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Introduction

Introduction

Most food manufacturers have a reasonably clear picture of their planned costs. Bills of
materials are documented. Standard labor rates are set. Overhead is allocated
according to formulas that have been in place foryears. On paper, the cost of producing
a case of finished goods looks predictable.

The problemis what happens between the plan and the actual production run.

Ingredient yields come in below standard. A line runs slower than expected for two hours
due to a changeover. A batch of raw material arrives at a higher price than the purchase
order indicated, and that variance sits unresolved in accounting for three weeks.
Meanwhile, the finance team closes the month using cost figures that do not reflect any
of this. The CFO reviews gross margin and sees a number that is, at best, an
approximation.

Research across the food processing sector consistently shows that manufacturers
operating without real-time costintegration typically carry a gap of 3 to 6 percent
between their reported cost of goods and their actual production economics.

For a manufacturer with $50 million in annual revenue, that gap can represent $1.5 to $3
millioninuntracked cost exposure every year.

This white paper examines why cost visibility is structurally harder in food manufacturing
than in most other industries, where the gap most frequently opens, and what an
accurate, connected cost architecture actually looks like in practice. It is written for
CFOs, Finance Directors, and Operations leaders at mid-market food manufacturers
who are responsible for the numbers and who already suspect the numbers are not
telling the full story.
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Why Cost Visibility Is Harder In Food
Manufacturing

Cost managementinfood manufacturing shares the same basic mechanics as any
other processindustry: you buy inputs, convert theminto outputs, and try to ensure
the value of what you produce exceeds the cost of producingit. But several
characteristics specific to food manufacturing make tracking that conversion

accurately far more difficult.

Perishable
inventory value

Batch and Lot
variability

Hurdles in Cost
visibility in food
Variable yield manufacturing

Inputs

Ingredient Costs
Fluctuation

Multiplant operations

Perishable Inventory Changes Value With Time

A pallet of fresh protein that costs $4.20 per pound on Monday is not worth the same on Friday.
Standard costing models treat all inventory as static until it moves. In food operations, itis never truly
static. Shelf life and the practical cost of holding stock that may require markdowns or write-offs must
be factoredinto any accurate valuation.

Why Cost Visibility Is Harder in Food Manufacturing
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Batch and Lot Variability Means No Two Runs Cost the
Same

)

Evenwhen the formulais fixed, actual input weights, moisture content of raw materials, and yield from
a given lot vary between runs. Two batches of the same SKU, run on the same line in the same week, can
carry materially different actual costs. If the costing system averages across batches rather than
capturing each lot individually, those differences are absorbed into a number that may not reflect the
true economics of any single run.

Variable Yield Inputs Are Normal, Not Exceptional

For processors handling proteins, produce, or dairy, the weight of the finished product is not fixed at
the time of production. A10-kilogram nominal block may weigh 9.7 kilograms or 10.3 kilograms. In
high-volume operations, even small per-unit weight variances accumulate into significant cost
differences. Systems that use standard fixed weights rather than actual recorded weights are
structurally unable to report accurate costs.

Ingredient Costs Fluctuate Faster Than Costing Systems
Update

~

Commodity-linked ingredients, oils, grains, proteins, and dairy derivatives move with market prices on

weekly or even daily cycles. Yet most mid-market manufacturers update standard costs quarterly or
during annual budget reviews. The resultis a costing system operating on last quarter's prices while
productionruns against today's procurement reality.

Multi-Plant Operations Multiply Every Problem

A manufacturerrunning three plants across two regions will have yield differences by location, labor
rate differences, and overhead structures that are not directly comparable. Consolidating cost data
across those plantsinto a single accurate view requires both systemintegration and a shared data
model, two things most mid-market manufacturers have not yet built.

Why Cost Visibility Is Harder in Food Manufacturing
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The Five Places Where Cost Accuracy
Breaks Down
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Standard Vs. Yield Not Procurement Formula-Based Two Data Worlds

Actual Variance Captured Per CostsLag Overhead Finance and production

Variance captured Batch Ingredient price changes Fixed allocationrate operate from separate

monthly at the aggregate Yield tracked weekly at from supplierinvoices ignores actual machine systems with different

levelisnevertracedtoa line level; notlinked to don't flow back through hours, downtime, andline timelines and no shared

specific batchor specific raw material lots inventory to production efficiency oneachrun datalayer
production event orpostedinreal time orders
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The Five Cost Accuracy Failure Points in Food Manufacturing Operations

Failure Point1:
Standardvs. Actual Variance Never Gets Investigated

Every manufacturer tracks standard costs. Fewer track the variance between standard and actual at the
batchlevel, and fewer stillhave a process for reviewing that variance in real time. Variances are typically
captured at month-end, rolled into a summary line on the P&L, and reviewed at a level of aggregation that
prevents any meaningful action. By the time a finance teamidentifies that a specific product line has been
running 8 percent over standard for six weeks, the root cause is already four production cycles behind them.

The problemis not that variance exists. Some variance is unavoidable in food manufacturing. The problemiis
thatvariance is treated as areporting artifact rather than an operational signal.

Failure Point 2:
Yield and Waste Not Captured at the Batch Level

Yieldis the ratio of usable output to raw material input. In a protein processing operation, that might mean
the weight of packaged finished cuts relative to the weight of the incoming carcass. Yield is a direct driver of
unit cost. A2 percentimprovement inyield across a high-volume production line can recapture more margin
than a10 percentreductionin overhead.

Yetin many mid-market food plants, yield is tracked at the line level, weekly or monthly, against a production
standard. ltis not captured per batch, not linked to the specific lot of raw material that went into that run, and
not fed backinto the costing systeminreal time.

Failure Point 3:
Procurement Costs Not Flowing to Productionin Real Time

The Five Places Where Cost Accuracy Breaks Down 06



Apurchase orderis placed foracommodity ingredient at a standard price. Three days later, the supplier
sends aninvoice reflecting a price adjustment tied to a commodity index. The update does not flow back
through the inventory valuation to the production orders that already consumed that material. The
productionrun that used the higher-costingredient is costed at the lower standard.

In operations with high ingredient turnover and frequent price adjustments, this lag compounds quickly.
Finance teams at month-end are oftenreconciling cost discrepancies that are two or three production
cycles stale.

@ Failure Point 4:
Overhead Allocated by Formula, Not Actual Run Data

Overhead absorptionin food manufacturingis frequently based on a fixed rate applied to labor hours,
machine hours, orunits produced. The rate is set at the start of the fiscal year and applied uniformly
regardless of actual conditions. A productionrun that took 40 percent longer than planned due to an
equipmentissue absorbs the same overhead perunit as arun that went exactly to plan.

In many food manufacturing operations, plant overhead represents 20 to 35 percent of total production
cost. Whenitis allocated using a formula that does not reflect actual consumption, the cost per unit for
every SKU in the portfoliois partially fictional.

@ Failure Point 5:
Overhead Allocated by Formula, Not Actual Run Data

In a typical mid-market food manufacturer, the production team manages their datain a manufacturing
execution system or plant-level spreadsheets. The finance team manages cost data in the accounting
system. These systems are updated on different timelines, use different item codes, and apply different
costlogic.

When the finance director wants to know the actual cost of a specific productionrun fromlast Tuesday, the

answer requires pulling data from at least three systems and reconciling it manually.

The Five Places Where Cost Accuracy Breaks Down 07



What Real Cost Visibility Looks Like

Costyvisibility in food manufacturing is not primarily a reporting problem. Itis a data architecture problem.
Theissueis not that finance teams lack reporting tools. The underlying data needed to produce accurate
costreports does not flow consistently from the plant floor to the financial ledger.

Layer What Must Be True

Actual purchase price travels with each ingredient ot from

1 R receipt throughinventory
2 Production Actual input and output weights are posted per production
order at completion
Stock valued in both handling units and actual weight; lot
3 Inventory numbers tracked end to end
4 Finance Cost transactions posted from verified production data,

not period-end estimates

Variance reports trace each cost toits source: batch, line,

5 Reporting lot, and process step

The Five-Layer Cost Visibility Architecture — From Procurement to Reporting

Ingredient Cost Connected to Each Production Order
at Actual Price

When a production orderis opened, the system should pull the actual cost of the ingredients
allocated to that order based on the verified purchase price, not the standard rate from the
beginning of the year. If the ingredient came from a lot purchased at a specific price, that price
should travel with the lot through receiving, through inventory, and into the production run.

Yield Tracked Per Batch and Compared to Standard at
Production Close

When a production orderis completed, the system should record the actual input weight
consumed and the actual output weight produced, compare that ratio to the expected yield for
the formula, and post the variance immediately. That variance should be visible to both the
production manager and the finance teamin the same system, at the same time, attributed to the
specific batch, line, and operator.

What Real Cost Visibility Looks Like 08



Overhead Absorbed Based on Actual Activity

Machine hours, labor hours, and downtime events recorded on the plant floor should feed the
overhead absorption calculation directly. Arun that took longer should absorb more overhead.
Aline thatran at reduced capacity should reflect thatin the cost allocation.

Finance and Production on the Same Item Records and
Lot Data

This means a single item master shared across purchasing, production, inventory, and finance.
Lot numbers assigned at receiving that travel through every subsequent transaction without
beingre-keyed. Cost postingsin the financial ledger that can be traced back to a specific
production event.

Variance Reports That Identify the Source, Not Just the

Magnitude

Avariance report that shows "actual COGS was 4.2 percent higher than standard in Q3" is not
actionable. Avariance report that shows "yield variance on Plant 2, Line 4, for SKU 3871
averaged minus 3.1 percent over 14 production runs in Q3, accounting for $87,000 of the
COGS overrun"is actionable. The difference is the granularity of the underlying data.

What Real Cost Visibility Looks Like 09



How Disconnected Systems Create
CostBlind Spots

The five failure points described above are connected by a common structural problem: the systems that
run food manufacturing operations were not designed to share cost data with each other.

In a typical mid-market food manufacturer, there is an ERP system for purchasing and financials, a separate
production scheduling system, possibly a warehouse management system, a quality system for batch
records, and plant-floor spreadsheets or paperlogs entered into the ERP at the end of the shift or week.
Each system doesitsjob adequately inisolation. The problemis what happens at the boundaries.

What Finance Reports What the Plant Actually Produces
e Standard cost perunit (set annually) e Batch-level actualyieldvs. standard
o Aggregate COGS variance — no source detail o Lot-specificingredient weight variances

e Monthly production cost summary Shift-levellabor actuals by line

e Overhead absorbed at blendedrate « Downtime events affecting run cost

e 10-12day month-end close cycle Real-time production order completions

The Cost Blind Spot: What Finance Reports vs. What the Plant Actually Produces

A productionrun closes on Wednesday afternoon. The output weightis recorded onthe flooras 4,820
kilograms against a planned 5,000 kilograms, a 3.6 percent yield shortfall. The ERP ‘/receives a
completion posting at the end of shift showing 4,820 kilograms produced. But the system posts the
production order at standard cost, creating a work-in-progress balance that does not reflect the actual
material consumed. Theyield variance is captured as a financial line itemin the manufacturing variance
account, with no reference to which lot of raw material was used, which line the productionran on, or what

caused the shortfall.

At month-end, a cost accountant reviews the variance account. It shows $34,000 in unfavorable yield
variance forthe month across all product lines and all plants. There is no way to determine from that
number alone whether the variance came from one line on one day or from a systemic issue spread across

the entire operation.

Finance teams at mid-market food manufacturers routinely spend 8 to 12 days
closing the books — a significant portion of that time spent manually reconciling
production data against financial records. That manual effort is not a staffing
problem. It is a data integration problem presenting as a staffing problem.

How Disconnected Systems Create Cost Blind Spots
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Month-end close durationis one of the clearest indicators of data integration maturity. The chart below
reflects composite benchmarks from food manufacturing ERP implementation studies.

Average Month-End Close Duration by Finance System Integration Level

Disconnected/ 11 days
Manual (industry avg)

Partially

Integrated JerE
Fully Integrated 3days
ERP (target)

Source: Composite benchmarks from food manufacturing ERP implementation studies

The Business Case For Closing The
Cost Visibility Gap

The financial case forimproving cost visibility is not theoretical. It shows up in three areas that directly
affectthe P&L and the balance sheet.

e N s ~
% 3-4d
0.5-1.5% -4 days
Margin Recapture Faster Financial Close
Revenue Recovered Through Lot-Level Yield Improvement Month-End Close Reduced From 10+ Days When Production
Within 18 Months Of Go-Live Feeds The Ledger Directly
. J . y,
e ~ e N
% 100%
1-3% o
COGS Accuracy Gap Closed Audit Traceability
Typical Gap Between Reported And Actual Production Lot-To-Ledger Traceability For Every Production Transaction,
CostInDisconnected Operations Batch, And Shipment
\ J \ J

Four Measurable Outcomes of Closing the Cost Visibility Gap

Margin Recapture Through Yield Improvement

Whenyield variance is tracked at the batch level and attributed to specific raw material lots, production
lines, or process conditions, manufacturers can take targeted corrective action. A protein processor that
identifies a consistent 1.5 percent yield shortfall on a specific SKU when using a particular supplier's raw

The Business Case For Closing The Cost Visibility Gap
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material has actionable information: negotiate for better trim quality, adjust the purchase price to reflect
the yield impact, or source from an alternative supplier.

Industry benchmarks from ERP implementation studies across food processing operations indicate that
manufacturers who implement lot-level yield tracking as part of an integrated cost management system
typically recover 0.5 to 1.5 percent of revenue inimproved yield performance within 18 months of go-live.

Faster Financial Close and Reduced Reconciliation Labor

Finance teams at mid-market food manufacturers routinely report that 40 to 60 percent of the month-end
close time s spent on production cost reconciliation. When production data flows directly into the financial
ledgerwithout manualintervention, that time compresses significantly. A close cycle that currently takes
ten days typically reduces to three to four days when production, inventory, and finance are operating from
the same datalayer.

Confident Pricing and Contract Negotiation

When a manufacturer signs a 12-month supply agreement at a fixed price per case, they are making a bet
that their production cost over that period will remain within the margin they modeled at the time of signing.
If that modelis built on standard costs that do not reflect actual yield performance or actual overhead
consumption, the marginin that contract may not exist by the time the agreement runsits course.

Audit Readiness and Compliance Confidence

FSMAregulations, customer audits, and increasingly stringent retailer requirements all demand traceability
atthelotandbatchlevel. Amanufacturerwhose cost systemis connected to theirlot tracking and
production data can answer audit questions with documented, system-generated evidence. A
manufacturer who cannot trace a cost back to a specific batch faces a much more labor-intensive audit

process and a higherrisk of findings that affect customer relationships.

A’*
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Industry Use Cases

The cost visibility problem manifests differently across food categories, but the underlying dynamic is
consistent: variable inputs, batch-level production, and disconnected systems combine to obscure the

true cost of what is made.

Protein Processing

Amid-size beef processing operation runs multiple SKUs across two deboning and packaging lines. Raw
material arrives from several regional suppliersin carcass form, and yield varies by supplier, by animal grade,
and by season. The standard cost model uses a single blended yield assumption across all inputs.

Inpractice, one supplier's raw material consistently yields 2.8 percent less than the standard assumption.
That shortfallis not tracked at the lot level, soitisinvisible to both the production manager and the finance
team until it shows up as an unfavorable aggregate variance at month-end. By that point, the operation has
already priced several customer orders using cost assumptions that did not account for that supplier's

actualyield performance.

Anintegrated cost system that captures input weight at receiving, links each lot to the production orders
that consumeiit, and posts yield variance at the point of production close would surface that pattern within
the first few productionruns.

Industry Use Cases 13



Dairy Manufacturing

A specialty cheese manufacturer ages product for periods ranging from 60 days to 18 months. During
aging, moisture loss reduces the weight of each wheel or block, directly increasing the cost per pound of
the finished product. The standard cost model estimates this moisture loss at a fixed percentage per aging
period. In practice, moisture loss varies by batch depending on the culture used, the humidity in the aging
room, and the starting moisture content of the fresh curd.

If the costing system does not update product valuation as actual weight measurements are taken during
aging, the cost perunitrecorded in the financial system will deviate from reality progressively over the aging
cycle. By the time the productis sold, the COGS recorded may differ from the actual cost of production by
4 1o 6 percent, the difference between a profitable line and a loss-making one.

Industry Use Cases 14



Prepared Foods and Multi-SKU Operations

A prepared foods manufacturer produces 140 active SKUs across three plants. Overhead s allocated using
asingle plant-wide rate perlaborhour. Inreality, two of the three plants carry significantly different
overhead structures due to equipment age, energy consumption, and maintenance requirements. SKUs
produced at the higher-overhead plant are undercosted relative to their true production economics.
Contract pricing for severalinstitutional customers was negotiated using blended overheadrates that do
not reflect where each SKU is actually produced.

Fresh Produce and Ingredient Processing

Aproduce processor handles fresh-cut vegetables and mixed salad products with shelf lives of 7 to 12 days.
Ingredient cost varies daily based on spot market pricing from growers. In a manual or semi-integrated
environment, actual production cost reconciliation happens two to three days after production, too late to
adjust the week's pricing or production mix if margins are moving in the wrong direction.

Industry Use Cases 15



Folio3 Foodtech's Approach To Cost
Visibility

Mid-market food manufacturers face a specificimplementation challenge thatlarge enterprises do not.
The problemisreal, and the cost of leaving it unsolved is measurable. But the resources available to solve it
are limited. A six-figure ERP customization project that takes 18 months to deliveris not a viable path fora
manufacturer with two plants and a finance team of four people.

Folio3 FoodTechworks with food manufacturers in this size range to close the cost visibility gap within the
context of platforms they either already use or that are scaled appropriately for their operations, primarily
Microsoft Dynamics 365 Business Central and Oracle NetSuite. What these platforms lack, without proper

configuration and process alignment, is the connection between the plant floor and the financial ledger
that makes their native capabilities useful.

@

to

Item Master & Overhead
Lot Setup Reconfiguration Variance Reporting
™ Dual units, Absorb overhead Batch-level variance
a3 conversion factors, M using actual hours, 00 analysis deployed to
Process lot tracking for all raw Production not predetermined Pilot Validation
Assessment materials Integration rates

Test configurations
onselected SKUs
with live production
data

Map current data
flow, identify break
points and manual

steps

Link plant floor
completions to ERP
cost postingsinreal

time

finance and
operations

Folio3 FoodTech Cost Visibility Implementation Framework — Six Stages

STAGE 01

Process Assessment

Before any configuration work begins, the team maps how cost data currently flows through the operation:
whereitis created, where it is entered, where it breaks, and what the financial team actually receives at
month-end. This step identifies the specific points of disconnection that are driving the largest variances
and the most manual reconciliation effort.

STAGE 02

Item Master and Lot Configuration

Accurate cost tracking requires that every item be defined correctly at the master level, with dual units of
measure where appropriate, correct standard cost baselines, and lot-tracking enabled for all raw materials
and work-in-progress. This is foundational work that is frequently misconfigured in mid-market
implementations.

How Omnichannel Operations Exposed the Limits of Traditional Inventory Management 16



STAGE 03

Production Order Integration

Production ordersinthe ERP must be structured to capture actual input and output quantities at completion,
notjust planned quantities. This requires coordination between the production management workflow and
the ERP posting logic.

STAGE 04

Overhead Allocation by Actual Activity

The overhead absorption modelis reconfigured to use actual labor hours or machine hours from production
order completions ratherthan a predetermined rate applied at period end. This change alone can
significantly improve the accuracy of per-unit cost reporting.

STAGE 05

Pilot Validation

Apilot phase tests the configuration using selected product lines. The team validates data accuracy, yield
calculations, and posting logic across departments using real production data before widerrollout.

STAGE 06

Variance Reporting at the Batch Level

The output of the implementationis a variance report structure that operations and finance can both use, not
ageneralledgervariance account, but a structured analysis that shows, for each production order
completed, what the planned cost was, what the actual cost was, and which component of the variance

accounts for the difference.

How Omnichannel Operations Exposed the Limits of Traditional Inventory Management 17



Case Study: North America's Largest
Lamb Processor

e a e N e
$280M+ 1,000+ 4.
Annual Revenue Ranch Partnerships Key Systems Connected
North America's Largest Lamb Processor Across North America Livestock To Dispatch
\. J \. J \.
About the Company

North America's largest lamb processor and marketer partners with over 1,000 family-runranches, with
annual revenues exceeding $280 million. The company is committed to responsible resource
management and advancing the meat processing industry through integrated operations, ethical animal
care, and efficient production at scale.

The Challenge

As the business grew in scale and geographic reach, the limitations of paper-based and siloed record-
keeping became a direct constraint on operational performance. Each stage of the production cycle,
fromlivestock management through master planning, meat production, and final dispatch, is operated
withits ownrecords, its own data formats, and its own reporting timelines. There was no single source of
truth for production data.

Real-time visibility into resource utilization and production costs was limited. Planning decisions relied on
lagged data. Traceability across the supply chain was difficult to demonstrate consistently.

KEY CHALLENGES

o Disconnected data across farm management, production, and distribution made it difficult to

track resources and production economicsinreal time

o Lack of acentralized planning system meant production schedules were difficult to align with

actual demand and inventory availability

e Manual productionrecords created delays between what happened on the floor and what finance

could see, slowing decision-making and increasing reconciliation effort

e Scaling complexity across alarge multi-ranch network required a system that could handle the full

breadth of the operation, from animal intake through finished product shipment

How Omnichannel Operations Exposed the Limits of Traditional Inventory Management



The Solution

Folio3 FoodTechimplemented a fully integrated digital solution that connected livestock management,
production planning, meat processing, and dispatch into a single operational system. The implementation
digitized workflows across the entire supply chain and gave the operations and finance teams real-time
access to the data they had previously been waiting days to receive.

KEY ELEMENTS

o Livestock management with EID tracking, condition scoring, and treatment history, giving

procurement and planning teams accurate intake data from the start of the production cycle

¢ Integrated master planning connecting coverage, cutting, and production schedules to actual

demand forecasts

o Digitized meat production workflows with route-specific execution, batch and serial tracking, and
automated inventory allocation, removing manual steps that had previously delayed production

cost capture

« Native warehouse application with scan gun support and offline capability that accelerated
dispatch while generating accurate shipment records feeding directly into billing and cost

reconciliation

The Outcome

50% 25% 40%

Reduction In Manual Errors Less Planning Time Faster Dispatch

Livestock Management Records Production Planning Cycles Palletization & Turnaround

Livestock management errors were reduced by half through digitized EID tracking and condition scoring,
improving the accuracy of the intake data on which production planning and cost modeling depend.
USDA compliance documentationreached 80 percent consistency.

Production planning efficiency improved with planning time reduced by 25 percent as the team gained
the ability to work from accurate, real-time inventory and demand data rather thanlagged manual reports.

Onthe production floor, automated inventory handling and real-time order execution reduced
production errors and decreased turnaround time by 15 percent, increasing throughput without adding

headcount.

Inthe warehouse, palletization time fell by 40 percent using the scan gun-supported dispatch system,
cutting the delays between production completion and shipment that had previously held up billing and
costreconciliation.

How Omnichannel Operations Exposed the Limits of Traditional Inventory Management
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The challenge this processor faced is consistent with what mid-market food
manufacturers encounter at scale: individual departments doing their jobs
effectively inisolation, but no system connecting each stage of the production cycle
into a coherent, real-time picture of operational and financial performance.

How Omnichannel Operations Exposed the Limits of Traditional Inventory Management 20



Conclusion

Food manufacturing operates on margins that do not tolerate much error. A 2
percentyield problem on a high-volume line, left undetected for a quarter, can erase
a meaningful share of the profit on that product. An overhead allocation model that
no longer reflects the actual structure of the plant silently misstates the cost of
every SKU in the portfolio. Ingredient price variances that do not flow through to
production cost create a widening gap between what finance reports and what the
operation actually incurred.

None of this is new information to CFOs or Finance Directors in the industry. Most
senior finance leaders at food manufacturers already know, at some level, that their
cost figures are approximations. What is often less clear is precisely where the
approximation breaks down and what a connected, accurate alternative would
require to build.

The answer is not a technology upgrade forits own sake. It is a data architecture that
connects the plant floor to the financial ledger at the level of granularity that food
manufacturing actually requires: batch by batch, lot by lot, transaction by
transaction. When that connection exists, cost variance becomes an operational
signal rather than a financial mystery. Month-end close becomes a matter of hours
rather than days. Pricing decisions carry an evidence base. And the finance team can
focus on analyzing performance rather than verifying whether the numbers they are
looking at arereal.

Not a dashboard with more charts. A system where every cost can be traced to its origin,
every variance has a name, and the numbers that reach the CFO's desk reflect what actually
happenedin the plant.

Conclusion
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About Folio3 FoodTech

Folio3 FoodTechis a trusted technology partner for food and beverage
businesses, delivering software solutions that address the specific
operational challenges of the industry. With deep expertise across meat
processing, food safety compliance, supply chain management, and ERP
implementation, Folio3 FoodTech helps manufacturers modernize their
operations and achieve measurable improvements in cost accuracy,
traceability, and financial visibility.

From ERP integrations on Microsoft Dynamics 365 and Oracle NetSuite to
production management systems and compliance tooling, Folio3 builds
solutions that connect how operations actually work with how finance needs
toreport onthem. Backed by more than 20 years of industry experience

across food and beverage clients in North America, Europe, and Australia.

Explore Our F&B ERP Suite

W foodtech@folio3.com
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