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Q U I C K  V E R D I C T

How a ghost kitchen works: it is a production unit with no dining room and no storefront,
whose sales arrive through digital channels —aggregators, direct ordering and local
search— and whose margin is decided by three variables that have nothing to do with the
food: channel commission, order density per kitchen hour, and customer acquisition cost.
The traditional method builds the kitchen, lists on Rappi and waits for the algorithm to
show it; the Masterestaurant method builds the local digital engine FIRST —Google
Business Profile per virtual brand, local SEO, reviews, polygon-level geotargeted
advertising— and treats the aggregator as a discovery channel, never as the owner
of demand.

Verdict for 2026: a ghost kitchen billing under 500 thousand USD a year with more than
70% of sales in a single aggregator is not a business, it is an outsourced supplier carrying
territory risk. The inflection point is pushing owned channel above 30% of sales before
month nine. Without that, every extra commission point hits EBITDA directly, and with
input costs up 35% since 2019 according to the National Restaurant Association (2024), no
volume compensates that structural vulnerability.

📄  W h i t e  P a p e r Technical document · C-Suite & multilateral banking · 20 min read · 2026-09-04

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OF MASTERESTAURANT® — EXCLUSIVE FOR SECTOR LEADERS

The global dark kitchen market grows at a 12.7% CAGR between 2025 and 2033 according to Global Growth
Insights, and cloud kitchens at 12.6% between 2026 and 2033 according to Grand View Research. Double-digit
growth attracts capital, and it also attracts noise: ghost kitchens keep opening with the logic of a brick-and-
mortar restaurant that simply lost its dining room, and that translation does not work.

Here is why. A restaurant with a storefront sells through location —people walk by, look, come in—; a ghost
kitchen sells through RANKING, and ranking is either bought with commission or earned with digital reputation.
Whoever misses that substitution ends up paying twice: commission to the aggregator, plus a site nobody visits
because nobody knows it exists.

This document is an expert synthesis of public sector data with a consultant's reading. There is no proprietary
sample and no survey: there are cited indicators, formulas explained in plain text, and an operating framework
field-tested by Diego F. Parra and the Masterestaurant team, applied here to the local digital engine that
sustains a storefront-free operation.

The reader this serves is the owner or expansion director who already runs a kitchen —owned, shared or rented
inside a hub— and watches sales climb while margin shrinks. That pattern has a technical name: growth without
unit economics. And it gets fixed by design, not by effort.

S I D E - B Y- S I D E  C O M PA R I S O N
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TRADITIONAL METHOD

(LIST AND WAIT FOR THE

ALGORITHM)

MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

(OWNED LOCAL DIGITAL ENGINE)

Dependency on the main
aggregator (% of sales)

✕ 75% to 90% of sales in a
single channel; everything else
marginal

✓ Target ≤ 60% at month 6 and ≤ 50% at
month 12, with owned channel ≥ 30%

Effective commission on gross
delivery sales

✕ 18% to 30% depending on
country and paid visibility plan

✓ Weighted blend of 12% to 18%
combining owned channel and pickup

Target food cost per dish ✕ Priced off the dining-room
menu; real delivery food cost
reaches 34-38%

✓ ≤ 32% calculated on the channel price,
with a differentiated mirror menu

Prime cost (food plus labor)
over sales

✕ 62% to 68%; U.S. hourly
wages rose to 14.20 USD
(7shifts, 2024)

✓ 55% to 60% with batch production and
shifts matched to the hourly curve

Orders per kitchen hour at
peak (density)

✕ 6 to 9 orders/hour with a
single virtual brand

✓ 14 to 20 orders/hour with 2-3 brands on
the same production line

Owned digital assets at month
12

✕ An aggregator profile; no
transferable asset

✓ Verified Google Business Profile,
customer database, domain and reviews

Average rating on aggregator
and local listings

✕ 4.1 to 4.4 stars with no
systematic management

✓ ≥ 4.7 stars; each extra star is worth +5%
to 9% of revenue (Harvard Business School,
Luca)

Monthly break-even (single-
kitchen operation)

✕ Discovered at month 5-7,
once the cash is already burned

✓ Modeled before opening and reviewed
every 30 days against actual sales

Side-by-side comparison

A ghost kitchen is a production unit with no dining room and no storefront, and its revenue arrives through a digi‐
tal channel — that is the difference almost nobody accounts for properly. The global dark kitchen market grows
at a 12.7% CAGR between 2025 and 2033 according to Global Growth Insights, and cloud kitchens at 12.6%
between 2026 and 2033 according to Grand View Research, double-digit figures that attract capital as easily as
they attract improvisation. A place with a storefront sells through location; you pay rent and buy foot traffic. A
ghost kitchen sells through RANKING inside an app, and that ranking is either bought with commission or
earned with digital reputation, which is neither the same thing nor the same cost. Whoever builds the second us‐
ing the logic of the first ends up paying twice: commission to the aggregator, plus square meters nobody ever
visits. Copying dining-room prices onto the delivery menu destroys margin through arithmetic, not bad luck.

Chapter 1 — What a ghost kitchen actually is, and where its revenue comes from
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Assume a theoretical food cost of 30% on a ten-dollar dish: three dollars of raw material. If the aggregator
charges 25% commission, you collect 7.50, and those same three dollars now represent 40% of what reaches
your register. Ten margin points gone without a single recipe changing. The National Restaurant Association
documented food inputs rising 35% since 2019 in the United States, and large chains answered with menu in‐
creases of 42% between 2020 and 2025 according to One Haus, nearly double the 22% general inflation. The
sector already rebuilt its pricing; the independent delivery operator almost never did. A mirror menu, with its own
prices for the digital channel, defends contribution margin. Ghost kitchen margin is settled in orders per hour
across the same production line, and this is the reading I argue about most with owners convinced their problem
is price.

One griddle, one fryer and two hands carry fixed installed capacity; if that capacity produces eight orders an
hour, every order absorbs the full labor cost of the shift, and with a base wage of 14.20 dollars per hour in U.S.
restaurants after a 4% increase in 2024 according to 7shifts, we are talking about labor that only dilutes with vol‐
ume. Doubling to sixteen orders an hour without hiring anyone cuts that cost in half. Multiple virtual brands on
one line are therefore no growth gimmick: they are the natural mechanism for filling demand valleys you pay for
anyway. Revenue band completely changes which lever moves the result, and confusing them is the costliest di‐
agnostic error. Below 500 thousand dollars a year, a 25% commission eats the owner's own salary: the only real
way out is direct ordering, even if it accounts for barely 20% of volume.

Between 500 thousand and one million, room appears to negotiate rates with the aggregator and to sustain a
second virtual brand on the same line. Above one million, the conversation moves to data: every order leaves a
phone number, a delivery zone and a frequency, and that asset monetizes through owned campaigns which, ac‐
cording to Stripo, lift open rates by 26% with personalized messages. Above five million, multi-site hubs and
centralized purchasing arrive; above ten million, the dominant variable stops being the kitchen and becomes
last-mile logistics. Above five million dollars a year, the signature ghost kitchen — a chef with a public name, or a
large-format themed concept — plays with a cost structure that rarely gets explained. Personal branding lowers
acquisition spend because the customer searches for the name inside the app instead of discovering it through
paid ranking, and the reputational effect there is measurable: Michael Luca, of Harvard Business School,
showed in Reviews, Reputation, and Revenue that each additional star in a rating moves between 5% and 9%
of revenue.

In exchange, costs appear that the small band never meets: image licensing, multi-site quality control, premium
packaging and waste from a high standard. The classic mistake in this segment is scaling sites before standard‐
izing the recipe spec, and the outcome is an expensive brand serving irregular product. In the traditional delivery
model the customer belongs to the aggregator and you rent their attention every month, which explains why so
many operations with rising sales get low valuations when somebody wants to buy them. What gets bought is
not the kitchen, replicable with modest investment, but the customer base with demonstrable frequency. That is
why the Masterestaurant method applied by Diego F. Parra pushes operators to capture data on every order and

Chapter 2 — Commission is not a marketing expense: it rewrites your food cost

Chapter 3 — Orders per hour: the variable that decides whether the kitchen survives

Chapter 4 — The revenue-band effect: the same model does not perform the same way

Chapter 5 — The high end: the celebrity chef's ghost kitchen and its own costs
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build an owned channel in parallel, without breaking from the aggregator while it still delivers discovery. The indi‐
cators support that route: Toast reports that in 2025, 28% of AI use cases in restaurants was marketing au‐
tomation and 27% real-time insights, tools worth little when your customer data lives on somebody else's server
that you cannot reach.

Raise the commission mentally from 25% to 28% and follow the consequence all the way down, because
that scenario already happened in several markets and will happen again.

On a ten-dollar ticket with three dollars of food cost, you go from receiving 7.50 to receiving 7.20; effective food
cost jumps from 40% to 41.7%. It looks small. On 30 thousand dollars of monthly sales it is 900 dollars taken
straight out of the profit line, roughly a cook's salary. An operation depending on the aggregator for 90% of its
volume has no defense; one that already moved 35% of sales to its own channel absorbs the hit by trimming a
little ad spend. There sits the paradox I always resolve the same way: staying with the aggregator makes sense,
and building the exit at the same time makes sense too, because total dependence is what sets your price.

Before opening another virtual brand or negotiating with an aggregator, measure three numbers from your own
operation across fourteen consecutive days. First, orders per hour during the real peak window, not the daily av‐
erage, because averages hide the valley that keeps costing you payroll. Second, effective food cost after com‐
mission, calculated on what lands in your bank account rather than on the app's price. Third, share of sales
through your own channel — the one many owners believe sits at 15% and shows up at 4% once measured.
With those three figures the decision becomes obvious and stops being opinion. The sector already showed
where efficiency is heading: Chipotle projected opening between 315 and 345 locations in 2025 with more than
80% equipped with a drive-thru, according to Chain Store Age, betting on fast-pickup formats instead of more
dining room. OWNERSHIP OF DEMAND. Under the traditional model the customer belongs to the aggregator:
you rent their attention every month.

Under the Masterestaurant method every order leaves data —phone, polygon, frequency— that feeds an owned
asset; and that asset, not the kitchen, is what someone actually buys when they buy the operation. BUILT
PRICE VS COPIED PRICE. Copying dining-room prices into delivery is the mistake I see repeated most, and it
is plain arithmetic: at 25% commission with a theoretical 30% food cost, effective food cost on what you truly col‐
lect climbs to 40%. The mirror menu is not a marketing trick, it is margin survival. DENSITY ON THE SAME
LINE. A ghost kitchen running one brand wastes installed capacity. With two or three virtual brands sharing mise
en place —same base protein, different finish— hourly output rises without adding a single square meter of
CapEx, and break-even drops because fixed OpEx spreads across brands. LOCAL SEO AS A CHANNEL, NOT
AS DECORATION. A verified Google Business Profile with a precise category, fresh reviews and weekly posts
surfaces in immediate-intent searches inside the polygon.

Chapter 6 — What happens if commission rises three points next year?

Chapter 7 — What to do Monday: three numbers before any decision

Chapter 8 — The five differences that decide the margin
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That traffic pays no commission, and in mature operations it accounts for 10% to 20% of owned-channel sales.
MEASUREMENT PER ORDER, NOT PER MONTH. The traditional dashboard watches monthly revenue;
ours watches contribution per order, per brand and per time band. Once you see the hero combo leaving
2.10 USD and the photogenic dish leaving 0.40 USD, menu engineering stops being theory and becomes
Tuesday's decision.

Chapter 9 — The five differences that decide the margin — in practice

P O I N T  B Y  P O I N T

Criterion-by-criterion comparative analysis

COST STRUCTURE: CAPEX AND OPEX

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D  ( L I S T  A N D
WA I T  F O R  T H E  A L G O R I T H M )

Low CapEx with no dining room, but OpEx
carries an 18% to 30% commission that
never drops and never amortizes.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Same low

CapEx, with weighted commission of 12%
to 18% once owned channel, pickup and
aggregator are blended.

Verdict: The MR method wins: commission is the only cost that grows with sales and builds no
asset, so cutting its weight beats any input saving.

ORIGIN OF DEMAND AND TERRITORY RISK

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D  ( L I S T  A N D
WA I T  F O R  T H E  A L G O R I T H M )

Demand rented from the aggregator; one
algorithm or commission-policy change
reshapes the business within a week.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Mixed demand

with an owned database, a Google
Business Profile per brand and managed
reviews inside the polygon.

Verdict: The MR method wins. A business whose channel can raise commission unilaterally does
not control its own EBITDA.
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PRICE AND EFFECTIVE FOOD COST

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D  ( L I S T  A N D
WA I T  F O R  T H E  A L G O R I T H M )

Price copied from the dining room; real
food cost of 34% to 38% after commission,
above the acceptable ceiling.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Mirror menu built

from cost; food cost at 32% or less after
commission, with combos that raise
average ticket.

Verdict: The MR method wins on arithmetic rather than preference: commission is deducted
before you ever see the money.

USE OF INSTALLED CAPACITY

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D  ( L I S T  A N D
WA I T  F O R  T H E  A L G O R I T H M )

One brand per kitchen; 6 to 9 orders per
hour at peak and a line sitting idle outside
the strong bands.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Two or three

brands sharing mise en place; 14 to 20
orders per hour and fixed OpEx split
across brands.

Verdict: The MR method wins, with one condition: if dispatch time degrades when brands are
added, step back to two. Density never gets paid for with rating.

DIGITAL REPUTATION AND RANKING

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D  ( L I S T  A N D
WA I T  F O R  T H E  A L G O R I T H M )

Reviews read without protocol; rating
stalled between 4.1 and 4.4 and a slow
slide down the listing.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T Reply protocol

under 24 hours and a rating held at 4.7 or
above, with original photos of the real
product.

Verdict: The MR method wins with a measurable return: each additional star is worth 5% to 9% of
revenue according to Harvard Business School (Luca).
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SCALABILITY AND EXIT VALUE

A ·  T R A D I T I O N A L M E T H O D  ( L I S T  A N D
WA I T  F O R  T H E  A L G O R I T H M )

On sale, the buyer receives equipment
and a hub contract; the customers stay
inside the aggregator.

B  ·  M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T On sale, the

buyer receives verified brands, a
database, reviews and a model replicable
by polygon.

Verdict: The MR method wins. An EBITDA multiple is paid on transferable demand, and rented
demand does not transfer.

S I D E - B Y- S I D E  C O M PA R I S O N

How most ghost kitchens operate today T R A D I T I O N A L A P P R O A C H

The hub gets signed or an existing kitchen gets adapted, and the brand goes live on the aggregator
that same week; the channel decides which customers ever see it.

✕

Delivery menu prices are copied from the dining-room menu without absorbing commission, so real
food cost jumps above 34%.

✕

Visibility is bought through the aggregator's own placement plans, charged on sales, which push
effective commission up by 3 to 7 points.

✕

There is no Google Business Profile per virtual brand, so local search —'food near me' on Maps—
contributes exactly zero orders.

✕

Reviews get read, never managed; the rating stalls between 4.1 and 4.4 and the aggregator's
algorithm quietly demotes the listing.

✕

The owner tracks gross sales instead of contribution per order, so a promotional sales spike can wreck
the month without anyone noticing until the books close.

✕
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How the Masterestaurant method runs it M A S T E R E S TA U R A N T

Before the kitchen fires up, unit economics per order gets modeled: target ticket, commission,
packaging, waste and acquisition cost; if it does not close on paper, it will not close on the street.

✓

Mirror menu: the delivery channel price is built from scratch to hold food cost at 32% or less after
commission, with a combo structure that lifts average ticket.

✓

Local digital engine: a Google Business Profile for every virtual brand with the right category, original
photos, real hours and weekly posts, plus local SEO across the delivery polygon.

✓

Geotargeted advertising by delivery radius, never by city; budget concentrates on the time bands
where the kitchen has idle capacity.

✓

Systematic review management: replies to 5★ and 1★ within 24 hours, with a written protocol and a
named owner.

✓

Owned channel from month one —WhatsApp catalog, web ordering and a customer database— so
repeat purchases pay no commission and the asset stays in the house.

✓

S I D E - B Y- S I D E  C O M PA R I S O N

TRADITIONAL METHOD

(LIST AND WAIT FOR THE

ALGORITHM)

MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

(OWNED LOCAL DIGITAL ENGINE)

Dependency on the main
aggregator (% of sales)

✕ 75% to 90% of sales in a
single channel; everything else
marginal

✓ Target ≤ 60% at month 6 and ≤ 50% at
month 12, with owned channel ≥ 30%

Effective commission on gross
delivery sales

✕ 18% to 30% depending on
country and paid visibility plan

✓ Weighted blend of 12% to 18%
combining owned channel and pickup

Target food cost per dish ✕ Priced off the dining-room
menu; real delivery food cost
reaches 34-38%

✓ ≤ 32% calculated on the channel price,
with a differentiated mirror menu

Prime cost (food plus labor)
over sales

✕ 62% to 68%; U.S. hourly
wages rose to 14.20 USD
(7shifts, 2024)

✓ 55% to 60% with batch production and
shifts matched to the hourly curve

Side-by-side comparison
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TRADITIONAL METHOD

(LIST AND WAIT FOR THE

ALGORITHM)

MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

(OWNED LOCAL DIGITAL ENGINE)

Orders per kitchen hour at
peak (density)

✕ 6 to 9 orders/hour with a
single virtual brand

✓ 14 to 20 orders/hour with 2-3 brands on
the same production line

Owned digital assets at month
12

✕ An aggregator profile; no
transferable asset

✓ Verified Google Business Profile,
customer database, domain and reviews

Average rating on aggregator
and local listings

✕ 4.1 to 4.4 stars with no
systematic management

✓ ≥ 4.7 stars; each extra star is worth +5%
to 9% of revenue (Harvard Business School,
Luca)

Monthly break-even (single-
kitchen operation)

✕ Discovered at month 5-7,
once the cash is already burned

✓ Modeled before opening and reviewed
every 30 days against actual sales

T H E  N U M B E R S  T H AT  M AT T E R

Indicators that frame the decision

12.7%
Global dark kitchen market CAGR 2025-2033

12.6%
Cloud kitchen market CAGR 2026-2033

35%
Rise in U.S. food and labor costs since 2019

9%
Extra revenue per additional review star

30%
Ticket lift with a full digital offer:
menu, ordering and payment

42%
Menu price increase at large U.S. chains 2020-2025

V ISUAL I ZAT ION
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The numbers, visualized

Global dark kitchen market CAGR 2025-2033

12.7%

Cloud kitchen market CAGR 2026-2033

12.6%

Rise in U.S. food and labor costs since 2019

35%

Extra revenue per additional review star

9%

Ticket lift with a full digital offer: menu, ordering and payment

30%

Menu price increase at large U.S. chains 2020-2025

42%

Sources: Global Growth Insights — Dark Kitchen Market · Grand View Research — Cloud Kitchen Market · National
Restaurant Association 2024 · Harvard Business School (Michael Luca) — Reviews, Reputation, and Revenue ·
Sunday — QR Code Ordering 2025

Chart by masterestaurant.com

R E A L  C A S E

“We arrived with two virtual brands on one line and 88% of sales entering through a single aggregator, at a
27% effective commission because the visibility plan had been contracted. Effective commission dropped
to a 17% blend once the owned channel moved from 4% to 31% of sales across seven months, and food
cost fell from 37% to 31% after rebuilding the mirror menu with constructed prices instead of dining-room
copies. We verified the Google Business Profile of each brand, answered 340 reviews in four months and
climbed from 4.2 to 4.8 stars; monthly sales went from 41,000 to 58,000 USD without adding a meter of
kitchen, and break-even fell by 9,200 USD per month.”

— Two-virtual-brand operation in a shared kitchen, 500 thousand to 1 million USD annual
revenue band, Latin American capital city

H O W  T O  A P P LY  I T  I N  Y O U R  R E S TA U R A N T
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90-day implementation roadmap

1 Days 1-15 · Unit economics diagnosis and digital territory audit
Rebuild the P&L per order, not per month: average ticket, real effective commission —the one
on the statement, not the one in the contract—, packaging, waste and delivery cost. Calculate
prime cost and break-even with the formula explained in chapter three. In parallel, audit the
territory: which brands compete inside your delivery polygon, at what rating and at what price. If
your effective commission exceeds 24% and your owned channel does not reach 10% of sales,
you have a structural vulnerability rather than a marketing problem. Close this phase with a
single page: contribution per order for every dish, ranked from highest to lowest.

2 Days 16-40 · Mirror menu, menu engineering and hourly capacity
Build the channel price upward from cost until food cost sits at 32% or less AFTER commission;
never copy the dining-room price. Pull the dishes that combine low contribution with high
complexity —those are the ones that blow up dispatch times— and design two or three combos
that lift average ticket. Measure orders per hour at peak and adjust mise en place so two brands
share a base protein. If you run a physical menu at any point of sale or showroom, keep it: the
printed menu governs the guest experience and the rhythm of service, while the QR is a
complement for delivery, price updates and analytics.

3 Days 41-70 · Local digital engine: Maps, SEO and polygon-level advertising
Verify one Google Business Profile per virtual brand, with the correct primary category, original
photos of the real product, hours that match the operation and a weekly post. Work local SEO
around immediate-intent queries in your area and connect owned ordering through a WhatsApp
catalog or an ordering page. Advertising is bought by delivery radius and by the time bands
where capacity sits idle, never by whole city. Install the review protocol: replies within 24 hours,
a named owner and a script for the 1★. This phase builds the assets the aggregator will never
hand over.

4 Days 71-90 · KPI dashboard, stress test and expansion decision
Stand up a dashboard with six live indicators: weighted effective commission, channel mix,
contribution per order, orders per hour at peak, average rating and owned-customer acquisition
cost. Run the chapter five stress simulation at 5%, 12% and 20% input inflation and see which
scenario breaks your break-even. Only then decide whether to open a second kitchen, add
another brand onto the existing line, or consolidate. Opening square meters before the digital
engine works is the most expensive way to discover that the kitchen was never the problem.

FA Q
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How does a ghost kitchen work and how is it different from a brick-and-mortar restaurant?

A ghost kitchen produces for delivery only: no dining room, no storefront, no foot traffic. Sales arrive through
aggregators, owned ordering and local search, so location stops being the main asset and digital ranking
replaces it. In dark kitchen vs brick and mortar restaurant terms, CapEx falls because there is no dining room or
furniture, but a new permanent cost appears: channel commission, between 18% and 30% of gross sales.

How much revenue does a ghost kitchen need to be profitable in 2026?

It depends on commission and prime cost, not on a magic number. At a 25% effective commission and 62%
prime cost, a single-kitchen operation rarely breathes below 25,000 USD a month. That is why the under-500-
thousand-USD band demands two brands on one line and an owned channel from month one: without order
density per hour, fixed OpEx eats the contribution margin.

How do I increase sales on Rappi without raising the commission I pay?

Work the variables the algorithm rewards and does not charge for: honest prep times actually met, low
cancellation rate, original product photos and a high rating. Each additional star is worth 5% to 9% of
revenue according to Harvard Business School (Luca). Paid placement plans lift effective commission by 3
to 7 points and breed dependency; use them as a temporary lever to launch a brand, never as a permanent
demand strategy.

Is local SEO useful when the kitchen serves no walk-in customers?

It is useful, and it is the cheapest channel you own. A Google Business Profile verified as a delivery-only
establishment surfaces in immediate-intent searches inside the polygon, with hours, reviews and a direct
link to owned ordering, which pays no commission. In mature operations that traffic contributes 10% to 20%
of owned-channel sales, and the reviews it accumulates sustain the rating that later improves ranking inside
the aggregator.

Frequently asked questions about how a ghost kitchen works

D ATA  &  S O U R C E S

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

Metric Benchmark 2026 Source

Mercado de dark kitchens en
India

US$ 552 millones (2023), proyectado a US$
1.523 millones en 2030 (CAGR 15,6%)

Coherent Market Insights
(GlobeNewswire) 2024

Mercado de cloud kitchens en
Medio Oriente y África

US$ 427 millones (2024), proyectado a US$
1.074 millones en 2030 (CAGR 21,9%)

MarkNtel Advisors 2024

Sector data 2026 (official sources)
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Metric Benchmark 2026 Source

Mercado de cloud kitchens en
Emiratos Árabes Unidos

US$ 430 millones (2025), proyectado a US$
1.082,6 millones en 2032 (CAGR 14,1%)

Coherent Market Insights 2025

Cuota de DoorDash en delivery
de EE. UU.

60,7% del mercado a fin de 2024 Earnest Analytics 2024

Cuota de Uber Eats en delivery
de EE. UU.

26,1% del mercado a fin de 2024 Earnest Analytics 2024

Cuota de Grubhub en delivery
de EE. UU.

6,3% del mercado a fin de 2024 Earnest Analytics 2024
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Join our MASTERESTAURANT Community for FREE

Restaurant owners and teams from 43 countries sharing knowledge, tools and applied AI — straight to
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