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Online Video
(IPTV -~ Internet TV)

H
Ve x

(Fk ~ 2 TAL 40 Pﬁ%fﬂ\WiMax...)




(5 () = B ISR 1L

Total U.S. Online Video Market

Unique Viewers Videos Viewed
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® By Nov. 2008, with 6% more people in the U.S. viewing
34% more online videos versus year ago

® By Nov. 2008, online video viewing account 12.5% of
total time spend on the internet up from 8.5% in
Nov. 2008

T4 &k comScore “The comScore 2008 Digital Year in Review” , January 2009
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Total U.S. Online Video Market

Videos per Viewer Minutes per Video
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® YouTube, with 40% market share in Nov. 2008, accounting
for two-third of the growth in online video.

® Another developing trend is the emerging of long form video
content. Hulu (by Fox and NBC) had an average viewing time
of nearly 12 minutes per video in Nov. 2008.

T4 &k comScore “The comScore 2008 Digital Year in Review” , January 2009
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Use of video-sharing sites nearly doubles
from 2006-2009

The percentage of internet usars who watch vidsas on video-sharing sites.
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AL kR : Pew Research Center “The Audience for Online Video-sharing Sites Shoots Up” , July 2009
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Video watching outranks many online
activities
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AL kR : Pew Research Center “The Audience for Online Video-sharing Sites Shoots Up” , July 2009
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Video watching grows across all age
groups

The percentage of intemet users in each age group who watch videcs on
video-sharing sites.
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T4 &k : Pew Research Center “The Audience for Online Video-sharing Sites Shoots Up” , July 2009
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Sowrce: IBM Instifufe for Business Value.

Open Open
A I
(;:::a;l Content Generational
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Massive
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Consumer media conirol Consumer media control
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Digital content interaction with online video.

experiencer 84%
Percent who have 89%
watched online video 8%
(el ]
Engaged 45% W Kool Hids
Percent who regularly 40% I Gadpebers
watch online video - Massive Passives
25%: p
. [ TER] g@afg
Influencers 3%
Percent who have rated 36%
video content online 3.
1336 influence and interaction
. driven by the digital “savwy”
Authors 25%
Percent wh_u have 25%
uploaded videos T‘E:
&

Source: 2008 1BM Digital Consumer Survey. Tofal responses = 2800 across six counfnes: Australia, Germany, India, Japan, UK, LS.
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U.S. advertising and marketing share (2002 — 2012E).

Share change
& 1% 13% 27%  Alternative, interactive channels
46% {e.g.. online advertising, branded
46% entertainment, word of mouth marketing)
: 42%  praditional marketing o
(e.g., direct marketing, - 4 "
a7% promotions)
41%
32% Traditional advertising _1 5%
(e.g., TV, print, radio,
outdoor)
2002 2007 2012E

Source: Veromis Sufer 2008 Communications Forecask: [BM analysis.
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Beyond advertising: Evolution of business models.

Insights
A ROI-driven advertising Consumer-centric marketing
+ Direct digital messaging to micro level * |ntegrated, contextual campaigns
* Granular audience profiling, targeting * Bridges advertising and marketing
and measurement formats
* Enables addressability, measurement,
interactivity for desired consumer
Level of
granularify Traditional advertising
« L egacy processes, brand and
transactional structures
* Siloed sales and delivery
* Traditional measurement
v
Impressions

Single platform Degree of integration > |ntagrated

cross-platform
Source: BM Insbiuk for Business Value.
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FL@?%M NS4 F[(Content Aggregration)

AllETH RS ﬁ%ﬁﬁ (Device and New Experience)
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Proprietary %

Source: IBM Institute for Business Value.

Distribution and device platforms — 5 Open
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