· In your view, how would Google’s plans to eliminate third-party cookies and set up its Privacy Sandbox affect competition in ad technology markets?

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Some have concerns that Google’s Privacy Sandbox project is less about protecting user privacy than it is about cementing Google’s ad technology dominance. What is your opinion?
 
Google's plan would severely limit the capabilities of independent adtech in open web display, and make Google the dominant governing power over questions of competition and privacy in that $50B market. Today, open-source industry standards (OpenRTB) and collaborative industry groups (the IAB) determine how the open web display market operates. Since the passage of GDPR, Google has used privacy as a pretext for reducing tech interoperability below the level the IAB deems privacy-friendly. It was Google who breached the display market's universal privacy standard, in 2016, by merging PII data from search and Gmail into its open web display ID. Given its brazen disregard for the rules every other OpenRTB participant follows out of respect for consumers, Google is least qualified to balance privacy and interoperability. 
 
Google's record on consumer privacy is the worst in the world. No consumer willingly consents to the use of their data from six or more Google products to create information asymmetry in open web display auctions. This conduct stifles innovation in advertising and incentivizes mass production of low-quality content, at the expense of quality publications. 
 
Google's Chrome privacy sandbox proposal uses privacy as a pretext to replace free, transparent, open-source industry standards with a tied set of proprietary Google APIs and Google products: browser, bidder, auction platform and cloud analytics. If left unchecked, Google would effectively control all auctions that determine ads seen by Chrome users. Google claims that the Chrome privacy sandbox is “open,” but it’s “open” in name only while Google exerts full control over rule-making and implementation – not unlike Google’s control over the Android Open Source Project. Its mere publication had a deleterious effect on startup funding for ad tech. Despite the implicit promise of a "crumbs off the table" revenue stream for any who signed on to Google's proposal (a strategy Google previously executed via its fraudulent "Measurement Partners Program" for YouTube), nobody did so. The only way the enactment of the proposal would not further harm competition would be if Google, upon assuming full control over display ad tech, decided to use its new power to grant its display competitors the fair fight it's been trying to deny them since 2016. There is neither reason nor need to trust Google to govern display auctions.
 
· The Mozilla Firefox and Apple Safari browsers already block third-party cookies by default. Why are there concerns about Google doing the same?
 
Restricting third-party cookies can be interpreted as a tactic deployed by Mozilla and Apple for a specific goal: to limit advertising companies' ability to profile users based on their browser behavior. When a browser is "private by design," advertising companies can't easily build and save a list of every site we visited, and what we did at each. Users care about this. 
 
The worst offender of consumer sensibilities around tracking and profiling is Google. Alone among advertising companies, Google appends its data on browsing behavior to a "super profile" that includes our search history, location history, video consumption history, email history and Gmail login identity. This is well beyond what other advertising companies collect. It's safe to assume that with their cookie restrictions, Mozilla and Safari took aim at who they observed to be the least respectful of their customers' privacy: Google.
 
Google's plan for Chrome replicates the tactic but not the goal of Mozilla's and Safari's actions. In Chrome, Google doesn't need third-party cookies to build and save a list of every site we visited and what we did there. Google gathers this data from Chrome itself via the Chrome log in, sometimes with help from Google Analytics cookies, which are on most ecommerce sites, and which are deemed "first party" even though Google uses them for cross-site tracking. Collecting browsing behavior data for its super profiles is easy for Google when Chrome is used with Windows or iOS. It's even easier when Chrome is used on Android mobile devices or Chromebook laptops.  
 
Google's plan for Chrome is designed to make it difficult for privacy-friendly companies to create anonymous, aggregated user profiles. Whereas Mozilla's and Apple's restrictions might have slightly leveled the playing field, because they limited everyone’s ability to track and profile, Google's Chrome restrictions would undoubtedly advantage Google. What may seem the same action in various browsers is overtly harmful to competition only in Chrome, where Google would dominate cross-site tracking and assume advantages in basic foundational adtech functions like frequency capping. 
 
This would likely create perverse incentives with regard to privacy, as Google's rivals would be rewarded by advertisers for finding less transparent ways to track. 
 
Any remedy would have to account for the imbalance of power created by Google's ties among its consumer and advertising products. As long as those exist, Google will see its earnings as dependent on collecting more consumer data than anyone else. Regulatory focus on cookies is not a path toward balance. The issue at hand is the market for consumer data profiles, and how to give consumers control to make it both privacy-friendly and competitive. A total ban on disclosed tracking would consolidate data collection within the secret mechanisms of "free" consumer products like Chrome and Android.

