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Management Summary

In this report, Eosta presents the true cost of various fruits &anegeTdideasedntegrategrofi®loss (IP&Ll) is the
firstSmall and Medium Sized Ente@M$gaq do so. It is part of Egtairney to continuously lead and innovate in (organic)
food & farming.

Value creation is what drives investors to invest and it informs decision making by business leaders to ni2utage their bu
in realityruevalue creation is hidden undeutifece and merely a qualitative factor in investment or busine3$hdecisions.
reason being that companies create externalities, positive and negative, that remasnvelcaempiieetBeing aware

of 6éwhat gets me abastharedore tagee thesinitiatizentastpe Medsuringits @rtie) value creation by mee
of a true cost accounting pilot for which the results are presented ketinig thpopilot reveals the impact of the company,

of value that usually renfadden with most compaiiesta is the first SME in the food & agri business to present such results

This pilot revedithat socieconomic impacivilihoods) as well as climate change remain the most significantcinspacts to fo
on. But we alsmuhd thaté#lth, due to negative pesticide impacts, is material to consumers for certain fhlés.and vegeta
For Apples we found a 0,19 cents differenceglén kggdct whEnstand nowrganic are compared, favoraleofat a 6 s
organic appleBhe2015integrated P&L at Eosta iesiebwibelow
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We use the dotted bar to illustrate the impactaigamorirading compame © lack of dataave not able &stimate
the economic impact ofoiganic compankas include it in owaghs for comparative purposes

The resulting integrated P&L for this pilot is an indgishsdsm reliable and robust set of method@ggiesformance
indicator¢gK P Jaildsapproaclht is focused on a limited number of impact catbgen#wers are left olihe selection of
impact categories is based on a previously conducted materialitylbissessigeized thattfer work is needed to include
more impacts as well as to improve data accthragypactsncludedThe nexstep is to broaden and deepen the scope of
analysisThenost importaimhprovement areasrently identifiettlude



1. Inclusion of water scarcity, the pilot focused on water quality (emissioNatar wedecjty data requires more
detailed datan local data sources which is currently lacking.

2. Inclusion of soil fertifiiy this integrated P&L, only soil erosion has beenSuildeddity is a complex topic and

strongly subject to debistereover, soil fertility is partially intedreatidenence part of future earnings. This topic

requires further work with a wider group of stakeholders and experts from the organic as weifasiérom the nor

movement.

Inclusion of livelihood impact measurement at farm level, supporgd by local d

More detailed data gathering on pesticide use to support more details life cycle assessment of health impacts

5. The current integrated P&L at Eosta level is a consolidated P&L based on the data of several farms. More data i
to get a more refihand robust result.

6. Another one could be linkage/referehheesiestainable development goals of the Unite¢SNat(pidss

A w

Thecompletéramework with all impact categories inchaesimatically shdvaiowmapped onto the Sustainability Flower
which serves as the underlying sustainabilitizostaleises the Sustainability Flower as a model to evaluate, manage ant
communicate the sustainability achievements of organic growers.
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1 IntroductiariTrue Cost Accounting for Food, Farming & Finance

Multiple crisedrom the now chronic economic crisis, through the alarming increaselafatlittieases and antibiotic
resistance, to climate c¢hangeodcalhfa lalradicagchange infneaswmingn and v
consequently, taking informed deci-definedinsorder to overaomeé pevarset s
incentives in the investmémbdand farming sector. Sustainable development depends on our ability to correctly account
economic, environmental and social costs, risks and dependencies, and integsitg b eladistomaking tool.

Several initiatives have emerged in the last few years, with a view to support this emerging need, inclitdihg: the Natul
Potocol (NCP), Social Capital ProtocolT{g&CE)vironmental and Economics of Biodiversity for Food and Agriculture (TE
AgFoodBioNext, teustainable Organic Agriculture Action NetworkHS@as\well as several overviews and guidance
documets of the World Busin€ssincifor Sustainable Development (WBCSD). While these initiatives offer harmonize
frameworks for businesses, the choice of metrics is left open to users. In partedlgni8MiEe on Key Performance
Indicators to us® fissessing and monetizing societal impact of their operations.

Given the emergence of available standards and practices, it was decided to take it to the next level far fEtegta in the for
projectBased on the Nigdnewor&nd in accordanwith the outline of SOAAN/IFOAMproposed to develop a practical

tool for True Cost Accounting in the Fjrizomiaind Farming sectors (HEAF ) . I n particular, the
stage will be developed with metrics specifiotu@amnironmental and social performance of SMEs engaged in finance
food and/or farminbhe outcome beirguainesshared TGAF Dashboard to measure and monetize impacts on planet and
peoplelt provides insight into the key set of iMpadiinate objective of the-FERtool is to overcome perverse incentives

in small and medium food supply chains, in support of ethical enterprises and dgragndisantiisgpiloare the

following:

1 Financenonitoring and reporting on thedstiefdinancing of Triodos &afRLS Gemeinschaftsbank (Germany)
by applying the Dashboard for Profit/Loss balance sheets; ancttareassessments.

1 Foodmonitoring and reporting on the true cost of food of NataredRebtemebaum, bypbjing the Dashboard
for the communication of the true cost of food in the market place.

1 Farmingmonitoring and reporting on the true cost of small andizeetbganic) farms supplying the above
mentioned food partners, with a view to generatiatednsapplyhain assessments. IFOAM will oversee the
application of the Dashboard to assess the true cost of farmmgkerpaitg/or sustainghlecurement agents.

This project is carried out by EY and Soil & More InighgtiGhdlready carried out a series of true cost assessments on
different fruit and vegetable as well as coffee, tea and deligirssifol;n different regions worl@¥idwas been involved
in the development of the Natural Capital Protocol.



2  Scope anobjective of the pilot project

The initial part of this project is focused on a subset of impacts. Hence the pilot deinadgadmmplete overview of all
environmental & social imp&eg.Performarindicatoriave beeidentified for mdigng economic, environmental and
social performance, based on international and-agsteestameworks and methodologies, thefh AORDeEd ar(d
Agriculture Organizatibtihe UNjustainability Assessment for Food and Agriculture sy3tGuisl¢BidsA Natural Capital
Coalition, TEEBAgFoodtlem@&/BCSD. These frameworks will also guide methodological steps, such as the definitiol
boundaries according to spheres of influence, participatorypfdedictitimbevant materialitgleance and pragmatism
following th80/20 rule (80% of impact is made with 20% of indi&tdesgnvironmental KPIs are relatively developed,
monetary valuations and approaches largely differ. Social KPIs are in an early stage of develofomesuahdamonetiza
Quality Adjusted Life Years for health, provides challenges that require a different approach, such as tigp Subjective
Valuation. The interpretation and integration of existing frameworks is required for SMEs, as wetigathagresmeaent am
common dashboard for monetizing impacts and dependencies.

The impacts that are includibe ianalysis inclutie following

1. Livelihoodé pr i marily consisting of t h e Atsthe arioroerEestachaso mi ¢
insuffiaént reliable data availablev@iihoods at farm level

2. Healtldwith a primary focus on consumer tmgaith due to pesticide expddloker Safety is also accounted for
although it is found to play a minor role.

3. Climate primarilglue to greenhouse gas emission<andNeO) and carbsequestration. This incltides
scope 3 emissionsapplied/purchased organic @memicahputssuch agertilizers and pestd disease control
products

4. Wateb primarily due to watetytioin. Eosta does not have sufficient water scarcity data available to measure th
impact in a reliable Widerefore, this impact is estimated based on water use and water pollution.

5. Soild Soil is limited to soil erosion. Sail fertility is leficopealue to the lack of consensus on how to measure and

value it.
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The producasid countries of origiscope of our assessmettafellowing:

Apples Argentina

Tomatoes Netherlands
Pineapples Costa Rica

Lemons Chile

Oranges Egypt & South Africa
Pears Argentina

Avocados Kenya

Grapes South Africa

Carrots Netherlands

Tabld - Products in scope and country of origin

Applesfrom Argentingomatoes, pineapples, lemons, orpeges, avocados, grapes and carrots. For the majority of the
products data come from 1 farm with the exception of oranges where data come from two farms. For our fzalculation, the
oranges are averagdteré/ever possible we use conventioira ffata from same supdlfethey had both organic and
conventional fields. Generally, but in particular regarding pineappleting is seerthat more and ongamic/biological

practices are adopted even within the conventionatfidmsesbithe differeimcenpachut is a good signal that organic
practies are actually payingeifer.



2.1 T h&ustadnability Flodwer f r amewor k as foundati on

Eosta is one of the wusers of t heevau&8e mdnagée and tomrhunitaie the | o
sustainability achievements of organic gidwimnsnalkKPIlframework that underlies the Sustainability Flower measures
sustainability impadig ninalimensions: six dimensions for the Bah&ater,Ar, Animals, Plants,Energy) and three
dimensions for Peofldt(ral Social an@conomicdife, renamed by EOSTAvaedomlustice an8olidarity). For a more

intuitive visual presentatioraccordance with the approach of tH@OERAfRowardsTrue Cogiccountinghesenine
dimensions were regrougediwedimensions: Sociakeeédomlustice an&olidarity), Soil, Water, Biodivessitggls and

Hants) and Climatér @ndenergy). Healtas not included in the original groemted framewdnkt was added faCA

purposes.

The sustainability flower was developed from 2009 onwards by antlmé&taakohptominent pioneers and innovators
of the organic movement, operating as the "Belbis Desert Club". Among them are thadetmdérbantia, Alnatura,
Eosta / Nature & More, IFOAM, Lebensbaum, Rapunzel, Schaatlié ASskeration, Soil & More, and others. For each
aspect of the flower? Wéresdefined on the basis @Gldiml Reporting Initiad@IGuidelies.

Below a mapping is peréal of thibowerthe impact categories in scope as well as the t(B@iBdrpleb ot t om | i
an indicative waterfall diagtarthe Profiategor\tivelihoods represents the economic value creatioridryd E@stnt
stakeholdetsvolvedvhichincluegsnet profit, employee benefits and government taxes.
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2.2 Graphical presentation in this report
Within the report, we typisa#iythe following two types of presentation:
Livelihoods  Climate Soil

L+ ﬂ
+ : Ju m

Comparison organic (yellow)-orgamic (grey)

True
Value

Firstly we present a waterfall didgfetmand graph aboue)a waterfall presentation all individual impact areas are added up
in a cumulative way, enabliigyalization of materiality as well as revetdiradvtilae. As opposed to the waterfall diagram

we use comparative diagr@gisthand graph abowe)reveal the difference between the organic anebithanicon
alternative. This allows for a better comparison of the individual impact areas.

2.3 Roadmap of TCA until 2018

This pilot is an initial step in the innovation and application oAdecaen@ingt(TCA) in the food & agri sector. This pilot
demonstrated that valuable insights can be gained from TCA and that it can be used to transform businegses by informir
makers. It is also recognized that further steps be made to neat@bli€Aantbmore complete in terms of cblarege.

the pilot is just an initial step in a more comprehensive initiative to further professionalize, innovate ahdthiainstream TC
section we highlight the most important aspects that needktbleda i n 2017 an d-foB0ulr8p otsoe dma k

1. Making TCA more roRusgtecifié for several of the fruits & vegetables in the underlying study, generic data was use
This is especially true for theemmiomic as well as the humanldagitects. For instance, to account for the
pesticide impacts, median impact data was used as no specific pesticide application data was available as farm
next iteration is needed to make TCA moreT$erifitusion of water scarcity avitleaifeeeded to make the TCA
more complete.

2. Inclusion of balance sheet concéppsesent TCA is focused on P&L accounting. Balance sheet concepts are not
taken into account in the majority of TCA initiatives. A balance sheet conceptfslaapecadyiars tsoil
degradation as it enables to account for time effects eefegod tvganic mat@OM, humus)ib-upwhich
typically extends several years or even decades. A balance sheet concept enables assefoomiabiléyahinking
well as social capital.

3. Inclusion of soil fertjlizater scarcybiodiversilyThe food and agri sector starts and ends with soil being its most
important asset. This pilot has a limited sSiopelasion to sadnly soil erosioms included. Soil fertility as driver
for sector sustainability is therefore a critical next step to make. A similar argument can be made for biodiversi
soil fertility as well as biodiversity are challenging topics which currently atmsbjéds foidative will need to
align teexistingnitiatives in the marketaddition, water scarcity will be considered in a later version as many of th
products are actually sourced from water scarc®uegigribe creation of this rep@search proposal on soil
fertility was already in the making.



Mainstreaming within the sector through transparency & tilicey speto enable mass adoption is to provide
transparency over methodologies used including their assumptitioes& Itimiill help to attain continuous
improvement over the years to follow. It is also envisaged to develop a pragmatic tool for the following users:

a. SME®s an ddMore ang mareaftoe & agri business take responsibilities over their supply chai
impacts. In reality howewanycompanies struggle with gathering dalvasit farm/supplier level. A
pragmatic data gathering solution could help companies overcome suclt glililleelpeshese
companies provide transparency over theictgipplylt will also help them drive supply / sourcing
decisions in search of long term value creation.

b. Farmers / growerSarmers struggle withtdalay decisions that impact long term profitability over short
term income. A pragmatic tool to hegr detommendations and insights to farmers may help to drive field
level sustainabilifijhis could especially be useful if longer term cash flows (driven e.g. by internaliz
externalities) could be visualized made specific for farmers. Thethieieijtiatikie a tool is envisaged
t hat can be readily applied in the fidled t o e
sustainability.

c. Consumeisa consumer TCA dashboard could enable consumer buying decisions.

d. Banks & Investors



3  Results & interpretation

In this section, we present our results at company as well as product levedstbaiatfmottatt company and product
levelthe economic capital impaicthe neorganic equivalent of Ecataotbeestimated. Emablethecomparisothese
impacts are depicted as equbaéimpacof Eostand marked with a question.mark

3.1 IP&L

Figurel shows the IP&L accaidirEosta for 2015 compared to-arganic fruits & vegetables trading compatywas
modelled based on industry averages and the assumption that margins of evgganicaard sonilar
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Figurd - Eosta vs dfrorgaiccompaniP&L accoufar 2015

Due to lack of economic data, the Livelihoods impactafin@icioompany is assumed to be equal to the Livelihoods impact
of Eosttherefore the difference in impact is ad¢sleezerblowever, whempared tineimet profitEosta contributes to
atotalpositive impact to Livelihoods that cxapately 5 times largae Safety impact is negligible and therefore left out from
this graph.

The most significanteliéince in impact occukseatith with tin@norganic ecopany showing approximatedyitiord  lera r g
negative impact. This impéditysattributed to the use of Pesticides thafrendthp farto the consum@&or k er ds h e ¢
due to pesticide use is also taken into account in this assessment but considered negligible given the data a\
Counterintuitively, Eosta shows a small contritutibleatth mpact of 0, 25 -spécifid esstatais O . Th
derived based on primary data on encountered pesticide residues. Eosta reports pestdit€s28%6mirgaperimens

tested and thereftine calculated approximate reduction of pestjuaa¢s fion Eosta produce is 88(&3 section 4&

more details on this approximation)
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Compared to thbovethe differensbetween the two compani€dimatandwWateareless distineind were estimatid

0,5and 0,0milliond r e s pTais resultvsieolvs/tieespite the large diffeeimn production methods, organic and non
organic produatan havsimilar impact in terms of GHG emissions and Water use and quality. Nevertheless, organic prc
outperform narganiproductandthereforéelp reduce the respective impacts.

Andher interesting finding is the difference in inguletséimated at approximateh8  mi. Qut pilod showé thadst

nonorganic produdend tchave aegativémpact on soil while organic products show a positive impact and therefore hel
inceasinglyo reduce soil erosidfe expect this difference to be considerably largerfavtiigisodken into account in

further work.

3.1.1 Livelihoods impacimore detail

Besidetheirs har ehol der s, a variety of other stakehol ders be
the Dutch government. The figure below presents a more detailed view of the economic value creation al distribution
2015.
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HgureZ - Livelihoods impact breakdown

The values in the figure above, account only for the economic value creation in the Netherlands as repontedlby Eosta in
report. Therefore, they do not capture the econoroieateplicpstream of the company (farm level).
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3.1.2 Division afpact t&€limate

The climate impact was assessed by calculating the carbon footprint of the various produEi® 6/ l&edd. torexGHG
protocol was used as a reference guideliaem Téveel emissions including soil emissions and carbon sequestration wher
applicable was modelled using the Cool Farm Tool.
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5.000
0
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tCO2

-10.000
Farm Packing & Transport EOSTA Carbon sequestration

Figure - CQe emissiora products in scapeer Eostasgipplehain

At farming level, the fatigyemission sources were taken into consideration:
1 Fertilizer
1 Field energy
1 Soil quality/characteristics and management
1 Biomass management

At packing & transport level, the following emission sources were taken into consideration:
1 Distance from fielddoal packhouse and means of transport
1 Energy use
1 Packaging materials

AtEostdevel, the following emission sources were taken into consideration:
1 Energy use
1 Packaging materials

Carbon sequestration was already covered at farming level.

It should be noted thatptheking: transporémissions are for the most part in the country of origin. Overseas transport
contributes very litdethe total
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3.1.3 Division of impact to Water

The waté@npact was assessed using the guidelines ddlthatdofootprint network. The actual modelling was done using the
FAO8s publicly available tools ClimWat and CropWat.
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Figurd - Green, Blue and Grey water footoirg 6fB 6 s pr oducts [ n scope

The green water footprint piesiee consumption of the water, naturally available to the plant such as rainwater stored in
soil. The blue water footprint presents the consumptitimadisyatevided to the plant through irrigation, takeniaficem s
orground wategservios. To model both the green and blue water footprint, the following parameters are required:

9 Basic climatic data such as precipitation, sun hours, wind etc.

1 Croptype
1 Soil type
Thegrey water was asseasefleh ut wasndt moneti zed. due to high level o
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3.2 Total Valdgosta vs namganic

In this sectiome presetite Total Value analysdosfdor 2015. It is important to note that it is not the ultimate objective of
ourTot al Val ue anal ysi sthetcampdigelfOurgeantitatve ahdlysisiop thesvalum 6reatioa in thee  f
different impact categoigemeant tprovide insight in their individual magnitude and materialitijisidaabesisan

provida fundament to inform decisiaking on how these impacts can be influenced.

Caution is needed when adding up the different impact categories as this could oversimplify issues andiieven blur the o
For instance, human rightsissntesan or gani zati onds supply chaiznights.oul d n
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Figuré - Total Value of Eoktlr 20151 a waterfall presentation

From the above figure, we see that Eosta creates sigtiffecaatysoltieLivelihoods and Suilile he largesteagative

value is created in the Climate and Water categoriatsosleaitls a smakgativémpactfrom pesticide exposiige

negative impact to Safetgtiger negligibl®verall, we sémat Eosta creates a positive value for the environment, society and
itself.

In contrasEigure resentthe estimated Total Value of thergamnic fruits & vegetables trading company.
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Figuré - Waterfall presentatithe Total Value of aerganic company similar to Eosta

As mentioned, we assume a similar positivéoifpatd regarding Livelihdodsl remaininmpactsnegative value is

created. Especially large, is the impact in Health due to thdcidesofOpesall, Fighishowshat despite the positive

impact ihivelihoods, nanganic companies have a negative impact to the environment and society. As mentioned previou:
expect the total impact to be considerably larger when acsoilfietitiifyand biodiversity impaxdtsororganic products
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3.3 ResultEostars nofrganidruits & vegetables

In the following sectiome illustrate the results for the individual products within scope of our pilot. The impacts are presen
U per kg of produthe Safety impact is negligible at kg level and therefore is left out from the graphs.

3.3.1 Apples
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Figure - Apples dashboard

Organiapples are estimated to contributegithoods with 0jB4g.

Additionallys presented in the figure abewmst significant difference in He@th 1 9 0 / k g3pples hismegstivd r o m
impact is almost entirely attributed to the use of pediicidgsl 0 / -krganid¢ apple€ut of all products in scope

apples perform the worsheHealthmpact categorihisouldbeexplainellythe particularity of applying pesticides as close
as 5 to 7 days before harvest . Thlavkeee applesscoletiverstiaterens i n |
of pesticide residues.

In Climateapplesshowa negligible differermstween organic and-oanic The impact of organic anebmyamiavas
estimated approximately, 1 0 éachk g

InWater,apples shoa di f f erence of 0, 01 0 /-deggnic afiplesewas estpmatedtat 0002 and r g -
0,030/ kg respectively.

1EWG website (2016), Dirty Dozérithistiwww.ewg.org/foodnews/dirty_dozen_list.php
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In terms of impact3oil, the difference between organic amidyanigs calculatedht 0, 05 O/ -krganicpldsi | e n
showa negative impact on soil through soil erosion, organic applesvartdhdlynegativeffect and create value of
0,010/ kg.

CAMPAIGN IMA®ARYy organic apples and save 27 sick days*.
(*per hectare and year)
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