S.2992 prohibits Google Search from favoring Google maps
and ratings in search results
When users of Google Search are looking for a business nearby, they expect search results to
include a Google map that shows locations, linked to customer ratings and reviews and to business
profiles that include driving distance, photos, and operating hours.

Because Google
cannot preference
Google Maps in
Search, this map
display would be
unlawful under S.
2992.

S.2992 prohibits Google
from showing search
results in ways that favor
or feature businesses
using Google Business
Profile to manage their
information, like
operating hours and
photos. And Google
Reviews could not be
shown by default

Under S.2992, Google may not preference its own Google map and Google’s customer ratings,
driving distance, and information provided by the business. Google Search would be forced to
integrate and share data with other map providers, like MapQuest, TomTom, Yandex, etc.
It shall be unlawful… to preference the covered platform operator’s own products, services,
or lines of business over those of another business user on the covered platform in a
manner that would materially harm competition

Moreover, Google may not arrange search results in ways that favor or feature businesses using
Google Business Profile to manage their information, like operating hours, photos, and reviews.
It shall be unlawful for a person operating a covered platform… in connection with any
covered platform user interface including search or ranking functionality, treat the
products services, or lines of business of the covered platform operator more favorably
relative to those of another business user.

S.2992 prohibits Amazon from favoring Prime over
non-Prime offers
Amazon Prime subscribers expect to compare products in search results, where a Prime badge
means that Amazon guarantees free delivery by the promised date. For a product to be eligible for
Prime, a marketplace seller needs to use Amazon’s fulfillment services and provide inventory to
Amazon’s distribution network.

S. 2992 prohibits
Amazon from
featuring Prime
badges only for
sellers who use
Amazon’s
fulfilment services.

In the example above, the first seller cannot display the Prime badge since they are not using
Amazon’s fulfillment services, although that seller is promising free shipping with 1-day delivery.
Prime subscribers often look for the Prime badge to ensure faster free delivery by Amazon.
But Amazon may not favor Prime offers from Amazon or from marketplace sellers, since that favors
sellers who use Amazon’s fulfillment services. That is unlawful conduct under S. 2992 Section 2:
It shall be unlawful… to preference the covered platform operator’s own products, services,
or lines of business over those of another business user on the covered platform in a
manner that would materially harm competition
It shall be unlawful for a person operating a covered platform… in connection with any
covered platform user interface including search or ranking functionality, treat the products
services, or lines of business of the covered platform operator more favorably relative to
those of another business user.

S.2992 prohibits Amazon from featuring its store brands
like Happy Belly and 365 by Whole Foods
When Amazon consumers search for pantry staples, they expect results that include Amazon’s own
affordable options, like Happy Belly or 365 by Whole Foods, so they can compare against name
brands offered by other marketplace sellers.

S. 2992 prohibits
giving Happy Belly
or 365 by Whole
Foods more
favorable
placement than
products from
other sellers.

But under S.2992 Section 2, Amazon could not give preferential placement to its store brands as
seen above since it would be considered unlawful conduct:
It shall be unlawful… to preference the covered platform operator’s own products, services,
or lines of business over those of another business user on the covered platform in a
manner that would materially harm competition
It shall be unlawful for a person operating a covered platform… in connection with any
covered platform user interface, including search or ranking functionality, treat the
products services, or lines of business of the covered platform operator more favorably
relative to those of another business user.

Amazon may not favor its Happy Belly or 365 by Whole Foods products—both of which are SNAP
EBT eligible—by giving them more favorable placement than products from Amazon marketplace
sellers.

S.2992 prohibits Amazon from featuring its store brand
Amazon Basics
When Amazon consumers search for products, they expect results that include Amazon’s own
brand Amazon Basics, so they can compare against name brands sold by Amazon and products
offered by marketplace sellers.

S. 2992 prohibits
Amazon’s Choice
labels that favor
or preference
Amazon’s own
products.

S. 2992 prohibits
giving Amazon
Basics more
favorable
placement than
products from
other sellers.

But under S.2992 Section 2, Amazon could not give preferential placement to its Amazon Basics
brand of products as seen above since it would be considered unlawful conduct:
It shall be unlawful… to preference the covered platform operator’s own products, services,
or lines of business over those of another business user on the covered platform in a
manner that would materially harm competition
It shall be unlawful for a person operating a covered platform… in connection with any
covered platform user interface, including search or ranking functionality, treat the
products services, or lines of business of the covered platform operator more favorably
relative to those of another business user.

Amazon may not favor its Amazon Basics products with an Amazon’s Choice label, or by giving
Basics more favorable placement than products from Amazon marketplace sellers.

