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2008 Financial Services Industry Benchmark Results

Average Industry Scores vs Internet Standards Assessment Report (ISAR) Index

Year Fin Serv WebAwards 54
1997 52.8 49.9 53 |
1998 483 49.1 O A i
1999 491 48.2 51
2000 519 51.3 50 | w W
2001 52.4 50.5 49 1
2002 53.1 52.7 48 1
2003 487 50.4 e
2004 50.6 52.9 45
2005 47.4 52.2 44 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
2006 48.7 50.7 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
2007 51.2 51.8
Score out of a possible 70 points ‘—Q—Financial Services —m— W ebAwards ‘
Average Scores by Judging Criteria Average Scores by Judging Criteria Chart
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 50
Design 7.0 6.7 65 7.0 74
Innovaton 58 6.0 56 6.2 6.6 751
Content 6.8 73 69 73 7.7 7.0
Technology 6.3 65 59 6.7 6.9 65 . % _a
Interactivity 6.5 70 66 71 7.4
Copywriting 7.4 73 69 73 76 6.01 ./'\/
Ease ofuse 7.0 71 68 7.2 7.6 55
Score out of a possible 10 points 50
Analysis 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Financial services Web sites have underperformed the
—e— Design —=— Innovation Content Technology

ISAR index for the last five consecutive years. The
most recent underperformance resulted in the industry
scoring below the 5-year criteria benchmark averages
in all areas. Financial services Web sites are strongest

in content, copywriting, and ease of use. They lag in 8.0+
technology and innovation. 7.5
7.0
Like the mutual fund and brokerage industries, 6.54
financial service companies are highly regulated which 6.0
limits the creativity they can undertake on their Web 55l
sites. When someone does break out of the mold, they 5.0

really stand out with users. Much of the best work is
being done in password protected sites available only
to licensed professionals where the regulations are not
as stiff.

—x— Interactivity —e— Copywriting —— Ease of use

Industry vs ISAR 5-Year Average By Criteria

‘DFinanciaI Services @WebAward ‘

Best of Industry Winners

About this Report

The Web Marketing Association has

Year Winner Web site

2007 John Hancock Funds, LLC Financial Professional Website

2006 T3 (The Think Tank) Chase card with Blink

2005 Merrill Lynch Merrill Lynch Gateway

2004 Trancentrix, Inc. Payment Solutions Website

2003 CNBC on MSN Money CNBC on MSN Money

2002 GE Center for Financial Learning GE Center for Financial
Learning

2001 PCAQuote.com Financial Website

2000 Commerce One Michigan National Bank

1999 SmartMoney.com SmartMoney.com

1998 Nasdaq The Nasdaq Stock Market

1997 Bowne Internet solutions Roney & Co. Web Site

collected industry Web site development
benchmark data since 1997 through its
WebAward program. Multiple independent
judges review and score each site from 0-
10 points on each of seven criteria for a
possible 70 points. Best of Industry
WebAward is given to the site that scores
highest in the industry. The views of this
report are based on observations of
aggregated industry data and do not reflect
the results for any particular Web site
unless noted. For complete information, go
to www.webaward.org

Use of this data is permitted with attribution. (C) 2008 Web Marketing Association, PO Box 249, West Simsbury CT, 06092 www.webaward.org
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wehawa 2008 Banking Industry Benchmark Results
Average Industry Scores vs Internet Standards Assessment Report (ISAR) Index
Year Bank WebAwards 60
1997 40.25 49.9

1998 51.2 49.1 7 /_M
1999 41 48.2 50 A

2000 41 51.3 . N
2001 485 50.5
2002 55.4 52.7 40

2003  51.2 50.4 45 |
2004 52.7 52.9
2005 47.6 52.2 30 ‘ ‘ : : : : : : : ‘
2006 50.3 50.7 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
2007 49.7 Score out of a p?);ls;'ge 70 points ‘_._ Bank —=—WebAwards ‘
Average Scores by Judging Criteria Average Scores by Judging Criteria Chart
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Design 64 70 65 69 7.1 80
Innovaton 59 63 58 62 68 75 e
Content 69 74 67 77 75 704
Technology 6.4 65 62 7.0 6.9 ol
Interactivity 6.7 7.3 64 74 72 657 e
Copywriting 74 74 66 77 71 6.0
Easeofuse 7.3 7.2 62 75 7.2 55 |
Score out of a possible 10 points

5.0
Analysis 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
The banking industry narrowly tracked the ISAR index

—e— Design —=— Innovation Content Technology

for the past 5 years with a slight underperformance in
2005 and a slight outperformance in 2007. Banking Web
sites underperformed the 5-year criteria benchmark
averages in all areas judged. These sites tend to be well

—x— Interactivity —e— Copywriting —— Ease of use

Industry vs ISAR 5-Year Average By Criteria

written as they score strongest in content and 8.0-
copywriting. They score lowest in technology and 751
innovation. 704

) 6.51
For many consumers, a bank’s Web site may be the 6ol
single greatest source of interaction with their 55l
customers. Banks have to balance security concerns 5.01d
with creating a positive user experience which is, more
often than not, over cluttered with cross-selling financial
products.
Best of Industry Winners About this Report
Year Winner Web site The Web Marketing Association has
2007 Organic, Inc. Bank of America No Fee Mortgage Plus collected industry Web site development
2006  Carat Fusion Wachovia Championship 17 benchmark data since 1997 through its
2005  Agency.com Sainsburysbank.co.uk WebAward program. Multiple independent
2004  lon Global Limited HSBC Card Services HK Judges review and score each site from 0-
2003 Deutsche Bank Global Cash M t 10 points on each of seven criteria for a

eutsche ban . oba ,as anagemen possible 70 points. Best of Industry
2002 EnSky Corporation St. Mary’s Bank ) WebAward is given to the site that scores
2001 Elliance Dollar Bank Loans Website highest in the industry. The views of this
2000  Organic, Inc. WaMu Mortgage report are based on observations of
1999 CGN Marketing Chevy Chase Bank aggregated industry data and do not reflect
1998  THINK New Ideas Online Account Opening the results for any particular Web site
1997 Paramax Productions NYCE Web Site unless noted. For complete information, go
to www.webaward.org

Use of this data is permitted with attribution. (C) 2008 Web Marketing Association, PO Box 249, West Simsbury CT, 06092 www.webaward.org
page 41
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] 2008 Brokerage Industry Benchmark Results
Average Industry Scores vs Internet Standards Assessment Report (ISAR) Index
Year Brokerage WebAwards 60
1997 49.9
1999 40.5 48.2 o | =
2000 54 51.3 '\‘\-// \
2001 57.8 50.5 45
2002 50.4 52.7 o / \,/
2003 52.5 50.4
2004 55 52.9 35 A
2005 40.9 52.2 50
2006 43.8 50.7 1997‘1998 ‘1999 ‘2000 ‘2001 ‘2002 ‘2003 ‘2004‘2005‘2006 ‘2007
2007 52 51.8
Score out of a possible 70 points ‘—O—B rokerage —m—W ebAwards ‘
Average Scores by Judging Criteria Average Scores by Judging Criteria Chart
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 00
Design 70 6.7 55 6.5 7.7 85
Innovation 6.0 6.3 5.1 53 6.3 8.0 1 4
Content 80 75 6.2 6.8 8.2 75 —
Technol_ogy 68 80 6.1 55 6.7 ;:2 \,\\
Interactivity 7.2 7.8 5.1 5.7 8.2 6.0 1
Copywriting 84 7.7 59 70 7.7 55 |
Easeofuse 70 78 5.6 70 73 5.0
Score out of a possible 10 points 4.5 -
- 4.0
Analysis 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Added to the WebAwards in 1999, Brokerage Web sites
have performed sporadically compared to the ISAR —+—Design = Innovation Content Technology
index. With prior two years of drastic —x—Interactivity —e—Copywriting —— Ease of use

underperformance, 2007 showed great improvement for

brokerage sites as they equaled the overall ISAR index. Industry vs ISAR 5-Year Average By Criteria

As a result of the poor criteria scores in 2006 and 2005, 8.0
brokerage sites still scored below the 5-year criteria 7.5
benchmark in all areas. Brokerage sites score strongest 7.0
in content, copywriting, and interactivity, but are 6.5
weaker in innovation and technology. 6.0
5.5
Brokerage sites, like all financial services sites, suffer 5.044
from heavy regulation and heavy handed lawyers who O%@ /”’)ol, %% /\@%} %, Q’% %&0
frown on innovation. 7 %, %& O@@ %’;9 o’o@e
‘DBrokerage mWebAward ‘
Best of Industry Winners About this Report
. . The Web Marketing Association has
Year Winner Web site collected industry Web site development
2007 XPRESSTRADE, LLC XPRESSTRADE benchmark datarysince 1997 through its
2006 Ogilvy One Spotting/Seizing Opportunity WebAward program. Multiple independent
2005 Charles Schwab A Defining Year judges review and score each site from 0-
2004 Strong E-Commerce Team Strong Financial 10 points on each of seven criteria for a
possible 70 points. Best of Industry
2003 Strong E-Commerce Team Strong.com WebAward is given to the site that scores
2002 Strong E-Commerce Team Strong Financial Corporation highest in the industry. The views of this
2001 Sterling Group Solomon Smith Barney report are based on observations of
Young Investors Network | |20 ity e ot
2000 Datek Online Holdings Datek Online unless noted. For complete information, go
1999 Channell Communications Cantor Fitzgerald L.P. towww.webaward.org

Use of this data is permitted with attribution. (C) 2008 Web Marketing Association, PO Box 249, West Simsbury CT, 06092 www.webaward.org
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S 2008 Credit Union Industry Benchmark Results
Average Industry Scores vs Internet Standards Assessment Report (ISAR) Index
Year cu WebAwards -
1997 51 49.9
1998 60 49.1 0
1999 44 48.2
2000 44 51.3 5 |
2001 44 50.5
2002 48.9 52.7 0 2
2003 50.4 N -\'\AY'/ /‘\’—‘/\
2004 48.5 52.9 — N
2005 50 52.2 © ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
2006 43.2 50.7 1997 198 199 2000 201 2002 2008 004 206 2006 2007
2007 48.9 51.8 :
Score out of a possible 70 points ‘+ Ot Linion —a— Webvards ‘
Average Scores by Judging Criteria Average Scores by Judging Criteria Chart
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 80
Design 6.8 7.3 6.5 7.0
Innovation 54 60 57 6.1 &
Content 6.8 7.1 6.2 7.4 70
Technology 54 6.8 5.7 6.3 65
Interactivity 78 76 60 73 \\7
Copywriting 70 76 62 75 60 /'\/'
Ease of use 76 76 69 74 55 _Z -
Score out of a possible 10 points -
. 50
Analysis oo 05 06 o7
Credit Union Web sites have consistently : :
underperformed the overall ISAR index since 1999. —-Osgn - e-imodion - Gortert Tedtmdlery
Credit Union Web sites score highest in ease of use and ety —e- Qppuitig —— Eesediuse
interactivity and lowest in 1nnov'at19n and technology. Industry vs ISAR 5-Year Average By Criteria
They scored below the 5-year criteria benchmark
averages in all areas. 80
75
Credit unions rely on their Web sites for much of the 70
interaction with their customers. Sites need to be easy 65
to use and not cluttered with a lot of over-hyped cross- 60
selling of financial products. 55
5,044
Best of Industry Winners About this Report
Year Winner Web site The Web Marketing Association has
2007 Extractable SAFE credit union collected industry Web site development
2006 Webnbeyond Union America Mortgage SsggzwaarrgSfc:;r:]';ciﬁﬁ?;et?;?j:%z::em
2005 Amerlca First CU www.americafirst.com judges review and score each site from 0-
2004 Imirage, Inc APCI FCU 10 points on each of seven criteria for a
2002 U.S. Central CU U.S. Central CU possible 70 points. Best of Industry
2001 Santa Clara County FCU Information Connection WebAward is given to the site that scores
2000 Security Service FCU Security Service FCU highest in the industry. The views of this
1999 Engine Interactive, Inc. Washington State report are based on observations of
Employees CU aggregated industry data and do not reflect
1998 Security Service FCU Security Service FCU Lhn?;::ﬁgfggrlfgryc‘;?:gg::rirmit’nj:;n 9
1997 Hiway FCU Hiway FCU Web Site towww.webaward.org

Use of this data is permitted with attribution. (C) 2008 Web Marketing Association, PO Box 249, West Simsbury CT, 06092 www.webaward.org
page 53
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2008 Investment Industry Benchmark Results
Average Industry Scores vs Internet Standards Assessment Report (ISAR) Index

Invest WebAwards 58
1997 43.3 499 56 - g\
1998 56.1 49.1 oo | /\ /’/ \
1999  52.8 48.2 52 _m
2000 494 51.3 s / W N/ e
2001 55.2 50.5 48 |
2002 57.1 52.7 46 —T\/ \./ -
2003 457 50.4 o/
2004 55.4 52.9 wl ®
2005 555 52.2 o e
2006 50.8 50.7 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
2007 459 51.8
Score out of a possible 70 points ‘ —e—Investmont —m—W ebAwards ‘
Average Scores by Judging Criteria Average Scores by Judging Criteria Chart
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 00
Design 6.3 7.5 7.4 7.2 6.6
Innovation 54 67 65 53 54 901
Content 65 76 76 88 7.2 801
Technology 5.1 68 69 53 55 70
Interactivity 58 7.3 68 73 7.1 5o /‘\-\
Copywritng 7.3 75 74 80 7.0 ] )
Easeofuse 69 82 76 88 7.1 50 = S
Score out of a possible 10 points 40
Analysis 2008 2004 2005 2006 o007
The investment industry has shown inconsistent web
development for the past decade. Significant ——Design  —&— Inowation Corttent Technology
underperformance occurred in 1997, 2003, and 2007. —*—Interectivty —e— Copywriting —— Ease of use

These most recent low scores resulted in the industry
falling short of the criteria benchmark averages in all
areas except for ease of use. Ease of use and content are
the industries strong points. The investment category
scored last in both the innovation and technology
criteria areas across all industries.

Like all financial Web sites, investment sites are often
handcuffed by stiff regulation and overzealous
compliance departments. Sites that make market
commentary and research available on more than a
quarterly basis will have a better time attracting and
maintaining a loyal following.

Industry vs ISAR 5-Year Average By Criteria

‘ @ Investment @mWebAward ‘

Best of Industry Winners

About this Report

The Web Marketing Association has

Year Winner Web site

2007 Frank Worldwide Inc. 55 West Wacker- Cape Horn

2006  i33 communications LLC Betterlnvesting Website Redesign
2005 BusinessWeek Online BusinessWeek Online

2004  Allied Capital Corporation  Allied Capital Corporation

2003  Summit Partners Summit Partners

2002  Frank Russell Company russell.com

2001 B-Swing, Inc. E*TRADE Personal Money Manager
2000  Frank Russell Company Frank Russell Company

1999  Fusive.com CSFB.COM

1998  Net Technologies, Inc. Morgan Stanley Dean Witter CMBS
1997  Cohn Godley Norwood Liberty Financial Young Investor

collected industry Web site development
benchmark data since 1997 through its
WebAward program. Multiple independent
judges review and score each site from 0-
10 points on each of seven criteria for a
possible 70 points. Best of Industry
WebAward is given to the site that scores
highest in the industry. The views of this
report are based on observations of
aggregated industry data and do not reflect
the results for any particular Web site
unless noted. For complete information, go
to www.webaward.org

Use of this data is permitted with attribution. (C) 2008 Web Marketing Association, PO Box 249, West Simsbury CT, 06092 www.webaward.org
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2008 Mutual Fund Industry Benchmark Results

Average Industry Scores vs Internet Standards Assessment Report (ISAR) Index

Year Funds WebAwards
1997 47.8 49.9
1998 44.6 49.1
1999 45.8 48.2
2000 54 51.3
2001 49.3 50.5
2002 52.7 52.7
2003 52.7 504
2004 52.7 52.9
2005 52.6 52.2
2006 50.7 50.7
2007 50.7 51.8

Score out of a possible 70 points

56
54 =

52
50
48 -
46
44 4

42 A

40

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

‘—Q—M utual Fund —m—W ebAwards ‘

Average Scores by Judging Criteria

Average Scores by Judging Criteria Chart

-\-/'\-—-

2004 2005 2006 2007

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 |,
Design 7.2 6.8 6.9 7.2 7.3 80 |
Innovation 6.3 5.8 6.4 6.2 6.2 '
Content 7.8 73 76 80 77 =
Technology 6.6 6.5 6.9 6.5 6.6 7.0
Interactivity 6.9 6.6 7.1 7.4 7.3 6.5
Copywriting 8.0 7.3 7.7 7.6 7.4 6.0 |
Ease of use 7.3 7.2 71 7.8 7.8 55 |

Score out of a possible 10 points
5.0
Analysis 2003
Mutual fund Web sites are generally in line with -
—e— Design

current Web standards of excellence; however,
underperforming years make up the majority of
scores. These sites are commonly strong in ease of
use, content, and copywriting. These sites scored

below the 5-year criteria benchmark averages in all 8.0
areas except copywriting which it matched. 7.5
7.0
Handcuffed by regulation and compliance issues, 6.5
mutual fund Web sites place most of their most 6.0
interesting content behind restricted access for the 551
broker dealer community. Sites should leverage 5.0

market commentaries better on their public sites,
including better use of email newsletters.

—x— Interactivity

—m— Innovation

—e— Copywriting —+— Ease of use

Content Technology

Industry vs ISAR 5-Year Average By Criteria

‘DMutuaI Fund mWebAward ‘

Best of Industry Winners

About this Report

Year Winner

2007  John Hancock Funds
2006 Cohen & Steers

2005 Cohen & Steers

2004 bbdigital/SEI Investments
2003 Barclays Global Investors
2002 Pioneer Investments
2001 Frank Russell Company
2000 Lindner Asset Management
1999 Calvert Group

1998 Net Technologies, Inc.
1997 Cohn Godley Norwood

Web site

Financial Professional Website
Cohen & Steers Website
Cohen & Steers Website
HighMark Funds Website
iShares.com
pioneerfunds.com
russell.com
Lindner Funds
Calvert Group Mutual Funds
New England Funds Web Site
Stein Roe Web Site

The Web Marketing Association has
collected industry Web site development
benchmark data since 1997 through its
WebAward program. Multiple independent
judges review and score each site from 0-
10 points on each of seven criteria for a
possible 70 points. Best of Industry
WebAward is given to the site that scores
highest in the industry. The views of this
report are based on observations of
aggregated industry data and do not reflect
the results for any particular Web site
unless noted. For complete information, go
to www.webaward.org

Use of this data is permitted with attribution. (C) 2008 Web Marketing Association, PO Box 249, West Simsbury CT, 06092 www.webaward.org
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