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This advisory is published by Alston & Bird LLP to provide a summary of significant developments to our clients and friends.  It is intended 
to be informational and does not constitute legal advice regarding any specific situation. This material may also be considered attorney 
advertising under court rules of certain jurisdictions.
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Antitrust Agencies Propose Updated Guidance on Vertical Transactions

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) and the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) recently proposed new joint guidelines that 
describe the principal analytical techniques, practices, and enforcement policies concerning the federal government’s antitrust 
review of vertical mergers and acquisitions. Vertical transactions combine two or more companies that operate at different 
levels in the same supply chain. The proposed guidelines supersede the “Non-Horizontal Merger Guidelines” issued by the DOJ 
more than 25 years ago. As DOJ Assistant Attorney General Makan Delrahim explained, “The revised draft guidelines are based 
on new economic understandings and the agencies’ experience over the past several decades and better reflect the agencies’ 
actual practice in evaluating proposed vertical mergers.” 

The joint effort by the DOJ and FTC reflects a renewed focus by the federal antitrust agencies on the potential anticompetitive 
effects of vertical transactions. As FTC Chairman Joseph J. Simons reiterated, “Challenging anticompetitive vertical mergers 
is essential to vigorous enforcement. The agencies’ vertical merger policy has evolved substantially since the issuance of the 
1984 Non-Horizontal Merger Guidelines, and our guidelines should reflect the current enforcement approach.” The proposed 
guidelines signal the agencies’ commitment to carefully scrutinize vertical transactions, particularly in the health care and 
technology sectors, which have seen rapid vertical consolidation in recent years. 

The 1984 Guidelines and Vertical Merger Developments
Traditionally, vertical mergers have been perceived as presenting fewer antitrust risks than horizontal mergers because they do 
not reduce the number of competitors. And they often increase efficiency by, for example, allowing a finished-good manufacturer 
to own a key input supplier or distributor, or a service provider to acquire businesses in adjacent markets. The 1984 guidelines 
identified only a limited set of theories about how these transactions could harm competition, including eliminating potential 
entrants and creating barriers to entry.

The past decade has brought abundant vertical merger activity in a variety of sectors, spurred in part by economic growth, 
legal and regulatory shifts, and the expansion of the technology sector. One of the industries with a notable level of integration 
has been health care. In the years after the Affordable Care Act was enacted in 2010, there have been scores of mergers and 
affiliations between insurers and providers, insurers and pharmacies and pharmacy benefit managers, and providers and suppliers.  
The technology sector also has seen many acquisitions of small companies that provide complementary innovations or platforms 
by larger companies.
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During this same period, a number of prominent academics and politicians – including both liberal Democrats and conservative 
Republicans – have warned that vertical deals may enable companies with market power to thwart rivals, harming competition 
and consumers. And, significantly, in recent years enforcers have challenged or carefully scrutinized vertical transactions:

	▪ Most prominently, less than two months after Delrahim was confirmed to lead the DOJ Antitrust Division in 2017, the DOJ 
challenged AT&T’s acquisition of Time Warner. The primary basis for the challenge was a vertical theory alleging that AT&T, 
as owner of DirecTV, could foreclose rivals from obtaining Time Warner’s desirable programming. The D.C. Circuit ultimately 
upheld the trial court’s rejection of the DOJ’s proof, noting the absence of precedent or recent governmental guidelines 
in support of its theory of harm.

	▪ In May 2018, the DOJ asserted vertical as well as horizontal theories in requiring Bayer to sell off $9 billion worth of assets 
as a condition of its acquisition of Monsanto, the largest divestiture in U.S. history. 

	▪ In early 2019, the FTC split 3–2 in approving two vertical mergers in the office products and dialysis sectors with modest 
remedies. The dissenting Democratic commissioners argued that both deals needed more robust fixes to prevent 
anticompetitive use of market power by the merged entities.

Thus it was no surprise when Simons, a Trump appointee who included vertical mergers as a topic in the agency’s hearings 
on the future of competition law, stated in September 2019 that “anticompetitive vertical mergers are not unicorns, and there 
should not be a presumption that all vertical mergers are benign. There are well-known ways in which vertical mergers can be 
anticompetitive, and although such mergers may not arise every day, they are common enough that we need to pay careful 
attention to look for and challenge them.” 

The Proposed Revisions
With all of these developments, the DOJ and FTC proposed revisions to the 1984 guidelines based on “new economic 
understandings and the agencies’ experience … in evaluating proposed vertical mergers.” Among the key elements of the 
proposed changes are: 

	▪ Related products. The agencies’ Horizontal Merger Guidelines, which were revised in 2010, set forth current criteria for 
defining the relevant product and geographic markets in which competitive effects typically are analyzed. The proposed 
vertical guidelines add the concept of a “related product,” which is defined as “a product or service that is supplied by the 
merged firm, is vertically related to the products and services in the relevant market, and to which access by the merged 
firm’s rivals affects competition in the relevant market.” 

	▪ Elimination of double marginalization recognized as potential benefit. The proposed guidelines recognize that vertical 
integration within the supply chain can reduce the cost of goods and services. But the guidelines warn that this elimination 
of double marginalization (EDM) must be demonstrable.

	▪ Updated theories of harm. The proposed guidelines are updated to reflect modern economic doctrines about foreclosure 
and raising rivals’ costs as potential sources of competitive harm in addition to other traditional merger theories of harm.

	▪ New focus on access to competitively sensitive information. The proposed guidelines also observe that a vertical transaction 
may expand access to competitively sensitive information, which may have a negative impact on competition. For example, 
a company that acquires a distributor or supplier may have a legitimate reason to know the cost structures or prices of a 
rival. The guidelines do not speak explicitly about creating safeguards to prevent misuse of that information, but simply 
observe that rivals might not work with or compete as vigorously against a merged firm that has access to such sensitive 
information, potentially reducing competition and raising prices.
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	▪ Creation of a new presumptive “safe harbor.”  The proposed guidelines would create a presumptive safe harbor for transactions 
when the new entity has no more than 20 percent share of the relevant market and the related product is used in less than 
20 percent of the relevant market. The guidelines say the check about the related product’s use in the relevant market is “one 
indicator of [its] competitive significance,” but few details are provided about how it may be applied. And all transactions 
– both inside and outside the safe harbor – will be analyzed on their facts for competitive impact.

It is noteworthy that the two Democratic FTC commissioners, Rebecca Kelly Slaughter and Rohit Chopra, abstained from voting 
on the proposed guidelines because they did not believe they were sufficiently robust. In particular, Chopra issued a statement 
that the draft guidelines “are not supported by an analysis of past enforcement decisions, perpetuate an overdependence on 
theoretical models, and do not reflect all of the ways that competition can be harmed.” 

Observations and Next Steps
The debate over whether these draft guidelines will be helpful to the business community and antitrust practitioners is far from 
over. Even before they were issued, commentators questioned whether, given the fact-specific nature of vertical mergers, any 
guidelines could provide meaningful guideposts. The agencies received 72 public comments – from businesses, trade associations, 
academics, practitioners, and 26 state attorneys general – during a comment period that was extended two weeks into late 
February 2020. And the agencies are holding two public workshops in March 2020 to receive additional feedback.

Issues that were raised in the comments and are likely to be discussed at the hearings include:

	▪ How the agencies approach balancing procompetitive benefits and anticompetitive harms. At a recent American Bar 
Association Antitrust Law Section event on the proposed guidelines, FTC Commissioner Christine Wilson invited discussion 
on this subject, asking whether EDM should be equal to the harm from the potential to raise rivals’ costs and whether 
either or both of them are always attributable only to the proposed merger. In her statement abstaining from approving 
the draft guidelines, Slaughter also said she would be interested in comments on when harm from vertical mergers might 
be presumed, the role of EDM, and how to analyze differentiated products, non-linear pricing, and bargaining leverage. 

	▪ Whether more guidance is needed on specific industries with high degrees of vertical integration and remedies that may 
be appropriate to address competitive concerns. Commentators have noted that, even with all the vertical integration in 
the health care sector, not a single fact pattern discussed in the guidelines arises from that industry. Nor is there much 
discussion about the technology sector, which the FTC indicated a  continued interest in last month by ordering five large 
companies to provide information about small acquisitions, including vertical deals, closed over the past decade.

	▪ Whether the new definitions and safe harbor are useful. It remains to be seen if more detail is needed to identify and apply 
the “related product” concept, which remains vague and might be hard to apply in rapidly innovating industries. And, as 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General Barry Nigro noted at a recent ABA program, the 20 percent safe harbor was not based 
on conclusive economic study but rather made the agencies feel “comfortable.”  Wilson has added that she welcomed input 
about how to identify which vertical transactions are likely to only have a minor competitive impact.

Regardless of the number, content, and impact of the comments on the guidelines, the bipartisan interest in analyzing vertical 
mergers as a potential source of competitive harm is likely to continue. And, unlike the AT&T case, the agencies will be in a better 
position to bring enforcement actions having enumerated their concerns outside a pending case. Companies considering mergers 
that raise vertical issues, which can occur on a standalone basis or as part of a transaction with a rival, would be well served to 
monitor the final guidelines, future commentary on them, and enforcement actions by the agencies and anticipate continued 
scrutiny of these types of transactions.

http://www.alston.com
https://www.ftc.gov/system/files/documents/public_statements/1561727/p810034chopravmgabstain.pdf
https://www.ftc.gov/system/files/documents/public_statements/1561721/p810034slaughtervmgabstain.pdf


 			   4

WWW.ALSTON.COM 	

© ALSTON & BIRD LLP 2020

You can subscribe to future Antitrust/M&A  advisories and other Alston & Bird publications by completing our 
publications subscription form.

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact your Alston & Bird attorney or any of the following:

ATLANTA: One Atlantic Center  n  1201 West Peachtree Street  n  Atlanta, Georgia, USA, 30309-3424  n  404.881.7000  n  Fax: 404.881.7777
BEIJING: Hanwei Plaza West Wing  n  Suite 21B2  n  No. 7 Guanghua Road  n  Chaoyang District  n  Beijing, 100004 CN  n  +86.10.85927500 

BRUSSELS: Level 20 Bastion Tower  n  Place du Champ de Mars  n  B-1050 Brussels, BE  n  +32 2 550 3700  n  Fax: +32 2 550 3719
CHARLOTTE: Bank of America Plaza  n  101 South Tryon Street  n  Suite 4000  n  Charlotte, North Carolina, USA, 28280-4000  n  704.444.1000  n  Fax: 704.444.1111
DALLAS: Chase Tower  n  2200 Ross Avenue  n  Suite 2300  n  Dallas, Texas, Usa, 75201  n  214.922.3400  n  Fax: 214.922.3899
LONDON: 5th Floor, Octagon Point, St. Paul’s  n  5 Cheapside  n  London, EC2V 6AA, UK  n  +44.0.20.3823.2225
LOS ANGELES: 333 South Hope Street  n  16th Floor  n  Los Angeles, California, USA, 90071-3004  n  213.576.1000  n  Fax: 213.576.1100
NEW YORK: 90 Park Avenue  n  15th Floor  n  New York, New York, USA, 10016-1387  n  212.210.9400  n  Fax: 212.210.9444
RALEIGH: 555 Fayetteville Street  n  Suite 600  n  Raleigh, North Carolina, USA, 27601-3034  n  919.862.2200  n  Fax: 919.862.2260
SAN FRANCISCO: 560 Mission Street  n  Suite 2100  n  San Francisco, California, USA, 94105-0912  n  415.243.1000  n  Fax: 415.243.1001
SILICON VALLEY: 950 Page Mill Road  n  Palo Alto, California, USA 94304-1012  n  650.838.2000  n  Fax: 650.838.2001
WASHINGTON, DC: The Atlantic Building  n  950 F Street, NW  n  Washington, DC, USA, 20004-1404  n  202.239.3300  n  Fax: 202.239.3333

Max P. Marks
404.881.7853
max.marks@alston.com

Hilla Shimshoni
202.239.3678
hilla.shimshoni@alston.com

John M. Snyder
202.239.3960
john.snyder@alston.com

Kaelyne Yumul Wietelman
202.239.3227
kaelyne.wietelman@alston.com

Valarie C. Williams
415.243.1058
valarie.williams@alston.com

Select Members of Alston & Bird’s Antitrust Group

Select Members of Alston & Bird’s Mergers & Acquisitions and Health Care Groups

Anthony T. Greene
404.881.7887
tony.greene@alston.com

Deona Kalala
404.881.7133
deona.kalala@alston.com
  
Matthew D. Kent
404.881.7948 
matthew.kent@alston.com 

James Ashe-Taylor 
+44.0.20.3823.2232
james.ashetaylor@alston.com

Adam J. Biegel 
202.239.3692
adam.biegel@alston.com

Teresa T. Bonder 
415.243.1010
teresa.bonder@alston.com

Scott Adamson
213.576.2538
scott.adamson@alston.com 

David A. Brown
202.239.3463
dave.brown@alston.com

David E. Brown, Jr.
202.239.3345
david.brown@alston.com 

Aaron R. Dixon 
404.881.7820
aaron.dixon@alston.com 
 
Sarah Ernst
404.881.4940
sarah.ernst@alston.com 

Dennis Garris
202.239.3452
dennis.garris@alston.com

Darren C. Hauck
214.922.3401
darren.hauck@alston.com
 
Kyle G. Healy
404.881.4421
kyle.healy@alston.com 
 
Russell A. Hilton
404.881.7866
russell.hilton@alston.com
 
Justin R. Howard
404.881.7758
justin.howard@alston.com

H. Bryan Ives III
704.444.1002
bryan.ives@alston.com

C. Mark Kelly
704.444.1075
mark.kelly@alston.com

W. Scott Kitchens 
404.881.4955
scott.kitchens@alston.com 

Scott Kummer
704.444.1077
scott.kummer@alston.com 
 
Soren Lindstrom
214.922.3425
soren.lindstrom@alston.com  
 
Sarah Hess Mackenzie
404.881.4606
sarah.mackenzie@alston.com 

Mark McElreath
212.210.9595
mark.mcelreath@alston.com
 
Julie Mediamolle
202.239.3702
julie.mediamolle@alston.com

Scott Ortwein
404.881.7936
scott.ortwein@alston.com

J. Mark Ray
404.881.7739
mark.ray@alston.com  
 
Lee R. Rimler
704.444.1073
lee.rimler@alston.com
 
Jeremy Silverman
404.881.7855
jeremy.silverman@alston.com

William Snyder
650.838.2119
william.snyder@alston.com

James H. Sullivan, Jr.
212.210.9522
james.sullivan@alston.com

Rebecca R. Valentino
202.239.3826
rebecca.valentino@alston.com

Charles R. Yates III
404.881.7407
charlie.yates@alston.com

http://www.alston.com
https://www.alston.com/en/resources/subscriptions-form
mailto:max.marks%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:hilla.shimshoni%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:john.snyder%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:kaelyne.wietelman%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:valarie.williams%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:tony.greene%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:deona.kalala%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:matthew.kent%40alston.com%20?subject=
mailto:james.ashetaylor%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:adam.biegel%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:teresa.bonder%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:ankith.kamaraju%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:scott.adamson%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:dave.brown%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:david.brown%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:aaron.dixon%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:sarah.ernst%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:dennis.garris%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:darren.hauck%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:kyle.healy%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:russell.hilton%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:justin.howard%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:bryan.ives%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:mark.kelly%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:scott.kitchens%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:scott.kummer%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:soren.lindstrom%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:sarah.mackenzie%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:mark.mcelreath%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:julie.mediamolle%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:scott.ortwein%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:mark.ray%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:lee.rimler%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:jeremy.silverman%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:william.snyder%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:james.sullivan%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:rebecca.valentino%40alston.com?subject=
mailto:charlie.yates%40alston.com?subject=

