have become more engaged in the review process, requiring coordination 
with a larger number of agencies. The revised Best Practices are available at 
www.ftc.gov/os/2011/10/111014eumerger.pdf; www.justice.gov/atr/public/international/docs/276276.pdf. 

86. During FY 2012, the Agencies cooperated on merger reviews with many competition agencies 
around the world, including those of Australia, Brazil, Canada, China, Colombia, the European Union, 
France, Germany, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Singapore, South Africa, Turkey, and the United 
Kingdom.  In some instances, cooperation with these authorities was extensive.   

87. The FTC had over 50 substantive contacts in merger and non-merger cases and cooperated on 23 
merger matters (of which 15 were completed within FY 2012) and three conduct investigations.  As an 
example of international cooperation, the FTC engaged in substantive cooperation with ten non-U.S. 

www.justice.gov/atr/public/international/docs/276276.pdf
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90. During FY 2012, the FTC served as co-chair of the ICN’s Agency Effectiveness Working Group 
(“AEWG”), together with the Mexican Federal Competition Commission and the Norwegian Competition 
Authority.  The FTC co-led the Investigative Process Project with the EC’s DG Competition, which 
produced reports on investigative tools and agency transparency practices.  The FTC also participated in 
the drafting of two chapters for the Competition Agency Practice Manual on knowledge management and 
human resources management.  Finally, the FTC heads the Curriculum Project, which produced new 
modules on planning an investigation, competition advocacy within government, and challenges faced by 
competition agencies in developing economies.  

91. During FY 2012, the Division served as co-chair of the ICN Cartel Working Group, together with 
Germany’s Bundeskartellamt and the Japan Fair Trade Commission.  As co-chair, the Division participated 
in the drafting of a chapter for the Anti-Cartel Enforcement Manual on international cooperation and 
information sharing, as well as a discussion call series on leniency.  The Division also participated in the 
2012 Cartel Workshop in Panama City, Panama.   

5.2 Outreach 

92. 



www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/09/wva.shtm
www.justice.gov/atr/public/comments/278992.pdf
www.justice.gov/atr/public/guidelines/290994.pdf


 

   
 

     
   

 

 
 
 

     
 

   

   
 
 

 
 

  

www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/04/alabamavets.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/05/ncdentists.shtm
www.ftc.gov/os/2012/06/1206ftcgamingconsole.pdf
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/06/ferc.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/09/ferc.shtm
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104. Health Care, Nursing. 

www.ftc.gov/opa/2011/10/nyhealthcare.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2011/11/mainedental.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/03/kentucky.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/03/missouripain.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/04/louisiana.shtm


 

 
 

   
 

  

  

 

   
 
  

www.ftc.gov/be/econwork.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opp/workshops/petmeds/index.shtml
www.ftc.gov/opa/2012/08/mfn.shtm
www.ftc.gov/opp/workshops/pae


 

  
 

 

  

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    

 

  

  
 

  
 

www.usdoj.gov/atr/public/eag/discussion_papers.htm
www.justice.gov/atr/public/workshops/ag2010
www.justice.gov/atr/public/reports/index.html
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APPENDICES 

Department of Justice: Fiscal Year 2012 FTE7 and Resources by Enforcement Activity 
FTE Amount ($ in thousands) 

Criminal Enforcement 282 $65,667 
Civil Enforcement 423 $98,500 
Total 705 $164,167 
Federal Trade Commission: Fiscal Year 2012 Competition Mission 
FTE and Dollars by Program, Bureau & Office 

FTE Amount ($ in thousands) 
Total Maintain Competition 
Mission 
Bureau of Competition  271.0 49,962.9 
Bureau of Economics  73.7 12,146.2 
Regional Offices  25.1 4,266.5 
Mission Support  136.2 49,287.0 

Premerger Notification 
Bureau of Competition  21.7 3,348.3 
Bureau of Economics  0.1 16.2 
Regional Offices  0.4 64.8 

Merger & Joint Venture 
Enforcement 
Bureau of Competition  130.1 22,051.9 
Bureau of Economics  42.5 6,915.0 
Regional Offices  7.3 1,190.3 

Merger & Joint Venture 
Compliance 
Bureau of Competition  1.6 246.8 
Bureau of Economics  --- --- 
Regional Offices  --- --- 

An “FTE” or “full time equivalent” amounts to one employee working full time for a full year. Because the 
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Nonmerger Enforcement 
Bureau of Competition  105.3 18,486.2 
Bureau of Economics  20.4 3,365.5 
Regional Offices  12.9 2,116.7 

Nonmerger Compliance 
Bureau of Competition  0.3 46.3 
Bureau of Economics  --- --- 
Regional Offices  --- --- 




