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MASTERESTAURANT® Executive Brief

Marcas Virtuales: ; Crecimiento
Incremental o Canibalizacion

Encubierta?

Método probado en +8.400 restaurantes - 43 paises restaurantecercademi.co

QUICK VERDICT

Verdict: a virtual brand is incremental growth only if it captures a daypart, cuisine or
craving your base brand does NOT sell today; in 60-70% of the launches | see without that
filter, the new brand steals orders from the existing one and joint contribution margin falls,
because you add aggregator commission (effective 30%-40% per order, per ActiveMenus)
without adding a net-new customer. The right question isn't «xam | selling more?» but «<am |
selling to someone who wasn't buying from me before?». Measure commission-net
incrementality before scaling.

» Executive Brief Strategic brief - CEOs, boards & investors - 11 minread - 2026-07-09

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OF MASTERESTAURANT® — EXCLUSIVE FOR SECTOR LEADERS

This brief answers a capital decision, not a trend: launching virtual brands inside your current kitchen can be the
sector's lowest-CAPEX growth path, or a mirage that cannibalizes your own ticket. The difference lives in unit
economics, not enthusiasm.
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The owner who decides with the Masterestaurant method separates three numbers: prime cost per brand,

effective aggregator commission per order, and net incrementality rate. Without all three, any launch is a

blind bet.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Side-by-side comparison

Effective aggregator

commission per order

Food cost per dish of the new
brand

VIRTUAL BRAND AS
INCREMENTAL GROWTH

X  30%-40% assumed and
deducted before deciding
(ActiveMenus)

X  <32% with own re-costed
recipes

VIRTUAL BRAND THAT
CANNIBALIZES (HIDDEN)

v Effective 30%-40% ignored;
15%-30% nominal quoted (Food On
Demand 2026)

v >32% from copying base menu
without re-costing

Source of the new order X Daypart/craving the base brand

doesn't sell label

v'  Same customer, same craving, new

v 25%-35% if it needs extra shift/line
(BLS)

Incremental labor cost X 0-5% (same line, same shift)

Joint contribution margin X Rises: net-new customer after v Falls: same customer, +1 aggregator

commission commission

Virtual brand break-even X Defined in orders/day before

launch

v Never calculated; discovered too late

X Positive net of commission and
packaging

Delivery unit economics v Negative after 30%-40% commission

+ packaging

1. Does a virtual brand grow your business or cannibalize what you already have?

A virtual brand only grows your business if it captures demand your base brand wasn't serving; other-
wise it steals orders from your own menu.

Third-party delivery costs 30% to 40% effective per order according to ActiveMenus, so relabeling food you al-
ready sold under a new name adds no customers: it just shifts your ticket to a channel that takes nearly four of
every ten dollars. The typical commission is 15%-30% nominal but reaches 30%-40% effective per order accord-
ing to Food On Demand 2026, once you add packaging, forced promotions and service fees. Diego F. Parra
puts it bluntly: in the Masterestaurant methodology, a second brand in the same kitchen is justified when it
opens a daypart, a cuisine or a craving that's absent, not when it recycles the same dish with another label and
another commission stacked on top. Net commission incrementality measures what share of your virtual-brand
orders are truly new customers, after deducting the 30%-40% effective the aggregator charges per order ac-
cording to ActiveMenus.
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2. Net commission incrementality: the only metric that separates growth from mirage

If a new order pays that commission but came from a customer who already bought your base brand, you
gained no volume: you destroyed contribution margin. The cloud kitchen market is projected at USD 248.10 bil-
lion by 2035 according to Precedence Research 2025, and that scale attracts operators who confuse GMV with
profitability. Diego F. Parra has seen dozens of launches where the owner celebrates 40 new daily orders with-
out noticing that 25 previously came through the original menu at the same margin and with no platform com-
mission. The right question is not how many orders the brand adds, but how many would have reached your
kitchen anyway. The owner who decides with the Masterestaurant methodology isolates three numbers before
switching on a virtual brand: prime cost per brand, effective commission per channel and net incrementality rate.
Prime cost —food cost plus labor cost— must be measured per brand, not per kitchen, because a virtual menu
with 34% food cost and 35% effective commission leaves a dangerously thin contribution margin.

3. The Masterestaurant decision architecture: three numbers before launching

Remember that labor cost runs between 25% and 35% of revenue according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics, and that payroll doesn't vanish because you share burners. Diego F. Parra insists: without these three
numbers, any launch is a blind bet. With them, the owner tells in minutes whether the virtual brand is a low-
CAPEX growth path or a silent drain that splits your own volume across more commissions and more opera-
tional complexity on the line. The aggregator is not your growth partner; it's a distribution channel costing 30% to
40% effective per order according to ActiveMenus, and it's best used only to capture demand you didn't have.
Uber Eats charges independent restaurants between 27% and 30% commission according to eLogii 2024, while
its pickup commission on DoorDash drops to 6% according to CloudKitchens. That gap reveals the truth: the de-
livery logistics eat the margin, not the brand.

4. The aggregator is not your growth partner: it's an expensive distribution channel

With roughly 95 million Uber Eats users in 2024 according to Uber Technologies, the platform does bring real
reach, but you only capitalize on it if your virtual brand targets a customer who would never have entered your
base brand. Diego F. Parra says it in the boardroom: use the aggregator to fish for new cravings, not to relabel
the orders that already reached you directly and commission-free. A second brand is justified when it fills a day-
part, a cuisine or a craving your base menu doesn't sell today, because only then is the order genuinely new and
not a transfer of your own ticket. If your Italian kitchen is dead at 10pm but wings-and-burger demand spikes at
that hour on the aggregator, that empty time slot is real incrementality. The market has appetite: iFood closed
2024 with 55 million active customers according to iFood 2024, and Rappi operates in 9 countries and 350 cities
with more than 500,000 partners according to its 2024 report.

5. When does an absent daypart or craving justify the second brand?

That volume rewards whoever fills demand gaps, not whoever fragments their own. Diego F. Parra rec-
ommends mapping your dead hours and absent cuisines first;

if the virtual brand doesn't attack one of those gaps, 60%-70% of the time it will end up cannibalizing what you
already sold. The real cost of a virtual brand is not just the commission: it's the operational complexity that
erodes the joint prime cost of all your brands. Each additional menu adds SKUs, waste, cross-preparation times
and line errors that inflate food cost above the recommended maximum of 32% per dish. With labor cost be-
tween 25% and 35% of revenue according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, a kitchen running three poorly
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organized brands pays overtime that no single brand books correctly. Diego F. Parra has seen it again and
again: the owner launches four virtual brands, celebrates combined GMV and discovers three months later that
total contribution margin fell because the line collapses at peak.

6. The hidden cost: operational complexity that erodes joint prime cost

The Masterestaurant rule is strict: if adding the brand raises your joint prime cost more than it contributes in net
new orders, it's not growth, it's dilution disguised as expansion. The profitable owner watches contribution mar-
gin per brand, not combined GMV, because volume inflated by 30%-40% effective commissions according to
ActiveMenus is vanity revenue that doesn't cover payroll. DoorDash grew its Marketplace GOV +20% year over
year in 2024 according to its full-year results, and that kind of figure tempts owners to measure success by
gross billing. It's a cash-flow error. If your virtual brand moves USD 30,000 a month but 60% comes from cus-
tomers who already bought at double the margin with no commission, your profit dropped even as billing rose.
Diego F. Parra closes the decision with a single action: before launching, run the net incrementality number over
a 30-day sample of your own orders and compare contribution margin with and without the brand.

7. Vanity revenue versus contribution margin: what the profitable owner watches

If the whole doesn't improve, don't launch; reorder the menu you already have and save the commission.
Commission-net incrementality: the only metric that separates real growth from vanity revenue. If the new order
pays 30%-40% commission (ActiveMenus) and came from a customer already buying from you, you destroy
margin. Masterestaurant decision architecture: prime cost per brand + effective commission per channel + incre-
mentality rate. The owner who doesn't isolate these three confuses volume with profitability. The aggregator is
not your growth partner: it's a distribution channel costing 30%-40% effective per order (ActiveMenus). Use it to
capture demand you didn't have, not to relabel demand you already had.

POINT BY POINT

A/B analysis: growth vs. cannibalization

SOURCE OF THE ORDER

A - VIRTUAL BRAND AS INCREMENTAL B - MASTERESTAURANT Same customer
GROWTH

under another label
New customer in an empty daypart/craving

Verdict: Only the net-new customer order is growth; the rest is cannibalization with commission
(ActiveMenus).
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COMMISSION ASSUMED

A - VIRTUAL BRAND AS INCREMENTAL B - MASTERESTAURANT 15%-30%
GROWTH

nominal quoted, effective ignored
30%-40% effective deducted before

deciding

Verdict: Deciding with nominal commission (Food On Demand 2026) hides the real cost and
overstates margin.

NEW BRAND FOOD COST

A - VIRTUAL BRAND AS INCREMENTAL B - MASTERESTAURANT >32% from
GROWTH

copying the base menu
<32% with re-costed recipes

Verdict: Copying the menu without re-costing breaks prime cost and turns volume into loss.

INCREMENTAL LABOR COST

A - VIRTUAL BRAND AS INCREMENTAL B - MASTERESTAURANT 25%-35% if it
GROWTH

needs extra shift/line (BLS)
0-5% on same line and shift

Verdict: A virtual brand only leverages if it shares the line; a new shift kills unit economics.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON
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When a virtual brand IS incremental growth RECOMMENDED

X Captures an empty daypart: breakfast or late-night your kitchen ignores today
X Sells a different craving (chicken, bowls, desserts) with own food cost <32%
X Uses your same line and shift: incremental labor cost near 0%

X Break-even calculated in orders/day BEFORE turning the brand on

X  Effective aggregator commission (30%-40%) priced into the menu

When it's hidden cannibalization MASTERESTAURANT

v" The new menu is basically your base brand under another name
v" The order comes from the same customer already buying direct
v" You add aggregator commission without adding a net customer

v" Food cost exceeds 32% from copying recipes without re-costing

v~ Joint contribution margin falls even as sales 'rise'

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON

Side-by-side comparison

VIRTUAL BRAND AS VIRTUAL BRAND THAT
INCREMENTAL GROWTH CANNIBALIZES (HIDDEN)

Effective aggregator X  30%-40% assumed and v Effective 30%-40% ignored;

commission per order deducted before deciding 15%-30% nominal quoted (Food On
(ActiveMenus) Demand 2026)

Food cost per dish of the new X =£32% with own re-costed v >32% from copying base menu

brand recipes without re-costing

Source of the new order X Daypart/craving the base brand v'  Same customer, same craving, new
doesn't sell label
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VIRTUAL BRAND AS
INCREMENTAL GROWTH

Incremental labor cost X 0-5% (same line, same shift)

Joint contribution margin X Rises: net-new customer after
commission

Virtual brand break-even X Defined in orders/day before
launch

Delivery unit economics X Positive net of commission and
packaging

THE NUMBERS THAT MATTER

The numbers that rule in 2026

‘u['Wh

Total effective third-party delivery
cost per order (up to 40%)

3['Wh

Typical third-party platform
commission (15%-30% nominal)

:Z7Qh

Commission an independent restaurant
pays on Uber Eats (27%-30%)

248

B USD

Global cloud kitchen market projected by 2035

BE;Wh

Operators comfortable using
Al in the restaurant (2025)

:35Qh

Labor cost as a share of revenue (25%-35%)

VIRTUAL BRAND THAT
CANNIBALIZES (HIDDEN)

v 25%-35% if it needs extra shift/line
(BLS)

v Falls: same customer, +1 aggregator
commission

v Never calculated; discovered too late

v Negative after 30%-40% commission
+ packaging
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VISUALIZATION

The numbers, visualized

Total effective third-party delivery cost per order (up to 40%)

Typical third-party platform commission (15%-30% nominal)

Commission an independent restaurant pays on Uber Eats (27%-30%)

Global cloud kitchen market projected by 2035

B USD

Operators comfortable using Al in the restaurant (2025)

Labor cost as a share of revenue (25%-35%)

Sources: ActiveMenus 2025 - Food On Demand 2026 - eLogii 2024 - Precedence Research 2025 - Toast 2025

Chart by masterestaurant.com

REAL CASE

“An owner in Bogota launched three virtual brands —chicken, bowls and desserts— on top of his burger
kitchen. In 90 days sales 'grew’ 22%, but joint contribution margin fell: two of the three brands sold to the
same burger-delivery customer, now paying aggregator commission (effective ~35%, per ActiveMenus) on
an order that used to come in direct. The dessert brand —the only craving he didn't sell— was truly
incremental. We killed the other two and EBITDA rose without touching the good volume.”

— Consulting case - synthesis by Diego F. Parra, Masterestaurant

HOW TO APPLY IT IN YOUR RESTAURANT
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Strategic roadmap: 3 phases

@ Phase 1 — Incrementality due diligence (weeks 1-3)
Deliverable: map of empty dayparts and cravings + prime cost per candidate brand. Success
metric: every approved virtual brand captures 21 daypart or craving with 0% overlap with your
base menu and projected food cost £32%. Discard any brand whose expected order comes
from a customer already buying direct.

@ Phase 2 — Pilot with armored unit economics (weeks 4-9)
Deliverable: 1-2 pilot brands with break-even in orders/day and effective commission (30%-40%,
per ActiveMenus) priced into the menu. Success metric: commission-net incrementality 260% of
orders (most are new customers) and joint contribution margin above baseline.

@ Phase 3 — Scale or cut (weeks 10-16)
Deliverable: a capital decision per brand based on data, not volume. Success metric: scale only
brands with rising joint contribution margin and positive EBITDA net of commission; cut every
cannibalizing brand. Target: +8-15% EBITDA at 12 months with no new-location CAPEX.

FAQ

Decision-maker questions

What does selling through an aggregator really cost in 20267

Between 30% and 40% effective per order, not the 15%-30% nominal the platforms advertise (ActiveMenus
2025; Food On Demand 2026). That gap between nominal and effective commission is where poorly costed
virtual brands die: packaging, promotions and marketing fees push the real cost toward the top of the range.

How do | know if my virtual brand cannibalizes instead of growing?

Measure commission-net incrementality: what share of new orders comes from customers who were NOT
buying before. If most are your same customer under another label, you cannibalize: you add aggregator
commission (30%-40%, ActiveMenus) without adding a net customer, and joint contribution margin falls even as
sales rise.

Is the cloud kitchen model worth it for virtual brands?

Yes, if you capture new demand: the global cloud kitchen market is projected at USD 248.1 billion by 2035
(Precedence Research 2025) because CAPEX is low. But low CAPEX doesn't fix negative unit economics: a
brand that cannibalizes still destroys margin even if the kitchen is cheap.
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What does it cost NOT to decide this with data?

The cost of inaction is invisible margin leaking through commission. With labor cost at 25%-35% of revenue
(U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics) and effective commission up to 40% (ActiveMenus), a cannibalizing brand can

run at negative contribution for months without you noticing, because total volume rises. EBITDA is what pays

the bill.

DATA & SOURCES

Sector data 2026 (official sources)

Verifiable industry benchmarks from official, non-commercial sources (government, industry associations,

market research) - not competitors.

Metric

Tope legal a comisiones de
delivery en Nueva York

Tope a comisiones de delivery en
San Francisco

Operadores que planean invertir
en marketing digital

Operadores que priorizan
tecnologia de punto de venta

Operadores que planean invertir
en tecnologia

Operadores que planean invertir
en lA

Propiedad Intelectual de Masterestaurant® — Exclusivo para Lideres de Sector -
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Benchmark 2026

Maximo 15% por entrega y 5% por otros
servicios (tope permanente)

Comisiones limitadas al 15%

63% de los operadores en 2024

48% de los operadores en 2024

Cerca del 70% de los operadores en el
préximo afno (2024)

16% de los operadores de restaurantes en
2024 (incl. reconocimiento de voz)

Source

Restaurant Business 2023

Restaurant Dive 2020

National Restaurant
Association 2024

National Restaurant
Association 2024

National Restaurant
Association / Escoffier 2024

National Restaurant

Association (CNBC) 2024

masterestaurant.com
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