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QUICK VERDICT

The asset you scale isn't the dish: it's the system that costs it. When expansion
fails it's not because the recipe travels poorly, but because dish costing lives in
the founding chef's head instead of a replicable system. Treat cost architecture
as your true product: standardize prime cost, theoretical vs. actual cost and
contribution margin before opening unit #2, and unit #10's EBITDA will mirror
unit #1's.

* Executive Brief Strategic brief - CEOs, boards & investors - 12 minread - 2026-07-06

INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY OF MASTERESTAURANT® — EXCLUSIVE FOR SECTOR LEADERS

Most owners believe they're expanding a menu. In reality they're expanding —or
destroying— a cost structure. When the second location opens without the same
dish-costing system that made the first profitable, quality doesn't collapse overnight: it
erodes dish by dish, one food-cost percentage point at a time, until the managerial
P&L shows a margin no one recognizes anymore.

This brief is written for the owner who has already proven the concept works in one
unit and now faces the most dangerous capital decision of their career: to replicate.
The thesis is uncomfortable but measurable. The product you must package,
document and audit is not the food. It's the system that guarantees every dish, in
every location, costs what it should.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON


https://www.masterestaurant.com/masterestaurant-perfil-profesional-diego-parra-experto-en-crear-y-potenciar-restaurantes.html

TRADITIONAL EXPANSION MASTERESTAURANT METHOD

(REPLICATE THE RECIPE) (REPLICATE THE SYSTEM)
Average food cost, unit #3+ X 34-39% (drifts with no central v 28-30% (locked by standard costing)
control)
Theoretical vs. actual cost gap X 6-11 pts (invisible leakage) v 1.5-2.5 pts (audited weekly)
Consolidated prime cost (food X 68-74% (no ceiling) v 58-62% (governed ceiling)
+ labor)
Time to make a new unit X 14-20 months v 6-9 months
profitable
EBITDA variability across X 19 pts (each unit its own luck) v +2.5 pts (stable unit economics)
locations
Annual capital leakage per X 48,000-72,000 USD v 9,000-14,000 USD
mis-costed unit
Dependence on the founding X High (the system lives in their v Low (the system lives in the
chef/owner head) architecture)

The asset that scales is not the dish: it's the system that costs it. The recipe
travels well; profitability almost never does.

I've seen it in dozens of restaurants that open their second location with the same
menu and discover, six months later, that food cost jumped from 28% to 37% without
anyone deciding it. When the second location opens without the same dish-costing
system that made the first one profitable, quality doesn't collapse overnight: it erodes
plate by plate, percentage point by percentage point. Diego F. Parra and the
Masterestaurant method measure it this way: the gap between theoretical and actual
cost widens from 6 to 11 points in the second unit. Those 11 points on 40,000 USD in
monthly sales are 4,400 USD of margin that evaporate every month, and the founder
doesn't notice until the quarterly close. Replicating the recipe transfers the dish but
not the profit because the theoretical cost stays anchored to the first location.

The founding chef carries the exact gram weight, the right supplier and the real
yield of each cut in their head; none of it is documented.

When unit two opens, the new cook improvises their own cost structure: buys from
the nearest supplier, adjusts portions by eye and decides waste by intuition. The
result is a gap of 6 to 11 points between what the dish should cost (28-30% target


https://masterestaurant.com/metodologia_restaurantes.html

food cost) and what it actually costs (35-40%). On an average check of 22 USD and
2,500 covers a month, an 8-point gap means 4,400 USD of pure capital leakage per
location each month. Multiply by five units and that's 264,000 USD a year that never
shows up on the income statement. Dish costing becomes a product when it's
documented, versioned and audited like any corporate asset. It stops living in the
chef's memory and moves to a spec sheet with gram-precise weights, measured
yields, an approved supplier and a contract price.

Each dish has its version: recipe 2.3, effective from a given date, with a
theoretical food cost of 29.4%.

Prime cost —food cost plus kitchen labor— stops being the surprise at close and
becomes a governance parameter measured in real time, not on a 30-day lag. In the
Masterestaurant method, each location reports its weekly food cost against the
central standard; a deviation greater than 2 points triggers an audit. Quality holds
because the standard doesn't depend on a person: it depends on a decision
architecture that every location inherits intact on day one. Without a costing system,
EBITDA swings up to £9 points between locations of the same brand, and that
variance is what kills expansion. One location returns 18% EBITDA and the one next
door, with the same menu and the same prices, barely 9%; the difference isn't in
sales, it's in a cost structure each manager builds their own way.

With a replicable cost architecture, that swing compresses to *2 or 3 points,
because food cost and prime cost are governed from a single standard.

The difference is brutal for enterprise value: a five-location group with stable 17%
EBITDA is valued at multiples of 5 to 7 times; the same group with erratic EBITDA
between 9% and 18% gets penalized to 3 times or less. The costing system doesn't
protect the dish: it protects the sale multiple of the entire business. A Masterestaurant
client opened their second location with an identical menu and lost 11 points of food
cost in the first quarter. The original location ran at 29% food cost; the new one, at
40%. The recipe was the same, the supplier was not: the new manager bought
protein from a distributor 14% more expensive and served portions 20 grams above
standard. No one saw it because there was no spec sheet or weekly control.

Diego F. Parra built the system in six weeks: versioned spec sheets, an approved
supplier with a contract price and a food cost report every Monday against the central
standard. In 90 days the second location dropped from 40% to 30.5% food cost. On
monthly sales of 52,000 USD, recovering those 9.5 points meant 4,940 USD of
margin a month —nearly 60,000 USD a year— without raising a single price or
touching dish quality. Prime cost must be governed as a parameter, not read as a



result, because by the time you discover it at monthly close you've already lost 30
days of margin you can't recover. Healthy prime cost in casual dining lives between
55% and 60% of sales; every point above 62% signals that expansion is draining
capital. Treating it as a result means finding out late: the management P&L arrives on
the 15th of the following month showing a margin no one recognizes anymore.

Treating it as a parameter means measuring it weekly, per location, against a
fixed threshold, and acting on the deviation within 48 hours. That's the heart of
the system-as-product:

not a figure you contemplate, but a limit you defend. A group measuring prime cost
weekly catches a 3-point leak in 7 days; one measuring monthly catches it in 45,
once it's already cost 6,000 or 7,000 USD. Before replicating you must package the
costing system, not the food: a spec sheet per dish, an approved-supplier matrix,
food cost and prime cost thresholds, and a weekly audit protocol. The food already
knows how to travel; what doesn't travel on its own is the discipline that makes it
profitable. Document the exact gram weight of each component, the measured yield
of each cut (not the one the supplier claims), the negotiated contract price and the

standard portion validated in the kitchen.

Version each spec sheet to know what changed and when. Audit every location
against the standard each Monday, with a maximum tolerated deviation of
2 points.

In the Masterestaurant method, this package is delivered as an operating manual a
new manager runs from day one, without depending on the founder. That manual —
not the recipe— is the asset that multiplies value when you open unit three, four and
five. Replicating the recipe transfers the dish but not the profitability: the theoretical
cost stays in the first location and each new unit improvises its own cost structure,
opening a 6-to-11-point gap between what the dish should cost and what it actually
costs. That gap is pure capital leakage. Replicating the system turns dish costing into
a product: documented, versioned and auditable. Prime cost stops being a month-
end surprise and becomes a corporate-governance parameter measured in real time.

Quiality holds because the standard doesn't depend on a person, but on a replicable
decision architecture. The unit-economics result is tangible: an EBITDA that swings
19 points across locations under traditional expansion stabilizes at £2.5 with the
method. That consistency is exactly what an investor values in operational due
diligence before financing unit #5, #10 or a master franchise.

POINT BY POINT
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Average food cost, unit #3+

Theoretical vs. actual cost gap

Consolidated prime cost (food

+ labor)

Time to make a new unit
profitable

EBITDA variability across
locations

Annual capital leakage per
mis-costed unit

Dependence on the founding
chef/owner

THE NUMBERS THAT MATTER

TRADITIONAL EXPANSION
(REPLICATE THE RECIPE)

X 34-39% (drifts with no central
control)

X 6-11 pts (invisible leakage)

X 68-74% (no ceiling)

X 14-20 months

X 19 pts (each unit its own luck)

X 48,000-72,000 USD

X High (the system lives in their
head)

MASTERESTAURANT METHOD
(REPLICATE THE SYSTEM)
v 28-30% (locked by standard costing)

v 1.5-2.5 pts (audited weekly)

v 58-62% (governed ceiling)

v 6-9 months

v +2.5 pts (stable unit economics)

v 9,000-14,000 USD

v Low (the system lives in the

architecture)



REAL CASE

HOW TO APPLY IT IN YOUR RESTAURANT

FREE TOOLS



MASTERESTAURANT TOOLS & METHOD

Dish costing stops living in a fragile spreadsheet when it rests on a decision
architecture built to scale. These Masterestaurant Method tools lock the cost
structure unit by unit.

FAQ

DATA & SOURCES



Verifiable industry benchmarks from official, non-commercial sources

(government, industry associations, market research) - not competitors.

Metric Benchmark 2026

Food cost 6ptimo del . .
28-35% (promedio full-service 32.4%)

sector
Costo laboral 25-35% de los ingresos
Ventas del sector proyeccion =US$1,55 billones en 2026 pese a presion
(EE.UU.) de costos
Prime cost
55-65% de las ventas
recomendado
Margen neto tipico 3-9% (full-service 3-5%)
Flujo de caja en la mala gestion de caja se asocia a ~82% de los
pymes cierres de pequefos negocios

Source

National Restaurant Association

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

National Restaurant Association
— SOl 2026

Nation's Restaurant News

Statista

Inc. (estudio U.S. Bank)

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