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Browser cookies are a basic component of the modern Internet browsing
experience. These small text files are sent from a website and stored in a
user’s web browser while the user is browsing that website. They are used
for many purposes, from the targeted advertising that keeps most websites
free to the public, to providing authentication and security for users
operating personal profiles on their favorite websites. In 2009, the
European Union sought to regulate cookies as part of its “e-Privacy”
Directive, forcing all European websites not only to post their cookie
policies, but also to seek each visitor’s consent for the use of those
cookies. 1 This report finds that the total annual cost of this law is $2.3
billion dollars. This figure includes both compliance costs for European
website operators and lost productivity costs. Given these costs and the
law’s few demonstrated benefits, European policymakers should abolish
this largely symbolic “feel good” law for the sake of the European digital
economy.
BACKGROUND
In 2009, the European Union (EU) modified its Directive on Privacy and Electronic
Communications, also known as the “e-Privacy” Directive, to regulate browser cookies.
The basic objection EU policymakers made to the use of cookies by websites is that some
Internet users are unaware of their use and do not know how to control them, thus they
may infringe on the user’s online privacy. 2 The Directive dictated that all 28 EU member
states should pass laws requiring users to give informed consent before Internet content
providers could use cookies that collect, store, or process consumer data.
A cookie is generally classified based on its lifespan and the domain to which it belongs.
Based on lifespan, a cookie is either a session cookie, which is erased after the user closes his
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or her browser, or a persistent cookie, which remains on the device for a pre-defined period
of time. 3 Cookies can also be classified by the domain; first-party cookies are used by the
website that is visited by the user, whereas third-party cookies are stored by a different
domain from the visited website. All of these classifications of cookies are subject to the ePrivacy Directive, which requires prior informed consent with “clear and comprehensive
information” on these cookies. 4 The directive does exempt certain varieties of cookies based
on their use according to the EU advisory body on data protection. Exempted cookies
include user-input cookies, authentication cookies, user-centric security cookies, and
various other kinds that deal with basic inter-website dynamics. 5 Websites not in
compliance with these laws can face substantial fines. 6

This directive has been slow
to take hold, with only three
countries—Denmark,
Estonia, and the United
Kingdom—able to meet the
initial rollout deadline of
May 26, 2012 or come
close to meeting that date.

To comply with the directive, most European website operators have added a banner or
pop-up notification about the website’s use of cookies. In many cases, users must click an
“agree” button to use the website. Some countries do not require website operators to
obtain explicit consent. For example, the UK’s Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO)
allows website operators to use implied consent, i.e. they do not have to gain explicit
consent from visitors to use cookies if their cookie notification message is visible. 7 While
implied consent does not fully comply with the “e-Privacy” Directive, eight European
countries operate their cookie notification policies with some form of these rules today. 8
This directive has been slow to take hold, with only three countries—Denmark, Estonia,
and the United Kingdom—able to meet the initial rollout deadline of May 26, 2012 or to
come close to meeting that date. 9 Furthermore, the disparate nature of the directive has not
led to universal standards for cookies; rather, different policies have emerged regarding
what each member state considers “clear and comprehensive information” on cookie use. 10
Therefore, member states have interpreted the e-Privacy Directive‘s cookies in various
ways. Some, like the Netherlands, have issued only general guidelines and left it up to
marketers to interpret these requirements. 11 Others, like the United Kingdom, have drafted
it into the legal system by amending already established laws, in this case the Privacy and
Electronic Communication Regulations (PECR) Act 2011. 12 Still others, like Germany,
have neither implemented the directive into local law nor offered any regulatory
guidance. 13 This patchwork of different rules forces websites to be in compliance with
multiple sets of rules that have varying standards if they wish to do business within the
European Union.

ESTIMATE OF COST AND METHODOLOGY
There have been several estimates of the cost of implementing the European Union’s
Cookie law. A “Worst Case Scenario” report by consumer data platform Qubit predicted
the UK economy alone could lose as much as £10 billion ($15.9 billion). 14 The QuBits
report postulates that if Internet users are continually asked to give consent each time they
visit a website, new visitors will be discouraged from using from their websites. It also
predicted negative effects to behavioral advertising and retail optimization, both of which
could hurt the online marketing sector in Europe substantially. It is important to note this
report came out prior to implementation of the law in the UK, and since that time the
implementation of the law throughout the UK has changed dramatically. Another report
by PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP estimated that this law’s opt-in requirement could
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produce time costs for users in the UK between £190-235 million ($303-375 million per
year). 15
Estimated Cost for European Websites
This report will not focus on the laws’ effects in a general sector or a particular country, but
instead will look at its potential cost to websites and productivity throughout Europe
should all web sites be subject to it. To estimate the total potential cost of compliance for
European websites, we first estimated how many active websites could be subject to the ePrivacy directive. To do this, we gathered data regarding the total number of domains
registered for each country code top level domains (ccTLDs) from the entities that manage
each ccTLD as well as the Council of European National Top Level Domain Registries. 16
The following chart shows each country in the European Union with its corresponding
ccTLD and number of registered domains. This estimate will undercount businesses

operating in Europe with only a global top-level domain (gTLD), such as .com or
.net, and no additional European ccTLD (e.g. bbc.com also operates bbc.co.uk so it
would still be counted).
Country

Population

ccTLD

Number of
Registered Domains

Austria

8,451,860

.at

1,234,654

Belgium

11,161,642

.be

1,478,373

Bulgaria

7,284,552

.bg

37,855

Croatia

4,262,140

.hr

85,766

Cyprus

865,878

.cy

11,237

10,516,125

.cz

1,158,375

Denmark

5,602,628

.dk

1,266,915

Estonia

1,320,174

.ee

78,037

Finland

5,426,674

.fi

353,409

France

65,578,819

.fr

2,819,217

Germany

80,523,746

.de

15,781,017

Greece

11,062,508

.gr

520,000

Hungary

9,908,798

.hu

647,197

Ireland

4,591,087

.ie

197,141

59,685,227

.it

2,708,140

Latvia

2,023,825

.lv

110,000

Lithuania

2,971,905

.lt

166,978

Czech Republic

Italy
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Luxembourg

527,039

.lu

82,696

Malta

421,364

.mt

15,000*

Netherlands

16,779,575

.nl

5,503,073

Poland

38,533,299

.pl

2,517,960

Portugal

10,487,289

.pt

665,124

Romania

20,020,074

.ro

635,226

Slovakia

5,410,836

.sk

317,340

Slovenia

2,058,821

.si

113,824

46,727,890

.es

1,738,732

9,555,893

.se

1,312,994

United Kingdom

63,905,297

.uk

10,513,608

European Union

505,665,739

.eu

3,721,431

Total

505,665,739

Spain
Sweden

55,776,319

Figure 1: Populations and registered domain names for the European Union

17

*This is a rough estimate based on information on the proportions of ccTLDs in the top 1 million websites
visited globally by traffic. 18

Based on this data, the total number of domains registered in the European Union is
55,776,319. This number was reduced by 13 percent based on a 2012 Domain Name
Industry brief, which estimates that only 87 percent of .com and .net domains that a user
visits actually load as a website. 19 In addition, a single website could have many different
pages all associated with the same domain. To account for this, the total was further
reduced by 17.4 percent to account for the ratio of hostnames to active sites based on data
from Netcraft’s September 2014 Web Server Survey. 20 The 17.4 percent figure was derived
from the ratio of active sites to hostnames. 21
Using this calculation, the number of active, unique websites in the European Union was
estimated to be 8,443,419 websites.
(55,776,319 ccTLD domains) x (0.87) x (0.174) = 8,443,419 active websites
We further discounted the number of active websites to account for websites that would
likely not pay to become compliant, such as personal websites, holding pages, pay-per-click
sites, and private (password-protected) sites. A report by EURid, the European registry in
charge of .eu, found 37.8 percent of domains to be for businesses and 4.1 percent to be
institutional websites. 22 These websites are likely to abide by the cookie notification
policies. Therefore, we reduce the number of active and complying websites to 41.9
percent of all active websites.
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To ascertain total cost, we then multiplied this number by the estimated cost of compliance
for each individual website (€900). This rough estimate of the cost of compliance is based
on feedback from European colleagues, and includes the costs associated with legal advice,
updates to privacy policies, and technical updates to websites. 23
(8,443,419 active websites) x (0.419) x (€900) = €3,184,013,305 ($4,055,987,188)
Based on this data, the total projected cost of compliance for the e-Privacy Directive’s
cookie policy is approximately €3.2 billion ($4.1 billion).
To get an equivalent annual cost estimate to the European digital economy, we then
divided the total cost to websites ($4.1 billion) by the average useful lifetime of a website (3
years). 24
$4,055,987,188 / 3 = $1,351,995,729/year ($1.4 billion/year)
There may also be additional upkeep and maintenance costs for European websites to
continue complying with the law. These compliance activities can be done internally or
contracted out to specialized companies. For example, some services monitor all first and
third-party cookies on a website and adapt the website’s cookie policies to each user’s
preference over time, as well as customize the cookie notification to individual users. 25 On
the lower end of these maintenance costs, companies may only pay a few hundred dollars
annually, and on the upper end, tens of thousands. These additional annual costs may be
substantial, but we do not estimate them here. 26
Estimated Cost to European Internet Users
We also estimated the productivity cost of the e-Privacy Directive’s cookie policy. In other
words we estimated the time it takes EU website users to read and click on cookie
notifications. To calculate for productivity we first had to account for both the Internet
users who are in the active labor force and those who are either retired or inactive. Based on
population and Internet usage data, we estimate that there are 207.1 million Internet users
in the European Union’s active labor force. 27 There are an estimated 84.2 million retired or
otherwise not employed Europeans Internet users. 28 We assume that the average adult
Internet user visits 92 unique websites per month. The benchmark of 92 websites was
chosen based on a 2013 Nielsen report that reviewed the browsing behavior of U.S.
Internet users. Similar metrics could not be found for EU member states, but there is little
reason to suspect it will differ substantially. 29 To account for possible variation between the
United States and Europe, as well as users visiting the same domain each month (and
therefore not needing to re-read and re-click the cookie notice), we discounted this number
by 50 percent.
Active Labor Market

(207,100,000 users) x (92 domains/month) x (0.5) = 9,526,600,000 websites/month
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Inactive Labor Market

(84,200,000 users) x (92 domains/month) x (0.5) = 3,873,200,000 websites/month
We assume it takes European Internet users at least 2 seconds to notice, read and click on
the cookie notification. This benchmark is conservative because some users may take longer
to read the notification if it appears in a text pop up, while others may ignore the message
altogether (as is the case with the implied consent regime in the UK).
Active Labor Market

(9,526,600,000 websites/month x 2 seconds) / (3,600 seconds/hour) =
5,292,555.6 wasted hours/month

Inactive Labor Market

(3,873,200,000 websites/month x 2 seconds) / (3,600 seconds/hour) =
2,151,777 wasted hours/month
We calculate the productivity lost based on the number of wasted hours and the median
gross hourly earnings for an individual living in the European Union. Based on Eurostat,
the European Commission’s statistics database, the median gross hourly earnings is €12 per
hour. 30 We conservatively estimate that working adults spends half their Internet time at
work and half in leisure. To calculate the productivity cost for leisure, we used a discounted
hourly wage. This type of discount has been used to measure economic costs of personal
time, such as time spent in traffic. For example, personal travel time is usually estimated
between 25 and 50 percent of prevailing wages, based on a variety of factors such as
distance, traveler, and road conditions. 31 Using this metric as a guide, we selected a 50
percent discount for this hourly wage to account for leisure. We then applied this discount
to both the portion of time wasted by workers (half as previously mentioned), and to all of
the time wasted by non-workers.
Active Labor Market

[(0.5) x (5,292,555.6 hours wasted) x (€12/hour)] + [(0.5) x (0.5 leisure)x ( 5,292,555.6
hours wasted) x (€12/hour)] = €47,633,000 lost/month
Inactive Labor Market

(0.5leisure) x (2,151,777 hours wasted) x (€12/hour) = €12,910,662/month
We then combined these values to solve for the amount of lost productivity for Europeans
each month.
(€47,633,000 lost/month) + (€12,910,662/month) = €60,543,662/month
Based on this data, the projected productivity cost of the EU cookie policy for Europeans
each year is just over €726 million or $917 million.
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Combined Total Annual Cost
Combined, the compliance costs and the productivity costs of the e-Privacy Directive’s
cookie policy total approximately $2.3 billion dollars per year if most websites were to
comply with the law. It is important to note that these figures are all approximations with a
large margin of error. Many of these benchmarks were derived from numbers that are
associated with data from the United States or “.com” websites rather than only European
ccTLDs. We attempted to account for this potential weakness by employing conservative
assumptions.

COOKIE POLICY OFFERS FEW BENEFITS

The European Union
should act expeditiously
to rollback this
burdensome, vexatious
directive for the good of
its digital economy and
the ease of web surfing of
its citizens.

Not only is the EU privacy directive’s cookie policy costly, it also offers few to no benefits
for EU citizens. In fact, by raising costs for website operators, it reduces the revenue
available to develop quality online content and services for consumers. First, by requiring
websites to notify users of all HTTP cookies, the policy may discourage many
uncontroversial uses of cookies such as for personalization to improve users’ online
experiences. Businesses, for example, may decide not to include personalization features
rather than pay the compliance costs. Second, even when cookies are used to deliver
targeted advertising, this largely benefits consumers with better ads and website owners
with higher revenue they can use to provide higher quality consumer experiences. Third,
the policy has had little positive effect on users’ online privacy. In part, this is because
Internet users often do not read privacy notices because they are too boring, too long, or
too hard to understand. 32 A 2011 study from across the European Union showed that 41
percent of users say that they do not read privacy notices on websites, and this number is
likely conservative given survey bias. 33 Fourth, users have filed few complaints about how
websites are using cookies. The UK’s ICO received only 38 complaints regarding cookies
between April and June of 2014, compared to 9,000 complaints for automated sales calls
during the same period. 34 Answering this trifling number of complaints is not worth the
law’s financial burden given the fact that the ICO also has noted that the majority of
cookie complaints are “vexatious, personal, and time wasting.” 35
Finally, the EU’s cookie policy may impose indirect costs on businesses and consumers.
Online advertising pays for the majority of the free and low-cost content available on the
Internet. 36 Since targeted ads are more effectiveness than non-targeted ads, advertisers are
willing to pay more for that advertising. If websites reduce the use of targeted online
advertising in response to this policy, there will be less advertising money available to
support free and low-cost European content and services.

CONCLUSION
Several European Union and member state policymakers have begun looking at the costbenefit analysis of this law a few years after its original implementation. On September 12,
2014, the new president of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker, sent a letter
to the new EU commissioner for digital economy and society (Günther Oettinger),
requesting that he reform the e-Privacy Directive. 37 Additionally, the UK’s ICO will also
review its implementation of this directive in 2015. So far this law has offered few benefits
to compensate for the quite significant direct and indirect costs outlined in this report. As
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the European Union and its member states begin to revisit the e-Privacy directive, they
should recognize that continuing to implement this cookie law is costly both to economic
productivity and individual European websites. As this report shows, the EU’s cookie law
imposes a cost to its citizens of $2.3 billion dollars per year. Furthermore, if the ICO’s
experience is any sign of this law’s public mandate, it is unwanted in Europe as well. The
European Union should act expeditiously to roll back this burdensome, vexatious directive
for the good of its digital economy and the ease of web surfing by its citizens.

THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOG Y & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

NOVEMBER 2014

PAGE 8

ENDNOTES
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

9.
10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

“Directive on privacy and electronic communications,” Official Journal of the European Union,
December 18, 2009, http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2009:337:0011:0036:en:PDF.
Irene Pollach, “A Typology of Communicative Strategies in Online Privacy Policies: Ethics, Power and
Informed Consent,” Journal of Business Ethics 62 (2005), accessed through Jstor, 221-235.
Daniel Castro, “Federal Government Policy on the Use of Persistent Internet Cookies: Time for Change
or More of the Same?” The Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, May 2009,
http://www.itif.org/files/2009-FederalCookies.pdf.
“Directive 2002/58/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 July 2002 concerning the
processing of personal data and the protection of privacy in the electronic communications sector,”
Official Journal of the European Union, accessed October 31, 2014, http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32002L0058:EN:HTML.
“Opinion 04/2012 on Cookie Consent Exemption,” Data Protection Working Party, Article 29, June 7,
2012, http://ec.europa.eu/justice/data-protection/article-29/documentation/opinionrecommendation/files/2012/wp194_en.pdf.
In the UK, the ICO can fine up to £ 500,000. Zach Whittaker, “UK 'cookie law' takes effect: What you
need to know,” ZDNet, May 26, 2012, http://www.zdnet.com/blog/london/uk-cookie-law-takes-effectwhat-you-need-to-know/4910.
Zach Whittaker, “UK 'cookie law' takes effect: What you need to know,” Znet.
“EU Law on Cookies,” LA Piper, September 2014,
http://www.dlapiper.com/~/media/Files/Insights/Publications/2014/09/EU_Cookies_Update_Septembe
r_2014.pdf.
Ibid.
“Directive on privacy and electronic communications,” Official Journal of the European Union,
December 18, 2009, http://eurlex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CELEX:32002L0058:EN:HTML.
Joasia Luzak, “Privacy Notice for Dummies? Towards European Guidelines on How to Give ‘Clear and
Comprehensive Information’ on the Cookies’ Use in Order to Protect the Internet User's Right to
Online Privacy,”Amsterdam Law School Research Paper Series, No. 2013-65, October 31, 2013,
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2350209.
Zach Whittaker, “UK 'cookie law' takes effect: What you need to know,” ZDNet.
“EU Law on Cookies,” LA Piper, September 2014.
Matt Warman, “EU cookie law ‘will cost businesses £10billion’,” The Telegraph, April 24, 2012,
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/technology/internet/9223930/EU-cookie-law-will-cost-businesses10billion.html.
“Research into consumer understanding and management of internet cookies and the potential impact of
the EU Electronic Communications,” Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, United Kingdom,
April 2011,
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/77641/PwC_Internet_C
ookies_final.pdf
Conversations with CENTR Staff, Council of European National Top Level Domain Registries, October
7, 2014, https://centr.org/, and “Country Code top-level domains of the World,” Domain Typer,
accessed October 27, 2014, https://domaintyper.com/domain-names/top-level-domains/ccTLD.
“Population on 1 January,” Eurostat, Accessed October 27, 2014,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?tab=table&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tps00001.
“Top Websites with .mt,” Domain Typer, accessed October 27, 2014, https://domaintyper.com/topwebsites/most-popular-websites-with-mt-domain.
“The Domain Name Industry Brief,” Verisign, Vol. 9, Issue 4, December 2012,
https://www.verisigninc.com/assets/domain-name-brief-dec2012.pdf.
“September 2014 Web Server Survey,” Netcraft, accessed October 7, 2014,
http://news.netcraft.com/archives/2014/09/24/september-2014-web-server-survey.html.
Ibid.

THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOG Y & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

NOVEMBER 2014

PAGE 9

22.
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.

28.

29.

30.
31.
32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

“Website usage trends among top-level domains 2014,” EURid, January 2014,
http://www.eurid.eu/files/publ/WebsiteUsageTrends2014_EURid.pdf.
This number was chosen based on personal correspondence with a European think tank. We expect this
cost would be higher for larger organizations with more complex web operations.
The average useful age of a website was taken from this financial report. “Consolidated Financial Report
for the Year ended 31 December 2012,” The Oaktree Foundation Australia, December 31, 2012,
http://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/oaktree/pages/27/attachments/original/1380271805/Oaktree_Fi
nancial_Statement_2012.pdf?1380271805.
These costs of compliance are based off of conversations with an online compliance company.
“The Optanon ePrivacy Centre,” The Cookie Collective, accessed October 27, 2014,
http://www.cookielaw.org/optanon-eprivacy/, and ibid.
We calculated this value from the active labor market in the European Union (243,633,700) and the
percentage of active labor force who used the Internet within the last 3 months (85 percent).
“Information Society Statisitcs (isoc),” Eurostat, October 29, 2014,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/information_society/data/database, and
“Employment and unemployment (Labour Force Survey),” Eurostat, October 29, 2014,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/employment_unemployment_lfs/data/database.
Given that the European Union’s total population is 505,665,739 and the active labor market is
243,633,700, we found the inactive market to be 262,032,039. We then discounted to account for those
aged 0-14 years olds (15.6 percent). This gave an estimate of Europeans who were either retired or
inactive with no kids to be 183,148,183. Using information from Eurostat which stated that 46 percent
of retired or other inactive Europeans used the Internet in the last three months, we were able to estimate
that 84.2 million European Internet users are not part of the workforce. “Information Society Statisitcs
(isoc),” Eurostat, “Employment and unemployment (Labour Force Survey),” Eurostat, and “Population”
Eurostat, October 30, 2014,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/population/data/main_tables.
“March 2013: Top Education and Career Sites and U.S. Web Brands,” Nielsen, May 10, 2013,
http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/insights/news/2013/march-2013--top-education---career-sites-and-u-sweb-brands.html.
“Wages and labour costs,” Eurostat, accessed October 27, 2014,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Wages_and_labour_costs.
“Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis II – Travel Time Costs,” Victoria Transport Policy Institute,
August 28, 2013, http://www.vtpi.org/tca/tca0502.pdf.
George R. Milne and Mary J. Culnan, “Strategies for reducing online privacy risks: why consumers read
(or don’t read) online privacy notices,” Journal of Interactive Marketing 18 (2004), 15-29,
http://www.websm.org/db/12/2910/rec/.
“Consumer behavior in a digital environment,” European Parliament, August 2011,
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/etudes/join/2011/464441/IPOLIMCO_ET(2011)464441_EN.pdf.
“Cookies,” Information Commissioner’s Office, United Kingdom, accessed October 27, 2014,
http://ico.org.uk/enforcement/action/cookies, “Sales calls,” Information Commissioner’s Office, United
Kingdom, accessed October 27, 2014, http://ico.org.uk/enforcement/action/calls.
Heather Burns, “Everything You Need to Know About the Cookie Law in Five Minutes ,” wpContent,
August 7, 2014, http://www.wpcontent.co.uk/2014/08/everything-you-need-to-know-about-the-cookielaw-in-five-minutes/.
Daniel Castro, “Stricter Privacy Regulations for Online Advertising Will Harm the Free Internet,”
Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, September 8, 2010,
http://www.itif.org/files/2010-privacy-regs.pdf.
Jean-Claude Juncker, “Letter to Günther Oettinger, Commissioner for Digital Economy and Society,”
European Commission, September 10, 2014, http://ec.europa.eu/about/junckercommission/docs/oettinger_en.pdf, and Heather Burns, “Everything You Need to Know About the
Cookie Law in Five Minutes ,” wpContent.

THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOG Y & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

NOVEMBER 2014

PAGE 10

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The authors wish to thank the following individuals for providing input to this
report: Sue Wonder and Kathryn Angstadt. Any errors or omissions are the
authors’ alone.
ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Daniel Castro is a Senior Analyst with the Information Technology and Innovation
Foundation and Director of the Center for Data Innovation. His research interests
include health IT, data privacy, e-commerce, e-government, electronic voting,
information security, and accessibility. Before joining ITIF, Mr. Castro worked as
an IT analyst at the Government Accountability Office (GAO) where he audited IT
security and management controls at various government agencies. He has a B.S.
in Foreign Service from Georgetown University and an M.S. in Information
Security Technology and Management from Carnegie Mellon University.
Alan McQuinn is a Research Assistant with the Information Technology and
Innovation Foundation. Before joining ITIF, Mr. McQuinn was a
telecommunications fellow for Congresswoman Anna Eshoo and an intern for the
Federal Communications Commission in the Office of Legislative Affairs. He got
his B.S. in Political Communication and Public Relations for the University of
Texas at Austin.

ABOUT ITIF
The Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF) is a Washington,
D.C.-based think tank at the cutting edge of designing innovation strategies and
technology policies to create economic opportunities and improve quality of life
in the United States and around the world. Founded in 2006, ITIF is a 501(c) 3
nonprofit, non-partisan organization that documents the beneficial role
technology plays in our lives and provides pragmatic ideas for improving
technology-driven productivity, boosting competitiveness, and meeting today’s
global challenges through innovation.
FOR MORE INFORMATION, CONTACT ITIF BY PHONE AT 202.449.1351, BY EMAIL AT
MAIL@ITIF.ORG, OR ONLINE AT WWW.ITIF.ORG. FOLLOW ITIF ON TWITTER @ITIFDC AND ON
FACEBOOK AT FACEBOOK.COM/INNOVATIONPOLICY.

THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOG Y & INNOVATION FOUNDATION

|

NOVEMBER 2014

PAGE 11

