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Situation Overview

B InCommon, a not-for-profit, participant owned organization, is uniquely
positioned to contribute to protecting the security, identity, and privacy of
organizations across the United States—and potentially the globe—to deliver
IAM solutions that provide a basis for the R&E community to trust and be safe
as they engage across organizations in and out of R&E.

B The number of higher education institutions and people that InCommon could
serve is in the thousands of organizations and millions of people.

B Significantgrowth has occurred in the commercial sector.

B InCommon has limited financial and staff resources that are straining its ability to
scale and meet future demand.

B InCommon is in the process of integrating with Internet2, its parent organization.
Questions remain about the strategic fit of the organizations and their respective
missions.

> X%
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Challenges

B InCommon primarily engages in relationships with technology executives and mid-management
in research and higher education as well as companies that wish to serve them. Bridging past
this to build relationships with other stakeholders that decide about IAM in the organizations it
serves has been challenging.

B InCommon has limited resources and thus must invest them wisely to maximize its return on
investment to participants by focusing on high impact and extensible opportunities.

B Participant expectations about future product and service development are not in keeping with
the financial and human resources available to InCommon.

B Pricing levels that InCommon has used were helpful for gaining early traction in the market but
were not aligned with the costs of scaling, enhancing, and broadening products and services.

B InCommon needs a more refined way of prioritizing its segment focus to drive greater growth
that it can both sustain and support its future product and service offerings.

B InCommon has strong brand equity with large R&E IT audiences, however recently market
demand has grown outside of the traditional Internet2 core base.
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Research and Education

ANALYSIS AND INSIGHTS
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Opportunities

B Tier 1 —10% of the R&E market or 700 organizations, constitute 80% of the addressable market for
InCommon based upon annual revenue. These Tier 1 organizations bring in and largely spend $502
B a year.
» These organizations have large Information Communication Technology (ICT) staffs and budgets
making them capable of paying for InCommon solutions and serve 16.2 M people which is 51% of all
R&E students and staff.
» ICT staff are likely to have qualified IAM staff to deploy, maintain and use InCommon solutions
» 58% of Tier 1 organizations are InCommon participants with a 93% penetration of L1.

» 300 organizations out of the 700 are not InCommon Participants. 86% of these are L3 and L4. These
are prime development targets that should be an easy market extension.

B Tier 2 — The next 10% of the potential market as measured by revenue and number of organizations
for INCommon exists in 701 L3 and L4 organizations. The have total revenues of $62.7 B a year.
» While these organizations have on average ICT staffs that are about 1/10t" of Tier 1, they spend 25% of

Tier 1 making them reasonable prospects for InCommon solutions. They serve 6.5 M people or 21% of
all R&E students and staff.

» ICT staffing likely indicates a few people with IAM knowledge. However, service and support
requirements will increase with these organizations.

» Only 14% of these organizations are currently InCommon participants making 86% available for
InCommon development

» This is still a manageable number of prospective participant organizations but could tax the scale of the
service capabilities of InCommon today.

— Q
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Opportunities

B Tier 3 — The next 10% of the potential market as measured by revenue and 80% as
measured by number of organizations presents a vastly different market for InCommon.

4
4
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5,648 L3 and mostly L4 organizations. The have total revenues of $62.7 B a year.

While these organizations have on average ICT staffs that are about 1/10t" of Tier 1, they
spend 25% of Tier 1 making them reasonable prospects for InCommon solutions. They
serve 6.5 M people or 21% of all R&E students and staff.

A new Level 5 was added to represent the less than 1-year non-accredited Education
organizations

ICT staffing likely indicates there will only be a few people with IAM knowledge at best and
at worst, none. This implies that service and support requirements will be significant with
these organizations.

Only 14% of these organizations are currently InCommon participants making 86% available
for InCommon development

This is a highly fragmented and high service level group of organizations. Serving this Tier

would heavily tax the organization without a turn-key end to end solution and a service
partner that can scale to meet the needs of this segment.



InCommon Addressable Market

59% InCommon Penetration
5 yrs. average InCommon
Lifetime

41% available for growth
Concentrated market

Able to Easily Pay
Sophisticated ICT Staff
High $ spend per Person

14% InCommon
Penetration

3 yrs. average InCommon
Lifetime

86% available for growth
Concentrated market
Should be able to Pay
Smaller but able ICT Staff
Moderate $ spend per
Person

4% InCommon Penetration
1 yr. average InCommon
Lifetime

96% available for growth
Highly Fragmented Market
May be Difficult to Pay
Small ICT Staff — High
Support

Low $ spend per Person

and in cases, manudly coreded for name discrepandes. Income for annud fees atthe systemlevelwere

within a university, these were rolledup into the University for this analysis.
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Level InCommon inComiren . .
Distribution Share Avg Tier Attributes
Lifetime
77% of IC's Ci tR
- 7% L1 (117)  95% L1 (111) 7 years % of IC’s Current Revenue
Tier 1 . 41% Spend > $10M on Research
700 Orgs or 10% 15% L2(103)  70% L2(72) 5 years
° 278 = Average CES* Staff Count
Revenue = $502B 38% L3(265) 47% L3(124) 4 years
Students & Staff =16.2 M (51%) 3% L4(215)  49% L4 (105) 3 years $56.6 M = Average Support Spend
$25K / FTE = Expense/Person
80% of
Revenue
14% of IC’s Current Revenue
Tier 2 0% L1 N/A L1 N/A
2% Spend > $10M on Research
701 Orgs or 10% 0% L2 N/A L2 N/A
_ 24 = Average CES Staff Count
Revenue = $62.7 B 22% L3 (154)  18% L3 (28) 4 years :
= o 14 M = Average Support Spend
StesEEREE e A 77% L4 (532)  21% L4 (111) 2 years
$9K / FTE = Expense/Person
90% of
Revenue
0% L1 N/A L1 N/A 4% of IC’'s Current Revenue
Tier 3 0% L2 N/A L2 N/A 0% Spend > $10M on Research
5,648 Orgs or 80% 2% L3 (42) 0.0% L3 N/A 5 = Average CES Staff Count
Revenue = $62.7 B
Students & Staff =8.9 M (28%) 65% L4 (3063) 2.8% L4 (87) 1 year $2.8 M = Average Support Spend
= 0. 0
33% L5 (1847) 0.1% L5 (1) 3 years $6K / FTE = Expense/Person
Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries. Note: Fuzzylogic matching was used to nor; where mi
allocated uniformly to insfitutions within the system. Where i were thatpaid ipantduesand were a member ofa system, these fees were leftintactand dupli . Where cdleg paying
InCommon. Page 11 0O
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InCommon Addressable Market — Extensible Growth

Level InCommon
Distribution Share
. Sweet Spot Attributes
Tier 1
700 Orgs or 10% THE
Revenue = $502 B 38% L3 (265) | 47% L3 (124) SWEET 463 Potential Participants ~ $6 M
Students & Staff =16.2M (51%) 31% L4 (215) 49% L4 (105) SPOT Fees
266 = Average CES* Staff Count
80% of Top 80%
Revenie ~ "~ " TTTTTTTommoommmmmmommmofeooseoe- 839 of Support 463 $32.7 M= Average Support Spend
evenue
Spend Total Staff & Students = 1.4M
22% L3 (154) | 18% L3 (28) In 55% of this
Tier 2 hybrid of Tier 1
S 77% L4 (532) | 21% L4 (111) and 2. Key Attributes
Revenue = $62.7 B . Concentrat(_ed market
Students & Staff = 6.5 M (21% - Ableto Easily Pay
R ) . Sophisticated ICT Staff
» Adirect extension of your
current offering
Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries. Note: Fuzzylogic matching was used to normali where mi red. and in cases, manudly coreded for name disarepandes. Income for annud fees atthe systemlevel were
allocated uniformly to insfitutions within the system. Where i were thatpaid ipantduesand were a member ofa system, these fees were leftintactand dupli . Where cdleg: payingfees within a university, these were rolledup into the University for this analysis.
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InCommon Addressable Market — Tier 1

Tier 1 Total Institutional Annual Revenue By . )
Level Tier 1 InCommon Penetration By Level

$350,000 300
Tier 1 $293,938

$300,000
700 Orgs or 10%

265
215
Revenue = $502 B $250,000
Students & Staff = 16.2 M (51%) $200,000 .
80% of $150,000 109 117 103 10
_________________________ $95,319 100 .
Revenue $100.000 o2 - L,
$50,000 50 -
& 0

L1 L L3 L4

2
IC Participants ®Total T1 Orgs

N N
(=3 a
o o

Revenue In $M
Number Of Institutions
@

o

L1 Revenue L2 Revenue L3 Revenue L4 Revenue

Tier 1
90% of InCommon Total Annual Revenue By Level Tier 1 CES Support Total Annual Expenses
I_?év_e_nﬁé _____________________ $1.60 $1.50 By Level
$1.40 18000 $16:848
$1.20 $16,000
2 < $14000
E$‘1.00 9: $12,000 $10,432
§$0.80 $056 $0.66 ; $10,000 $7.018
250,60 . 2 $8,000 $5.341 .
> . Q 'y
x $0.34 S $6,000
$0.40 & $4.000
$0.20 $2,000
$-

L1 CES L2 CES L3 CES L4 CES

L1 Revenue L2 Revenue L3 Revenue L4 Revenue Spend Spend Spend Spend
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Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries.



InCommon Addressable Market — Tier 1

Tier 1 Locations Tier 1 CES Support Demographics

Tier 1 City: Large
700 Orgs or 10%
Revenue = $502 B CES
Students & Staff = 16.2 M (51%) Town Ciy: Sm-id Fi’g,f/’o'e
80% of
Revenue 00T CES Male
60%
Suburb: Sm- Suburb:
Mid Large
Tier 1 CES Support Ethnicity
90% of
I_?é;e_n_ué _____________________ Unspecified 2.6%
Nonresident alien 5.7%
Two or more races 1.0%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.1%
Hispanic or Latino 5.9%
Black or African American 5.5%
Asian 11.2%
White 67.9%

0.0% 10.0%  20.0% 30.0%  40.0% 50.0%  60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

— U
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Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries.



InCommon Addressable Market — Tier 2

Tier 2 Total Institutional Annual Revenue by Level . .
Tier 2 InCommon Penetration by Level

$50,000 $46,191 600
$45,000 532
$40,000 -é 500
S $35000 2 400
c $30,000 2
- « 300
S $25,000 5
o
80%of 2 520,000 $15,265 8 200 1%
Revenue X $15,000 2 100 0 o 28 )
$10,000 . 0 L 1
Tier 2 $5,000 $67 Share of of Share of of Share of L3 Share of L4
701 Orgs or 10% $- L1 L2
Revenue = $62.7 B L1 L2 L3 L4 o
Students & Staff = 6.5 M (21%) Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue IC Participants W Total T2 Orgs
o Tier 2 .
90% of InCommon Total Annual Revenue by Level Tier 2 CES Support Total Annual Expenses
Revenue
$450,000 $415,326 $8,000 $7,057.32
$400,000 $7,000
$350,000 = $6,000
$300,000 < $5,000
$250,000 o $4,000
=t
$200,000 2 $3,000 $2,342.87
$142,559 e
$150,000 W $2,000
$100,000 $1,000 ¢ $11.05
$50,000 $
$- L1 CES L2 CES L3 CES L4 CES
L1 L2 L3 L4 Spend Spend Spend Spend

Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue
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Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries.



InCommon Addressable Market — Tier 2

Tier 2 Locations

City: Large
CES Female
33%
Rural City: Sm-Mid
80% of
Revenue o Suburb:
Town
Large
Tier 2
701 Orgs or 10% S“b“,(/lbia sm-
Revenue = $62.7 B
Students & Staff = 6.5 M (21% .
(21%) Tier 2
CES Support Ethnicit
90% of PP y
___________________________ " o
Revenue Unspecified 1.8%
Nonresident alien 1.9%
Two or more races 1.2%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 1.2%
Hispanic or Latino 6.8%
Black or African American 9.7%
Asian 5.5%
White

InCommon.

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0%

Page 16

Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries.

40.0%

O(\

Tier 2 CES Support Demographics

CES Male
67%

71.9%

50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%
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InCommon Addressable Market — Tier 3

Tier 3 Total Annual Institutional Revenue by

Level
$5,000 Tier 3InC Penetrationby Level
$30‘OOO $28,86357 ler nCommon Fenetrationby Leve
2 $25000 , 30 3063
= 20,000 £ 3000
§ $15000 2 2500 1847
0 o $10000 $3,882.15 é oo
,882. 1500
80%of ____ SR $5,000 $862.04 3
Revenue s £ 1000
@ @ @ @ @ z 500 g9 00 042 8 1
& & & & & 0 —
© ©® ® L ® Share of Share of Share of Share of Share of
o VAN N N of L1 of L2 L3 L4 L5
IC Counts ®Tier 3 Tot Counts
90% of Tier 3 InCommon Total Annual Revenue by
Revenue T TTTTTTTTTTTToo Level Tier 3 CES Support Total Annual Expenses
160,000
s $136,694 $9,000
$140,000 $7,828.71
Tier 3 ’ $8,000
120,000
5648 Orgs or 80% 3 s $7.000
&
Revenue = $62.7 B $100,000 < $gggg
Students & Staff = 8.9 M (28%) $80,000 P :4'000
$60,000 & ’
$40,000 u%_ $3,000
’ $18,250 $2,000 $992.45
$20,000 $1,000 s 3 $238.02
& $-
L1 L2 L3 L4 L5 L1 CES L2 CES L3 CES L4 CES L5 CES
Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Spend Spend Spend Spend  Spend
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Source: IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with IhCommon Salesforce data queries.



InCommon Addressable Market — Tier 3

80% of

Revenue

90% of

Revenue

Tier 3
5,648 Orgs or 80%
Revenue = $62.7 B
Students & Staff = 8.9 M (28%)

InCommon.

Tier 3 Locations

City: Large
Rural City: Sm-Mid
Town Suburb: Large
Suburb: Sm-
Mid
Tier 3
CES Support Ethnicity
Unspecified 1.7%
Nonresident alien 0.3%
Two or more races 0.3%
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 0.1%
Hispanic or Latino 15.1%
Black or African American 8.9%
Asian 33.2%
White 40.5%
0.0% 50% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0%
Q :
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Tier 3 CES Support Demographics

o)

Source:IPEDS 2014 Database analysis in combinaion with InCommon Salesforce data queries.



Growth and Loyalty of InCommon R&E Participants

In the first 5 years of InCommon participation grew exponentially. Afterwards, it grew at a steady but
flat rate. Growth has been largely driven by word of mouth and organically. By focusing on extensible
market segments like the Sweet spot highlighted earlier, InCommon should be able to accelerate
growth again and gain funding to support further IAM solution development. Attrition rates indicate
once an R&E organization participates they are likely to stay.

Lifetime of InCommon R&E Participants Attrition

" 80 4.5
o
X 70 4
g
'(.% 60 3.5
2
2 50 3

c
& o 2.5
- © 40
o E 2
€ c30

o] 1.5
Q
Q0 5 .
S 10
g 0.5
E o0 0
3 01 12 23 34 45 56 67 7-8 89 910 10-11 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Number of Years Participating in InCommon
M Attrition
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R&E Organizations Joining over the Last 3 Years

Growth in R&E participants over the last several years has occurred primarilyin Level 4 — 71% of all new organizations.
However this is overshadowed with 113 organizations coming from the California Community College System. These Level 4
organizations have small CES staff counts and therefore could be challenging to support. 34% of these organizations would

be in Tier 1 or Tier 2.

Average Enroliment and Staff Population per Location
R&E Organizations Joining in the Last Level Gi
ity
3 Years 150
30,000 106
250 25,000 o4
200 20,000
150 15,000 Town 0 Rural
100 10,000
50 5,000
0 - Suburb
L1 L2 L3 L4 L1 L2 L3 L4
Average CES Support Staff FTEs perLevel Average Support Spend perLevel
600 $70,000,000
500 $60,000,000
400 $50,000,000
$40,000,000
300
$30,000,000
200 $20,000,000
100 $10,000,000
0 $-
L1 L2 L3 L4 L1 L2 L3 L4

I C OQ Covalence Solutions LLC
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Growth Opportunities and Focus

Considerthe following. Acceptance of these suggestions has significantimplications for
the rest of this project:

B Immediate Opportunity: 463 L3 and L4 organizations who are not Participants are an extensible
market opportunity. Focus on these organizations should be a priority:

» Meeting these organizations needs is a natural extension of InCommon'’s current offerings and capabilities;
» CES staff and funds to participate;
» Leverage’sInCommon’s brand strength in the community;

» Smallincremental cost to serve againstrevenue.

B Medium Term: 363 L3 and L4 organizations in Tier 2 with reasonable IT staffing present a
secondary market opportunity:

» Meeting the needs of these organizations will likely require additional supportand potentially IAM solutions that
are easierto implement;

» Once short term organizations are participating, incremental funds could be used to address the needs of these
organizations.

B Long Term: Where do you draw a cut off for the addressable market? In the absence of a turn key
solution, moving down into Tier 3 has significant scaling and support issues.

— Q
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Commercial Participants

ANALYSIS AND INSIGHTS
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InCommon Corporate Participants

74% of companies are lower mid-market to small businesses. Not surprisingly the alignment with R&E

increases outside the Enterprise sector.

Tier 1 - Enterprise
15 Companies
Avg. Revenue = $22,802,600,000
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $934,612,400
Avg. ITFTE =3303

Tier 2 — Upper Mid-Market
19 Companies
Avg. Revenue = $237,731,684
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $14,819,875
Avg. ITFTE =60

Tier 3 — Lower Mid-Market
53 Companies
Avg. Revenue = $15,431,872
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $947,143
Avg. ITFTE =10

Tier 4 — Small Businesses
44 Companies
Avg. Revenue = $840,380
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $51,338
Avg. ITFTE =2

Percent of
Corporations

1%

15%

40%

34%

Percent of Corporations by Size that have a
dedicated R&E Focus

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Large Medium Small Very Small

Industry Focus

IT& Education
Network Services,
Security, 75, 32%
36, 15%

Software &
computer
services,

79, 34%

Source: SalesForce queries of of INCommon data and Gartner categorization schema for companies with the addition of the Small Business category.

InCommon.



InCommon Corporate Participants - Enterprise

Enterprise participants are widely dispersed across industry segments. However, given their large size
they contribute to InCommon proportionately to their smaller number.

Tier 1 - Enterprise Percent of
15 Companies Corporations
Avg. Revenue = $22,802,600,000
o,
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $934,612,400 1% ENTERPRISE INDUSTRY FOCUS - 21% WITH R&E FOCUS
Avg. ITFTE =3303 $1B+
. Fixed line
) Media,  telecommunications, 2,
Mobile 1, 5% 11%
telecommunications, 2,
1%
Financial services, 1, Technology
""""""""""""""""" 5% hardware &

equipment, 2, 11%

Oil equipment &

services, 1, 5%

IT & Network Security,
2, 1%

Software & computer
services, 4, 21%

Source: SalesForce queries of of InCommon data and Gartner categorization schema for companies with the addition of the Small Business category.

<

|nC0mn0n® Page 24 Q% Covalence Solutions LLC



InCommon Corporate Participants — Upper Mid-Market

Mid-Market are more closely aligned with InCommon’s core offering and focus.

C'nggf:tti:ris UPPER MID-MARKET INDUSTRY FOCUS - 46% R&E FOCUSED
Personal goods, Gene;algt;)/tailers,
1,3% » 9 /0
Support services, \
_________________________________ 1,3%
Tier 2 — Upper Mid-Market
19 Companies
Avg. Revenue = $237,731,684 15%
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $14,819,875 >$50M +
= Scientific
Avg. ITFTE =60 <$1B Research, 9,
""""""""""""""""""" 26%
Health care

equipment &
services, 1, 3%

Financial /
services, 1, 3% IT & Netw:

Security, 3, 9%

Source: SalesForce queries of of InCommon data and Gartner categorization schema for companies with the addition of the Small Business category.

N IQ )
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InCommon Corporate Participants — Lower Mid-Market

Lower Mid-Market has good alignment with InCommon’s offerings and focus.

Percent of
Corporations
LOWER MID-MARKET INDUSTRY FOCUS -45% R&E FOCUSED
Media, 1, 1% _ support services, 2,
Scientific Research, 4, 4%ravel & Leisure, N\ 2% Personal goods, 1, 1%
_________________________________ Health care %
equipment & \
services, 1, 1% —
Financial services, 1,
1%
_________________________________ IT & Network
Tier 3 — Lower Mid-Market Secury. 16,
53 Companies
Avg. Revenue = $15,431,872 40%
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $947,143 >$2M +
Avg. ITFTE =10 <$50M

Source: SalesForce queries of of InCommon data and Gartner categorization schema for companies with the addition of the Small Business category.

N IQ )
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InCommon Corporate Participants — Small Business

Again good alignment exists with small business participants. Given the current dues structure, this
segment would be the easiest to grow to drive incremental revenue since it is so large.

Percent of
Corporations
P SMALL BUSINESS INDUSTRY FOCUS -47% R&E FOCUSED
Su'pport Media, 1, 1% Travel & Leisure, 1, 1%  Nonlife insurance, 1, 1%
services, 4,
5% \ | General retailers, 1, 1%
Scientific Research,
""""""""""""""""" 1, 1% T~
IT & Network
_________________________________ Security, 15,
18%
Tier 4 — Small Businesses
44 Companies o
Avg. Revenue = $840,380 34%
Avg. Annual IT Spend = $51,338
Avg. ITFTE =2

Source: SalesForce queries of of InCommon data and Gartner categorization schema for companies with the addition of the Small Business category.

N IQ )
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Commercial Participants in the Last 3 Years

Companies thathave joined InCommon over the last three yearsin 56% of cases are small or very small organizations
are more focused on R&E than larger organizations. This speaks to greater alignmentofsmaller companies with the
focus of InCommon. These companiesin general are also technology companies or purveyors of educational services.

Number of Companies Joining by Size
60
50
40
30
20
10

Large Medium Small Very Small

Percentage of Companies by Size that are R&E
Focused
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%
Large Medium Small Very Small

InCommon.

INDUSTRY BREAKDOWN

Fixed line
telecommunications

Technology hardware &
equipment

Qil equipment & services

IT&
Network = Nonlife insurance
Security, 21,
17% ¥ Education Services

¥ Software & computer
services

IT & Network Security

Financial services

3Q
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Growth and Loyalty of InCommon Commercial Participants

Growth of corporate and sponsored partner participation has been increasingin the last few years.
However, attrition is higher than R&E running at +10% per year.

Lifetime of Sponsored Partner InCommon

Participation Sponsored Partner Attrition per Year

0 70 10
2 60 9
s
o 50 8
? 7
3 40 6
c
g 30 5
2 4
° 20
3 3

10
£ 2
z 0 y

01 12 23 34 45 56 67 7-8 89 9-10 10-11 0 l l .
Number of Years Participating in InCommon 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

N Q .
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Source:nCommon Salesforce data queries



Corporate Participation Hypothetical Framework

Corporations form strategic alliances for the one or more of the following reasons:

1. Critical to the success of a core business goal or objective;

2. Critical to the developmentor maintenance ofa core competency or other source of competitive advantage;
3. Blocks a competitive threat;

4. Createsor maintains strategic choices for the firm;

5. Mitigates a significantrisk to the business.

Our hypothesis that needs validation is that each corporate segmentparticipatesin InCommon for the following
reasons:

B Enterprise:
» 1—UsesInCommon as a saleschannel to reach Higher Ed CxOs
» 3 &5 - Keeps upto date on what InCommonis doing that could impact them in the R&E space

B UpperMid-Marketand Lower Mid-Market:

» 1 &4 — Marketing and Sales Channel, Reduces friction and opens up opportunities in R&E that could have
been challenging to bridge

B Small Business:
» 1,2,4,5 - Otherthan blocking a threat, this group has the most to gain from a relationship with InCommon

InCommon. Page % Q.A



