NIFO

WorLDGROUE Somra-MBL-NFO Limited
145 Block-E, Lalmatia, Dhaka- 1207, Bangladesh
Tel: +880-2-01 22307, 2134158, 8114985, Fax: +880-2-81 12150, E-mail-<somra@eitechen net=

Rice Based ORS
Taste & Flavor Preference Study

Final Report

Prepared for:

Social Marketing Company

Dhaka, Bangladesh
September 2001

Member company of the InterPublic Group of Companies Inc., USA (NYSE:IPG)
Visit us at: <www.interpublic.com> or <www.nfow.com> or <www.mblasia.com>



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Soemra-MBL Limited

Page
Executive summary (I=v1)
l. INTRODUCTION
1. BACKGROUND 1
2. OBJECTIVE 2
3. METHODOLOGY 3
3.1. Test Method 3
3.2. Sampling i
3.2.1. Target Groups 3
3.2.2. Sample Size 3
3.3. Product & Concept Administration 6
II. FINDINGS
1. CONCEPT TEST 7
1.1. Blind Base Test &
1.2. Concept Evaluation (Perceptual) 9
2. FLAYOR PREFERENCE TEST 10
3. THE FINAL ANALYSIS 14
3.1. Cross Analysis of Flavor Preference Test Results 14
3.2. Psychological Monetary Demand 20
4, PACK TEST 25
5. CONCLUSION 26
APPENDICES
1. Detail tables
2. Sample questionnaires



Somra-MBL Limited
M@T W

e

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
BACKGROUND

As a part of its broad marketing strategy and continued product development programs,
Social Marketing Company (SMC) is contemplating the introduction of rice based ORS,
if found feasible. Several clinical studies are said to have indicated that rice based ORS is
more effective than the glucose based one, in the treatment of moderately severe
diartheas. A US company — Ceralyte LLC — has recently begun manufacturing and
marketing of rice based ORS, under the brand name of Ceralyte. SMC would like to
introduce the product in Bangladesh, with the company’s own brand name, initially under
license, and subsequently manufactured in Bangladesh.

Ceralyte at present comes in both packaged powder form as well as in ready to drink
liquid form. It is available in one natural and five flavored forms. SMC plans to introduce
this rice based ORS as a rehydration drink both for the severe diarrhea market as well as
for general rehydration needs of the adult population,

While planning this product’s introduction, SMC felt that, since rice based ORS will be
more expensive than the glucose based one, its appeal will be greater among the higher
mcu}me and better educated groups {upper-middle to upper socio-economic classes
(SECs"). Besides this assumption, there were a few other factors which needed to be
established, i.e., which one of the six variants by flavor (natural, orange, mango, lemon,
berry and chicken) and two forms (powdered and ready to take liquid) to choose?
Acceptability of the concept, probable price, etc. Therefore, SMC decided to conduct a
market research study prior to finalizing the plans regarding the new product.

The key objective of the study was to test the candidate concept and product options, and
to select the most preferred variant by flavor & form.

Additionally, the study evaluated the preference for packaged powdered vs. ready to take
liquid form, and used a model to estimate possible market shares, using flavor and price
preference data.

The standard gquantitative concept cum product testing method was used for the
purpose of this study. A pre-designed structured cum open-ended questionnaire was used
to elicit the required opinions. The interviews were face to face, with a randomly selected
representative sample of target consumers.

While acceptability of the concept was studied both perceptually as well as physically (by
tasting and comparing both glucose based as well as rice based ORS - in natural,

! In Bangladesh, India and many other countries, socio-cconomic classes are defined by market researchers
by using a cross-grid of monthly family income » education of main eamer,
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unflavered form, without mentioning brand/type), the candidate flavors were only
physically tested in blind form.

The tests were conducted by using the Central Location Test (CLT) method. The
respondents were initially selected through random household contacts. A listing and
screening questionnaire was filled-in at the contacted households. Then, after proper
scrutiny of these questionnaires, the required number of consumer panels were formed.
The panel members were brought to the specially equipped CLT centers on designated
dates, through prior invitation, to conduct the concept-cum product test.

The study covered carefully selected people from the following target population
SEEMEnts:
+ Elders (55+ years old)
Adults (21-55 vears)
Adolescent (11-20 years)
Children (5-10 vears)
Infants (1-3 years)

* ¥ ¥ *

The sample size and distribution, were based on the following key considerations:

a) The sample sizes should be statistically significant and adequate;

b) All social classes (A,B,C,D) should be considered, although the expectations were
that the higher price of the rice based ORS will be more acceptable to the A & B
classes;

¢) Urban & rural coverage should be ensured;

d) Difference of taste / type of rice eating habits in different parts of the country should
be considered;

¢) Both male and female (in equal proportions) respondents to be covered (especially in
case of adults);

f) Adults to be considered as the basic target group, because they are the purchase
decision makers;

g) The number of different candidate flavors and package options, available for testing
were limited.

The study was conducted in Dhaka and Chittagong cities, as well as in selected villages

under Mymensingh and Barisal Districts.

SALIENT FINDINGS

Concept Test:
The blind base test, as a part of the concept test, revealed that the Rice base (natural

flavor) is in a slightly weaker position amongst the main target group, i.e., urban adults
(and to some extent, the elderly), and especially amongst SEC A. However, its position
was found to be similar (if not better) amongst the rural segments as well as amongst the
children and infants. Nonetheless, to arrive at a more conclusive decision, other related
issues were analyzed and considered.

ii
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Analysis of the acceptability of the concept (as perceived, after the concept was
disclosed) revealed an almost absolute support for “Rice based rehyvdration drink, as well
as ORS in case of severe dehydration/diarrhea. ™

Flavor Preference:

After the concept test, the six candidate flavors (including the Natural) of the Rice based
ORS, in powdered form (solutions were prepared before testing), were tested in rotating
order, amongst all respondent segments. The flavors were tested in blind form (sachets
were not displayed, nor were the flavors and brand mentioned).

The findings of this part of the study were more conclusive than the concept test. Four
out of the six candidate flavors could be safely eliminated from the race. The most
preferred flavor, across different target segments, was found to be Mango. Nonetheless,
Lemon and (to some extent) Orange flavors were also found to be worthy candidates (if
technical/financial/management considerations are more favorable in their case, or should
management decide to have more than one flavor options in the market).

Price & Market Size Modeling:

The immediate question in view, after a thorough analysis of the key variables was “what
are the chances of success of the new concept?” The answer was found with the help of
two advanced market research models.

0 Cross Analysis of blind base and candidate flavor test data:

For this purpose, “space maps” were generated, with the help of an advanced market
research data analysis software “ESPRI” (Easy System for Performing Research
Investigaztions), developed by veteran market researchers and statisticians, based in New
Zealand.

The “space maps”, using advanced statistical correspondence analyses, help in plotting
and visually understanding the exact position of different options/samples/brands (bases
& flavors in this case), despite some or no statistically established differences between
them. The correspondent analysis is especially helpful in comparing the different options,
even if the respondents have not directly compared each other (each option evaluated on
1ts own merit across a battery of specific attributes).

Considering the “hard but established” fact that “if there is no risk, there is no gain”, the
“space map” findings strongly favored taking a “viable risk” with the Rice based Mango
Flavored ORS. However, the launch of this new concept cum product has to be preceded
as well as accompanied by adequate promotional campaign.

* The Company is called Information Tools Limited. Visit website: www infotool.com for more details,
The software is used by leading companies (both buyers and sellers of research) in over 80 countries of the
world,

iii
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o Psychological Monetary Demand (PMD):

The PMD model, which was initially developed and introduced by the Market Research
Society- MRS (UK), having proved to be very efficient in case of new concept cum
product development studies, especially in “gestimating” the possible market size, was
used in case of this study to measure the potential demand for the most preferred sample
(Mango flavor) and the two other potential options (Lemon & Orange flavors).

The PMD outputs indicated that the most feasible price per (sachet) pack of the
Mango/Lemon/Orange Flavored ORS (as tested) is Taka 7.00 (no difference was found
across SECs and urban/rural strata). The possible market sizes of Mango and other
flavors, at this and other price levels was calculated with the help of the following
formula:

M= [(P1x P2) x C]/100

Where, “M"” = the potential market size (annual)

“P1” =% of people who ranked a given flavor to be the best

“P2” =% of people who mentioned would buy at different price levels

“C” = Current ORSaline market volume + volume of all other packaged ORS: Annual).

Given that “C”= 117 million sachets (m.s.) per year’; the confidence probability =
95%* and the tolerable error of estimates = +/-5%(e=0.05), the following market sizes
(annual) for different flavor options and price levels were derived:

# Mango flavor:
P1"=253%
“P2” at Taka 7.00 = 80%"
“P27 at Taka 8.00 = T0%
“P2" at Taka 9.00 = 30%
“P27 at Taka 10.00 = 40%
M at Taka 7.00 = 25.3% of 80% of 117 million sachets = 23.6 m.s.
“M” at Taka 8.00 = 25.3% of 70% of 117 million sachets = 20.7 m.s.
“M™ at Taka 9.00 =25.3% of 50% of 117 million sachets = 14 .8 m.s.
MW7 at Taka 10,00 =25 3% of 40% of 117 mullion sachets = 11.8 m.s,

# Lemon flavor;
“P17 = 20.9%
“P27 at Taka 7.00 = 68%
“P27 at Taka 8.00 = 34%
“P2* at Taka 9.00 = 45%
“P27 at Taka 10.00 = 32%
“M7 at Taka 7.00 = 20,9% of 68% of 117 million sachets = 6.6 m s
“M at Taka 8.00 = 20.9% of 54% of 117 million sachets = 13.2 m.s.

* This figure, in absolute terms —annual — made available by SMC.

* The space maps established that the samples are located as shown at 95% confidence probability.
* See Table # 3 (above), Adults (M+F), Urban+Rural, All SECs, Column: “Best”.

# See PMD for Mango, above.
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“M” at Taka 9.00 = 20.9% of 45% of 117 million sachets = 11.0 m.s.
“M™ at Taka 10.00 = 20.9% of 32% of 117 million sachets = (7.8 m.s.

# Orange flavor:
“P17=17.7%
“P27 at Taka 7.00 = T6%
“P2" at Taka 8.00 = 62%
“P27 at Taka 9.00 = 43%
“P27 at Taka 10.00=31%
M7 at Taka 7.00 = 17.7% of 76% of 117 million sachets = 15.7 m.s.
M at Taka 8.00 =17 7% of 62% of 117 million sachets = 12.8 m.s.
M7 at Taka 9.00 = 17.7% of 453% of 117 million sachets = 9.3 m.s.
M7 at Taka 10.00=17.7% of 31% of 117 million sachets = 06.4 m.s.

Pack Test:

A secondary objective of the study was to evaluate the acceptability of the two pack
options, i.e., sachet (powder in pack) and tetra pack (ready to drink solution). Since the
tetra pack sample was very limited in number, it was evaluated vis-d-vis the sachet pack
only amongst a small but statistically significant number of adults (male and female, SEC
A & B) in Dhaka City, The findings below should be treated as indicative only.

Analyses of the relevant data showed that the acceptability of the Tetra pack is slightly
higher than the sachet pack, amongst the SEC A & B segments. This means that the Tetra
pack may be introduced as an additional option, but not as the only option for the new
concept cum product, because it will certainly be costlier, will be feasible for the upper
echelons of the socio-economic hierarchy and, perhaps, will be more attractive as “a
rehvdration drink” (part of the total concept). The most acceptable price range for a Tetra
pack drink was found to be Tk 12.00 or below.

CONCLUSION

Despite the fact that the current Glucose based formulation was rated to be better than the
Rice based Matural flavor, on the basis of a blind in-use test, the Rice based ORS
concept, upon revelation, was rated to be very acceptable, because rice being the staple
food in Bangladesh, it “sounded” more attractive than Glucose. This means that the
slightly weaker position of the natural flavored rice based ORS may be overcome through
proper and adequate promotional campaign, before and during launching, if SMC decides
to introduce the new product.

Considering all aspects of the product test, the Mango flavored candidate came out to be
the best option, However, SMC may also consider the Lemon and/or Orange flavors as
additional options or better options (if cost / management / technical / other
considerations are more favorable),

The most feasible price range for a sachet of Mango flavor is Taka 7.00, which would
most probably attract around 20.3% (+/- 5%) of the current packaged ORS market, or
around 23 million sachets per year (+/- 5%).
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Nonetheless, the possible market sizes of the Mango flavored ORS at other price levels
(Tk. 8, 9 and 10 per sachet), as well as those of the other two potential options (Lemon
and Orange), have also been calculated to give a wide range of choices to SMC to decide
upon.

The ready to drink Tetra pack may also be considered as an additional choice in the
market at around Taka 12.00 or below. Additional analyses regarding possible market
size at different price levels could not be done due to the shortage of product samples
and, accordingly, a very small number of respondents. The pack test findings should be
treated as indicative only.

vi
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I. INTRODUCTION

1. BACKGROUND

Social Marketing Company (SMC) is a private non-profit company, engaged
in the marketing and distribution of non-clinical contraceptives and Oral
Rehydration Salt (ORS) branded ORSaline. ORSaline is a glucose based
ORS, which 1s at present manufactured in Bangladesh. Other than ORSaline
all other SMC products/brands are manufactured abroad and provided by
donors to SMC at no cost.

As a part of its broad marketing strategy and continued product development
programs, SMC is contemplating the introduction of rice based ORS, if
found feasible. Several clinical studies are said to have indicated that rice
based ORS 1s more effective than the glucose based one, in the treatment of
moderately severe diarrheas, A US company — Ceralyte LLC — has recently
begun manufacturing and marketing of rice based ORS, under the brand
name of Ceralyte.

If found feasible, SMC would like to introduce the product in Bangladesh,
with the company’s own brand name, initially under license, and
subsequently manufactured in Bangladesh.

Ceralyte at present comes in both packaged powder form as well as in ready
to drink liquid form. It is available in one natural and five flavored forms.

SMC plans to introduce this rice based ORS as a rehydration drink both for
the severe diarrhea market as well as for eeneral rehvdration needs of the
adult population.

While planning this product’s introduction, SMC felt that, since rice based
ORS will be more expensive than the glucose based one, its appeal will be
greater among the higher income and better educated groups (upper-middle
to upper socio-economic classes (SECs"),

! In Bangladesh, India and many other countries, socio-economic classes are defined by market rescarchers
by using a cross-grid of monthly family income x education of main eamer,
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Besides this assumption, there were a few other factors which needed to be
established, i.e., which one of the six variants by flavor (natural, orange,
mango, lemon, berry and chicken) and two forms (powdered and ready to
take liquid) to choose? Acceptability of the concept, probable price, etc.
Therefore, SMC decided to conduct a market research study prior to
finalizing the plans regarding the new product.

2. OBJECTIVE OF THE STUDY

The key objective of the study was to test the candidate concept and
product options, and select the most preferred variant by flavor & form.

The specific objectives were;

v" to determine the acceptability of the concept of Rice based ORS,;

v" to determine preference for & acceptability of Rise based Vs. Glucose
based ORS;

to identify consumer preference of flavored Vs. natural ORS;

to identify the most preferred flavor option and to rank all flavors by
order of preference:

<<

The flavors were ranked on a S-point scale, covering the following
attributes:

¢ Taste in mouth;

e Flavor;

Color;

Salt Level:

e Sweetness;

e (Overall acceptability.

L ]
L ]

v" to gauge preference for packaged powdered Vs. ready to take liquid
form;
v" to measure the preferred price levels.
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3 METHODOLOGY

3.1 Test Method

The standard quantitative concept cum product testing method was used for
this purpose. A pre-designed structured cum open-ended questionnaire was
used to elicit the required opinions. The interviews were face to face, with a
randomly selected representative sample of target consumers.

While acceptability of the concept was studied both perceptually as well as
physically (by tasting and comparing both glucose based as well as rice
based ORS - in natural, unflavored form, without mentioning brand/type),
the candidate flavors were only physically tested in blind form.

The tests were conducted by using the Central Location Test (CLT) method.
The respondents were initially selected through random household contacts.
A listing and screening questionnaire was filled-in at the contacted
households. Then, after proper scrutiny of these questionnaires, the required
number of consumer panels were formed. The panel members were brought
to the specially equipped CLT centers on designated dates, through prior
invitation, to conduct the concept-cum product test.

3.2 Sampling

3.2.1 Target Groups

Elders (55+ vears old)
Adults (21-55 years)
Adolescent (11-20 years)
Children (5-10 years)
Infants (1-3 vears)

* &+ + + »

3.2.2 Sample Size

The sample size and distribution, were based on the following key
considerations:

Ak
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a) The sample sizes should be statistically significant and adequate;

b) All social classes (AB,C.D) should be considered, although the
expectations were that the higher price of the rice based ORS will be
more acceptable to the A & B classes;

¢} Urban & rural coverage should be ensured;

d) Difference of taste / type of rice eating habits in different parts of the
country should be considered;

¢) Both male and female (in equal proportions) respondents to be covered
(especially in case of adults);

f) Adults to be considered as the basic target group, because they are the
purchase decision makers;

g) The number of different candidate flavors and package options, available
for testing were limited.

A. Main Sample Distribution (Evaluation of Glucose and Rice Bases, and
evaluation of Rice based, six flavor options, powder in pack).

A.l. Dhaka & Chittagong, Urban, females
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A.4. Phulpur (Mymensingh) & Dinajpur, Rural, males
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Grand Total A = [(640 x 3) + (320 x 2)|= 2560

Note: The “Elderly”, *Adults® and “Adolescent” were also interviewed regarding the
acceptability of the concept of Rice based ORS as a rehydration drink as well as ORS
during acute dehydration/diarrhea. Additionally, the group of “Adults” participated in
pricing research.

B. Sub Sample (Pack type preference)
Dhaka, Urban (M+F

il
e e
B el e
S g iy
SRR
g
otal 0 33

Note: Since only 11 Tetra pack samples were made available by SMC for testing, the
minimum statistically acceptable sample size of 30 (in this case 33) interviews were
conducted, amongst selected male and female respondents from the two upper SECs (A &
B), considering the potentially higher price of the Tetra Pack option. In order to
accommodate 33 respondents, groups of 3 persons were formed. One tetra pack and one
sachet were made available to the group for thorough observation, and examination. Then,
the three persons were separated and interviewed away from each other, with a view to
avoiding mutual influence and interview bias.
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3.3 Product & Concept Administration

Sample Group A;

Each respondent (adolescents, adults, elderly) first tested the Natural flavor
of the rice variant and the glucose variant, both in blind form. Then, the
concept of rice based ORS was revealed and perceptually evaluated. Finally,
all respondents (including children and infants) evaluated the 6 rice variants,

in blind form, in rotating order, as follows:

Combi | 1" 2% gerved 3" served 4% served 5" served &% gerved
nation | served

Mo.

1 Lemon{L) Crrange(0) Mangof{M) | Berry(B) Matural(M) Chicken (C_|
2 Orange(0) | Manga{v) Berry(B) MNataral{™) Chicken(C) | Lemon(L)

3 Mango(M) | Berry(B) MaturaliN) | Chicken(C) | Lemon(L) Orange(0)

4 Berry(B) Matural{N} Chicken{C) | Lemon{L) Orange(0) Manga(h)

3 Natural(N} | Chicken{C) | Lemon(L) | Orange(Q) Mango(hi) Berry{B)

] Chicken{C) | Lemon(L) Orange(O) | Manzo(M) Berrv(B) Matural{™)

The adults also participated in the pricing research part of the study. The
Psychological Monetary Demand (PMD) model was administered to each
adult for the most preferred by him/her flavor out of the six rice based
candidate flavors,

Sample Group B: Each selected respondent (adults and elderly only)
evaluated both tetra pack and corresponding flavor of powder sachet on the
following key attributes:

e aftractiveness of pack;

e convenience of opening/tearing;

® SiZe COnvenience;

® USE COMVEnIence;

e storage convenience;

e carrying convenience; and

e overall acceptability.
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II. FINDINGS

1: CONCEPT TEST
The concept test was conducted in the following two stages:

First, all respondents tested the Glucose based ORS (current formulation of ORSaline)
and the natural flavored rice based ORS, in blind form.

Second, the adults, elderly and adolescent also rated the concept (acceptability) of rice

based ORS, perceptually, after the concept ( “rice based rehydration drink and ORS for
diarrhea’acute dehydration’) was revealed to them.

1.1 Blind Base Test

# Adults (males + females):

The following table presents the average scores achieved by the two bases (glucose and
rice) on six vital product attributes.

Table # 1: Comparison of Bases

A Adults (M+F), Urban + Rural.  Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)

Attributes SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC: | SEC:

A A B B C C D D ALL | ALL

Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice

Taste 376 | 340 | 375 | 371 | 388 | 3.63 | 405 | 3.78 | 3.86 | 3.63
Flavor 386 | 337 | 381 | 364 | 391 | 371 | 401 | 380 | 3.90 | 3.63
Color 411 | 353 | 396 | 365 | 409 | 378 | 417 | 386 | 408 | 3.70
Salt Level 378 | 347 | 368 | 3.72 | 382 | 372 [ 387 | 388 | 3.79 | 3.70
Sweetness 3.60 3.55 3.73 3.09 3.76 3.60 3.81 381 3T 3.66
Owerall 3.83 3.45 388 3.75 3.95 3.70 4.07 3.90 3.93 3.70

Preference

N= 139 139 134 134 131 131 137 137 541 541

The above figures show” that, although the rice based ORS has achieved quite
satisfactory scores, the current (glucose) based ORS is apparently in a better position -
across almost all attributes (especially in case of the key attribute, ie, Overall

* See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 1 (A) for more details,
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Preference) and amongst all social classes (except salt level amongst SEC B, where the
new concept is apparently a bit better).

Statistical tests for significance of the differences, in case of the key attribute “Overall
Preference™, revealed that the preference (urban+rural) for Glucose base is significantly
higher (at 99% confidence probability) amongst SEC A, not significant (preference
statistically similar) amongst SEC B, significantly high (at 95% confidence probability)
amongst SEC C, and not significant (preference statistically similar) amongst SEC D.

Considering all SECs together, (and especially SEC A), the preference for Glucose base
is significant at 99% confidence probability, placing the candidate Rice based (Natural
flavored) ORS in a weaker position amongst the main target group, i.c., the Adults.
However, it is also interesting to note that, the preference for the two bases in the rural
areas is almost similar (the differences are statistically not significant even at 90%
confidence probability).

» Elderly (males + females):

The position of the candidate (Rice) base was found to be slightly better amongst this
population segment®, with only SEC A in the urban areas preferring the Glucose base
more strongly (at 99% confidence probability). Its (Rice base) position is statistically
similar (difference not significant even at 90% confidence probability) to that of the
Glucose base amongst all SECs (except A) in the urban areas and all SECs in the rural
areas, However, in totality, (All SECs and urban+rural), the Rice base is still weaker (at
95% confidence probability, mainly due to the strong influence of SEC A in the urban
areas).

# Adolescent (males + females):

The position of the candidate (Rice) base was found to be significantly weaker amongst
this population segment’ across all SECs in the urban areas. It, however, had a similar (to
Glucose base) position (differences not significant even at 90% confidence probability)
across all SECs in the rural areas. Nonetheless, in totality, (All SECs and urban+rural),
the Rice base is still weaker (at 99% confidence probability).

* See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 1 (Sig.).
* See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 1 (B) & Table # 1 (Sig.).
* See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 1(C) & Table # 1 (Sig.).
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% Children:

The children, who rated the two bases on a bipolar (bad=1, good=2) scale, positioned the
two bases on a similar plane (differences not significant even at 90% confidence
probability) across all SECs in both the urban and rural areas®.

# Infants:

The infants, who rated the two bases on a bipolar (bad=1, good=2) scale (their mothers
mainly helped in recording the opinions, based on the reactions of the infants), also
positioned the two bases on a similar plane (differences not significant even at 90%
confidence probability), almost like the children’s segment, across all SECs in both the
urban and rural areas’, excepting SEC A favoring the Glucose base (at 99% confidence
probability) and SEC D more favoring the Rice base (at 90% confidence probability),
both in the urban areas.

To Recap:

The blind base test, as a part of the concept test, revealed that the Rice base (natural
flavor) is in a slightly weaker position amongst the main target group, i.e., urban adults
(and to some extent the elderly), and especially amongst SEC A, However, its position 1%
similar (if not better) amongst the rural segments as well as amongst the children and
infants.

Nonetheless, to arrive at a more conclusive decision, the other related issues and analyses
discussed below, will have to be considered.

1.2 Concept Evaluation (perceptual)

# Adults (males + females):

After revealing the concept of a new Rice Based ORS, the respondents were asked to
express their opinion on a five-point “acceptability” scale.

Analyses of the responses show that almost all of the interviewed adults®, across all SECs
and urban/rural strata, felt that the concept is acceptable, which is hardly surprising, given
that rice is the staple food of Bangladesh.

5 See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 1 (D) & Table # 1 (Sig.).
' See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 1 (E) & Table # 1 (Sig.).
® See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 2 (A)



eSS Somra-MBL Limited
N

» FElderly (males + females):

The acceptability level of the new concept was again found to be very high amongst this
segment also’.

# Adolescent (males + females):

This segment also expressed a high level of acceptability of the new concept'’.

To Recap:

Given the above scenario of almost absolute support for the concept of Rice based ORS,
despite the fact that the blind base test did not establish a clear cut support for the new
concept across the major population segments, there is a possibility of market success for
the new concept, if adequate promotional campaign is undertaken to highlight the
“acceptability of Rice against Glucose.”

2. FLAVOR PREFERENCE TEST

After the concept test, the six candidate flavors (including the Natural) of the Rice based
ORS in powdered form (selutions were prepared before testing) were tested in rotating
order, amongst all respondent segments. The flavors were tested in blind form (sachets
were not displayed, nor were the flavors mentioned). The findings of this exercise are
given below.

e

# Adults (males + females).

The tables below are the preference charts of each of the six rice based ORS flavors
(including natural flavored), by individual SECs & all SECs together, urban + rural'!,

¥ See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 2 (B)
1M See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Table # 2 ()
"' See Appendix-1 (Detail Tables), Tables # 3 (A-U), 3{A-R) and 3(A-B)

10
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Table # 3: Flavor Preference Ranking

Adults (M+F), Urban + Rural

SEC: A
Best 2nd 3rd 4th 5™  6th  Avg.score Rank
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outofé  Best=
41

Mango 245 230 194 184 9.4 43 4,209 1
Lemon 252 185 230 144 144 B5 4.042 2
Berry 216 180 180 144 151 129 3.779 3
Orange 144 208 201 230 158 5.8 3.777 4
Matural 108 144 144 209 302 94 3.269 5
Chicken 36 72 50 79 151 861.2 1.927 B
SEC: B

Best 2Znd 3rd 4th 5th  6th  Avg.score Rank

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outoféb Best=

1

Mango 31.3 248 157 164 52 6.7 4.388 1
Lemon 17.2 19.4 224 201 148 6.0 3.859 2
Orange 149 201 224 142 224 6.0 3728 3
Berry 216 134 157 194 184 134 3.638 4
Matural 112 178 134 216 254 104 3.363 5
Chicken 37 45 104 82 1537 575 1.998 G
SEC: C

Best 2nd 3rd 4th  5th  6th  Avg. score Rank

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outoféb Best=

1

Mango 237 267 214 8.9 122 61 4.215 1
Lemon 221 1786 221 206 137 3.8 4.020 2
Orange 206 221 145 188 160 9.9 3.844 3
Berry 221 145 13.0 1786 153 176 3.881 4
MNatural 76 160 214 221 275 8.3 3.378 5
Chicken 3.8 an 7.6 13.0 183 5&7.3 1.956 5]
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SEC: D

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th  Avg. score Rank

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%} (%) Outofé Best=

1

Mango 219 255 21.2 117 95 102 4 080 1
Orange 212 212 153 168 204 51 3.907 2
Berry 255 168 139 153 124 16.1 3,794 3
Lemon 19.0 139 15.0 241 19.0 541 3.749 4
Matural 95 139 204 204 241 11.7 3,292 5
Chicken 2.9 88 102 11.7 146 518 2.183 6
SEC: ALL

Best 2nd 3rd 4" 5™  6th Avg.score Rank

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outofé Best=

1 :

Mango 253 250 184 144 9.1 6.8 4.226 1
Lemon 208 168 21856 188 155 54 3,916 2
Orange 177 211 181 177 187 &7 3.813 3
Berry 227 157 152 168 148 150 3.699 4
MNatural 98 155 174 213 2638 9.2 3.326 5
Chicken 35 59 83 102 152 569 2.016 51

The above figures show that, in general (ALL SECs), the “taste buds” of the people in
Bangladesh prefer known flavors, ie., Mango, followed by Lemon, although there were
slight variances, as far as the second position is concerned, However, MANGO was
found to be the most preferred flavor across all SECs. It is also interesting to note that
Berry}qwas placed on the second position (all SECs considered together) in the rural
areas =

# Elderly (males + females):

This segment (all SECs and urban + rural),"” preferred the Mango flavor most, followed
by Berry. This position of the two flavors was dictated by the exclusive support for
Mango, followed by Lemon in the urban areas (across all SECs)'*, and Mango and Berry
exchanging the first and second places amidst themselves, across the different SECs 1n
the rural areas'”.

'2 gee Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (A-R).
'* See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (B-B)
' See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (B-U)
¥ See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (B-R)
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¥ Adolescent (males + females):

This segment (all SECs and urban + rural),'® preferred the Mango flavor most, followed
by Lemon. This position of the two flavors was dictated by the almost exclusive support
for Mango, followed by Lemon in the urban areas (across all SECs)!”, and Mango and
Berry exchanging the first and second places amidst themselves, across the different
SECs i“; the rural areas, except SEC A, in case of which Mango was first and Lemon was
second "

% Children & infants:

In case of these two segments, the opinions on the six candidate flavors were elicited by
using the bi-polar (bad-good) scale.

The children (all SECs and urban + rural considered together) preferred the Mango flavor
the most, followed by Lemon'®, although in the urban areas Mango, Lemon and Orange
were almost tied up (All SECs together)™. However, in the rural areas (All SECs
together), the position of Mango followed by Lemon is much clearer” .

The preference of the infants was found to be more clearly in favor of Mango followed
by Lemon™”.

To Recap:

The findings of this part of the study are more conclusive than the concept test. Four out
of the six candidate flavors can be safely eliminated from the race. The most preferred
flavor, across different target segments is Mango, which is accordingly the most
prospective candidate for all future considerations. Nonetheless, Lemon and (to some
extent) Orange flavors are also worthy candidates (if technical/financial/management
considerations are more favorable in their case, or should management decide to have
more than one flavor options in the market).

' See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (C-B)
"7 See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (C-U)
¥ Gee Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 3 (C-R)
' ee Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 4 (A-B)
' See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 4 (A-1)
' See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Table # 4 (A-R)
* See Appendix-1 (Detail tables), Tables # 4 (B-U), 4(B-R), 4B-B)
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3. THE FINAL ANALYSIS

The immediate question in view is “what are the chances of success of the new concept?
The answer apparently 1s a bit difficult at this stage However, with the following two
analyses, an attempt has been made to give a clearer answer.

3.1 Cross Analvsis of blind base and candidate flavor test results

The following “space maps”, generated with the help of an advanced market research
data analysis software “ESPRI”, developed by wveteran market researchers and
statisticians, based in New Zealand >

The “space maps”, using advanced statistical correspondence analyses, are helpful in
visually understanding the exact position of different options/samples/brands™ (bases &
flavors in this case), despite some or no statistically established differences between
them. The correspondent analysis is especially helpful in comparing the different options,
even if the respondents have not directly compared each other (each option evaluated on
its own merit across a battery of specific attributes).

# The Company is called Information Tools Limited. Visit website; www.infotool com for more details,
The software is now being used by leading companies (both buyers and sellers of research) in over 80
countries of the world,

* The letters in the circles indicate where exactly the sample represented by the letter is located. The circles
are statistical confidence circles, Their size denotes the confidence levels. The smaller their size, the more
focussad they are, e, the level of confidence is higher, Here, the size denotes 95% confidence probability,
I they were bigger (double the size), they would have denoted 90%: confidence probability. 1 they were
smaller (half the size), they would have denoted 959% confidence probability.

14
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Adults (male + female), All SECs, Urban+ Rural
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The above map shows that, although the two bases (G and R) are far away from each
other, with “G” closer to the attributes (meaning Glucose base 1s stronger than Rice base
in case of the different attributes), sample “M” (Mango flavor, Rice based) is closest to
“(7". This signifies that, although “G” is the leader in terms of the studied product
attributes, sample “M” seen as Rice base + Mango flavor (instead of just Rice base or just
Mango flavor) is the strongest contender (amongst all other candidates) to be present in
the market alongside the current glucose based ORSaline.
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Flders {(male + female), All SECs, Urban+ Rural
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The above map, considering the scores assigned by the Elderly segment of the studied

population, shows that “G” and “M” are almost overlapping, which further enhances the
chances of success of “M” as a “partner” of the current formulation.
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The above map indicates that the Adolescent segment has further bolstered the views of
their seniors, especially that of the elders.
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The children were no exception in this regard.
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Neither were the infants, ie., their opinion coinciding with that of all other studies

segments, was in favor of “G” & “M” both together (in the market).

To Recap:

Considering the “hard but established” fact that “if there is no risk, there is no gain”, the
above findings finally are strongly in favor of taking a “viable risk™ with the Rice based
Mango Flavored ORS. However, as already mentioned, the launch of this new concept
cum product has to be preceded as well as accompanied by adequate promotional
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campaign to send the right message regarding the Rice base, greater effectiveness, and
(last but not the least) the attractive Mango flavor as opposed to the “No Flavor” of the
currently available different brands of packaged ORS.

The possible price and potential market size of the new candidate are discussed below.

3.2 Psvchological Monetary Demand (PMD)

The PMD model, which was initially developed and introduced by the
Market Research Society- MRS (UK), having proved to be very efficient in
case of new concept cum product development studies, especially m
“gestimating” the possible market size, was used in case of this study to
measure the potential demand for the most preferred sample (Mango flavor)
and the two other potential options (Lemon & Orange flavors) by the main
target group, i.e., Adults, at different price levels.

The PMD charts (below) indicate that the most feasible price per (sachet)
pack of the Mango/Lemon/Orange Flavored ORS (as tested) 1s Taka 7.00
(there is no difference across SECs and urban/rural strata),

The possible market sizes of Mango and other flavors, at this and other price
levels can be calculated as follows: '

M= [(P1x P2) x C]/100

Where, “M” = the potential market size (daily/weekly/monthly/annual)

“P1” = % of people who ranked a given flavor to be the best

“P2” = % of people who mentioned would buy at different price levels

“C” = Current ORSaline market volume + volume of all other packaged
ORS: Annual).
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Given that “C”= 117 million sachets (m.s.) per yearﬁ; the confidence
probability = 95%°; and the tolerable error of estimates = +/-5%(e=0.05),
the following market sizes (annual) for different flavor options and price
levels can be expected:

For the Mango flavored ORSaline:

“P17” =25.3%"

«“p2” at Taka 7.00 = 80%"
“p2” at Taka 8.00 = 70%
“p2> at Taka 9.00 = 50%
“p27 gt Taka 10,00 = 40%

“M” at Taka 7.00 = 25.3% of 80% of 117 million sachets = 23.6 m.s.
“M? at Taka 8.00 = 25.3% of 70% of 117 million sachets = 20.7 ms.
“M? at Taka 9.00 = 25.3% of 50% of 117 million sachets = 14.8 m.s.
“M? at Taka 10.00 = 25.3% of 40% of 117 million sachets = 1 1.8 ms.

For the Lemon flavored ORSaline:

“P17=209%

“P2” at Taka 7.00 = 68%
“P2” at Taka 8.00 = 54%
“P2” at Taka 9.00 = 45%
“P2” at Taka 10.00 = 32%

“M? at Taka 7.00 = 20.9% of 68% of 117 million sachets = 16.6 ms.
“M7 at Taka 8.00 = 20.9% of 54% of 117 million sachets = 13.2 m.s.
SN at Taka 9.00 = 20.9% of 45% of 117 million sachets = 11.0 ms.
“M at Taka 10.00 = 20.9% of 32% of 117 million sachets = 07.8 m.s.

25 This figure, in absolute terms —annual — made available by SMC.

% The space maps cstablished that the samples are located as shown at 95% confidence probability.
21 gaa Table # 3 (above), Adults (M+F), Urban+Rural, All SECs, Column: “Best”.

* Gep PMD for Mango, above.
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For the Orange flavored ORSaline:

“P17=17.7%

“P2" at Taka 7.00 = 76%
“P2” at Taka 8.00 = 62%
“P2 at Taka 9.00 = 45%
“P2” at Taka 10.00=31%

“N at Taka 7.00 =17.7% of 76% of 117 million sachets = 15.7 m.s.
“M at Taka 8.00 = 17.7% of 62% of 117 million sachets = 12.8 m.s.
“M at Taka 9.00 = 17.7% of 45% of 117 million sachets = 09.3 m.s.
“M* at Taka 10.00 =17.7% of 31% of 117 million sachets = 06.4 m.s.

4. PACK TEST

A secondary objective of the study was to evaluate the acceptability of the
two pack options, 1.¢., sachet (powder in pack) and tetra pack (ready to drink
solution).

Since the tetra pack sample was very limited in number, it was evaluated
vis-a-vis the sachet pack only amongst a small but statistically significant
number of adults (male and female). The findings below should be treated
as indicative onlv,

The following table shows that the acceptability of the tetra pack (sample-T)
is slightly higher than the sachet pack. This means that the Tetra pack may
be introduced as an additional option, but not as the only option for the new
concept cum product.

Ref. Q1a

Qpinions Sample-5 | Sample-T
Mot at all acceptable

Mot acceptable 3.0
Meither/nor 9.1 5.1
Acoeptable 48.5 294
Weary acceptable 42 .4 51.5
Mean score 4.33 4.39
Base (all) 33 33
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The following table indicates that the most feasible price range is Tk. 12.00

or below.

Ref. g6

[Price range (%) Figures
5to 6 Tk. 121
7to 8 Tk, 27.3

10 t0 12 TK. 45.5

Tk. 15 and Above 15.2
Base (all) 33

5. CONCLUSION

Despite the fact that the current Glucose based formulation was rated to be
better than the Rice based (Natural flavor) candidate product, on the basis of
a blind in-use test, the Rice based ORS concept, upon revelation, was rated
to be very acceptable, naturally because rice is the staple food in Bangladesh
and it would inevitably have “sounded” more attractive than Glucose.

This means that the slightly weaker position of the new concept may be
overcome through proper and adequate promotional campaign, before and
during launching, if SMC decides to introduce the new product.

Considering all aspects of the product test, the Mango flavored candidate has
come out to be the best option. However, SMC may also consider the Lemon
and/or Orange flavors as additional options or better options (if cost /
management / technical / other considerations are more favorable).

The most feasible price range for a sachet of Mango flavor is Taka 7.00,
which would most probably attract around 20.3% (+/- 5%) of the current
packaged ORS market, or around 23 million sachets per year (+/- 5%).
Additionally, the possible market sizes of the Mango flavored ORS at other
price levels (Tk. 8, 9 and 10 per sachet), as well as those of the other two

26
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potential options (Lemon and Orange) have also been calculated to give a
wide range of choices to SMC to decide upon.

The ready to drink Tetra pack may also be considered as an additional
choice in the market at around Taka 12.00 or below.



1. Detail tables
2. Sample questionnaires






Table # 1{A): Comparison of Bases
Refl. (gqlab)

Adults (M+F), Urban Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Aftributes SEC - A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gles, Rice | Gles. Rice Glcs, Rice Glos. Rice Glos. Rice
Taste 3.77 315 3.67 3.45 3.91 361 415 3.64 3.87 346
Flavaor 3.85 2.99 3.70 3.39 3.91 3.65 4.06 3.70 3,88 342
Color 414 3.28 3.91 345 4.11 3.68 424 3.79 410 3.65
Salt Level 3.73 3.24 3.58 363 3.80 374 4.00 2.85 378 361
Sweetness 3.51 3.37 373 3.50 373 3.55 377 3.80 368 3.55
Overall Preference 3.87 317 383 3.53 3.97 271 417 385 3.98 3,86
M= 71 Ti 11 6 (1] 114 Gl (1] 269 269
Adults (M+F), Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Attributes SEC - A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glos. Rice | Glos. Rice Gles, Rice Gles, Rice Gles, Rice
Taste 376 366 3.82 3.96 3.85 386 2.496 392 3.85 3.80
Flavar 3.87 3.76 3.93 3,88 3.91 397 3.97 3,80 3.92 3.83
Colar 4.07 3.78 4.00 5.684 4.08 3,88 410 3.93 4,06 3.56
Salt Level 3.82 3.62 378 3.91 3.83 369 379 3.92 3.79 378
Sweetness 369 3.74 3.74 3.88 378 365 3.85 3.82 3.76 377
Owerall Preference 378 3.74 3.83 3.97 392 3.69 3.89 3.94 3.90 3.84
M= 68 08 ] (8 03 1] 71 71 272 272
Adults (M+F), Urban + Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC-ALL
Glos. Rice | Gles. Rice Glos. Rice Glos. Rice Glos. Rice
Taste 376 340 3.75 3.71 3.88 3483 405 2.78 386 3.63
Flavar 3.86 . 3.8 3.64 3.91 3.71 4.01 3.80 3.90 363
Calor 411 3.53 3.96 365 4.09 378 417 3.86 408 3.70
Salt Level 3.78 3.47 360 3.72 3.82 372 3.87 3.88 .79 2.70
Sweelness 3.60 355 33 53.69 376 3,60 3.81 3.81 3.72 3.66
Owerall Preference 3.82 3.45 3.88 3.75 3.95 370 4.07 3.90 3.93 370
M= 139 139 134 134 151 131 137 137 341 541




Table # 1(B) : Comparison of Bases
Ref. (glab)

Elderly (M+F), Urban Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 3)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC-ALL
Glcs., Rice Glos. Rice Glos. Rice Gles. Rice Glos. Rice
Taste 4.01 3.62 4.03 3.84 3.93 3.1 420 3.98 404 3.84
Flavor 4.01 3.56 3.95 3.88 4.03 3.80 415 3.97 4.04 3.79
Color 416 3.76 4.24 3.97 418 4,10 4,20 4.08 4.21 3.98
Salt Level 3.84 3.56 3.79 367 3.83 3.80 4.02 4.02 3.87 3.79
Sweetness 3.94 3.65 .78 3.75 3.80 3.91 4.05 .00 3889 3.83
Owerall Preference 4.07 3.68 4.03 3.90 4.04 3.93 423 405 4.05 3.89
N= 6R (it 03 03 T0 T 65 ] 266 266
Elderly (M+F), Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glos, Rice | Glos. Rice Gles, Rice Gles. Rice Gles. Rice
Taste 3.85 3.88 3.88 3.80 3.85 3,91 404 3.80 3.91 3.89
Flavor 3.05 3.85 4 .00 3.91 198 3,04 4.01 3.86 3.99 3.91
Color 3.98 3.89 4.03 &.00 198 3885 406 3,96 4,02 3.96
Salt Level 3.79 3.94 3.64 3.85 377 368 4.01 3.87 3,85 3.91
Sweelness 3.80 3.85 3.7% 3.82 374 3.849 .94 3.93 3.81 3.87
Cwerall Preferance 3.85 3.82 3.58 3.88 3.88 3.62 4.01 3.93 3.51 3.80
M= Gl G 67 67 17 (11} 67 67 266 266
Elderly (M+F), Urban + Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 3)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC-ALL
Gles. Rice Glos. Rice Glcs. Rice Glcs, Rice Gles. Rice
Taste 2.92 374 3.85 387 3.89 3.9 412 3.94 3.97 3.86
Flavaor 2.99 3.70 3.08 388 4.01 3.87 4 .08 2.96 4.01 3.85
Color 4.07 3.83 413 308 4,09 4.04 417 & 02 411 3.97
Salt Level 3.81 3.75 3.82 376 3,80 3.94 &.02 2.94 2.86 3.85
Sweetness 3.87 3.75 3.78 3.78 37T 3.90 2.99 3.96 365 3.85
Overall Preference 3.86 375 3.95 3.69 3.96 3.83 412 3.98 4.00 3,89
N= 134 134 130 130 136 136 132 132 532 532




Table # 1(C): Comparison of Bases

Ref. {g1a,b)
Adolescent (M+F), Urhan Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gles. Rice Gles, Rice Glos. Rice Gles. Rice Gles. Rice
Taste 3.82 3.06 3.78 3.65 3.95 3,53 406 3.51 3,90 3.43
Flavor 3.82 3.00 3.75 3.38 3.846 3.45 3.95 3.38 3.85 3.30
Colar 412 3.50 4.1 3.62 415 3.70 411 3.80 4,15 3.65
Salt Lavel 3.90 3.580 3.53 368 T 3.548 375 3,54 3.66 3.58
Sweetness 3.29 3.04 3.57 3.50 3.88 3.62 3.82 349 3,64 3,41
Overzll Preference | 3,91 3.25 3.97 .60 4.05 3.55 4.12 3.58 4.01 3.52
N= 133 i3 (it} 68 fify (143 65 63 267 267
Adolescent (M+T7), Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Attributes SEC- A SEC-B SEC-C SEC=-D SEC - ALL
Gles, Rice Gles. Rice Gles. Rice Giles, Rice =los, Rice
Taste 3.63 3.67 3.63 3.73 3.74 3.61 3.72 3.83 3.68 3.74
Flavor 3.66 3.649 3.81 3.75 370 3.74 3.80 3.87 3.74 3.76
Caolor 4.03 3.72 4.00 3.93 3.97 3.80 4.00 3.97 4.00 3.86
Salt Level 3.5¢ 2T 373 3.67 3.52 3.64 3,65 3.73 3.64 3,649
Swestness 3.43 3.73 3,80 3.49 308 3.64 3.66 3.73 3.57 3.65
Overall Preference 381 364 avys 3.64 3.65 3.64 3.80 3.83 3.70 3.72
M= 67 67 67 67 il (14 71 71 271 271
Adolescent (M+F), Urban + Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 5)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC -C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glos Rice Gles, Rice Gles. Rice Gles, Rice Gles. Rics
Taste 3.73 3.36 370 388 3,85 3.57 3.88 3.73 3.79 3.59
Flawvor 374 3.34 3.78 3.655 3.78 3.60 3.88 3.64 3.79 3.54
Color 4.07 3.61 410 377 4.06 3.75 4,05 2.85 4.07 i
Salt Level 3.53 3.61 3.68 3.67 3.70 361 3.70 3.64 3.65 3.64
Sweetness 3.36 3.38 3.59 3.50 3.73 363 3.74 3.62 360 3.53
Owverall Preference | 3.78 3.44 3,66 3.67 385 3.59 3.96 3.76 3.86 3.62
M= 135 135 135 135 132 132 136 130 538 538




Table # 1(D): Comparison of Bases

Ref. {igla,b)

Children, Urban

Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes SEC- A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gles. | Rice Glos, Rice Glos, Rice Sles, Rice Gles, Rice
Taste 1.83 1.69 1.88 1.78 1.8%9 1.79 1,54 1.86 1.88 1.78
Flawvor 1.86 1.71 1.84 1.78 1.85 1.76 1.89 1.86 1.86 1.78
Color 1.94 1.84 1.497 1.81 1.94 1.688 1.97 1.897 1.96 1.89
Cryerall Preference 1.86 1.74 1.88 1.78 1.85 1.82 1.84 1.8G 1.88 1.80
M= 33 3a 32 32 33 33 36 36 136 136
Children, Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)
Attributes SEC-4A SEC - B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glos, Rice los. Rice Glos. Flice Eles. Rice Glos, Rice
Taste 179 | 1.82 1.74 1.76 1.63 1.74 188 1.80 1.80 1.78
Flavor 1.85 1.79 1.85 1.91 1.84 1.77 1.83 1.60 1.87 1.82
Color 1.82 1.91 1.91 1.91 1.97 1.83 1.80 1,88 1.68 1.88
Cwverall Preference | 1,82 1.85 1.79 1.88 1.86 1.80 1.86 177 1.83 1.83
M= 34 34 34 34 35 35 35 35 138 138
Children, Urban + Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)
Attributes SEC- A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gles. Rice Gles, Rice Gles. Rice Glos. Rice Glos. Fice
Taste 1.81 1.75 1,80 1.77 1.84 1.76 1.90 1.83 1.84 1.78
Flawvar 1.86 1.75 1.B5 1.85 1.890 78 1.86 1.83 1.86 1.80
Color 1.88 1.20 1.84 1.88 1,86 1.85 1,69 1.92 1.82 1.68
Cwverall Freference 1.84 1.80 1.83 1.83 1,85 1.81 1.80 1.82 1.86 1.81
M= [ [ s 14 (] (i3 71 71 274 274




Table # 1(E): Comparison of Bases

Rel. (qla,b)

Infants, Urban

Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes SEC - A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glcs, | Rice | Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice =los. Rice Gles. Rice
Taste 1.94 | 1.74 | 1.85 1.82 1.94 1.88 1.88 2.00 1.90 1,86
Flawvor 197 | 180 | 1.0 1.82 1.87 175 1.97 1.91 1.98 1.82
Calar 1.94 | 1.80 | 1.97 2.00 1,87 1.91 1.94 2.00 1.96 1.83
Overall Preference | 1.97 | 1.74 | 1.85 1.85 1,94 1.84 1.91 2.00 1.92 1.86
N= 35 35 33 33 32 32 34 34 134 134
Infants, Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)
Attributes SEC - A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice | Gles, | Rice Gles, Rice Gles, Rice
Taste 173 | 1.88 | 1.89 1.83 1.85 1.85 1.65 1.70 1.78 1.81
Flavor 1.88 185 | 1.92 1.86 1.91 1.88 1.70 1.76 1.85 1.83
Color 1.97 | 1.97 | 194 1.94 1.82 1.91 1.78 1.78 1.88 1.90
Overall Preference | 179 | 1.88 | 1.92 1.83 1.85 1.85 1.70 1.68 1.81 1.81
M= 33 33 36 36 33 33 37 37 134 139
Infants, Urban + Rural Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)
Atltributes SEC - A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gles, | Rice | Gles. | Rice | Gles. | Rice Gles. Rice Gles. Rice
Taste 1.84 1.81 1.87 1.83 1.88 1.86 1.76 1.85 1.84 1.84
Flawvor 193 [ 1.82 | 1.9 1.84 1.94 1.82 1.83 1.83 1.90 1.83
Color 1.86 1.88 1.96 1.97 1.849 1.91 1.86 1.89 1.92 1.91
Overall Preference | 1.88 1.81 1.88 1.84 1.84 1.85 1.80 1.83 1.86 1.83
N= (i i1 (9 G4 (%3 (] 71 T 273 273




Table # 1 (Sig.): Comparison of Bases

Statistical Significance Test Results on Overall Preference

Ref. (gla,h)

Adults (M+F)

Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glue. Vs, Rice [ Gluc. Vs, Rice| Glue. Vs, Rice| Glue. Vs, Rice | Gluc, Vs, Rice
Urban L% 0% Mot Sig. a0% 5%
Rural Mot Sig. Mot Sig. 90% Mot Sig. Mot Sig.
Urban=Rural 09% Mat Sig. 9E% Mot Sig. 99%
Elderly (M+F)
Attributes SEC-A SEC-B SEC - O SEC-D SEC - ALL
Gluc, Vs, Rica |Gluc. Vs, Rice| Glue, Vs, Rice| Gluc. Vs, Rice |Glue, Vs, Rice
Urban 95% Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. G5%
Rural Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. ME
Urban+Rural 85% Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. 55%
Adolescent (M+T)
Attributes SEC - A SEC-B SEC-C SEC-D SEC - ALL
Glue. Vs Rice [Glue. Vs, Rice| Glue. Vs, Rice| Gluc. Vs, Rice|Gluc, Vs, Rice
Lrhan 295%, 0% 29%, H8% S9%
Rural Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mat Sig. Mot Sig.
Urban+Rural 95% 90%: S5%; 90% S8%
Children
Attributes SEC - A SEC - B SEC-C EEC-D SEC - ALL
Glue Vs, Rice [ Gluc. Vs, Rice| Gluc. Vs, Rice| Gluc. Vs, Rice | Gluc, Vs, Rice
Urban Mot Sig, Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig.
Rural Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig.
Urban+Rural Mot Sig, Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig.
Infants
Abtributes SEC - A S5EC-B SEC-C SEC -D SEC - ALL
Glue, Vs, Rice [Glue. Ve Rice| Gluc, Vs Rice| Glue, Vs, Rice |Glue. Vs, Rice
Urban 89% Mot Sig, Mot Sig. 0% Mot Sig.
Rural Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mat Sig
Urban+Rural Mot Sig. Mot Sig. Mot Sig, Mot Sig, Mot Sig.




Table # 2(A) : Acceptability of the Rice Based ORS Concept

Adults (M+F), Urban

Ref. gda

Attributes A B C D ALL
Mot at all acceptable

Mot acceptable 1.6 3.0 1.1

Meither/nor 1.5 0.4

Acceptable 45.5 43.8 40.9 242 38.0
Very acceptable 53.5 54.6 576 727 59.5
Mean score (out of 5) 4.54 4.53 4.55 4.67 4.57
N= 71 41 66 (13 269

Adulis (M+T), Rural

Attributes A B [ 1] ALL
Mot at all acceptable

Mot acceptable 1.5 0.4

Meither/nor 1.5 0.4

Acceptable 427 25.0 231 239 287
Very acceptable 55.9 735 76.9 78,1 708
Mean score (out of 5) 4.54 4.71 4.77 4.76 4.64
N= 63 (1] 63 71 272

Adults (M+F), Urban + Rural

Attributes A B C i) ALL
Mot at all acceptable

Mot acceptable 0.8 0.8 1.5 0.7

Meither/ner 0.7 0.8 0.4

Acceplable 44.6 34,3 32.1 24.1 33.8
Very acceptable 547 64.2 67.2 74.5 65.1
Mean score (out uf 5) 4.54 4.62 4616 4.72 4.63
N= 139 134 131 137 541




Table # 2 (B) : Acceptability on the Rise Based ORS Concept

Elderly (M+F), Urban

Ref. gda

Attributes A B 2 D ALL
Mot at all acceptable

Mot acceptable 1.8 0.4
Meither/nor

Acceptable 441 41.3 38.6 41.5 41.4
Very acceptable 55.9 58.7 51.4 56.8 28,3
Mean score (out of 3) 4,56 4.59 4.61 4.54 4.58
N= af 63 70 65 261

Elderly (W+F), Rural

Attributes A B c D ALL

Mot at all acceptakble

Mot acceptable

Meither/nar

Acceptable 33.3 53.7 51.5 43.3 45.5
Very acceptable 66.7 46.3 48.5 56.7 54.5
Mean score (out of 5) 4.67 4.46 4.48 4.57 4.55
N= 1 67 66 a7 266

Elderly (M+F), Urban + Rural

Attributes A B C 3] ALL
Mot at all acceptable

Mot acceptable 0.8 0.2
Meither/nor

Acceptable 388 47.7 44.9 424 43.4
Very acceptable 61.2 §2.3 55.2 SE.8 56.4
Mean score {out of 5) 4.61 4.52 4.33 4.55 4.56

M= 134 130 136 132 532




Table #2(C) : Acceptability on the Rice Based ORS Concept

Adolescent (M+F), Urban

Ref. q4a

Attributes A B C D ALL
Mot at all acceptable

Mot accepfable 1.5 0.4
Meither/nor 2.9 0.8
Acceptable 45.6 45.6 34,9 35.4 40.5
Very accepiable 51.5 829 65.2 64.6 58.4
Mean score {out of 5) 4.49 4.50 4.65 4.65 4.57
N= it 68 1] 65 267
Adolescent (M+F), Rural

Attributes A B C D ALL
Mat at all acceptahle

Mot acceptable 1.4 0.4
Meither/nor

Acceptable 44 & 41.8 51.5 36.6 435
Very acceptable 55.2 58.2 48.5 62.0 56.1
Nean score (out of 5) 4.55 4.58 4.48 4.59 4.55
N= 67 67 G 71 271
Adolescent (M+F), Urban + Rural

Attributes A B C D ALL
Mot af all acceptable

Mot acceptable 0.7 0.7 0.4
Meither/nor 1.5 0.4
Acceptable 45.2 437 432 36.0 420
Very accepiable 3.3 558 56.8 632 57.3
Mean score (out of 3) 4.52 4.54 4.57 4,62 4.560
N= 135 135 132 136 338




Table # 3(A-U): Flavor Preference Ranking

Adults (M+I7, Urban

Ref. gq7a
SEC: A

Best 2nd 3rd dth 5th Gth | Avg score | Rank
Sample {%%) (%) (%% (%) (%%) %) Qutof6 | Best=1
Mango 23.9 11.3 26.8 211 9.9 7.0 3.972 I
Lemon 211 16.9 19.7 19.7 16.9 5.6 3,884 2
Orange 15.5 21.1 25.4 16.9 15.5 5.0 3874 3
Berry 19.7 225 7.0 15.5 16.9 18.3 3.573 4
Matural 16.9 15.5 15.5 16.9 22.5 12.7 3493 5
Chicken 28 12.7 5.8 9.9 18.3 50.7 2,197 &
N= T1 71 71 71 71 71
SEC: B

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth Gth Ave, seore | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) () (%) %) Out of 6 | Best=1
Mango 37.9 13.6 10.6 212 7.6 .1 4.257 1
Orangs 15.2 273 4.2 15.2 1.6 4.5 4.018 2
Lemon 18.2 4.2 22.7 5.2 12.1 .6 3984 i
Matural 15.2 212 15.2 8.2 212 a1 3.641 4
Berry 9.1 o1 [3.6 212 27.3 19.7 2.924 5
Chicken 4.3 4.5 1.6 9.1 18.2 0.0 2.176 -6
M= (13 (i1 (11 G 60 [
SEC: C

Rest 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) %) (%) (%] (%) Out of 6 | Best=1
Leman 242 19.7 24.2 16.7 10.6 4.5 4.163 1
hango 127 237 212 [3.6 1.6 o1 d.056 2
Orange 242 227 15.2 18.2 Lk 9.1 4.044 8
Matural 12.1 18.2 18.2 13.2 27.3 f.1 3517 4
Berry 13.6 13.6 15.2 15.2 19.7 227 3.181 3
Chicken 30 3.0 6.1 18.2 21.2 48.5 2029 &
M= 06 19 i1 Gl Gl L]
SEC: D

Best Znd Ard Ath Sth Gth Avg. seore | Rank
Sample (%) {%a) (%) [ %) (%) (%) | Outoft | Best=1
Lenmon 2.7 19.7 18.2 1.7 15.2 1.5 4.045 ]
Mango 1.2 21.2 22.7 15.2 1.6 12.1 1,969 2
Orange 2.7 18.2 21.2 13.6 8.2 i1 3.953 i
MNatural 152 13.6 18.2 18.2 24.2 106 3.450 i
Berry 5.2 152 106 21.3 16.7 21.2 3.278 3
Chicken 3.0 12.1 g1 12.1 15.2 48.5 2.301 &
N= 66 G a6 1 [ (17
SEC: ALL

Best Znd 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg score | Rank
Sample (%) %) (%) %) %) (%) | Outefs | Best=1
Manzo 26.4 17.1 20.4 17.% 5.9 5.3 4.060 1
Lemon 2.6 20.1 21.2 178 14.5 4.8 4.021 2
Orange 19.3 223 21.6 16.0 14.5 6.3 3,570 E]
Matural 14.9 17.1 16.7 17.8 238 9.7 3.524 1
Lerry 14.5 15.2 11.5 18.2 20.1 20.4 1242 5
Chicken 13 8.2 8.6 123 8.2 49.4 2.179 i
M= 169 269 i) 269 269 69




Table # 3 (A-R): Flavor Preference Ranking

Adults (M+F), Rural

Ref. q7a
SEC: A

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth Gth AVE. 5C0TR | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | Outofb | pegi=|
hanpo 25.0 353 11.8 17.6 3.8 1.5 4,456 1
Lemon 294 16.2 26.5 8 11.8 7.4 4,208 2
Berry 235 13.2 294 132 13.2 7.4 3,980 3
Crange 13.2 20.6 14,7 294 16,2 5.9 3.673 4
Matural 4.4 13.2 132 250 38.2 3.9 3.025 3
Chicken 4.4 1.5 4.4 34 11.8 72.1 1.649 ]
N= 68 68 [ (13 68 68
SEC: B

Best Znd 3rd dth Sth 6th | Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) (%e) (%) (%) (%) (%) | Outof6 | Best=1
Mango 25.0 353 205 11.8 24 14 4.545 I
Berry 338 17.6 17.6 17.6 59 7.4 4.332 2
Lemon 16.2 14.7 22.1 25.1) 17.6 4.4 3.737 3
Orange 14.7 13.2 20.6 13.2 30.9 7 3454 4
Matural 7.4 14.7 11.8 25.0 29.4 11.3 3.107 5
Chicken 2.0 4.4 7.4 7.4 131.2 4,7 1.823 i}
M= 68 68 0f 68 [ 68
SEC: C

Best Znd 3rd dth Sth 6th | Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) (& (%) (%% (%) (%) Out of s | Best=1
Mango 24 6 308 215 6.2 13.8 3.1 4.369 I
Bemry 8 15.4 10.8 2000 0.8 [2.3 3989 2
Lemaon 20,0 15.4 20.0 24.6 Lo il 3877 i
Orange 16.9 213 13.8 15.4 21.5 10,8 3641 4
MNatural 3.1 13.8 24.6 26.2 27.7 4.6 3240 5
Chicken 4.6 3.1 9.2 1.7 4.2 66,2 1.876 &
N= 65 65 65 (V5] 65 G5
SEC: D

Best 2Znd Ard 4th Sth Gth | Ave. score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%5) (%3] (%) Out of & | Best=1
Berry 352 18.3 16,59 9.9 8.5 11.3 4,283 1
Mango 22.5 296 19,7 8.3 113 5 4. 184 2
Orange 19.7 234 9.4 19.7 325 4.2 18356 3
Leman 15.5 g.5 19,7 282 14,7 8.5 3468 4
Matural 4.2 14.1 22.5 22,5 23.9 127 3.137 5
Chicken 2.8 5.6 1.3 11.3 14.1 34.9 2.070 f
N= 71 71 71 71 71 71
SEC: ALL

Best Znd 3rd dth Sth 6th | Avp. seore | HRank
Sample %) (%) (%) (%) %) %) Outofo | Best=1
Mango 24.3 327 18.4 11.0 9.2 4.4 4387 ]
Berry 309 16.2 18.8 15.1 9.6 G, 6 4,157 2
Lemon 202 13.6 22.1 21:7 16,5 3.9 3816 k]
Orange 16.2 19.9 14.7 19.5 228 7.0 3.666 4
Matural 4.8 14.0 18.0 24.5 29.8 3.8 3.130 3
Chicken 3.7 3.7 %1 8.1 12.1 6,3 | 8559 [i]
M= 272 272 172 172 272 272




Table # 3 (A-B): Flavor Preference Ranking

Adults (M+F), Urban + Rural

Ref. q7a
SEC: A

Best 2Znd 3rd dth Sth dth | Ave. score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) [ (%%) (%) Qutof 6| Best=1
Manga 24.5 23.0 19.4 19.4 9.4 4.3 4.209 1
Leman 25.2 16.5 23.0 14.4 14.4 6.5 4.042 2
Berry 21.6 18.0 18.0 14.4 15.1 [2.9 3779 3
Orange 14.4 0.9 201 23.0 15.8 3.8 37397 4
Matural 10.8 14.4 14.4 20.% 0.2 9.4 3.269 3
Chicken 3.6 7.2 a0 bR 15.1 al.2 1.927 &
N= 139 139 139 139 139 159
SEC: B

Best Znd 3rd dth Sth 6th | Avg score | Rank
Sample %) (%) (%) %) (V) %) Qutof g | Best=1
Mango 13 24.6 15.7 16.4 5.2 6.7 4.359 !
Lemon 17.2 19.4 224 201 14.9 A1) 3859 2
Orange 14.9 20.1 22.4 14,2 224 6.0 3729 3
Berry 216 13.4 15,7 19.4 16.4 13.4 3638 4
MNatural 11.2 7.9 13.4 21.6 254 10.4 3,363 5
Chicken 3.7 4.5 1.4 8.2 15.7 375 1.998 f
MN= 134 134 134 134 134 134
SEC: C

Best 2nd 3rd dth Sth oth | Avg seore | Rank
Sample (%) (%) { %) (%) (%) (%) Qut of ¢ | Best=1
hManzo 337 28.7 214 9.5 122 .1 4,215 1
Lemon 22.1 17.6 221 2.6 13.7 8 4.020 2
Orange 206 22.1 14.5 168 160 A 3844 3
Berry 221 14.3 13.0 17.6 15.3 17.4 3,581 4
Matural 7.6 16.0 214 22.1 275 5.3 3.378 3
Chicken R a1 7 13.0 153 7.3 1.936 &
M= 131 131 131 131 131 131
SEC: D

Best Ind 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg. secore | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) %) Out of 6 | Best=1
Mango 21.9 25.5 2.2 1.7 .5 10.2 4 080 1
Orange 212 21.2 153 16,8 204 5.1 3.907 2
Berry 23.5 168 13.9 15.3 12.4 6.1 3,794 3
Lemon 15.0 13.9 19,0 24.1 19.0 3:1 3.749 4
Matural 9.5 13.9 2.4 20.4 24.1 11.7 3292 5
Chicken 20 B8 10.2 11.7 4.4 51.8 2183 ]
N= 137 137 137 137 137 137
SEC: ALL

Best 2nd 3rd 4t Sth fith Avg seore | Rank
Sample (%ol (%) (%) {%a) (%) (%) Outofé | Best=1
Mangza 25.3 25.0 19.4 144 9.1 6.8 4.226 |
Lemaon 0.9 16.8 216 19.8 13.3 5.4 1916 2
|Orange 17.7 21.1 18.1 177 18.7 T 3.813 3
Berry 22.7 15.3 15.2 6.6 14.8 15.0 3.6599 4
Matural .8 15.5 17.4 21.3 6.8 9.2 3324 3
Chicken 1.5 5.9 8.3 1.2 152 56.9 2.016 b
N= 541 541 541 541 541 41




Table # 3 (B-U): Flavor Preference Ranking

Elderly (¥M+F), Urban

SEC: A

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth Gth Avg. score | [ank
Sample (%a) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outof 6 | gesi=1
Mango 27.9 23.5 20.6 10.3 13.2 4.4 4,290 1
Lemon 27.9 206 14.7 10.3 16.2 1003 4,028 2
Berry 17.6 19.1 17.6 13.2 2006 118 3.641 k]
COrange 14.7 14.7 23.5 2006 16.2 103 3.602 4
Matural 74 13.2 14.7 324 20.6 [1.8 3.194 3
Chicken 4.4 B.E 2.8 13.2 11.2 51.5 2.231 7]
Base 68 68 a8 a3 68 68
SEC: B

Best 2nd Jrd 4th Sth Gth Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) {%%5) Ouitofé | Best=1
Mango 333 23.8 17.5 7.9 79 8.5 4,378 l
Lemon 14.3 17.5 31.7 19.0 14.3 32 3.889 &
Berry 159 20.6 19.0 14.3 159 14.3 3634 3
Crangs 15.9 19.0 143 15.9 218 11.1 5.540 4
Matural 14.3 12.7 1.1 30.2 206 1.1 3.366 5
Chicken 6.3 6.3 6.3 12.7 17.5 S0.8 2.184 ]
Base 63 03 &3 a3 63 63
SEC: C

Best Ind 3rd 4th Sth Gth | Avg.score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) {%%) QOutof 6 | Best=1
hango 27.1 23.7 143 8.6 7.1 7. 4.154 |
Lemon 21.4 18.6 27.1 7.1 4.3 11.4 4.011 2
Drange 18.6 21.4 281 11.4 11.4 10.0 359410 3
Berry 12.9 15.7 14.3 18.6 15.7 2248 3232 4
Matural 10.0 12.9 1.0 b4 27.1 8.4 3215 B
Chicken 10.0 3.7 7.1 12.9 24,3 40.0 2.442 f
Base 70 T T 0 70 0
SEC: D

Gest Znd 3rd 4th Sth Gth Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | Outof6 | Best=1
Mango 231 29.2 13.8 10.8 12.3 10.8 4.076 I
Lemon 20.0 20.0 12.3 30.8 12.3 4.6 3908 2
Orange 24.6 15.4 10.5 23.1 154 10,8 3.787 k]
Berry 16.9 [8.5 200 12.3 13.8 18.5 3.569 4
Matural 13.8 12.3 i o 1008 292 12.3 3334 5
Chicken 1.5 4.6 215 123 16,9 431 2318 f
Base ] 65 65 63 65 65
SEC: ALL

Best Ind 3rd 4th 5th Gth Avg.score | Hank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%a) (%%} (%0} Outof 6 | Best=1
Mangzo 27.8 25.6 16.5 9.4 12.8 7.9 4.225 1
Lemon 21.1 19.2 21.4 18.2 11.7 7.5 3.967 2
Orange 15.4 17.7 192 17.7 16.5 10.5 3.723 3
Berry 15.8 18.4 17.7 14.7 16.5 169 3516 4
Matural 11.3 12.8 14.3 26.3 24 .4 10.9 3.276 5
Chicken 3.6 6.4 1.9 12.8 18.0 46.2 2,298 f
Base 266 260 166 266 266 266




Table # 3 (B-R): Flavor Preference Ranking

Elderly (M+F), Rural

SEC: A

Best Znd 3rd 4th 5th Gth | Avg. score| pank
Sample (%) (%) (%5} (%) (%a) (%) Outof 6 | gesi=1
Mango ana 30.3 10.6 15.2 121 1.5 4.470 I
Bearry 288 2279 13.6 15.2 13.6 a1 4.1%6 2
Lemon 12.1 18.2 227 24.2 15.2 7.6 3.650 3
Orange 13.6 152 27.3 16.7 18.2 9.1 3.624 4
MNatural 7.8 7.6 152 21.2 3003 182 2868 5
Chicken 7.6 6.1 10L& 7.6 1016 37.6 2.201 ]
Base 66 66 (i1 il [i14] (4]
SEC: B

Best 2nd rd 4th Sth Gth AvE. sC0Te|  Rank
Sample (%) (%) {%a) (%%) (%) (%) Outof 6 | pegi=1
Berry 299 22.4 164 134 10.4 7.5 4,255 |
Manga 254 284 14.9 10.4 s a0 4. 180 2
Leman 224 17.9 149 2319 17.9 a0 3.940 3
Orange 17.9 17.9 26.9 205 Q.0 7.5 3.927 4
Matural 1.5 9.0 194 17.9 i3 20,9 2688 5
Chicken 3.0 4.5 7.5 13.4 1.4 322 2017 &
Base 67 67 a7 67 67 67
SEC: C

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg score| pank
Sample ) | @) | o0 | ) | @) | (%) | Outof6 | gy
Berry 30,5 258 1.6 13.6 a1 10.6 4,228 1
hango 3313 258 7.6 7.6 13.6 2.1 4213 2
|Lemon 4.5 3.8 273 212 0.6 4.5 1.845 3
Orange 27 7.6 18.7 152 227 .04 3,792 4
Matural 1.5 7.6 14,7 33.3 288 9.1 25924 5
Chicken 3.0 1.5 15.2 a1 15.2 56.1 2001 (4]
Base G Gt [ 117 66 - G
SEC: I

Best 2nd Jrd 4th 5th 6th  |Avg score| pank
Sample (%a) (%) (%) (%a) (%a} (%) Out of & | Bagt=1
Mango 20.9 25.4 204 10.4 9.0 4.5 4437 1
Berry 328 16,4 [6.4 16.4 134 4.5 4,249 2

range 14.9 239 19.4 20.9 17.9 30 3880 3

Lemon 14.9 0.0 239 26.9 20,9 4.5 3570 4
Matural 6.0 11,9 14.9 209 2040 | 6.4 2,940 &
Chicken 1.5 134 4.5 4.5 0.0 a7.2 1,527 [
Base 67 67 o7 67 67 67
SEC: ALL

Best 2nd Srd 4th Sth Gth AvE. scoTe| pank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) {%a) (%) Out of 6 | Bagt=|
Mango 207 27.4 13.5 10.9 11.7 6.8 4311 1
Berry 10.5 21.8 14.3 14.7 11.7 7.1 4,238 2
Orange 18.4 16.2 2313 14.4 16.9 6.8 3804 3
Lemon 13.5 19,2 22.2 24.1 16.2 4.9 3.754 4
Tatural 4.1 9.0 17.3 233 30.1 162 2,831 5
Chicken 3.8 6.4 o4 8.6 13.3 58.3 2.035 i
Base 266 266 266 266 260 266




Table # 3 (B-B): Flavor Preference Ranking
Elderly (M+F), Urban + Rural

SEC: A

Best Znd 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg. seore| papk
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) {%a) Outof 6 | gesi=1
Mango 29.1 26.9 15.7 12.7 12.7 3.0 4.384 1
Berry 23.1 20.9 15.7 14.2 [7.2 8.0 3.919 2
Lemon 20,1 19.4 18.7 17.2 15.7 9.0 3.844 3
Orange 14.2 149 254 18.7 17.2 9.7 3.615 4
Matural 7.5 10.4 14,9 26.9 25.4 14.9 3.030 3
Chicken 6.0 7.5 9.7 1.4 11.% 4.5 2218 &
Base 134 134 134 134 134 134
SEC: B

Best | 2nd | 3rd | 4th | Sth 6th | Avg score| pank |
Sample (UXB.} {W"‘} (1}/"} (%a) (Vo) (%) Outof 6 Best= 1
Mango 9.2 26,2 16.2 5.2 10.0 2.2 4,278 1
Berry 23.1 21.5 17.7 13.8 131 10.8 3.953 2
Lemon 18.5 17.7 23.1 21.5 16.2 3.l 3.919 ]
Orange 16.9 18.5 20.8 18.5 16.2 9.2 3.742 4
Matural 1.7 10.8 15.4 23.8 26.2 16.2 3.018 5
Chicken 4.6 54 0.9 13.1 15.5 515 2.100 ]
Base 130 130 130 130 130 130
SEC: C

Best 2nd Ird 4th Sth 6th AvVE. score| Bank
- %) | &) | ) | (%) | (%) | (%) | Outof6 | peg=1
Mango 301 25.7 11.0 8.1 15.4 9.6 4.178 |
Lemon 13.2 230 272 19.1 7.4 8.1 3.932 2
Crange 228 14.7 235 13.2 16.9 8.8 3.865 3
Berry 21.3 20.6 12.5 16.2 12.5 16.9 3.713 4
Matural 5. 10,3 14.7 324 27.9 8.8 3.073 5
Chicken 6.0 37 11.0) 11.0 199 47.8 2.227 &
Base 136 136 136 136 136 136
SEC: D

Best 2nd Jrd dth Sth Gth AvVE. sC0re| [ank
il (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | Outof6 | gest=1
hlango 26.5 iy i 17.4 1.6 10.6 7.5 4.237 L
Bermy 25.0 17.4 18.2 14.4 13.6 11.4 3.9156 2
Drange 19.7 19.7 15.2 22.0 167 &8 3.837 3
Lemon 17.4 14.4 18.2 28.8 16.7 4.5 3.735 4
Matural 9.8 12.1 18.2 159 29.5 14.4 3.132 5
Chicken 1.5 a.1 12.9 8.3 12.9 553 2.121 &
Base 132 132 132 132 132 132
SEC: ALL

Best Ind 3rd dth 5th oth | Avg. score| pany
Sample (%) (") (%) (%) (o) (%) Outof 6 | pest=1
Mango 288 26.5 15.0 1.2 12,2 7.3 4,276 1
Berry 23.1 20.1 16.0 14.7 14.1 12.0 3.874 2
Lemon 17.3 19.2 21.8 21.6 13.9 6.2 3.858 3
Orange 15.4 16.9 21.2 18.0 16.7 B.6 3,757 4
Matural Tk 10.9 15.8 24.8 273 13.5 3.064 5
Chicken 4.7 6.4 10.2 10.7 15,8 523 2.170 &
Base 532 532 532 532 532 532




Table # 3 (C-U): Flavor Preference Ranking
Adolescent (M+F), Urban

Rel. g7a
SEC: A

Best Ind 3rd 4th Sth Gth AVE. 5COTE | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Out of & Best=1
hMango 204 27.9 22.1 11.8 5.4 2.9 4.544 1
Lemon 22.1 279 16.2 20.6 10.3 2.9 4,332 2
COrange 1.1 19.1 2.6 17.6 13.2 0.3 3.820 3
Matural 10.3 17.6 14.7 279 25.0 4.4 3.467 4
Berry 17.6 2.9 22.1 17.6 17.6 22 3.186 ]
Chicken 1.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 279 7.4 1.750 i
N= 68 68 68 68 [it:] 68
SEC: B

Best Znd 3rd 4th Sih 6th | Avg score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outof 6 | Best=1
Mango 26.5 221 22,1 14.7 &4 5.9 4.255 1
Lemon 279 22.1 17.6 17.6 28 5.9 4,246 2
Orange 20.6 20.6 17.6 19.1 14.7 7.4 3911 3
Berry 1.8 14.7 2006 100.3 23.5 19.1 3.237 4
Matural 11.8 13.2 11.8 25.0 0.6 17.6 31178 ]
Chicken 1.5 7.4 10.3 13.2 235 441 2.179 &
[ 68 68 68 68 (3] 68
SEC: C

Best 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th | Avg. score | Rank
Gaple (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | (%) | Outof6 | Best=1
Mang £ 22.7 19.7 12,1 1.6 3:0 4.436 1
Orange 15.2 19.7 258 16.7 12.1 L6 1778 2
Berry 19.7 22.7 10.6 18.2 152, 3.6 3.727 3
Lemon 18.2 15.2 21.2 152 24.2 6.1 3701 4
Matural 12:1 12.1 16.7 27.3 15.2 16.7 3.289 =
Chicken 3.0 7.6 6.1 10.6 227 0.0 2076 5]
Ne= 13 i1 G a6 11 G
SEC: D

Best nd 3rd 4th Sth Gth Aveg. seore | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Cut of 6 | Best=1
Mango 26.2 23.1 20.0 13.8 11.8 3] 4.248 1
Lemon 200 26.2 20,0 15.4 12.3 0,2 4080 2
Orange 16.9 20.0 2000 23.1 6.2 13.8 3.769 3
Berry 26.2 9.2 4.2 12.3 231 20.0 3.431 4
Matural 6.2 16.9 24.6 21.5 16.9 13.8 3,322 &
Chicken 4.6 4.6 6.2 13.8 27.7 43.1 2.153 5]
N= (= 65 65 65 65 65
SEC: ALL

Best Ind 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Qutof§ | Best=1
Mango 28.5 24.0 21.0 13.1 9.7 3.7 4.374 1
Lemon 22.1 22.8 18.7 17.2 13.9 D 4.060 2
Orange 18.0 19.9 21.0 19.1 11.5 10,5 3825 3
Berry 187 12.4 15.7 14.6 19.9 18.7 3.393 4
Matural 10.1 15.0 16.9 25.5 19.5 13.1 3318 5]
Chicken 2.6 6.0 6.7 10.5 255 48.7 2.036 4
N= 267 267 267 267 267 267




Table # 3 (C-R): Flavor Preference Ranking
Adolescent (M+F), Rural

Ref. g7a
SEC: A

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th Avg. score | pank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%a) (%) Outof & | peci=1
Mango 8.4 23.9 22.4 14.9 9.0 1.5 4.437 l
Lemen 3l.3 19.4 20.9 1.9 o0 7.5 4.296 2
Berry 16.4 224 28.4 19.4 13.4 4090 3
Orange 16.4 17.9 ERY 6.9 22.4 7.5 3.56% 4
Matural T 11.9 115 20.9 35.8 11.9 2,083 5
Chicken 4.3 7.5 6. 104 T1.6 1.629 6
Ne 67 67 67 67 67 67
SEC: B

Best 2nd Jrd 4th 5th 6th | Avg.score | Rank
Sample (%) %) (%) (%) (%) (%) Out of 6 | Besi=1
Bemry 35.8 15.4 19.4 3.4 9.0 3.0 4.506 1
(Mangao 16.4 20.9 328 17.9 6.0 6.0 4.058 2
Orange 29.9 149 10.4 0.4 224 1.9 3.834 3
Lemaon 13.4 19.4 9.0 34.3 16.4 ] 3.566 4
Matural 4.5 19.4 19.4 17.9 31.3 %] 3.254 5
Chicken 6.0 9.0 .0 14.9 62.7 1.765 ]
N= 67 a7 a7 67 &7 &7
SEC: C

Best 2nd 3rd dth Sth 6th | Avg.score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | Outofé | Best=1
Mango 45.5 18.2 13.2 3.6 6.1 1.5 4.793 1
Berry 21.2 238 16.7 21.2 é.1 9.1 4.079 2
Lemaon 16.7 19,7 25.8 182 18.2 1.5 3.944 3
Orange .1 4.2 21.2 19.7 258 in 3.341 4
Matural a.1 1.6 197 18.2 3.9 7.6 1.094 5
Chicken L5 4.5 ] a9.1 6.1 7.3 [.543 i
N= 66 (i1 ({11 19 (i1 66
SEC: D

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg. seore | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) | Outofé | Best=1
Berry 42.3 4.1 12.7 15.5 12.7 2.8 4498 1
Mango 22.5 211 239 19.7 8.5 4.2 4.164 2
Leman 8.5 254 206 183 12.7 5.6 3.823 3
Orange 15.3 15.5 19.7 19.7 19.7 7.0 3716 4
Matural 1.0 18.3 8.3 21.1 36.6 8.5 3.125 5
Chicken 1.4 5.6 5.6 56 9.9 71.8 1.672 G
M= T 71 71 71 71 71
SEC: ALL

Best 2nd 3rd 4th Sth G6th | Avg. score | Rank
Sample {%a} (%) {%a) (%) (%) (%) Outof6 | Besi=1
| Manga 28.0 21.0 23.6 16.6 7.4 3.3 4.353 1
Berry 20.2 203 19.2 7.3 10.3 3:7 4.297 2
Leman 17.3 210 214 20.7 14.0 Bl 3.900 3
Orange 17.7 18.1 15,1 192 22.5 7.4 3.671 4
Matural 7.0 14.4 4.8 19.6 5.4 8.9 3117 5
Chicken 0.7 5.2 59 6.6 10.3 70.8 1.650 G
N= 271 271 271 7 171 271




Table # 3 (C-B): Flavor Preference Ranking
Adolescent (M+F), Urban + Rural

Ref. q7a
SEC: A

Best Ind 3rd 4th Sth Gth Avg. score | pank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Y] Outof 6 | gasi=1
Mango 289 25.9 22 13.3 7.4 2.2 4,486 1
Lemon 6.7 23.7 18.5 16.3 9.6 5.2 4,260 2
Orange 17.8 18.5 14.8 22.2 17.8 8.9 1.696 i
Berry 17.1) 12.6 25.2 18.5 15.6 1.1 3.636 4
Matural 8.9 14.8 13.3 24.4 304 8.1 3.227 3
Chicken 0.7 4.4 5.9 5.2 19.3 644 1.684 &
N= 135 135 135 135 135 135
SEC: B

Best 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th | Avg,. score | Rank
Sample (%) | (%) (%) (%) | (%) (%) | OQutof6 | Best=1
Mango 21.5 21.5 274 16.3 7.4 3.9 4.157 1
Lemon 20.7 20.7 13.3 25.9 12.6 6.7 3.905 2
Crange 25.2 17.8 14.1 14.8 I8.5 9.6 3.876 3
Berry 23.7 17.0 200 11.9 16,3 11.1 3866 4
MNatural 2.1 16.3 15.5 21.5 25.9 12.6 3214 5
Chicken 0.7 6,7 9.6 9.6 19.3 53.3 1.968 &
N= 135 135 135 135 135 135
SEC: C

Best 2nd 3rd d4th Sth 6th | Avg score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%5} (%) i %) Outof 6| Best=1
Mango kG 20,5 17.4 12.9 8.3 23 4.613 1
Berry 205 24.2 13.6 15.7 10.4 1.4 3.501 2
Leman 17.4 17.4 23.5 16.7 21.2 18 3.817 3
Crange 10.6 22.0 23.5 13.2 18.9 6.8 3.668 4
MNatural 0.6 9.8 18.2 22.7 26.5 12,1 3186 3
Chicken 2.3 .1 3.8 9.8 14.4 63.6 1.813 1]
N= 132 132 132 132 132 132
SEC:D

Best Znd 3rd 4th Sth 6th | Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) {%a) (%) (%) (%) (%%} Outofg_| Best=1
Mango 24.3 221 22.1 16.% 1.0 37 4.211 1
Berry 3.6 1.8 11.0 14.0 17.6 11.0 3.988 2
Lemon 14.0 25.7 25.0 16.9 12.5 3.9 3.941 3
Chrange 17.6 17.6 1.9 213 13.2 10.3 3.738 4
Matural .6 17.6 6.2 21.3 27.2 11.0 3217 ]
Chicken 2.9 il 58 9.6 18.4 58.1 1.902 &
Ne= 136 136 136 136 136 136
SEC: ALL

Best Ind Ird 4th Sth 6th | Avg. score | Rank
Sample (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) Outof 6 | Best=1
Mango 28.3 22.5 22.3 14.9 8.6 is5 4.369 1
Lernon 19.7 21.9 20.1 19.0 13.9 54 3.983 2
Berry 24.0 16.4 17.5 16.0 15.1 11.2 3854 3
Orange 17.8 19.0 18.0 19.1 17.1 8.9 3,742 4
Natural 8.6 14.7 15.8 22.5 27.5 11.0 3218 3
Chicken 1.7 36 6.3 8.6 17.8 58.9 1.847 6
N= 538 538 538 538 538 538




Table # 4(A-U): Comparison of Flavors
Children, Urban
Refl. (g5a,b,c,d,e,f)

SEC: A Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes Lemaon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.77 1.63 1.71 1.63 1.66 1.40
Flavor 1.80 1.80 1.69 1.63 1.71 1.43
Color 1.91 1.91 1.97 1.94 1.94 1.89
Ovwverall Preference 1.77 1.74 1.74 1.66 1.69 1.46
N= 35 35 35 35 35 35
SEC: B

|Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taste 1.81 1.69 1.75 1.62 1.66 1.47
Flavaor 1.78 1.84 1.72 1.66 1.66 1.41
Color 1.84 1.68 1.91 1.88 1.84 1.59
Ovwverall Preference 1.84 1.69 1,75 1.62 1.68 1.41
N= 32 32 32 32 32 32
SEC: C

Attributes Leman | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur, | Chick.
Taste 1.76 1.85 1.85 1.61 1.79 1.27
Flavor 1.76 1.85 1.85 1.67 1.79 1.33
Calar 1.88 1.94 1.94 1.91 1.88 1.76
COverall Preference 1.73 1.85 1.88 1.64 1.79 1.33
N= 33 33 33 33 33 33
SEC: D

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.72 1.81 1.75 1.67 1.72 1.67
Flavor 1.67 1.86 1.78 1.69 1.75 1.67
Color 1.83 1.89 1.97 1.94 1.89 1.83
Cwverall Preference 1.75 1.83 1.81 1.72 1.78 1.67
N= 36 30 36 30 36 36
SEC: ALL

Attributes Leman | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taste 1.76 1.74 1.76 1.63 1.71 1.46
Flavor 1.75 1.84 1.76 1.66 1.73 1.46
Color 1.87 1.90 1.85 1.92 1.89 1577
Overall Preference 177 1.78 1.789 1.66 1.74 1.47
N= 136 136 136 136 136 136




Table # 4(A-R): Comparison of Flavors
Children, Rural
Ref. {g5a,b,c,d,e,f)

SEC: A Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taske 1.85 1.74 1.82 1.82 1.82 1.47
Flavor 1.88 1.79 1.85 1.85 1.91 1.47
Color 1.94 1.91 1.94 1.97 1.94 1.74
Overall Preference 1.88 1.76 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.50
N= 34 34 34 34 34 34
SEC: B

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taste 1.74 1.82 1.91 1.78 1.68 1.44
Flavor 1.85 1.85 1.94 1.82 1.79 1.56
Color 1.94 1.94 2.00 2.00 1.88 1.74
Overall Preference 1.79 1.82 1.91 1.79 1.68 1.47
N= 34 34 34 34 34 34
SEC: C .

Attributes Lemaon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.66 1.69 1.86 1.80 1.66 1.48
Flavor 1.74 1.74 1.91 1.80 1.80 1.43
Color 1.89 1.89 2.00 1.94 1.88 1L ET
Overall Preference 1.71 1.7 1.88 1.80 1.80 1.46
N= 35 35 35 3s 35 35
SEC: D

Altributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.80 1.80 1.94 1.84 1.89 1.5
Flavor 1.91 1.80 1.89 1.84 1.88 1.45
Color 1.80 1.86 1.97 1.97 1.91 1.80
Overall Preference 1.83 1.80 1.9¢ 2,00 1.89 1.48
N= 35 35 35 35 35 35
SEC: ALL

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | MNatur. | Chick.
Tasle 1.76 1.768 1.88 1.84 1.76 1.48
Flavor 1.85 1.80 1.80 1.86 1.85 1.48
Colar 1.89 1.80 1.85 1.97 1.80 1.76
Overall Preference 1.80 1.78 1.91 1.8 1.81 1.48
N= 138 138 138 138 138 138




Table # 4 (A-B): Comparison of Flavors

Children, Urban + Rural

Ref, (qSa,b,c,d.e0)

SEC: A Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.81 1.68 1.77 1.72 1.74 1.43
Flavor 1.84 1.80 1.77 1.74 1.81 1.45
Color 1.83 1.81 1.95 1.96 1.84 1.81
Owerall Preference 1.83 1.75 1.81 1.77 1.78 1.48
N= 69 ] 69 69 69 69
SEC: B

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.77 1.78 1.83 1.71 1.67 1.45
Flavor 1.82 1.85 1.83 1.74 1.73 1.48
Calar 1.89 1.91 1.95 1.84 1.86 1.67
Overall Preference 1.82 1.76 1.83 1.71 1.68 1.44
N= G 6 66 & (14 66
SEC: C :

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | MNatur. | Chick.
Taste 1.71 1.76 1.85 1.71 1.72 1.38
Flavor 1.75 1.78 1.88 1.74 1.79 1.38
Colar 1.88 1.91 1.87 1,93 1.87 1.76
Cverall Preference 1.72 1.78 1.88 1.72 1.79 1.40
N= 68 68 68 68 68 08
SEC: D

Attributes Lemeon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur, | Chick.
Taste 1.76 1.80 1.85 1.80 1.80 1.58
Flavor 1.79 1.83 1.83 1.82 1.82 1.56
Color 1,82 1.87 1.497 1,96 1.90 1.82
Overall Preference 1.79 1.82 1.89 1.86 1.83 1.58
N= 71 71 71 a5 71 71
SEC: ALL

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.76G 1.75 1.82 1,74 1.73 1.47
Flavor 1.80 1.52 1.83 1.76 1.79 1.47
Color 1.88 1.90 1.96 1.95 1.89 1.77
Owverall Preference 1.79 1.78 1.85 1.77 1.77 1.47
N= 274 274 274 274 274 274




Table # 4(B-U): Comparison of Flavors
Infants, Urban
Ref. (g5a,b,c,d,e,f)

SEC: A Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | MNatur, | Chick.
Taste 1.74 1.71 1.83 1.51 1.66 1.23
Flavar 1.71 1.77 1.86 1.49 1.66 1.23
Caolor 1.74 1.86 1.94 1.66 1.80 1.60
Cvwverall Preference 1.74 1.71 1.83 1.51 1.69 1.23
N= 35 35 35 35 35 35
SEC: B

Altributes Lemon | Crange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.85 1.67 1.82 1.52 1.67 1.58
Flavor 1.85 1.73 1.79 1.55 1.73 1.48
Color 2.00 1.85 1.68 1.88 1.82 1.91
Overall Preference 1.85 1.70 1.82 1.52 1.67 1.58
N= 33 33 33 33 33 33
SEC: C

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taste 1.78 1.75 1.72 1.69 1.88 1.44
Flavor 1.75 1.81 1.75 1.66 1.84 1.38
Color 1.84 1.94 1.87 1.97 1.94 1.78
Owerall Preference 1.78 1.78 1.75 1.69 1.84 1.41
N= 32 32 32 32 32 32
SEC: D

Altributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.85 1.85 1.94 1.65 1.85 1.59
Flavor 1.85 1.91 1.82 1.68 1.85 1.50
Color 1.97 1.88 1.97 1.88 1.87 1.82
COwverall Preference 1.82 1.82 1.91 1.62 1,85 1.56
N= 34 34 34 34 34 34
SEC: ALL

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.81 1.75 1.83 1.59 1.76 1,46
Flavor 1.79 1.81 1.81 1.59 1.77 1.40
Color 1.89 1,88 1.94 1.84 1.88 1.78
Cwverall Preference 1.80 1.75 1.83 1.58 1.76 1.44
N= 134 134 134 134 134 134




Table # 4 (B-R): Comparison of Flavors

Infants, Rural
Ref. (q5a,b,c,d,e,f)

SEC: A Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.79 1.91 1.88 1.91 1.91 1.55
Flavor 1.79 1.94 1.88 1.88 1.85 1.55
Color 1.91 1.94 1.87 1.94 1.87 1.82
Overall Preference 1.82 1.91 1.91 1.88 1.91 1.55
N= 33 33 33 33 33 33
SEC: B

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taste 1.86 1.86 1.89 1.89 1.f2 1.58
Flavor 1.94 1.85 1.86 1.83 1.75 1.58
Color 1.88 1.89 1.64 1.87 1.88 1.81
Overall Preference 1.88 1.86 1.89 1.82 1.75 1.56
N= 36 36 36 36 36 36
SEC: C

Attributes Lemaon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.85 1.82 1.91 1.94 1.79 1.26
Flavor 1.91 1.79 1.51 1.88 1.76 1.42
Color 1.88 1.85 2.00 1.94 1.588 1.67
Qverall Preference 1.88 1.82 1.91 1.84 1.79 1.42
N= 33 33 33 33 33 33
SEC: D

Adtributes Lemon | Crange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.76 1.76 1.81 1.78 1.68 1.51
Flavor 1.78 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.65 1.49
Color 1.86 1.84 1.92 1.92 1.78 1.70
Overall Preference 1.73 1.76 1.81 1.78 1.68 1.54
N= 37 37 37 37 37 37
SEC: ALL

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mange | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.81 1.83 1.87 1.88 1.77 1.50
Flavor 1.86 1.86 1.87 1.86 1.75 1.51
Color 1.85 1.88 1.96 1.84 1.87 1.75
Overall Preference 1.83 1.83 1.88 1.88 1.78 1.52
N= 139 134 139 139 139 139




Table # 4(B-B): Comparison of Flavors

Infants, Urban + Rural

Rel. (g5a,b,cd,e.f)

SEC: A Mean Scores (Min 1, Max 2)

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.76 1.81 1.85 1.71 1.78 1.38
Flavaor 1.75 1.85 1.67 1.68 1.75 1.38
Caolar 1.82 1.90 1.95 1.78 1.88 1.71
Owerall Preference 1.78 1.81 1.87 1.69 1.78 1.38
N= 68 68 68 68 68 68
SEC: B

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.86 TI7 1.86 1.71 1.70 1.58
Flavar 1.80 1.80 1.83 1.70 1.74 1.54
Color 1.84 1.87 1.81 1.93 1.84 1.86
Overzll Preference 1.87 1.78 1.86 1.72 1.71 1.57
N= 64 69 69 69 69 69
SEC: C .

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.82 1.78 1.82 1.82 1.83 1.40
Flavor 1.83 1.80 1.83 1.77 1.80 1.40
Color 1.86 1.89 1.98 1.95 1.91 1.72
Overall Preference 1.83 1.580 1.83 1.82 1.82 1.42
N= G5 65 65 65 65 65
SEC:D

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Natur. | Chick.
Taste 1.80 1.80 1.87 1.72 1.76 1.55
Flavor 1.82 1.87 1.83 1.76 1.75 1.49
Color 1.92 1.86 1.94 1.80 1.87 1.76
Overall Preference 1.77 1.79 1.86 1.70 1.76 1.55
M= 71 71 71 71 71 71
SEC: ALL

Attributes Lemon | Orange | Mango | Berry | Matur. | Chick.
Taste 1.81 1.78 1.85 1.74 1.77 1.48
Flavar 1.582 1.83 1.84 1.73 1.76 1.45
Color 1.88 1.88 1.85 1.89 1.88 1.76
Qverall Preference 1.81 1.79 1.85 1.73 1.77 1.48
N= 273 273 273 273 273 273







Somra-MBL-NFO Limited

1/5 Block — E, Lalmatia Dhalka-1207, Bangladesh,

Phone:; 880-2-8114985, Fax:880-2-8112150
e-mail:somraig@citecheo.nat

‘ 29 Tune 2001

CLT RECRUITMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

ijecl:_DRS_F_'l' | Dhaka : 1 | Chittagong : 2 | Mymensingh - 3 | Dinajpur : 4 Urban—1 | Rural-2 |
Male : 1 __Female : 2 Reapondent Panel A 1 AX C
Elderly : 1 I Adults : 2 | Adolescent : 3 _| ~ Children - 4 | Infants : 5
Check status ] Listing - -

FI MName
Date .
Time : Start . am/pm End: ... a;m/p;m
FS Name

| Accompany call | Signature & Date : -

| Back check Signature & Date

| Scrutiny Signature & Date : o

| FC Name o

- Accompany call | Signature & Date | |
Back check Signature & Date |
Scrutiny | Signature & Date :
Present Address Pick — Up Address

| Respodent Pame:: o mims i Respondent Name @ ...

|

i Adress | BAUPEESY oo i S O
Land marks : Land marks : ]
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CODE OF | srsr 1«19e Wiwwla - SINE T8 Tigd Ga86 6 G99 79 o) ey garif «3e o= wiFe siem @
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s
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I 9
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|
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Q14. “{fERT0Ee Wi TS = (98 ©% T )¢
[3.000 511 *F= 1 | D
3,001 tat= 5,000 B 2 ¢ ||
5,001 ¢2tF 7,000 B 3 B
7001 B 91 ©@ @ 4 A
=45 Teawre! [ wid F9bee cFg w92 SEC Grid @3 “ A,B,C @3¢ D 93 74 Income Group
w7 A B,C @3z D «3 A7d i Jere 29
e
fee Grid « T2 «fEanas 21 s 60 IEs 738 4@ I TEm ARAad T T FAEANE (T2 00T
(g15) oy oy ( FITER IS & Whele T ) | B e Wi AetaR g mee 11-20/5-10/ 1 -3 3R
T (IO (A IR SWAE W9 A TR w0E FOE (207 O FOER (Y ey WA TR (T T 4
sifiratras WS ) @9e wEafere AR CLT @3 & FRbA 41 04 07e CFlE T9RY 508 g e Fare 404 |
1 T | ST 1R AT T5E Grid @@ 9 oEl ZrEtE, OR A A B () B faw
Grid
Sl | Y | Eeen Il | 5@ | l@@3 | sl
No EiR e | 207w | 1099w | 39w | o BR A
|
L | l
| |
famw s« YRR F 2 Tme @9 3OEET w9 AnE 7 ) @ sfsEE g Elderly (Male / Female)

351afST 91 7 G2 +ifF=m e Adults (Male / Female) 351EST w21 70a 411 | 492 =1 (3
sifaara @@ Adults (Male / Female) 0SS a1 23 12 #ifa<d 9t Elderly (Male /
Female) Tom@fee Tl 472 1 |

Elderly

=T

Male + [Adolescent (Male / Female) / Children(Male / Fernale)]

Female + [Adolescent (Male / Female) / Children(Male / Female)]

EEE

~Adults

Note :

1.

e

Infants (Male / Female)]

Male + [Adolescent (Male / Female) / Children(Male / Female)]

Female + [Adolescent (Male / Female) / Children(Male / Female) /

Infants TBETEE F95 797 TI402 TNF ANL 4906 302 | (7 OFE (52 90F Adults

fZws E5EEs = UE W

Children 35St s97 7@ @ Adults / Elderly %t 4503 ©1cF Adults / Elderly

ﬁ?ﬁa_ﬁw‘“—t_ Fiae T4 T0g = |
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( afsB Questionnaire w@=ij3 Pre-filling 37 Interviewer & fATs 04 1)

Respondent Panel ; A [F] | Respondent Panel : A [M] | Interviewer Panel (A) 1 | 2 3 4
Centre Code : Urban : 1 Rural : 2 | 5 | 6 7 8
Respondent 1D Code | * Elders I Adults Adolescent
‘Name of Interviewer : ' Interview | Start: am'pm, End: am/pm Date ; =1

Time i
Check by (Name) : ] Signature Date

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR BASIC SAMPLE — A

Part — I { Blind, in — use comparison between Current and New Concepts )

Shmls W QTR WA (SERATS! [ ARG ) TR €0 TEAER WA | AT 4F CH T A6 R O T
TerTs g | wiEerg FE W <R o BT T e e
=i AR wg Ry e 5 Sieme T9Ne HEre FEE | Wi 999 e o a3 w0 ne 99E, v
1ot @il A o = S WioHE Tee Wi |
[ Sample | G [ R ]
2 SPEAE WIS 9 TSNS (Rl (1% T0m, A AR E AR NE WO G AGE A eqne 7w |
Qla . 0% FEEAG S FE (AT FUE 2
aaa*ﬁ’iﬁcﬁﬁ(w A AEF/ATE B) B Tea Grid @ 5EE s 19ee T G s
Attributes Sample : | TG — A
| =raa e fora 4w 5
2. i e e B 4 |
3. 9ugs o sFe 7 WS A |
4%@%%% 4@ 2
5. fwen frs i @ = 1
6. e fafers
Qla 93 &b TomTes T ==l O Abs (2a fowm s |
Q2a. . AR FE .. L FTEIEALE (A oo A T 2
{cﬂmwﬁfgﬁmﬁwm | @wwﬁrqﬁ}
TS Sample : |
farg

Page -1

& part of the NFO worldwide Group of companies, a stralegic markeling planning and research consultancy, headquartered in the 1T/SA



(4da,

Q4b.

T

Sample -

ERCEREE:

“Tgamee s

[EECIERER:

7 fafery

vaopees | | wmxsnemmiEw| | «F aft syEnEe «n T o S e SeiEen @eme s w6

I FLE 7

HIAA FAZS

A |:] ATEEABLE T34 45% T 2 (19 BIF (219 T+ (Fg 4=4F 93w 71 | 559 g9g fagw )

Part — II { Opinion on New Concept — exposed )

e TrEE A QRS (VR0 AEER) A6 77 - B TS 9F AL B6 | WEe OF 4@ I[@E e W T
BIEE AT Toa @F w A (AT @R Arew wE Awd cEe A w0, ek [ o ety aeres s
QT Hy 49 FE Wiwes Fe 1Fe Wl 9 | OF €309 sheE Nies tedl AEE ANEEL 1 Gem | B w
CFUR A 1 A AT A FA0EA 2 AR WA S FE6! SEAN WA | O AT e T @S FE W
(F1€ -B o414/7T% B71) | T@2 9769 Grid @ U@ 97 ASFa T |

Code

3 Sy

| sz

| srzeaiene 71 wagease 79

HEEH ]

4E8 RO

e 42 T TerEred FEd 52 (SF S cofm T g o=l TeEE a1 ) Bew wwe fBryw )
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TT ~ Samlpe (17 :

[ = o cars amm | e A s faw | ]

Q5h. e OB FTEIEAG WIAEE F0E (U (FUNE 2
TR Gy (T ~ A MEAW/ATE W) | BoE Aves Grid @ AR Wit 39Ee 9TE @9 9 |

Attributes Sample : TS — A
. T i e o
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A s frg =E s A AEE T
= HAtaames s g _ s
g faw g < w17
. 71 fafE

ol Bl wlal—=

—b b | Ll | |

Q5b w7 sl Tormres W @M SiE Hisg Q6b fawmrn w4 |

Qeb. WA FWE oo, FEIEACE @ A T 7
( cofts = g o=l sagm 71 ) Tew agg )
| TETTE Samlpe{?nd} |
i REES
| m
!
| w7 e M
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R Samlpe(3™) - B ]
FeTaE T ey
s
fHEer b=
T
v fafea
[ = AfA care g7 [ e g crs |
Q5d. ... % FARAG TR FE F9E T 2
2155 C'"T'“i“ (?ﬂ\‘f A R /5TE war) | Bwe See Grid @ AR St 99he wE G I
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2. siTEe o o =F il |
3 muEE o e TiEE 1 A W 3 '
4, AT AR e g | T 7
| 5, g e g m _ 1
6. 73 fafEry
Q5d 47 gfels TemTed G SEF S0 SThe Q6d fErEer w5 |
Qnd. SIS FE o FEETE A T TR 7

(cﬁmw%yﬁwm | Bew waE fBrge )

TEEE

e T Toeg
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Tolre Samlpe(5™) -
e o em

EElCER I
ﬁﬁ'ﬁ "

| figew e

| AT i cdre TR | AR AR e

Q5f SR UOTTTUTPROPRRPOPR - 51 | - T | o | = B R e Gl A (40
FTER YA ( FT6 — A GHIF/ATE wqH) | Bed Weeg Grid @ FiR syrnee 79my e @ S99

Attributes Sample ; ) FE — A

1. %Ad fas e ekl B

2. sivwe fore fonm B = | 4

3. 9uaa fas farg GEe J1 YEe 7 3

4. =t sAfaare e o EEE 3

5. TPew ve g o AT i

| 6. 7= FfeE -

Q5f a7 sfefs vemTes T wEm SnE Ared Q6f fawe %94

O6E ot AR FIE o AR @, T AR D
( o T g 2ol Farga 71 1 Uw wee Y )

e _'. Samlpe(6") :
KilGEREES
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Q7d. wiefa [ | SENEAD (N AAGE T AT R0 2
( ©IF BT (419 Fos Tog o=-0 s a1 | Ten g3 fbrga )

Part — IV ( Concept of pleasant drink for Rrehydration)

Q8a W TETaw | | e W R @ e SR | G5 T @ I A (el pa wEmE
WEMEAEE AHE 7 9% 4 S S FO6 EArE IE | @ IATE Wi S 9 e wie
(FIE_ B T[S w4 | T2 T9my TE AEE e |

i | Code
| 493 sy 5
BTG 4
TSRS 7 WAROTAITS 7 3
AT 2
49T MRS |

Q8hb. oA 4% T Teres T 5 ¢ (©F O @y T fag ool sem A Yew e e
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( @fsf> Questionnaire 9=*73 Pre-filling %7 Interviewer ¢ s 274 1)

| Respondent Panel : AXC [Child] | Respondent Panel : AXT [Infant] | Interviewer Panel (A) | 1 [2[3]4]
Centre Code : Urban : 1 Rural : 2 | 516|178
Respondent ID Code | Children Infant Date - "

Name of Interviewer | Interview Time Start : ...........am/pm, End: . am/pm
| Check by (Name}) : | Signature : | Date -

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR BASIC SAMPLE — A (Sub — sample Children & Infants)

g3 Sub-Sample Questionnaire @ 5 (ATF 10 9999 @49 1 (40F 3 9999 [0ETE &BE EEM

Qa.

HAFFISFE G 20 |

§ corm 10 99979 IETTE (E0F CRUEE frEE S ereE weiwe e | Wi A I 4R 991 e g e
I &FE TUE Mrs A&EE 4 |

| (AT 3 e IO CRCF CTHE WY Wi W (F BATEE AISTs TR | GE CF0 (7 e AU e (R0 Gl

e SARTE A, S TS E [ (Y Wgete, SF T I, TR TeTe Gl - U Terefs FE e / (i 43
TETIS B G TE | | 5T A (0 I g W@ TS Sl (T C w66 ) | SR T 6 e
g Ftd TOTE fre e 09 & T BEEe A < M T Fere

ST STt R e wyuE | (9TF 3 T9TE T 0 [ (e A wene e 7 |

Part — I { Product test - 1)

T e TS (T2 [/ (N0 ) R 490 RN AeTE | ST OF ganas A Y o wE A e
TeTgs 51 | oo e ATEEas 26E oF O TS TeWs 4 |
wifyy wreiEn O ey e A R TeMe Tee BIEE | Wi 19 TEReTE 9% O IR e TR, v

| Sample | G [ R
2ie[m TS TR OF TSNS (1 o T, TEE A o A 418 e WeE Agha A 9rewne 7 |

| fifie syrem TyEEafs s e

% FIETE (YA (BT — A (ALE/5T8 919) | Taa 9059 Grid @ [ER Syeereg 79w 913 @9E s

Attributes Sample : =E — A
| = s F |
2. sttge o g B )
3. 94 ﬁ:r_‘ﬁ e i:ana'rﬁ ﬂ{
4. 7= e
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Q1b 9z 2l Termes T e St Jieg Q2h e w9 |

Q2b.

cereerren TOTHTE BE (ovvvereenns,, THENEAE 9 .. WA 2R 2

(mwﬁ%ﬁﬂﬂﬁwm | Te gee e )

A4
o
for

5 e 10 95989
L CELEH

IR e
(ETE O =92

ArEICEE ATOFE
wifEqsices TeTs

3 s 10 92T
(=

] (= 3 qER
(BT (I G

FrEleHE gl
TR TETS

5 it 10 T=9ag
T e

1 csts 3 w3
(eTE oI @9 W
SrresTE At/
=T ToTs

5 (urE 10 927ad
LA G

| (2T 3 qeitEd
CE0F (T T T

AT HEe
FFASH TS

ﬁTWWWmﬁTweﬂmmﬁg_w@mﬁmmm|

Part — II ( Blind, Flavor / Product test )
FFICSE G5O TR0 (0E [ (NEWE AN OF T T erE WPvE WEES 9 (IS @9

;

G W TETAE (T2 [ () @SB awle TE T WERA 4167R I dfels FEATE WiEml wrEel S Tohe

wwE | B (1 Tee ot Ura, eretaEr i e 7 9 e o weE 9y g, 3N a1 @ s, TR G B

By W@ TEIE TG W |

Sample Combination Grid

[ Combination No | 1 served 2 served 3" served 4" served 5" served 6" served
I. Lemon (L) Orange () Mango (M) Berry (B) Matural (W) Chicken (C)
P Crange (O) Mango (M) Berry (B) Matural (M) Chicken (C) Lemaon (L)
E1 Mango (M) Berry (B) Matural (M) Chicken (C) Lemon (L) Crange (0) |
4. Berry (B) Matural (N} Chicken () Lemon (L) Orange (0) Mango (M)
5: Matural (W) Chicken () Lemon {L) Orange () Mango (M) Berry (B) |
6. Chicken (C) | Lemon (L) Orange (0) Mango (M) | Berry (B) | Natmal (N) |
Page -3
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| ArdrEm #Aife cire 9o
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5 (9tE 10 T9wae
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TTF | B O A9 T N
M | wrsrew g .
FANA T TS
S w10 T
W || e 3 9o
T I Ee ]
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a5 TeS
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AT G
TR TEEE
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T | (B
| ] s 3 9mEe
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Q5d.

Q6d.

[ A1 A 4TS Fw

| S A e

| WE FEEA S1HEE SE (T (FLE 7
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TETE Sample (4™)
5 T 10 999ad
s (AT
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FrhAEcE TS
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| H4EA AT 4TS TR
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ATHE
s | (TF 3 IFTMAE
Gy | A T @R W
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( @ifefG Questionnaire ©=9+72 Pre-filling ta Interviewer & fars &4 1)

' Respandent Panel : C [F] | Respondent Panel : C [M] | Interviewer Panel (C) | 1|2 [ 3 | Centre Code :

' Respondent ID Code Adults Date :

' Name of Interviewer : Interview Time Start am/pm, End: am/pm
Check by (Name) : Signature : Date :

@

i

Qza

Sachet pack

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUB SAMPLE - C
(Pack type preference)
Adults only, Dhaka (Urban)

PART — I (Concept test )

G T ATEE YT SYTE B! TS 2] (Ut 55 I TR AP O WEHATHD BE (AT AR @Y 5 | 9
e 3 & GgEmrel 91 3 GF CoEniag 8 qaled FIEaid Aite (AUe IS | WA (ANAE oF Ateieis
AT AW B ATFIEFE 0o T3 |

TR IR SRS <F61 Sachet pack @9t Tetra pack @9 FTEEH (719 | #7100 G20 SFelg (WY (8

=4+ 71 | Sachet pack 4 F=EST “ETR &= =W, Tetra pack « =R FFde wagm Owe - 9 w=wlE
*ffe] el A |

| Sample | Sachet pack (S) | Tetra pack (T) |
| =i erereTe S ST B o AT o ||
First Respondent ID No ;

a1 Aeiea Ay SEeid o9 e 999, Sachet pack B / Tetra pack & ==mmg wwe web sz =@ | @
FI4TE AR R GF0 SC W0E | (FE- B (FA/9TT S77) | 57 q9EY 01 ATET T |

Card- B Sample : | Sample -
448 SEETAl] 5 5
ey a1 4]
SZATITS T WAL T 3 3
WARATAIN N 2 2
| 4FE ST ] ]
A GBI L ATCEIGE B SIS (A L, TEEETE FETE, SR O3 99 (39 0 a0

( =19 BT (o TP (F =+ s 71 | Gew wge g )

Tetra pack
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PART — II (Pack test )

TR 3 T Teamel T4 3 Tn bEawas GEAT T ¢ SAd GFEAE Sachet pack €3 WoF wE Tetra
pack 2% s 79w 1 Sachet pack 5T s@EER vTR fEome wne, fwres oyt e SieEs tos =9 s
E0T

<@ RS (1 R SfeT ERs W% @€ Pre-filling ¥ whE, o1F oY afft w@Es T arerw @3
W] W A ArEeETE T | S5 wpese Aeds aregian =W wiE wdEd o1 9redne T4 |

W W AR (TG FEW T 9 GG AT G1eue, TRen «F ey e wre wieEe Tewe wee
FIECa | Wi 7 @3 qfF FEE T S ush T TEae AU SAR, ©YR wivmE [ w4l TeEE
Tl SER] B S#AE oS WHE |

First Respondent 1D No :

|'1I:l

A .. ENEA16 WoAE FI0E I FE ?
ﬂ?ﬁ‘r"?rﬂiﬂ(%‘rﬁ Acﬁrﬂw-*trﬁ w?{ﬂ} | TER IR JUEE U0E DT T |

Attributes Sample .
_yErs [ fewrs wRuwme 2enE e W !
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| T A YEes aewd fmw o : 4 51 5
TR e pene We v Bl
| TEE T eATEnE eTE ME M TG 7 YRS 7
| AIEG G WEEaE 2eE e A | S
7. TS (LY TREE WE T 2eAE M M 43 A
& TEER G THE M
Q. MEAES G HTwa e g
10, fafes <A ereR e

O Wi | o] Ll | bd | b

— | | k|

oy Q3a AT TeNres T WE O ATvE Q4a e wEe |

.......................... G SOOI /3 | - Tl T 1 1 - OO £ 1471
( celf wgea g o==F waraa 1 | Taa gag &g )
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ST e
TeTTE foe A

JEEA TS
| BewE Tie g

TEE W el
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Bl

Q6.

Sample
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AIFLD N=a9Y
Tenrs faw

TS (e SEEE
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EAEAT =HE T
el

o

HETAEE 2757
csirera foe g

| Sample

=

GF7 TuEATS [ WA FH F B AN 16T T, G132 GTE] 1SR WAGALE OE AN 94 | SEed 5
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