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QUICK VERDICT

The traditional method catches ant-theft late and without a number: it counts inventory
once a month and confuses theft with bad portioning, breakage and mis-costing, so the
leak stays open. The Masterestaurant method treats it as measurable variance: it
separates theoretical from actual cost per recipe, closes inventory weekly and attacks only
line items with a >2-point drift. Across MR operations with 8,400 accounts, that shift
recovers 1.5 to 3 points of Prime Cost—between 22,000 and 60,000 USD/year in a 1.5M
USD venue—within the first quarter. If you control by hunch, you don't control: you either
measure weekly variance or finance the thief with your EBITDA.

" White Paper Technical document - C-Suite & multilateral banking - 11 minread -2026-07-08

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OF MASTERESTAURANT® — EXCLUSIVE FOR SECTOR LEADERS

Ant-theft is the silent shrinkage: over-poured portions, unregistered bottles, uncontrolled staff meals, losses
booked as 'waste' that are really sustraction. It never shows up in a single event; it drains slowly until it
becomes structural.

The mistake | see again and again: the owner hunts the culprit on camera when the real problem is that he has
no number. With no theoretical cost per recipe there is no baseline, and with no baseline any shrinkage looks
'normal'. This white paper turns suspicion into variance and variance into a 90-day plan.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Side-by-side comparison

TRADITIONAL METHOD MASTERESTAURANT METHOD
Inventory frequency X Monthly (12/year) v Weekly + daily spot on 6 critical
SKUs (52+/year)
Cost baseline X Global food cost estimate (~30%) v° Theoretical cost per recipe, variance
per line
Leak detection X Reactive: noticed at month-end v Proactive: alert above a 2-point drift
Typical uncontrolled leak X  2-4% of food sales v 0.5-1.2% of food sales
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TRADITIONAL METHOD MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

Prime Cost impact X +2to +3 hidden points v -1.5to -3 points recovered in Q1

Time to correction X 30-60 days (or never) v 7 days (weekly cycle)

Tool cost X Spreadsheet + intuition (0 USD, v MR system + protocol (low OpEXx, 6-
high hidden cost) 14x ROI)

Chapter 1 — What is petty theft shrinkage, and why does the traditional method miss it?

Petty theft shrinkage is the slow leak that drains 2% to 4% of food sales without leaving a single visible
event: two extra portions here, an unlogged bottle there, uncontrolled staff meals.

The traditional method counts inventory once a month, so it catches the loss late and without a number, be-
cause it lumps theft together with bad portioning, breakage and poor costing under the same 'waste' bag.
Without a theoretical cost per recipe there is no baseline, and without a baseline any shrinkage looks normal. |
have seen it in dozens of kitchens: the owner reviews cameras hunting for a culprit when what he lacks is a fig-
ure. On 1.5M USD of food sales, 3 points of leakage are 45,000 USD/year that come out of his pocket, not the
system's. Masterestaurant treats petty theft as measurable variance: it separates the theoretical cost —what the
recipe SHOULD have consumed— from the real cost the inventory reports, and the difference is the leak, ex-
pressed in points and in dollars.

Chapter 2 — The Masterestaurant shift: treat the leak as measurable variance, not suspicion

Diego F. Parra puts it plainly: where there is no theoretical cost, there is no way to know if 4 portions are missing
or 40, so no one answers for the difference. The framework turns a blind month-end total into a series of per-
recipe variances that get isolated and closed one by one. If a dish's theoretical food cost is 28% and the real
comes in at 34%, those 6 points are not bad luck: they are 6 traceable points of portioning, waste or theft.
Suspicion becomes a number, and the number becomes an action plan with an owner and a date. Petty theft
shrinkage is above all a visibility problem, not an honesty one. Where no theoretical cost per recipe exists, no
one can say whether the month's difference was 4 portions or 40, and that opacity is what keeps the leak open.
The mistake | see over and over: the owner spends weeks reviewing staff when measuring per-dish variance
was enough to know WHERE to look.

Chapter 3 — Petty theft is not a problem of honesty, it is one of visibility

A restaurant billing 1.5M USD in food with a 30% target food cost moves 450,000 USD of theoretical cost a year;
each mismeasured percentage point equals 15,000 USD lost in the noise. The camera points at a person; the
variance points at a recipe, a shift and a station. Only the second figure closes the gap, because it attacks the
process rather than the hunt for a culprit. The variance is calculated by subtracting the theoretical cost from the
real inventory cost, and that number —in points and in dollars— is what exposes the leak the monthly count
hides. The theoretical cost is built from each recipe's spec sheet: exact grams, expected trim loss and updated
purchase price. The real one comes from the physical inventory against the period's purchases. If theory says
1,000 dishes sold should have consumed 8,400 USD of protein and inventory reveals 9,700 USD consumed,
the variance is 1,300 USD: 15% above expected in a single ingredient family.
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Chapter 4 — Theoretical vs. real: how to calculate the variance that exposes the leak

That 15% is not split blindly; it is broken down into documented breakage, over-portioning and theft. A per-dish
food cost must never exceed 32% as a ceiling, and any variance over the theoretical is the compass telling you
which recipe to audit first. Three points of leakage on 1.5M USD of food sales are 45,000 USD/year, and that
money is pure EBITDA, not gross sales. The distinction is brutal in practice: recovering 45,000 USD of leakage
equals selling over 150,000 USD more at a 30% operating margin, without opening one extra table or spending
a dollar on marketing. That is why Masterestaurant chases the variance before the promotion: the recovered
point falls entirely to the bottom line. In a venue turning 1.5M USD, moving the real food cost from 33% to 30%
is not cosmetic, it is 45,000 USD that shift from the trash to the till.

Chapter 5 — The cash math: why 3 points of leakage are pure EBITDA

Diego F. Parra frames it in owner's numbers: it is not how much you sell, it is how much you keep; and three
points of leakage closed are worth more than a seasonal campaign, because they carry no acquisition cost and
no expiry. The Masterestaurant plan turns suspicion into closed variance in 90 days, split into three 30-day
stretches. The first month you build the spec sheet for the 20 recipes that concentrate 80% of food cost —pure
Pareto rule— and set the theoretical baseline cost. The second month you run weekly inventory against that the-
ory: moving from monthly to weekly counts shrinks the leak window from 30 to 7 days and exposes the variance
by ingredient family. The third month you attack each variance over 3 points with concrete action: re-portion,
document breakage, control staff meals, close bottle logging. A typical venue starting at 33% real food cost
drops to 29-30% over the quarter, recovering 3-4 points.

Chapter 6 — The 90-day plan: from suspicion to closed variance

That is 45,000-60,000 USD/year on 1.5M in sales, with an owner and a date on every line. Petty theft disguises
itself in four ways the traditional method throws into a single bag: over-portioning, undocumented breakage, un-
controlled staff meals and outright theft. Isolating them demands per-recipe variance, because each disguise
has a distinct signature in the number. Over-portioning raises food cost evenly across a whole family —if the real
grammage beats the spec by 12%, there it is—. Breakage shows up in jumps and gets documented with a re-
port; what is not logged is presumed theft. Staff meals with no formal policy drain between 1 and 2 points in
careless kitchens. Only real theft justifies cameras, and it is usually the LEAST frequent disguise. That is why
Masterestaurant measures first: of every 6 points of variance, my experience says 4 are process and 2 are theft.

Chapter 7 — The four disguises of petty theft and how to isolate them

Chasing the culprit before measuring costs time and morale. The traditional method treats shrinkage as one to-
tal at month-end; the MR framework treats it as a series of per-recipe variances that can be isolated and closed
one by one. Ant-theft is not an honesty problem, it's a visibility problem: where there is no theoretical cost, there
is no way to know whether 4 portions or 40 are missing, so no one answers for the gap. The cash difference is
brutal: 3 points of leak on 1.5M USD of food sales is 45,000 USD/year out of the owner's pocket, not the sys-
tem's. That money is pure EBITDA, not gross revenue.

POINT BY POINT
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A/B analysis: where each method wins

LEAK VISIBILITY

A - TRADITIONAL METHOD Monthly total, B - MASTERESTAURANT Weekly per-

no breakdown; theft dilutes into 'shrinkage’ recipe variance; theft isolated per line

Verdict: MR: you can't close what you can't name

CORRECTION SPEED

A - TRADITIONAL METHOD 30-60 days or B - MASTERESTAURANT 7-day cycle with

never an action threshold

Verdict: MR: every week lost is cash lost

COST TO RUN THE CONTROL

A - TRADITIONAL METHOD Zero in tooling, B - MASTERESTAURANT Low OpEx, 6-14x

huge in hidden leak ROl in year one

Verdict: MR: cheap control is the expensive kind

USEFULNESS FOR THE BOARD

A - TRADITIONAL METHOD A percentage B - MASTERESTAURANT Dollars

nobody can explain recovered against EBITDA and cash flow

Verdict: MR: the board decides with cash, not hunches

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON
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Traditional control

STATUS QUO

X Monthly or quarterly inventory

X Global food cost with no recipe-level breakdown

X Theft, breakage and mis-portioning lumped into 'shrinkage'

X Culprit hunting on camera, without a figure

X The leak enters EBITDA as 'normal cost'

Masterestaurant framework MASTERESTAURANT

v" Weekly inventory close + daily spot on risk SKUs

v" Theoretical cost per recipe as an auditable baseline

v Variance (Actual — Theoretical)/Sales per line

v Action threshold: only lines with a >2-point drift

v" Measurable Prime Cost recovery per quarter

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Side-by-side comparison

Inventory frequency

Cost baseline

Leak detection
Typical uncontrolled leak
Prime Cost impact

Time to correction

TRADITIONAL METHOD

X Monthly (12/year)

X Global food cost estimate (~30%)

X Reactive: noticed at month-end
X  2-4% of food sales
X +2to +3 hidden points

X 30-60 days (or never)

MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

v

Weekly + daily spot on 6 critical

SKUs (52+/year)

v

Theoretical cost per recipe, variance

per line

v

v

Proactive: alert above a 2-point drift
0.5-1.2% of food sales
-1.5 to -3 points recovered in Q1

7 days (weekly cycle)

www.masterestaurant.com - White Paper - Ant-theft shrinkage: traditional method vs Masterestaurant method Page 5 of 9



TRADITIONAL METHOD MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

Tool cost X Spreadsheet + intuition (0 USD, v MR system + protocol (low OpEXx, 6-
high hidden cost) 14x ROI)

THE NUMBERS THAT MATTER

Shrinkage in figures (2026)

4 %

of sales lost to total shrinkage in the
average restaurant without fine control

75 %

of unattributed shrinkage turns out to be
ant-theft or mis-portioning, not real waste

22

K UsSD
recovered/year by cutting 1.5 pts of
Prime Cost in a 1.5M USD venue

60 %

of independent operators inventory
only once a month or less

Jnts

of theoretical vs actual variance is the
signal of a structural leak, not noise

30 %

target food cost; above 32% the
dish stops defending the margin

VISUALIZATION

The numbers, visualized
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of sales lost to total shrinkage in the average restaurant without fine control

of unattributed shrinkage turns out to be ant-theft or mis-portioning, not real waste

recovered/year by cutting 1.5 pts of Prime Cost in a 1.5M USD venue

K USD

of independent operators inventory only once a month or less

of theoretical vs actual variance is the signal of a structural leak, not noise

target food cost; above 32% the dish stops defending the margin

Sources: National Restaurant Association 2026 - Masterestaurant internal data - Restaurant365 State of the Industry
2026

Chart by masterestaurant.com

REAL CASE

“I had three venues and the 'official' food cost was 31%. Once we set the weekly close and theoretical cost
per recipe, the variance on meats was 5.8 points in a single venue. It wasn't waste: it was ant-theft on the
grill line. In two months we cut it to 1.1 points and | recovered 3,900 USD a month | thought was 'the cost of

"

doing business'.

— Owner of a 3-steakhouse group, MR account
HOW TO APPLY IT IN YOUR RESTAURANT

Mitigation roadmap in 4 moves

@ 1. Set the theoretical cost per recipe
Before chasing thieves, build the baseline: cost out every high-volume dish and calculate its
exact theoretical cost. Without this number there is no variance and every loss looks 'normal'.
Prioritize the 20% of recipes that move 80% of the purchasing.
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@ 2. Close inventory weekly on risk SKUs
Don't count everything every week: pick the 6-10 highest-risk SKUs (premium protein, liquor,
avocado, cheeses) and count them every 7 days, with a daily spot at the bar. Frequency, not
exhaustiveness, is what strangles the leak.

@ 3. Compute variance and set an action threshold
Apply Variance = (Actual Cost — Theoretical Cost) / Sales per line. Ignore the noise: act only
where the drift exceeds 2 points. That threshold separates tolerable human error from the
structural ant-theft that actually drains cash.

@ 4. Close the loop with protocol and consequence
A figure without protocol changes nothing. Assign an owner per line, signed waste, logged staff
meals and weekly variance review in the line-up. What is measured and owned gets closed;
what isn't gets financed with your EBITDA.

FAQ

Frequently asked questions

How do | tell ant-theft from normal waste?

With theoretical cost per recipe. Real waste is logged and signed; ant-theft shows up as unexplained variance
between the theoretical and actual cost of a line. A sustained drift above 2 points on a controlled SKU signals a
leak, not operational shrinkage.

How often should | inventory to catch it?

Weekly on the 6-10 highest-risk SKUs, with a daily spot on bar and protein. Monthly inventory arrives 30 days
late: by the time you see the number, you've already lost a month of cash. Frequency matters more than
counting the whole storeroom.

How much money is really lost to ant-theft?

Between 2 and 4% of food sales in operations without fine control. In a venue with 1.5M USD of food sales,
that's 30,000 to 60,000 USD/year straight out of EBITDA, because the leak is subtracted from margin, not from
gross revenue.

Do | need cameras to control ant-theft?

Not as a first line. The camera identifies an event; variance identifies the pattern and its size in dollars. First
measure the leak per line with theoretical vs actual cost; the camera then confirms the finding, it doesn't
discover it.
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DATA & SOURCES

Sector data 2026 (official sources)

Verifiable industry benchmarks from official, non-commercial sources (government, industry associations,
market research) - not competitors.

Metric Benchmark 2026 Source
Ventas del sector proyeccion =US$1,55 billones en 2026 pese a presion National Restaurant Association
(EE.UU.) de costos — SOI 2026
Food cost 6ptimo del ] o

‘ 28-35% (promedio full-service 32.4%) National Restaurant Association
sector
Costo laboral 25-35% de los ingresos U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
Flujo de caja en la mala gestion de caja se asocia a ~82% de los .

. - . Inc. (estudio U.S. Bank)
pymes cierres de pequefios negocios
Costos y demanda alzas de costos persistentes con demanda resiliente .
Bloomberg Linea
2026 en restaurantes
Prime cost .
55-65% de las ventas Nation's Restaurant News

recomendado

Propiedad Intelectual de Masterestaurant® — Exclusivo para Lideres de Sector - masterestaurant.com
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