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A Measure the impact on U.S. demand for grapefruit juice and fresh
grapefruit of:

i FDOC magazine advertising, online advertising, and public relations.

i In-store trade promotions
AFDOC Sign storey in-store TV in the northeast region

AFeature ads, in-store displays, and temporary price reductions of branded grapefruit
juice

I Other drivers of U.S. category demand

A Recommend steps to improve marketing productivity

A Key Deliverables:

I Econometric models for Northeast, South, North Central, and West regions in
the U.S. measuring demand lift of marketing

I Key marketing productivity metrics and response curves

I Optimal resource allocation analysis
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Model Scope

A Dependent variables

I Grapefruit Juice: single strength equivalent (SSE) gallons of grapefruit
juice sold in food, drug and mass merchandising outlets as measured
by ACNielsen.

A Food/drug/mass volume excluding WalMart from weekly SCANTRACK.
A WalMart volume from monthly HomeScan household panel.

A Nielsen-measured volume of 21.7 million SSE gallons during the 52 weeks
ending 8/31/08 represents 44.6% of total U.S. grapefruit juice consumption.

I Fresh Grapefruit: pounds of fresh grapefruit sold in the food channel as
measured by FreshLook.

A Freshlook-measured volume of 211.8 million pounds during the 52 weeks
ending 8/31/08 represents 65.6% of total U.S. fresh grapefruit consumption.

A Time period:

I Grapefruit Juice:139 weeks ending 8/31/08

i Fresh Grapefruit: 113 weeks ending 8/31/08
A Nielsen regions:

I Northeast

I South

i North Central

I West



Nielsen Sales Regions
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A Demand effects were analyzed at the regional level and aggregated to give a total

U.S. assessment.
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Metric

GJ Sales

Promotion

Distribution, Price

Magazine Print

Online

Public Relations
Sign Storey
Flu Index

Temperature,

Precipitation, Snowfall

Total CPI, average gas

price

Seasonality, Yearly
Trends

Source

Nielsen & Nielsen
HomeScan

Nielsen & Nielsen
HomeScan

Nielsen

The Richards Group

The Richards Group

Golin Harris

The Richards Group
CDC

NOAA

BLS for CPI, Energy

Information Administration

for gas prices

MAP-derived

Geographic scope

Regional

Regional

Regional

National

National

National, Regional
Northeast Only
Regional

Regional

Regional

Regional,
standardized

Comments

Category and brand

Branded trade promotion

Category and brand

High-impact advertorials and regular print ads

Banner ad impressions only

By theme and by channel
Major chains in New York, Boston and Philadelphia
% of population infected by week

Weekly measures averaged across tracking stations
throughout each region

CPI measures are monthly, gas price is weekly

Seasonal variables created through models; time
periods are the same for all regions. An additional
trend variable was used to account in fresh grapefruit
models to measure shelf availability.
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Grapefruit Juice Sales by Region
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A Total U.S. sales increased by 10.3% in the most recent 52 weeks vs. the previous 52

weeks.
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Volume Sales (Thousands of SSE Gallons)
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Grapefruit Juice Sales (Millions of Gallons)

Northeast North Central South West Total U.S.
Previous 52 Weeks 3.7 3.3 9.1 3.6 19.7
Most Recent 52 Weeks 4.0 3.7 9.5 4.4 21.7
% Change 9.5% 12.2% 4.8% 23.6% 10.3%
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11

A Base price increased from an

average of $7.10 in 2007 to $7.23 so
far in 2008.

Despite the increase in price, volume
sales continued to rise during the
model period.

During 2007 and 2008, the
percentage of volume on promotion
increased for the category from an
average of 18% in 2006 to 32% in
2007 and 33% in 2008.
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Key U.S. Trends T Grapefruit Media
Magazine
% Los @
A FDOC magazine ads included high- 251 | Magazine GRPs| 2
: . ) 20 N 4 E
impact advertorials and regular print e M M e 03 ¢
ads in national publications. The 10 02 &
theme centered around health and ° ] [ 5
weight loss. RERRERRRRRRR R
Online
A FDOC had only banner activity for @ Bannen Ad GRPs | °°
online advertising. The ads were £
shown in early 2008 on health and =
nutrition websites. E
S
A There were three PR programs 20 os @
. . ~ . EPRGRPY “° §
i ncluding ABest Lif es! Toa s
nGrapefruit for Yout hl 30y
Florida Grapefruito | 02 &
0.1
0 00 8




U.S. Grapefruit Juice Model Fit
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A Total U.S. model fit was strong. The Durbin-Watson statistic indicates very little
autocorrelation.

Volume Sales (Thousands of SSE Gallons)
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Grapefruit Juice Model Fit by Region

A The models were very strong across all four regions, with adjusted R-
squared statistics indicating that between 81% (Northeast) and 92%
(South) of variation in volume was explained.
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Total U.S. FDOC Grapefruit Juice Demand Generation

A FDOC marketing increased U.S. retail demand for grapefruit juice by 4.0%
In stores measured by Nielsen during the 52 weeks ending 8/31/08.

I Magazine advertising increased demand by 3.3%.
I FDOC PR increased demand by 0.4%.

i Online increased demand by 0.2% despite very low levels of coverage.
Total U.S. Demand Increase Due to FDOC Marketing (%)

. . Sign Total FDOC
Magazine  Online PR Storey Marketing
52 Weeks Ending 9/1/07 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.9%
52 Weeks Ending 8/31/08 3.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.2% 4.0%

A Applying the market demand lift to 2007-08 Florida domestic movement*
gives total demand generation of is 1.9 million SSE gallons.

I This implies a 2008-09 price increase to FL growers of $0.066 per pound solid**
and an increase in grower revenue of $4.5 million in 2008-09***

* 48.6 million SSE gallons (source: FDOC)
** Based on average price-quantity slope of -$0.0333 per million SSE gallons of FL grapefruit juice (Source: FDOC, Mark G. Brown)

15 ***Based on 2008-09 FL production projection of 67.7 million pounds solid (Source: FDOC)



Grapefruit Juice Marketing Contribution
52 Weeks ending 8/31/08
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A Marketing-driven volume consisted primarily of promotion and magazine
advertising during the most recent 52 weeks.

A Branded and FDOC marketing drove 8.7% of grapefruit juice volume sales.
A 30% of Simple Grapefruit volume was incremental to the category.

Simply Grapefruit Incremental
5.8%
Branded

Promotion
4.7%

Magazine
3.2%

PR
0.4%

Online
0.2%

Sign Storey
0.2%




Grapefruit Juice Volume Decomposition

A Volume increases in 2007 and 2008 were due primarily to media support
A The largest impacts were made by magazine and PR advertising.
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@ Base 3 Simply Grapefruit Introduction B8 Online

PR Bl Magazine El Promotion

= Catalina = SignStorey — Non-Simply Grapefruit Base

2006 Q1 2007 Q2 2007 Q32007 Q4 2007 Q12008 Q22008 Q32008

Base 96.9% 92.0% 92.8% 94.4% 94.7% 88.6% 87.4% 90.6%
Online 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.2% 0.0%
PR 0.0% 1.8% 1.9% 0.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.1%
Magazine 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 6.8% 3.7%
Promotion 3.1% 6.2% 5.3% 5.0% 5.2% 5.6% 5.2% 5.7%
Catalina 0.1% 2.8% 3.6% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sign Storey 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0%

17

Base is comprised of non-marketing sales drivers including distribution, base price, and seasonal factors
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A Magazine advertising consisted of high impact advertorials and print ads in
national magazines.

A The ads were effective in driving sales in all regions.

3.3% volume contribution in most recent 52 weeks

Highest impact in the West (4.9%) and North Central (4.6%) regions.

Smaller but significant volume increases in the South (2.5%) and Northeast (2.0%).

Magazine National GRPs
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Online Impact

A Online advertising was highly targeted, with ads on culinary sites such as Cooking
Light and myrecipes.com and health sites such as self.com

A Despite low impression levels, FDOC online advertising contributed to grapefruit
juice volume in the Northeast (0.6%) and North Central (0.5%) regions.

A In weeks during which online was active, the impact was 1.8% in the Northeast and
1.7% in North Central.
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Public Relations Impact

PR GRPs

A There were three public relations campaigns during the model period; two during
early 2007 and one during early 2008.

A PR had the greatest impact over the most recent 52 weeks in the Northeast (0.9%
of volume). Smaller but significant contributions were measured in the South
(0.4%), West (0.1%) and North Central (0.2%).

National PR GRPs by Program
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A Sign Storey advertising consisted of two short TV ads touting the health benefits
and ease of eating grapefruit. Advertising was in major chains in the New York,
Boston and Philadelphia markets.

A The campaign contributed 1.0% of Northeast grapefruit juice volume during the
most recent 52 weeks, or 3.4% of volume while aired.
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Marketing Half-Life by Region
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A Magazine half-life is six weeks in all four regions.

A Online ads have a half-life of only one week where the impact could be
measured.

A PR half-life was also one week except in the South, where it was three weeks.

A Sign storey had a half-life of one week in the Northeast.

Magazine Online Ads PR Sign storey
Northeast 6 weeks 1 weeks 1 weeks 1 week
South 6 weeks N/A 3 week N/A
North Central 6 weeks 1 weeks 1 weeks N/A
West 6 weeks N/A 1 week N/A
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A Catalina coupons were for grapefruit juice only. Two coupons were tested: one to
create household trial in non-users likely to try grapefruit juice, and one issued to
current users.

A While active, the coupon accounted for 2.8% of Northeast volume, 1.5% of South
volume, and 1.1% of volume in the North Central and West regions.

National Catalina Distribution and Redemptions
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Grapefruit Juice Trade Promotion Impact
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A 33% of grapefruit juice was sold on promotion during the most recent 52 weeks.
A 41% of promoted volume (13.8% of total volume) was incremental to the individual

brands.

A 34% of brand incremental volume (4.7% of total volume) was incremental to the
category i the rest (9.1% of total volume) was promotion-driven category churn.

Total volume
on deal

% of Total GJ Sales

W Brand-Level Incremental Promotion Volume*
B Brand-Level Promotion Subsidized Volume*
B Base Volume

% of Total GJ Sales

Total volume
on deal

B Base Volume

@ Category Churn

B Brand Subsidized

O Category Incremental

* Subsidized and incremental brand level estimates from Nielsen SCANTRACK
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A The successful introduction of Simply Grapefruit (10.6% of current year category
volume) created incremental category volume in all regions during 2008.

A Simply Grapefruit volume was 30% incremental to the category overall

i Inthe West region, the introduction was 69% incremental to the category .

I However, in the South, Northeast, and North Central regions, most Simply Grapefruit
volume was sourced from other grapefruit juice brands.

Northeast
2.1%

6.8%

% of Total GJ Sales

O SG Incremental Volume
B SG Vol from Switching
B Other Volume

South North Central West

3.2%
11.3%

11.1%
4.9%

3.3%
4.5%
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Grapefruit Juice Drug Interaction Press
Impact on Grapefruit Juice

A The impact of grapefruit juice drug interaction (GJDI) was measured with national
Impressions of all articles mentioning any negative health effects of grapefruit juice.

I News about studies showing possible negative impact on cancer patients was included.

A GJDI had a -4.5% impact on sales in the Northeast. Although smaller, the effect in
the North Central (-1.7%), West (-1.0%) and South (-0.6%) was also found to have
a significant negative impact on sales.
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Grapefruit Juice Total U.S. Source of Volume Change

52 Weeks Ending 8/31/08 vs. 52 Weeks Ending 9/1/07
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A The largest drivers of volume increase in grapefruit juice were the introduction of
Simply Grapefruit and magazine advertisements.
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Fresh Grapefruit
National Results



Fresh Grapefruit Sales by Region
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A Fresh grapefruit sales are primarily driven by seasonal availability.
A Sales declined 6.4% between the 2006-07 and 2007-08 seasons.
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Fresh Grapefruit Sales (Millions of Pounds)

Northeast North Central South West Total U.S.
Previous 52 Weeks 44.0 64.2 75.1 43.0 226.3
Most Recent 52 Weeks 38.1 58.9 73.4 41.5 211.9
% Change -13.4% -8.2% -2.3% -3.5% -6.4%
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Key U.S. Trends T FG Pricing and Promotion

Price
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Key U.S. Trends T Grapefruit Media
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U.S. Fresh Grapefruit Model Fit

A Total U.S. model fit was very strong. The Durbin-Watson statistic indicates some

correlation due to extreme seasonality.
11

R? (unadjusted) = 0.99
Durbin-Watson = 1.04

Volume Sales (Millions of Pounds)
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Grapefruit Juice Model Fit by Region

A The models explained between 94% of variation and 98% of variation in
volume throughout the period.
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Total U.S. FDOC Fresh Grapefruit Demand Generation

A FDOC marketing increased U.S. retail demand for fresh grapefruit by 3.3%
or in food stores measured by Freshlook during the 52 weeks ending

8/31/08.
I Magazine advertising increased demand by 2.7%.
I FDOC PR increased demand by 0.6%.

I Online advertising and Sign Storey did not have a statistically significant impact
on fresh grapefruit sales at current spending levels.

Total U.S. Demand Increase Due to FDOC Marketing (%)

: , : Total FDOC
Magazine  Online PR Sign storey Marketing
52 Weeks Ending 9/1/07 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.5%
52 Weeks Ending 8/31/08 2.7% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 3.3%

A Applying the market demand lift to FY2007-08 Florida domestic shipments*
gives total demand generation of 10.5 million pounds.
I This implies a price increase to Florida growers of $0.0016 per pound** and an
increase in revenue to FL growers of $1.3 million.***

* 322.8 million pounds (Source: FDOC)
** Based on average price-quantity slope of -$0.0001485 per million pounds of fresh FL grapefruit (Source: FDOC, Mark G. Brown).

***Based on 842.7 million pounds of FL fresh production in FY2007-08 (Source: FDOC)
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Fresh Grapefruit Marketing Contribution
52 Weeks ending 8/31/08
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A Promotion was the largest marketing driver of fresh grapefruit volume sales.

A Including FDOC efforts, marketing contributed 16.1% to fresh grapefruit volume
sales during the 52-week time period.

Promotion

12.9%

/ Magazine

2.6%

PR
0.6%




Fresh Grapefruit Volume Decomposition

MA P

Marketing
Accountability
Partnership

Promotions help to drive fresh grapefruit sales early in the high consumption

season.
The magazine ads in 2008 boosted sales after the New Year when consumption is

normally decreasing.

|lBase Volume ®Promotion B Magazine DPR|

~ 10
(2]
c
S 94
=
o 8-
0
o 71 Vol. due to
5 .
° 6 Marketing
5 5 and
E 4. Promotion
]
o 3
&
o 2
s 1
o
>0
g ¢ 8 g & 8 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 8 8 8 8 3 3 8
s % & & 3 § § ® & &5 ® § 3= 2% & 8 & 8§ &§ © & & & s 3 %
i < n o z ) - i = < = s - < ] o z a ~ ie = < = ) - <
Q3 2006 Q4 2006 Q1 2007 Q2 2007 Q32007 Q4 2007 Q1 2008 Q2 2008 Q32007
(out of (out of
season) season)
Base 98.8% 78.1% 85.0% 94.1% 97.3% 76.3% 81.9% 89.6% 95.7%
PR 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 2.5% 1.2% 0.0% 1.3% 0.2% 0.1%
Magazine 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 2.4% 5.8% 3.2%
Promotion 1.2% 21.9% 13.4% 3.4% 1.5% 23.6% 14.4% 4.4% 1.1%
36 Base is comprised of non-marketing sales drivers such as distribution, base price, and seasonal factors
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Fresh Grapefruit Trade Promotion Impact

37

types.

40% of all fresh grapefruit volume was sold on promotion during the last 52 weeks.
45% of promoted volume (17.9% of total volume) was incremental to the grapefruit

72% of incremental volume (12.9% of total volume) was incremental to the category

I the rest (5.1% of total volume) was promotion-driven category churn.

% of Total Fresh Grapefruit Sales

Total volume
on deal

B Brand-Level Incremental Promotion Volume*
B Brand-Level Promotion Subsidized Volume*
B Base Volume

* Subsidized and incremental brand level estimates from Freshlook

% of Total Fresh Grapefruit Sales

12.9%
Total volume
on deal
B Base Volume B Brand Subsidized
@ Category Churn O Category Incremental
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Magazine Impact

A Magazine advertising consisted of high impact advertorials and print ads, both in
national magazines.

A For fresh grapefruit, the ads were very effective in the West (1.8% of volume) and
South (1.6%), while slightly less impactful in the North Central (0.7%) and
Northeast (0.6%) regions.
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Public Relations Impact

A There were three public relations campaigns during the model period; two during
early 2007 and one during early 2008.

A Public Relations impact was greater for fresh grapefruit than grapefruit juice, with
the largest effect in the North Central (1.0%) and Northeast (0.9%) regions. Lower
Impacts were seen in the South (0.4%) and West (0.3%).

National PR GRPs by Program
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Grapefruit Juice Drug Interaction Press

Impact on Fresh Grapefruit
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A The impact of grapefruit juice drug interaction (GJDI) was measured with national

Impressions of all articles mentioning any negative health effects of grapefruit juice.

I News about studies showing possible negative impact on cancer patients was included.

A GJDI was only found to have a negative impact on fresh grapefruit sales in the
Northeast (-9.7%) and South (-2.5%). There was no significant effect in the North
Central and West regions.
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Fresh Grapefruit Total U.S. Source of Volume Change
52 Weeks Ending 8/31/08 vs. 52 Weeks Ending 9/1/07
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A The largest driver of volume loss was a decline in distribution.
A Fewer PR impressions in 2008 vs. 2007 also had a negative impact in addition to a
slight base price increase.

A Magazine ads had a large positive impact in 2008, partially offsetting the losses.

Millions of Pounds

250 A
226.9 -11.6 -4.5 -1.9 -1.7 -0.9 +0.6 +5.1
240 A
230 A
220
210
200
Net Volume Change:
190 - 14.8MM (- 6.5%)
180
Previous 52 Distribution Other PR Base Price GJDI Promotions Magazine
Period Avg. Stores PR GRPs Avg. BP GJDI GRPs % BV on Promo
Previous 52 13,289 112 $1.05 103mm 14.3%
Recent 52 12,978 42 $1.07 150mm 15.5%

212.1

Most Recent
52
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FDOC Marketing Benefit-to-Cost Ratios

A InFY2007-08, FDOCO6s $2.8 million marketing i
increased domestic demand for Florida grapefruit juice by 1.9 million SSE gallons and
increased domestic demand for Florida fresh grapefruit by 10.5 million pounds.

A These demand increases generated a benefit to Florida growers through demand-driven
price increases of $5.8 million and achieved a benefit-to-cost ratio (BCR) of 2.1.

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio
4.0

Benefit-to-Cost Ratio

FDOC Total Magazine PR Online Sign Storey

B Grapefruit Juice B Fresh Grapefruit

FY 07-08 Spend
($000,000) 2.79 2.04 0.24 0.33 0.18

42 Note: Grapefruit juice benefits are expected to accrue in 2008-09 based on the price-quantity regression equation.

n
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A Project demand increase in modeled channels to total market.

A Add economic logic to translate demand increase into grower
benefit.

A Compute BTC ratios.
A Derive spend to benefit response curves.

A Perform budget optimization analysis.
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I Modeling Approach
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Grapefruit Juice
Regional Results
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Regional Demand Shifts

Grapefruit Juice

A The advertising programs during the 2007-08 season had a significant impact on

volume in all four regions.

A The largest drivers of volume were the magazine ads in the North Central and

47

West regions and PR in the Northeast.

Demand Increase 52 Weeks Ending 8/31/08 (Change vs. 52 Weeks Ending 9/1/07)

Magazine Banner Ads PR Sign Storey
Northeast 2.1% 0.6% 0.9% 1.0%
South 0.3% N/A 0.1% N/A
North Central 4.3% 0.5% 0.2% N/A
West 6.2% N/A 0.4% N/A
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Grapefruit Juice Volume Contribution by Region

52 Weeks Ending 8/31/08

A A comparison of volume contribution across regions highlights the strong impact of
promotions in all regions. Magazine ads were not as strong in the Northeast,
where online, PR and sign storey were strongest.

Northeast

O Base O Simply Grapefruit Intro

H Promotion H Magazine
O Sign Storey OPR
H Online
South 3.1%
2.9%
_-2.5%
0%
2.7%
[0 Base [ Simply Grapefruit Intro
E Bkomotion B Magazine
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North Central

O Base O Simply Grapefruit Intro
B Promotion 4.9% B Magazine
B Online ' OPR

West

10.6%

9.3

——5.0%

0.1%

O Base [ Simply B Promotion B Magazine [ PR
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Volume Sales (Thousands of SSE gallons)
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Grapefruit Juice Volume Decomposition
Northeast Region

50

A Northeast grapefruit juice sales are driven heavily by promotion, with a significant
contribution from PR, sign storey and magazine ads during 2008.
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Grapefruit Juice Volume Decomposition
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A Online and Sign storey promotion were significant contributors to volume in the

Northeast during 2008.

Volume Sales (Thousands of SSE Gallons)
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GJ Source of Volume Change in Northeast Region

to V4

A Magazine ads and simply grapefruit boosted sales in the Northeast. With the
added contribution of sign storey, online and in-store promotion, losses due to the

Thousands of SSE Gallons

absence of Catalina coupons and PR were more than offset.
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Grapefruit Juice Volume Decomposition
South Region

A Magazine advertising significantly increased sales in the South, while Catalina and
PR were smaller contributors to volume.
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Grapefruit Juice Volume Decomposition
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A During the 2006-07 season, Catalina coupons and PR were significant contributors
to GJ volume. During 2007-08, incremental volume was dominated by the
magazine ads.
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A The 4.1% increase in GJ volume in the South was due mainly to the Simply
Grapefruit introduction, magazine ads,
(from $7.95 to $7.74).
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Grapefruit Juice Model Fit
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Grapefruit Juice Volume Decomposition
North Central Region
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A The magazine ads were very effective in the North Central region, where

Volume Sales (millions of SSE gallons)

promotions are a relatively small percentage of total volume.
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A Magazine ads were very effective in the North Central region, while online was
also a driver of additional volume in the 2007-08 season.

Volume Sales (millions of SSE gallons)
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