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or Recommended for You featurcs on the YouTube website, and if so, state which feature and
140-0002

when it was featured,

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 4 (SET 2):

YouTube objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks information that 1s not readily
accessible to YouTube without excessive burden and cost. YouTube objects to this interrogatory
as overbroad, oppressive, harassing and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks highly detailed
information. YouTube objects to this interrogatory because it seeks information that is neither
relevant to the claims or defenses in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. YouTube objects to this interrogatory because it is compound and the
number of its distinct subparts exceeds 25.  YouTube objects to this interrogatory because it is
vague and ambiguous, including in its use of the terms “promoted,” “featured,” and “when it was
featured.”

Notwithstanding and without waiving any of the foregoing objections or its General
Objections, YouTube responds that, based on the information reasonably available to YouTube,
the only videos identified by Plaintiffs as an alleged infringement of a work-in-suit that have

ever been promoted or featured by YouTube are the following:

Video ID Feature Date Featured
YYelEFa-xCA YouTube homepage On or about Sep. 19, 2006
HPB9q7f 1k YouTube homepage On or about Feb. 17, 2007

INTERROGATORY NO. 5 (SET 2):

Identify the categories of information Defendants have prompted or required YouTube

users to provide when they upload a video to the YouTube website (such as title, tags,
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description, catcgory, ctc.), and describe how those categories of information, including but not
140-0003

limited to whether those categories have been prompted or required, have changed over time.

RESPONSE TO INTERROGATORY NO. 5 (SET 2):

YouTube objects to this interrogatory to the extent it seeks information that is not readily
accessible to YouTube without excessive burden and cost. YouTube objects to this interrogatory
as overbroad, oppressive, harassing and unduly burdensome to the extent it seeks highly detailed
information. YouTube objects to this interrogatory because it secks information that is neither
relevant to the claims or defenses in this action nor reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery
of admissible evidence. YouTube objects to this interrogatory because it is compound and the
number of its distinct subparts exceeds 25. YouTube objects to this interrogatory because it is
vague and ambiguous, including in its use of the terms “YouTube users,” “categories of
information,” “prompted or required YouL'ube users to provide,” “whether those categories have
been prompted or required,” and “changed over time.”

Notwithstanding and without waiving any of the foregoing objections or its General
Objections, YouTube responds that, based on the information reasonably available to it at
present, in addition to the information YouTube collects from its users upon registration and at
various other times and places during their use of the YouTube service, YouTube has collected
the following unverified information from general registered users upon the upload of videos

beginning approximately on the dates indicated:

Information Collected From Users When Uploading a Video Approximate Date
Collection Began
provide keywords 2005
provide title 2005
provide description 2005
option to select 1-3 video categories (e.g., “autos,” “how-to,” etc.) 2005
option to set video as private 2005
11
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Information Collected From Users When Uploading a Video Approximate Date

Collection' HeW4
define a list of contacts to share with if private video 2005
option to select 1-3 categories changed to just 1 category 2006 (approx. June)
option to specify video language 2007 (approx. August)
option to specify location video recorded using Google Maps 2007 (approx. June)
option to specify date on which video was recorded 2007 (approx. June)
option to disallow comments or moderate comments 2007 (approx. Yune)
option to disallow ratings 2007 (approx. June)
option to disallow or moderate responses 2007 (approx. June)
option to disallow embedding 2007 (approx. June}
option to disallow viewing on mobile phones 2007 (approx. October)
option to disallow comment ratings 2007 (approx. November)

YouTube is not currently aware of further changes that were made to the categories of
information collected by YouTube from general registered users at the time of video upload
through June 2008.
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140-0005
VERIFICATION

I, Jake McGuire, have read the foregoing Responses and Objections to Plaintiffs” Second Set
of Interrogatories. | am informed and believe that the answers therein are true and correct to the best
of my khowledge, information and belief, based on information currenily available to me, and on
that ground verify them.

1 declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the foregoing is

Iy -

o ' Jake McGuire

true and correct.
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Dated: January
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