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I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

Under United States trademark law, a person can truthfully advertise the genuine
trademarked products and services of another that he legitimately sells. Thus, Best Buy can
advertise that it sells Sony® and Samsung® televisions; a mechanic can advertise that he repairs
Buicks and Pontiacs; and we all can place a classified ad that says “Kenmore freezer” or “La-Z-
Boy recliner” for sale. Trademark law, under the doctrine of “nominative fair use,” allows
advertising outlets such as newspapers or Internet sites to display those advertisements without
incurring liability. Plaintiff American Airlines asks this Court to reverse this longstanding
doctrine and impose liability on Yahoo! for displaying advertisements that legitimately used
American’s trademarks.

American’s claims rest on advertising that travel-related Internet companies placed on
Yahoo!’s search engine. Many of these companies are online travel agents, called “OTAs.”
American Airlines long ago made a business decision to authorize OTAs, such as those that
operate the well-known websites Travelocity, Orbitz, Expedia, Priceline, and Hotwire, to book
American Airlines tickets. American even provides incentives to the largest OTAs to encourage
them to book more American tickets. Some of the other travel-related Internet sites are known
as “meta-search engines” (“MSEs”). MSEs display information about airline fares and
schedules; some provide a connection that takes a user directly to an airline’s website (such as
American’s website, AA.com) with a click. Kayak.com is an example. American relies on
MSE:s like Kayak to drive traffic to AA.com.

American does not consider OTAs or MSEs to be competitors; at most, OTAs are “in
friendly competition” with AA.com as authorized distribution channels. If American wanted to,

it could decline to allow OTAs to book its tickets or to allow MSEs to display its fare and
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schedule information, and instead make AA.com the sole source of American tickets and
information about American flights. American has never done so, and has no plans to do so.

Despite choosing to authorize OTAs to book its tickets and choosing to enter into
relationships with major MSEs, American now complains that OTAs and MSEs advertised on
Yahoo!’s search engine that they offered American tickets or information and thereby infringed
American’s trademarks. When, for example, an Internet user conducted a Yahoo! search on the
term “American Airlines,” the search results would be accompanied by advertisements (known
as “Sponsor Results”) for websites on which an Internet user could, with American’s
authorization, book American tickets (the OTA sites), or on which an Internet user could learn
about American’s available\ fares and schedules (the MSE or other travel information sites).
American has not sued the companies who have/operate websites that American authorized to
sell tickets for placing infringing advertisements promoting those tickets. Instead American has
sued Yahoo! for accepting those companies’ advertisements.

American alleges that Yahoo! violated the Lanham Act and state ]aw when Yahoo!
allowed third parties to use “American Airlines” and other trademarked terms as “keywords,”
even though the third parties were advertising the availability of authorized tickets on American
flights and access to accurate information about American. As demonstrated below, summary
judgment for Yahoo! against American should be granted because each of American’s claims
suffers from the same defect: Each ignores that the accused advertisements legitimately used
“American Airlines” and similar terms to refer to genuine offerings of American Airlines goods
and services. More specifically, American’s eleven causes of action fail for the following

reasons.
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American alleges direct trademark infringement and false representation under the
Lanham Act (Counts I and IV) based on two general theories: (1) that Yahoo! causes consumer
confusion merely by displaying third-party advertisements on the results page when an Internet
user searches on an American trademarked term; and (2) that Yahoo! causes confusion by
allowing its advertisers to include American’s trademarks in the displayed advertisements. Both
theories fail as a matter of law. The first theory has been recently examined and rejected by
several courts, all reaching the conclusion that triggering the display of an advertisement in
response to a search term creates no confusion and cannot amount to trademark infringement.
The second theory squarely conflicts with Fifth Circuit law, which holds that those who sell a
branded product or service may use the trademark to advertise that fact. Scott Fetzer Co. v.
House of Vacuums, Inc., 381 F.3d 477, 484 (5th Cir. 2004) (affirming summary judgment of
non-infringement). American alleges analogous causes of action under Texas common law
(Counts VI, VIII, and IX), which fail for the same reasons.

American has also alleged that Yahoo! is contributorily and vicariously liable for the
infringing advertisements of others. (Counts II and II). American has framed its complaint as a
global challenge to Yahoo!’s Sponsor Results program. But an analysis of the advertisements
featured in American’s own complaint in this action shows that these advertisements are
protected as a matter of law by the nominative fair use doctrine. Indeed, most of the
advertisements make nominative fair use of American’s marks for the additional reason that they
are placed by OTAs or MSEs who are themselves American’s agents. Because these
advertisements selected by American in framing its case do not infringe American’s marks,

American’s challenge to Yahoo!’s Sponsored Search program must fail. Yahoo! is not liable as
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a contributory or vicarious infringer because American does not prove infringement, and because
American cannot prove other elements of these causes of action.

Plaintiff alleges trademark dilution under the Lanham Act and Texas law (Counts V and
VII). These allegations fail for the same reason the infringement allegations fail, because
Yahoo!’s advertisers make nominative fair use of American’s marks. Nominative use of a brand
name strengthens a trademark rather than diluting it.

Plaintiff brings two other pendant claims under Texas state law, for tortious interference
with contract (Count X) and for money had and received (Count XI). The tortious interference
claim fails because Plaintiff has no evidence that Yahoo! knowingly induced anyone to breach its
contract with American Airlines. The claim for money had and received fails for many reasons,
including that American and its advertisers voluntarily paid Yahoo! for lawful advertisements on
its search engine results page.

Finally, even if infringement could be proven (and it cannot), Yahoo! is not liable for
damages for several independent reasons. First, the Lanham Act specifically protects an Internet
intermediary that is an innocent infringer from liability for damages or other monetary relief.
Yahoo! qualifies for this safe harbor because its policy and practice were designed to prevent
violations of the Lanham Act. Second, American Airlines has until recently acquiesced in the
keyword bidding practices of its marketing partners—the OTAs and MSEs whose
advertisements it now claims infringe the Lanham Act. The affirmative defense of acquiescence
prevents Plaintiff from collecting from Yahoo! now that it has changed its mind about how best
to market American Airlines travel. Third, American’s damages claim is legally barred.
American’s claim turns on a theory of causation that blames Yahoo! for the alleged fact that

OTA advertisements diverted Internet users away from AA.com. If this is true, American has
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only itself to blame: American empowered OTAs to serve as its ticket booking agents but did not
stop them from bidding on American trademarks until late 2006. Américan could have stopped
them earlier—American contends it always had the contractual right to do so. But it did not.

Moreover, American’s damages calculations rely on assumptions that are factually
unsupported. In calculating its “lost profits,” American assumes that consumers seeking
information about “American Airlines” (or related search terms) must only be looking for the
website AA.com. American has no probative evidence for this assumption, and its calculation
must therefore fail.

In this lawsuit, American seeks to monopolize the attention of the web-surfing public,
misusing the Lanham Act to prevent Yahoo! “from doing what [search engines] are designed to
do: present users with the information they seek as well as related information the user may also
find helpful or interesting.” Mary Kay, Inc. v. Weber, 601 F. Supp. 2d 839, 856 (N.D. Tex.
2009). Yahoo! respectfully requests that this Court prevent this danger by granting summary
judgment against American, or in the alternative summary adjudication that no damages or other
monetary relief is available from Yahoo!.

I STATEMENT OF FACTS

A. American Airlines’ Decisions to Authorize, and Encourage, OTAs to Book
American Tickets

By December 2002, American had long since developed relationships with OTAs such as
Travelocity, Expedia, and Orbitz as an outlet for booking American’s tickets, knowing full well
that OTAs also book tickets for airlines that compete with American. In general, OTAs are
established as authorized agents for booking American (and other airline) tickets through the
ARC Agency Reporting Agreement (“ARC Agreement”). (Defs’ MSJ App. 0010-0011 & 0026-

0027 (Cush Depo. at 11:12-12:7, 73:21-74:20).) American controls which agents it allows to
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book American tickets through this ARC Agreement. (Defs” MSJ App. 0034 (Cush Depo. at
123:3-9).) American has no plans to terminate the OTA channel, and has never even considered
such a step. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0064-0066 (6/4 Curry Depo. at 35:23-37:1).)

OTAs have American’s authorization to book as many American tickets as they possibly
can. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0089 (6/4 Curry Depo. at 73:1-16).) American does not place, indeed,
cannot place, limits on how many American tickets an OTA can book. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0089-
0091 (6/4 Curry Depo. at 73:25-74:5; 75:16-23).)

American executives do not view OTAs as competitors of American Airlines; at most,
OTA:s are in “friendly competition” with AA.com as an American Airlines-approved distribution
channel. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0133 (DeGroot Depo. at 70:1-16); 0211 (DeCross Depo. at 17:5-18).)
American’s “distribution strategy group” has employees whose job it is to manage American’s
relationships with the largest OTAs. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0159 (DeGroot Depo. at 128:9-19).)

American, through its distribution strategy group, provides incentives to major OTAs to
increase their bookings of American tickets. American’s incentives to OTAs include the waiver
of fees, payment of bonuses upon the OTAs reaching certain performance targets, advertising by
American on the OTA site, and credit to apply towards travel on American flights (perhaps even
to use when the OTA’s employees make sales calls on other airlines). (Defs’ MSJ App. 0138-
0141 (DeGroot Depo. at 81:1-5; 82:1-84:5).)

American actually pays incentives that are conditioned upon the OTAs outperforming
American’s own direct-sales percentage of the market for particular routes. American also
provides wholesale fares to OTAs as an incentive. The OTAs can mark up these fares as they
wish, provided they bundled those fares with packages, such as flight-hotel-car packages,

notwithstanding the fact that American Airlines Vacations sells flight-hotel-car packages. The
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former director of the distribution strategy group had no concerns about any effect on American
Airlines Vacations of American Airlines’ providing wholesale fares to OTAs. (Defs” MSJ App.
0141-0144 (DeGroot Depo. at 83:22-87:2).)

American published an addendum to the ARC Agreement (“ARC Addendum™) on
December 19, 2006, that prohibited its travel agents, including OTAs, from placing keyword
bids on American trademarks. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0226-0231 (Def. Depo. Ex. 4), 0107 (6/4 Curry
Depo. at 142:12-18).) This was the first time that American expressly limited its OTAs’
keyword advertising. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0113 (6/4 Curry Depo. at 198:16-24).) By adding this
limitation, American was “breaking new ground.” (Defs’ MSJ App. 0232 (Def. Depo Ex. 94),
0164-0170 (DeGroot Depo. at 177:10-183:9).) But American contends that it always had the
authority to limit the OTAS’ keyword searching. (See Defs’ MSJ App. 0234 (Plaintiff American
Airlines, Inc.’s Objections and Responses to Yahoo!’s First Set of Requests for Admissions
(“RFA”), Request and Response No. 13), 0015 (Cush Depo. at 16:1-12).)

American proceeded in the following months of 2007 to contact individual OTAs to
assert that the OTAs were contractually prohibited from bidding on American marks as
keywords. (See, e.g., Defs’ MSJ App. 0257 (Def. Depo. Ex. 95); 0172-0173 (DeGroot Depo. at
185:21-186:4); 0258 (Def. Depo. Ex. 99); 0183-0184 (DeGroot Depo. at 196:21-197:11); 0259-
0260 (Def. Ex. 103); and 0189-0190 (DeGroot Depo. at 202:22-203:7).) American also
continued to negotiate with the major OTAs to obtain their agreement to refrain from bidding on
American marks. (See, e.g., Defs’ MSJ App. 0261 (Def. Depo Ex. 162); 0032 (Cush Depo. at
121:5-18); 0262 (Def. Depo. Ex. 172); and 0039-0042 (Cush Depo. at 152:23-155:7).) In

response to American’s communications, the largest OTAs (including at least Orbitz,
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Travelocity, and Expedia) confirmed that they had ceased bidding on American’s trademarked
1

terms.

B. American Airlines’ Decisions to Authorize, and Encourage, MSEs to Display
American Fare and Schedule Information

At least as early as 2004, American also began making agreements with websites that
aggregate fare information for airlines. These websites are called “meta-search engines”
(“MSEs”). (Defs’ MSJ App. 0058 (6/4 Curry Depo. at 26:11-16); 0265-0275 (Def. Depo.

Ex. 85); 0154 (DeGroot Depo. at 123:1-3).) American saw this as a beneficial way of
distributing its fare information in order to book more tickets. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0020-0021
(Cush Depo. at 54:21-55:11).) American controls access to its fare information through access
and use agreements with individual MSEs. (See, e.g., Defs’ MSJ App. 0276-0286 (Def. Depo.
Ex. 84), 0149 (DeGroot Depo. at 117:12-14).) American has benefited by developing its
relationships with MSEs as a means of increasing American ticket sales and access to potential
customers. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0128 (DeGroot Depo. at 21:1-19).)

C. Yahoo!’s Sponsored Search Advertising Program

Yahoo! is a global Internet portal that provides a wide variety of services to Internet

users, including a free Internet search engine. (Defs” MSJ App. 0288 (Pann Decl. 3).)2 Users

I Defs’ MSJ App. 0263 (Def. Depo. Ex. 96), 0175-0176 (DeGroot Depo. 188:15-189:14
(American received confirmation that Orbitz would not bid on terms listed in the ARC
Addendum on May 2, 2007)); 0264 (AAG-00029046 (Expedia letter to American on May 28,
2007 stating that “Expedia is not bidding or purchasing American Airlines’ trademarks as
keywords search terms”)); 0195-0196 (DeGroot Depo. at 210:4 - 211:6 (Travelocity had
responded acceptably to communications regarding Travelocity bidding to use American marks
as keywords); see also Defs’ MSI App. 0258 (Def. Depo. Ex. 99) and 0183-0184 (DeGroot
Depo. 196:21 - 197:11 (Letter from DeGroot to Travelocity representative)); see also 0118-0119
(6/4 Curry Depo. at 226:10-227:11).

2 The signature pages for the declarations of David Pann, Theodore Hasse, Catherine
Cameron, and Daniel Slottje contain a scanned version of the original signature. Yahoo! intends

to replace the scanned signature pages with the original signature pages on October 8th
(Footnote continues on next page.)
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of Yahoo!’s search engine can search for relevant websites on the Internet by typing search terms
into the search box. (Id.) In response, a search results page is generated listing relevant websites
as determined by Yahoo!’s séarch algorithms. (Id.) These listings are referred to as
“algorithmic,” “organic,” or “natural” search results. (Id.) The screenshot below shows the top
five results of a recent search on Yahoo.com using the search terms “American Airlines.” (Id.)
The listings on this page (including the first four listings for www.AA.com, American’s own
website and pages within that site) are exclusively algorithmic results. The fifth is an affiliated

site for American. (/d.)
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(Footnote continued from previous page.)

(tomorrow) when the original signature pages are expected to be received by Yahoo!’s counsel in
Fort Worth, barring any unexpected delays in the overnight delivery service.
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In addition to the algorithmic results, a Yahoo! search results page may also display one

or more advertisements, referred to as “Sponsor Results.” (Defs” MSJ App. 0289 (Pann Decl.

1 4).) Under Yahoo!’s Sponsored Search advertising program, Yahoo! provides advertisers with

the opportunity to place their Sponsor Results on the search results page when users conduct

searches on particular terms that serve as “keywords.” (/d.) For example, the screenshot below

shows the top five results of another search conducted on “American Airlines” on a different

day. (Id.) The first listing is a Sponsor Result for American Airlines (www.AA.com), shown in

a blue-shaded box and labeled “Sponsor Results” on the right side. (/d.) The remaining entries

are algorithmic results. (/d.)
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Advertisers that participate in Yahoo!’s Sponsored Search advertising program will

choose particular keywords to trigger display of their advertisements. (Defs” MSJ App. 0290

(Pann Decl.  5).) A keyword can consist of single words (such as “airlines”) or longer phrases
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(“flights to Texas”). (Jd.) The advertiser places a bid on the keyword (typically between 10
cents and a few dollars) indicating the maximum price the advertiser is willing to pay if their
Sponsor Result is displayed and clicked (a so-called “click-through”) by a user. (Id.) Sponsor
Results may be displayed at the top of the search results page (as shown in the screenshot above),
on the right side of the page, at the bottom of the page (under the algorithmic results), or in
multiple locations. (Id.) In nearly all instances, the Sponsor Results are distinguished from the
algorithmic results by a colored background and the label “Sponsor Results.” (Id)) The title and
text shown in the Sponsor Results are drafted by the advertisers themselves, subject to Yahoo!’s
editorial guidelines (which require that the keyword appear in the text of the advertisements in
order to explain the relevance of the advertisement to the user’s search). (/d.) The website
address, or URL, shown at the bottom of the Sponsor Result (colored green) indicates that the
website can be accessed by clicking on the Sponsor Result. (1d.)’

In order to determine which Sponsor Results to display in response to a given user search,
Yahoo! uses two matching techniques: First, Exact Match matches the user’s search term to the
same term in a “bidded keyword.” This means the user’s search term is exactly the same as the
keyword that an advertiser has selected and bid upon. Second, Yahoo! offers an Advanced
Match service, which matches the user’s search term to a somewhat larger group of bidded
keywords. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0291 (Pann Decl. § 6); 0318-0319 (Cameron Depo. at 157:16-

158:5).) For example, a user searching on “Hawaii vacation” may see advertisements with

3 Sponsored Search results thus may be analogized to conventional Yellow Pages, where
alphabetical listings of types of businesses (a kind of natural or organic result) are accompanied
by relevant advertisements. To carry the analogy further, bidding on keywords would be
analogous to bidding for placement of the advertisement on a particular Yellow Pages page, such
as a page in the Airline Tickets section, so that a user looking for airlines tickets encounters the
advertisement.
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bidded keywords that include “Hawaii travel” or “Maui vacation.” The goal of Advanced Match
is to increase the number of relevant advertisements displayed in response to user searches for
those advertisers interested in reaching a wider audience. (Defs” MSJ App. 0291 (Pann Decl.
1 6); 0327-0328 (Palmer Depo. at 95:8-96:22).) The Sponsor Results displayed on the search
results page have the same appearance regardless of whether Exact Match or Advanced Match is
used to trigger their display. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0291 (Pann Decl. § 6).)

In limited circumstances, Yahoo! permits advertisers to bid on a keyword that is a
trademark of another company. (Jd. (Pann Decl. § 7).) This advertising is governed by Yahoo!’s
trademark policy.

D. Yahoo!’s Trademark Policy For Sponsored Search
The Sponsored Search advertising program offered by Yahoo! (and previously by

Overture, which Yahoo! acquired in 2004) has been in place since at least December 2002.
Throughout this period, Yahoo! (or Overture) required submitted advertisements to comply with
Yahoo!’s trademark policy. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0338 (Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 17:1-6); 0390-
0391 (Wehn Depo. at 19:16-20:5).) Yahoo!’s trademark policy was designed to allow only for
“nominative fair use” of a third party’s trademark in a Sponsor Result advertisement, as
permitted by U.S. trademark law.

Under its current Trademark Policy, in place since March 2006,4 Yahoo! permits
advertisers to bid on keywords comprised of a third-party’s trademark only if one of the

following conditions is met:

4 Previously, Yahoo!’s trademark policy included a third category not relevant here.
Yahoo! allowed keyword searchings on trademarks by “Competitive Comparison Sites,” which
offer “detailed comparative information about the trademark owner’s products or services in
comparison to competitive products and services offered or promoted on the advertiser’s site.”
(Defs’ MSJ App. 0343 (Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 47:4-19); 0429-0430 (Pltf Depo. Ex. 111).)

(Footnote continues on next page.)
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(1) Reseller: The advertiser’s site sells or facilitates the sale of the product or service

bearing the trademark.

(2) Information Site, Not Competitive: The primary purpose of the advertiser’s site is to

provide substantial information about the trademark owner or products or services

bearing the trademark, and does not sell or promote competing products or services.
(Defs’ MSJ App. 0293-0295 (Pann Decl. Ex. 1).) This policy distinguishes Yahoo! from other
search engines, which continue to allow bidding on competitor trademarks. See Defs” MSJ App.
0374-0375 (Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 165:3-166:14).)

In addition, since November 2007, Yahoo! trademark policy has restricted advertisers
from bidding on an Internet domain name other than their own. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0343-0344
(Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 47:25-48:14).) For example, under this policy, only American Airlines
is allowed to bid on the keyword “aa.com,” which is the domain name for American’s website.
(Defs’ MSJ App. 0358-0359, 0369 (Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 127:24-128:15; 157:19-25).)

Yahoo!’s staff regularly reviews newly submitted advertisements connected to keywords
that have been identified to Yahoo! as trademarks. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0385 (Wehn Depo. at 13:1-
8); App. 377.3-377.4 (Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 183:17-184:16); 0431-0436; (P1tf Depo.
Exs. 119, 121).) To review submitted advertisements, Yahoo! employs a large staff, consisting
of approximately 180 editors today. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0417 (Wehn Depo. at 97:13-19).) When a

trademark owner reports a concern to Yahoo! that its trademarks are being misused by an

(Footnote continued from previous page.)

The 3-pronged trademark policy was codified in May 2005, but was generally used by the
Yahoo! and Overture staff before then as well. See Defs” MSJ App. 0336, 0348-0350, and 0353
(Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 15:14-22; 50:3-52:25; 105:15-20).) In March 2006, Yahoo! modified
its trademark policy to no longer allow advertisers to bid on keywords containing competitor
trademarks. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0343, 0364 (Cathey-Roberts Depo. at 47:4-24; 140:7-11).)
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advertiser, Yahoo! examines the advertisements in question for compliance with Yahoo!’s
trademark policy and eliminates non-compliant advertisements. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0390 (Wehn
Depo. at 19:16-24).) Typically, the trademark term is then added to Yahoo!’s “Sensitive Terms
List,” which triggers an ongoing review by Yahoo!’s staff of subsequent new advertisements
connected to that term. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0419.3-0419.5 (Wehn Depo. at 148:8-22); App. 1064
(Pltf Depo. Ex. 64).) In some cases, extra reviews (known as a “back-end review” or “periodic
scrub”) are periodically conducted of all advertisements connected to the trademark term to catch
non-compliant advertisements that may have slipped through the initial review. (Defs’ MSJ
App. 0390-0391, 0396-0397 (Wehn Depo. at 19:16-20:5; 39:23-40:7).)

American first complained to Yahoo! about the alleged misuse of its trademarks in
late 2006. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0403 (Wehn Depo. at 47:1-16).) Beginning in December 2006,
American’s trademarks and certain related terms were added to Yahoo!’s Sensitive Terms List,
which prompted Yahoo!’s staff to review incoming advertisements connected to American terms
as keywords. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0409-0412 (Wehn Depo. at 67:10-70:3).) In 2007, Yahoo! also
began conducting a regular back-end review of advertisements connected to the American terms.
(Defs’ MSJ App. 0397-0398, 0404 (Wehn Depo. at 40:8-41:13; 48:1-21).) Indeed, Yahoo! has
implemented a number of processes to monitor and review advertisements based on keywords

relating to American’s marks. (Defs’ MSJ App. 0420-0422 (Wehn Depo. at 173:19-175:1 1).)

E. The Accused Sponsor Results

American accuses Yahoo! of infringing American’s trademarks by allowing Sponsored
Search advertisers to bid on the keywords “American Airlines,” “AmericanAirlines,” “American
Eagle,” “AA,” “A A,” “AA.com,” “American Airlines Center” (the name American attached to

the sports and entertainment venue in Dallas), “AAdvantage” (the name for American’s mileage
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accumulation program), “American Connection,” and other terms purportedly similar to those
trademarks. (First Amended Complaint [Document No. 98] (“FAC”) 11 22, 93.) American
argues that the third-party Sponsor Results triggered by those keywords and displayed on the
Yahoo! search results page have caused user confusion and diverted users away from
American’s own website. (Id. {f 93-96.)

The accused Sponsor Results submitted by the OTAs and other advertisers have generally
been simple in content and form. The screenshot below (which was featured in American’s First
Amended Complaint) shows Sponsor Results displayed in response to another search on the
keyword “American Airlines.” (Id. 4 66.) Included on the page are Sponsor Results for
American Airlines (“www.AA.com”), Cheapoair (“www.cheapoair.com”), CheapTickets

(“www.cheaptickets.com”), and Orbitz (“www.orbitz.com”), among others:
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