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The Financial Picture
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Methods to address IPT
compliance and cost-benefit
challenges - at the grower level

1) Scorecard Matrix—Compliance
2) Cost-Benefit Spreadsheet



Carrier

Upstream Processor Warehouse Logistics Distribution Customer
Grain Buyer Supplier Platform Point-of-sales
Raw Material
Supplier

raceability—Logistics & Recall

N EE—

|dentity Preserved—Value Added
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Which Soybean is 1% low Linolenic,
Non-GMO, Roundup Ready?

® € &% ¢

#1 #2 #3 #4

Which Soybean can be traced
or identity preserved?



Scorecard Matrix

Categories

1. Controlling Standard (contract/regulations)

2. Performance Measurement (by entity & parameters)
3. Communications (producer/buyer)

Criteria Measured

A) Breadth (amount of data)
B) Depth (the distance forward/backward data is recorded)
C) Accuracy (as measured by labs, field tests)



Categories

1. Controlling Standard (contract/regulations)
2. Performance Measurement (by entity & parameters)

3. Communications (producer/buyer)



Criteria Measured

A) Breadth: describes the amount of information or
data the system records.

B) Depth: describes how far back or forward the
system tracks recorded data.

C) Accuracy: as measured by labs, field tests; the
degree of conformity of an actual (true value)
measured to the standard (required).



Scorecard Matrix

7,
%’f:ﬁ
mred) Measured (actual) Ihiference
IPT Traitis) f =x|1) Controlling Std (contractEegs )
Attnbute(s) Success Ay Seed Purity (98%0)
Scorecard (e.g., 1) Output Punty £ 0.002-0.005 1| 3] 0.980 1 3 < U.Q?B) 1.00 1.00] 0.9980
argatic product, far- (1) Other punty data (pts.) 1l 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
wage, pasture-fed, E) Tolerance Lewvel (pts) 1 1 1 1 1.00 1.00
ete. ) (1)  Other tolerance data
* 2120 Performance Measurement (as %) (as %)
Entity/P arameters
E =Ereadth A% Primary Entity (farmer, etc))
{actual (1) Inputs (pts.) 2 3 1.0 a0 0.50 1.00
number of (a) Seed purty-98. 0%
measuretnents (1) Operations (pts.) 2001 14 155.0 a1 0.93 078
andfor (a) Chemicals data
data pomts) {b) Storage
(o) Cleanouts
D =Depth (dy Inspections cropfHeld 0.98 0.9800 1.0000
1 =farmer () Tests (pts.) 151 3 135 2.2 0.90 073
2 = farmer + {a) Field tests (4) 0,938 0.9600 0.9796
1 entity (b)Y Laboratory tests (&) 0. 28 05750 09949
3 = farmer + (iv) Administrative (ots.) 50| 3 450 20 0.901  0.67
2 entities {a) Tramming penods
(b Data collection




Scorecard Matrix

Continued
Std (requred) Measured (actual) Difference
A = Accuracy {c) Inspection, records
(degree of (w) Certification (pts.) 1l = 1.0 3.0 1.00 1.00
conformity {a) Organic
atdfor by IS0
tneasuretnent B) Buyer mspections
paratmeters; (1) Operational (pts.) sl 4 48 32 0,60 080
determined (1) Administrative (pts.) 3 5.2 2.1 0.74 070
by tests, () Tests (4) 0.98 0.9700 0.9898
audits, etc.) ) Thrd-Farty nspections
(1) Operational (pts.) 201 4 14.9 37 0.75 0.93
(i) Administrative (pts.) 151 3 13.0 2.0 0.87 0.67
() Tests (4) 0.98 0.9780 0.9980
I Grader (pts.) 5 2 4.5 2.0 0.90 1.00
*2 |5 Communications (ProducenBuyer)
A% Production MNomenclature (pts) 251 3 220 2.4 0.8H 080
() Ut size
i) Product
{m)  Other mputsByproducts
B Trat(s)iAttribute(s) (pts.) S0 3 46.5 2.1 0.93 0.70
i)  Dataprocess(s) of mterest
(i) Mleasurements —
(iif) Test Methodolg T
Weighted Average Score
Accuracy Range (Min, Max) 0.960 0.980 (0.901| 0.895




Data Points

IPT Measurement Score }
Least Rigor Nt Rigor £
©
600 Rigor Scale _ o
i 89.5% of Required
2 Depth N
500 - i 3 Required \\\\
Depth _ Required
& Breadth e Type of IPT Actual
400 >
T )
= ® Required Overall
— [«B]
300 — g E SR, g Score 89.8%| |
§ 2 d .
= @ i 100% 89.8%
200 — g’ Required — Required dat
a w 1 90.1% of
Required \ Breadth
100 : \ Required ||
0

nil

80%

95% 75%

Purity Level Measured

98%

97.8%

99.99%



Scorecard Matrix Results

1. Using this matrix can enhance the ability to evaluate
Controlling Std, Performance Measurements, &
Communications compliance regarding measured criteria.

2. It also points to areas of strength and weakness within an IPT
program.

3. This format can be expanded, especially if it becomes evident
that particular areas lend themselves to weakness or
shortcomings.



Cost-Benefit Spreadsheet

Categories

1. Revenue

2. Costs
a) Pest Mgmt/Fertilizer Data/Costs
b) Capital Fixed Costs
¢c) Working Variable Financial Costs
d) Post Harvest Data/Costs

e) Etc.
Criteria—Purity Level
Std n/a
IPT1  5.0%
IPT2  2.0%
IPT3 1.0%

IPT 4 0.1%



Back Ground Information

Item Measu
Personal Information
ID Number 1 2 3 4 5
IMame Bill Smmuth
Address Ames T4 50014
Phone # 515123 4567
Einal 1suihastate. edu
General Information
Crop Planted soybeans L Soybeans | UL Soybeans | TL Soybeans | UL Soybeans
Crop Vanety Planted DER 2752
~top ACres acres Al 2l AU ALl 0]
Gramn Yield bufacre 55 55 55 55 55
Prewviously Planted Crop in Field Corn Zorn Corn Corn Corn
Type of [P System Hone MNon-GMO | Non-GMO | Hon-GMO | MNon-GMO
_ _ TTtra Low TTtra Low Ttra Low TTtra Low
Trait(s) andior Attribute(s) of Interest Hone Linolenic Linolenic Linolenic Linolenic
ourly Wage Informatio
MManagement Eihr £25.00 $25.00 F25.00 $25.00 F25.00
Labor Fihr F15.00 £15.00 F15.00 f£15.00 $15.00
Meeting, Off Season Fihr F40.00 £40.00 F40.00 £40.00 F40.00
Contract or Hired Professional Eitr £30.00 £50.00 £30.00 £50.00 £50.00
Operating Assumptions
Grain Hauling, Serm Bimile £0.250 $0.250 £0.250 $0.250 £0.250
Interest, Carry-on Operating Ioney Yalyr 8,00 8500 8,00 200 H.00
Capital Interest Yodpr &.00 &.00 &.00 .00 .00
Personal travel mileage Fimile $0.500 F0.500 $0.500 F0.500 £0.500
Personal travel meal expense Fiday £50.00 £50.00 £50.00 $50.00 £50.00
ngoal travel overnght epfnse Fiday $100.00 F100.00 $100.00 F100.00 £100.00




$/Bu. Sold

$25

Purity Level to IP Cost/Bu. lllustration

$20 $20.00
$18.00
Profit/Bu.
$15.00
$15 — E Costs/Bu. $9.45
$9.20
$10.35 $6.63
$10 $8.53 / $2.27
$2.62
_ $10.55
$5 $8.08 $8.37 $8.80
$5.91
$0 -
Std IPT1 IPT2 IPT3 IPT4
n/a 5.0% 2.0%0 1.0% 0.19%

Purity Level Required




Cost-Benefit Results

1. This format enhances the ability to evaluate various
production purity levels (and associated costs) to their
particular market price.

2. This method reveals particular areas of strength & weakness,
throughout a variety of IPT purity levels.

3. The spreadsheet can be used as a forecast tool to evaluate
trends in order to determine what purity level of production
would be most appropriate.



Methodology Evaluations

Scorecard Matrix

*The Scorecard can be an efficient, easy to use tool,
to evaluate Traceability compliance

*Reveals possible lapses, where software, auditing, and
laboratory testing lack an holistic view of
production.



Methodology Evaluations Cont.

Cost-Benefit Spreadsheet

*This Cost-Benefit Spreadsheet, can provide a more
concise comparison of financial data, for the
purposes of evaluating ldentity Preserved crops.

*Provides a quantitative tool to measure production
purity comparisons

eImprove system’s cost control analysis



Thank you.
Questions?

Gregory S. Bennet - gsbennet@iastate.edu
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