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Executive Summary 

The Community Farm Alliance contracted with the Kentucky Center for Agriculture and Rural  
Development to study the feasibility of a Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center and to develop a business 
plan for the facility based on the results of that feasibility study.

The	report	being	provided	summarizes	the	results	of	that	feasibility	study,	which	includes	demand	for	such	
a	facility	from	producers,	food	entrepreneurs,	and	other	users;	buyer	interest;	facility	needs;	and	financial	
considerations for the facility.  KCARD surveyed potential users, interviewed stakeholders and potential 
users, and compared the data with national surveys on commercial kitchens and then used the data to  
recommend	two	possible	organizational	structures	and	develop	a	profit/loss	projection	for	the	project.

Findings:

1. Reflecting	the	range	of	possible	agricultural	and	food	purposes	for	a	facility,	survey	respondents	 
included	farmers,	value-added	food	producers,	bakers,	and	a	limited	number	of	distributors	and	 
restaurants.  The majority of the respondents have sales of less than $25,000 and do mostly  
direct-to-consumer	sales.		

2. Interest in a commercial kitchen was relatively high among respondents, with 65% somewhat or very 
interested in the facility.  For those not interested, the proximity of the facility to their location likely 
contributed to their lack of interest.  

3. Sauces and salsa are the most popular product of interest to produce in the commercial kitchen,  
followed	by	canned	fruits	and	vegetables,	bakery	items,	jams/jellies,	and	condiments	and	spices.

4.	 Using a median number of hours of usage for those interested in using the kitchen, the kitchen would 
be	used	for	5,791	hours/year.		If	only	the	25	high	interest	respondents	converted	to	users,	the	kitchen	
could	be	used	for	4,147	hours/year.

5. Revenue was projected based on a discounted level of kitchen usage since the conversion rate of high 
interest users to actual users is assumed to be less than 100%.  In this case, a discount factor of 50% 
was applied to the number of hours.  

6. On	average,	respondents	indicated	a	rate	of	$21.32/hour	as	the	rate	they	were	willing	to	pay,	with	
high-interest	users	indicating	a	slightly	higher	rate	of	$23/hour.		

7. While	break-even	levels	of	hourly	fee	varies	greatly	by	facility,	based	on	past	studies	in	Kentucky,	
the	facility	typically	must	charge	at	least	$35/hour	to	cover	expenses	associated	with	operating	costs.		
This is consistent with the projections developed in this study for the Central Kentucky Ag and 
Food	Center,	which	shows	a	break-even	level	of	$26.49/hour	cost	if	additional	sources	of	revenue	
for	storage	and	co-packing	are	assumed	to	offset	a	portion	of	the	$77,650	annual	operating	cost.		If	
those	sources	of	revenue	do	not	materialize,	the	break-even	level	rises	to	$37.46/hour.		Both	of	these	
calculations assume a high level of usage of 2,073 hours.

8.	 Respondents	are	interested	in	co-packing	services,	but	of	the	36	either	somewhat	or	highly	interested,	
only	3	reported	currently	using	co-packing	services,	and	each	of	those	three	spend	less	than	$10,000	
annually	on	these	services	currently.	For	the	purpose	of	the	study,	co-packing	is	defined	as	the	 
manufacturing, processing, and packaging of a product under contract to a client.
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9. Interest	in	storage	–	dry,	freezer,	and	cooler	–	is	relatively	high,	with	about	half	of	respondents	 
interested.		While	the	number	of	pallets	stored	per	person	is	relatively	small,	the	cumulative	effect	
could	be	demand	for	773	square	feet	of	dry	storage,	627	square	feet	of	cooler	storage,	and	467	square	
feet	of	freezer	storage.		Additionally,	while	interest	among	growers	currently	selling	through	 
wholesale	channels	was	not	sufficient	to	justify	full-service	food	hub	operations,	two	aggregators	of	
product in the region are interested in renting storage space at the facility to support their  
operations.

10. In	the	region,	24	commercial	kitchens	are	available	to	rent,	but	their	hours,	rates,	equipment,	and	
storage may not meet the needs of food entrepreneurs.

11. With	regard	to	business	structure,	the	limited	interest	from	high-usage	individuals	and	the	challenge	
with	covering	operating	costs	for	the	kitchen	make	it	unlikely	a	private,	for-profit	entity	would	 
become a champion of the project.  Instead, the project’s connection to economic development  
objectives	speak	to	a	non-profit	or	public-private	partnership	involving	the	City	of	Berea	and	a	 
private	non-profit	organization.

12. Initially, the project was shaped in part by an interest in turning the Parker Seals Building in Berea 
into usable space. To make the building rentable to any tenants, a new roof, windows, plumbing,  
wiring,	and	floor	substrate	will	likely	be	necessary.		In	consultation	with	partners,	the	financial	
projection for the project assumes that the owner would bear this cost with tenants to the building – 
including the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center – only responsible for the renovation associated 
with	build-out	of	their	space,	which	is	assumed	to	include	a	1,700	square	feet	kitchen,	1,867	square	
feet	of	storage,	and	5,000	square	feet	of	office	space.

13. Given the constraints related to the Parker Seals Building, this study uses the facility for location 
purposes	and	evaluates	the	potential	for	the	facility	to	serve	in	the	role	envisioned,	but	the	financial	
projections for the project were developed largely independent of the actual location itself, aside 
from the general Berea location. 

14.	Three primary revenue sources are assumed for the kitchen:
a. Kitchen rental is projected at an hourly rate with usage at 2,073 hours per year at a cost of  

$21/hour.		
b. Co-packing	services	are	assumed	to	be	included	in	the	project,	with	some	caveats.		To	 

successfully	offer	co-packing	services,	staff	must	be	present	and	capable	not	just	of	processing	
value-added	product,	but	also	with	working	with	entrepreneurs	on	their	recipes.		Additionally,	
co-packing	can	become	a	financial	burden	on	the	kitchen	if	the	costs	of	providing	the	service	
are not adequately managed. 

c. Storage	fees	are	assumed	at	$6/pallet/month	dry	storage	and	$10/pallet/month	for	cold	or	
freezer	storage.

15. A	full-time	staff	person	is	assumed	to	manage	the	kitchen,	especially	with	co-packing	services	being	
offered.

16. At these levels, the facility has a loss of $19,335 in Year One, which decreases to $10,010 by Year 
Three as usage increases at a 5% rate.  For the facility to stay operational, this loss would have to be 
covered through capital provided by an external partner to the facility, which points back to a  
nonprofit	or	public	partner	with	economic	development	embodied	in	their	mission	and	interest	in	the	
project.
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Project Overview

The Community Farm Alliance (CFA) has been working with partners in the region within and  
surrounding the Madison County, Kentucky area to provide a missing link in the regional food system 
in	the	area	by	examining	the	conditions	necessary	for	an	aggregator	entity/business	incubator	to	succeed	
in	the	region	while	also	providing	a	roadmap	for	development	of	such	an	entity.		In	2018,	CFA	secured	a	
USDA	Local	Food	Promotion	Program	grant	to	evaluate	these	conditions	for	success	through	a	 
comprehensive feasibility study, to include examination of possible incorporation options for the entity,  
assessment	of	the	existing	competitive	space,	and	development	of	pro	forma	financial	projections.	

CFA has subcontracted with the Kentucky Center for Agriculture and Rural Development (KCARD) to 
evaluate	whether	this	type	of	entity	can	address	the	needs	in	the	region	while	also	offering	a	sustainable	
financial	model.	

Initially, when the study began, it focused primarily on the Parker Seals building in downtown Berea,  
purchased by Fahe in 2009. It was envisioned that the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center would  
occupy	a	small	portion	of	the	80,000	square	foot	building.	The	name	“Central	Kentucky	Food	and	Ag	 
Center” was determined by the Advisory Group as a way to distinguish the project for the purpose of  
benefiting	Kentucky’s	agricultural	and	food	entrepreneurs	in	the	region.	As	the	study	progressed,	the	 
stakeholders	indicated	an	interest	in	making	sure	that	the	analysis	was	flexible	enough	to	include	other	 
possible locations, provided that they remained in the general Berea area.

This feasibility study and eventual business plan will aid in the transition of the Central Kentucky Food 
and Ag Center project from the planning phase to the implementation phase. Components addressed in the 
study include the following:

 ̛ User Demand: Who	are	the	potential	users	of	the	kitchen?	How	would	potential	clients	use	the	 
facility?	What	kinds	of	products	are	potential	users	interested	in	making?	What	are	current	barriers	 
to	development	of	products?		For	potential	users	who	are	currently	using	other	facilities	in	the	 
region, where are they processing now and how do these facilities compare to the proposed new 
facility?	

 ̛ Buyer Demand:	Who	are	potential	buyers	of	aggregated	raw	or	processed	agricultural	products?	
What	kinds	of	products	are	potential	buyers	interested	in	purchasing?	What	are	current	barriers	to	
purchasing	Kentucky-produced	products?	For	potential	buyers	who	are	currently	purchasing	 
products in the region, where are they aggregating now and how do these facilities compare to the 
proposed	new	facility?

 ̛ Facility and Equipment:	What	are	the	facility	requirements?	What	equipment	will	be	needed	to	
support	entrepreneurs?	Will	the	identified	facility	meet	those	needs?	How	will	the	facility	be	set	up	
to	best	meet	the	needs	of	entrepreneurs?

 ̛ Operation and Management:	What	are	the	staffing	needs	for	the	Center?	How	many	entrepreneurs	
can	the	Center	accommodate	on	a	regular	basis?	Who	will	be	responsible	for	overseeing	the	facility	
activities?	What	other	elements	of	an	aggregator	entity	and	incubator	project	are	possible?	Who	are	
potential	partners	to	ensure	sustainability	of	the	project?
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 ̛ Financial Considerations:	What	are	the	estimated	start-up	costs?	What	are	possible	sources	of	
funding?	What	are	current	market	rental	rates?	What	are	estimated	projections	for	monthly	and	
yearly	expenses	and	income?	What	are	potential	external	funding	opportunities?	

Defining Types of Shared-Use Kitchens

Over	the	last	decade,	economic	development	organizations,	community-based	non-profits,	and	many	 
others	have	increasingly	turned	to	shared-use	commercial	kitchens	and	kitchen	incubators	as	ways	to	
develop	local	entrepreneurs.	Goals	range	from	providing	a	simple	rentable	kitchen	space	to	a	one-stop	
innovation and incubation facility that includes not only the kitchen space, but recipe testing, educational 
programs,	office	space,	event	space,	shared	labor,	technical	and	marketing	assistance	for	the	businesses,	
and	a	variety	of	food-related	business	support	services.

Identified	shared	use	food	facilities	in	the	United	States	have	increased	from	200	to	over	600	from	2016	to	
2019	across	48	states	and	the	District	of	Columbia,	with	more	than	half	the	facilities	currently	providing	
business	development	services	to	entrepreneurs.	Half	(54%)	of	all	kitchen	incubators	are	in	urban	areas,	
with 27% being suburban and 21% rural (ESI, 2020). Rentable commercial kitchens are typically much 
larger spaces than traditional residential kitchens, incorporate cooking stations, and have appropriate  
equipment	for	food	preparation	and	cooking.	Kitchen	facilities	can	be	divided	into	different	categories;	
however, other studies and commercial kitchen reports are not consistent in classifying rentable facilities 
which	can	result	in	under-reporting	of	the	number	of	commercial	kitchens	in	operation.	While	the	number	
of facilities is increasing nationwide and 69% have seen revenue increase in the past three years, the  
financial	status	of	shared	use	kitchens	still	varies	greatly.	According	to	the	U.S.	Kitchen	Incubators:	An	 
Industry	Update	from	January	2020	by	ESI,	Econsult	Solutions	Inc,	73%	are	considered	profitable	or	
breaking	even,	while	27%	are	losing	money.	Among	nonprofit	kitchens,	60%	report	receiving	grants	 
(ESI, 2020). 

Rentable	commercial	kitchen	space	can	be	divided	into	different	categories	based	on	usage,	space	and	
other factors:

1. Shared-Use Commercial Kitchen: Rentable facilities providing equipment to support culinary  
enterprises.	These	facilities	are	generally	less	than	3,000	square	feet	and	have	no	on-site	business	
support	services,	but	there	may	be	limited	value-added	processing	equipment	(Mills	and	Wold,	
2007).	Kitchens	of	this	size	or	smaller	are	designed	for	fewer	than	three	users	at	a	time	and	are	 
usually located in more rural settings (Wold and Sumner, 2002). Equipment may be commercial 
scale,	but	often	equipment	size	is	limited	by	available	space.

2. Kitchen Incubator: Shared-use	commercial	kitchens	that	offer	technical	support	(on-site	and/or	
systematic) to help the food entrepreneur in an incubator setting. Incubators often include dedicated 
storage space for entrepreneurs.

3. Food Manufacturing Facility: Food manufacturing facilities provide between 5,000 and 10,000 
feet	of	space	for	culinary	activities	and	have	specialized	equipment	for	food	processing	and	large	
amounts of storage space. These facilities will typically allow for large batch processing, labeling, 
and	bottle/jar	filling	equipment.

Please note that the categories are not mutually exclusive, meaning a facility may operate as a Kitchen 
Incubator and as a Food Manufacturing Facility.



5

Defining the Project Area

The proposed facility site for the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center is the Parker Seals building located 
at	103	Lewis	Street,	Berea,	Madison	County,	Kentucky	(Fig.	1).	The	project	study	area	is	defined	as	a	 
50-mile	radius	from	this	address	(Fig.	2).	This	radius	represents	24	counties	within	a	1	hour	driving	 
distance from the proposed project site. 

Figure 1: Parker Seals Building Location
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Figure 2: Project Area

KCARD’s previous experience indicates entrepreneurs are often unwilling to drive more than 30 miles  
to use a commercial kitchen. This observation is supported by other studies (Molnar, 2006). Therefore,  
potential	users	were	canvassed	within	50	miles	of	Berea,	but	interviews	and	targeted	outreach	efforts	for	
this feasibility study were concentrated within Madison and adjacent counties. Once a kitchen is  
established	and	develops	a	track	record	of	providing	consistent,	high-quality	services,	it	can	often	develop	
a clientele willing to travel from further distances.  

Demographic Information 

Area demographics are important to consider for the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center, because they 
may give insight to the community and its strengths and weaknesses, which would impact the potential 
Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center. Data are used to assess the economic reliability of the project area 
and	to	develop	well-planned	marketing	and	recruitment	objectives.	

Full Project Area

Within	the	full	Project	Area,	shown	in	Figure	2	above,	990,798	residents	live	within	401,980	households	
(USBC,	2019).		According	to	the	2017	US	Agriculture	Census,	there	were	18,247	farms	in	operation	as	of	
2017, with over 2.7 million acres used for production (USDA, 2017). Vegetable production accounts for 
1,981	acres	of	land	use	in	the	project	area	and	another	685	acres	are	of	orchard	production.	

Madison County

Madison	County	covers	437	square	miles	and	82%	of	that	is	farmland	(USBC,	2019;	USDA,	2017).	The	
average	farm	size	is	194	acres,	with	75%	of	those	farms	being	less	than	219	acres.	Within	Madison	County,	
the	net	cash	farm	income	averages	$4,567	per	farm.	According	to	the	2017	US	Agriculture	Census,	there	



were	1,187	farms	operating	on	229,824	acres	in	Madison	County	(USDA,	2017).		Of	these	farms,	 
16	reported	growing	produce	and	selling	value-added	commodities.	Another	6	farms	reported	 
marketing	products	directly	to	retail	outlets,	and	45	directly	to	consumers	(USBC,	2019).	Overall	the	 
county	has	approximately	92,369	residents	in	33,229	households,	with	the	population	seeing	an	11.4%	
increase	from	2010	to	2019.	The	median	household	income	is	$48,687.	

Berea

Berea consists of 16 square miles, and although not the largest city in Madison County, it is seeing a  
tremendous	population	growth	of	16.4%	since	2010	with	15,787	residents	in	5,481	households.	

Total	retail	sales	per	capita	for	Berea	($12,494)	is	similar	to	both	the	Madison	County	($12,746)	and	
Kentucky	($12,525)	average.	Median	household	income	in	Berea	($43,618)	is	lower	than	Madison	County	
($48,687),	Kentucky	($48,392),	and	the	national	average	($60,293)	(USBC,	2019).	Poverty	prevalence	
in Berea (20.5%) is higher than Madison County (16.5%), Kentucky (16.9%), and the national average 
(11.8%).	

Census of Agriculture 

The	U.S.	Department	of	Agriculture	conducts	a	comprehensive	Census	of	Agriculture	once	every	five	
years,	and	the	last	one	occurred	in	2017.	This	Census	is	often	the	best	county-level	data	available	given	the	
number	of	Census	reports	filled	out	by	agricultural	producers	nationwide.	The	data	provided	will	show	the	
Project Area as a whole and individual counties, thus providing context and comparison for production and 
sales by each county compared to the potential Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center location of Madison 
County. KCARD pulled data from the USDA Agriculture Census from 2007, 2012 and 2017 for several 
key measures of interest to the project, including the following:

• Number	of	farms	and	average	and	median	farm	size;
• Number	of	farms	with	sales	less	than	$250,000	for	2007,	2012	and	2017	(USDA’s	definition	of	a	

small farm)
• Value of food sold directly to consumers for 2007, 2012, and 2017;
• Number of farms selling directly to consumers for 2007, 2012, and 2017;
• Average net cash farm income for 2012 and 2017;
• Acres of vegetables harvested for sale 2017;
• Acres in orchards 2017;
• Number of farms with cattle;
• Number of cattle and calves; 
• Number	of	farms	producing	and	selling	value-added	commodities.

The	Project	Area	contains	over	18,000	farms	(18,247)	based	on	the	last	2017	Census,	with	an	average	 
farm	size	of	152	acres.	However,	the	median	farm	size	is	much	lower	than	the	average,	at	71	acres,	 
suggesting that a few larger farms are skewing the average. To qualify as a farm for purposes of the  
Census, only $1,000 in farm product sales are required, so the number of farms includes many operations 
that are not commercial.
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Table 1: Number and size of farms, with change and percent, from 2007-2017 in the Project Area
2007 2012 2017 2007-2017 

Change (number)
2007-2017 Change 

(percentage)
Number of farms 19,856 18,453 18,247 -1609 -8%
Average farm size 
(acres)

147 151 152 +5 +3%

Most farms (17,595 or 96%) have sales of less than $250,000. The average net cash farm income was 
just	$9,875,	but	this	average	is	skewed	as	smaller	hobby	farms	pull	down	the	net	cash	farm	income	total.	
Average net cash farm income in the Project Area increased over $11,000 from 2012 to 2017, as the 2012 
average was negative, though some counties saw decreases during this period. Madison County’s net cash 
income	saw	a	104%	increase	from	2012	to	2017.

Table 2: Value of food sold directly to consumer in the Project Area, 2007-2017
County Value of Food Sold 

Directly to Consumer, 
2007

Value of Food Sold 
Directly to Consumer, 

2012

Value of Food Sold 
Directly to Consumer, 

2017
Anderson $ 92,000 $	104,000	 $	164,000	
Bath $ 65,000 $ 165,000 $ 131,000 
Bourbon $ 162,000 $	140,000	 $ 519,000 
Boyle $ 167,000 $	168,000	 $ 97,000 
Casey $ 169,000 $ 262,000 $ 250,000 
Clark $	128,000	 $ 179,000 $ 222,000 
Clay $ 315,000 $	541,000	 $	587,000	
Estill $ 70,000 $ 155,000 $ 33,000 
Fayette $	182,000	 $ 235,000 $	283,000	
Franklin $ 119,000 $	104,000	 $	204,000	
Garrard $	145,000	 $ 96,000 $ 136,000 
Jackson $	24,000	 $ 36,000 $ 62,000 
Jessamine $	245,000	 $ 70,000 $	241,000	
Laurel	 $ 92,000 $ 376,000 $	264,000	
Lee	 (D) $ 10,000 $ 5,000 
Lincoln	 $ 195,000 $ 259,000 $	314,000	
Madison $	463,000	 $ 550,000 $	328,000	
Mercer $ 106,000 $	164,000	 $	83,000	
Montgomery $ 35,000 $ 26,000 $	44,000	
Owsley $ 77,000 $	28,000	 $ 166,000 
Powell $ 22,000 $ 10,000 $ 3,000 
Pulaski $ 375,000 $	641,000	 $ 1,531,000 
Rockcastle $ 66,000 $ 23,000 $ 66,000 
Scott $ 167,000 $ 155,000 $ 1,019,000 
Woodford $	464,000	 $ 167,000 $ 911,000 
PROJECT AREA $	3,945,000	 $	4,664,000	 $ 7,663,000 
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(D)	indicates	a	limited	amount	of	data,	thereby	preventing	USDA	from	releasing	the	figure	without	 
revealing private information. 

Table 3: Change in average net cash farm income from 2012-2017 in Madison and bordering  
counties, with percentage change.

County Change (total number) Change %
Clark $1,231 316%
Estill $2,808 67%
Fayette $94,019 9262%
Garrard -$2,677 -58%
Jackson $3,724 75%
Jessamine $74,309 4006%
Madison $2,328 104%
Rockcastle -$1,980 -1478%

Direct sales of farm products from the region totaled $7.6 million in 2017, a large increase over 2012 and 
2007,	when	they	amounted	to	$4.6	million	and	$3.9	million,	respectively.	Direct	sales	are	a	small	 
portion (1%) of the total market value of products sold from these farms, which totaled $1.1 billion in 
2017. Counties reporting more than $500,000 in direct sales in 2017 include Bourbon, Clay, Pulaski, Scott, 
and Woodford. The census also measures the number of farms selling food direct to consumers. This  
number	increased	by	156	farms	in	the	Project	Area,	from	815	in	2007	to	971	in	2017.

Figure 3: Total value of food sold directly to consumers and number of farms selling food directly to 
consumers from 2007-2017 in the Project Area

 

The	value	of	food	sold	directly	to	consumers	in	the	25-county	Project	Area	almost	doubled	in	the	10-year	
time period. Much of that growth was from 2012 to 2017, when it increased 65%. The number of farms 
selling directly to consumers in the region also increased by 19% from 2007 to 2017. Counties with more 
than a 25% increase in farms selling direct to consumers from 2012 to 2017 include Anderson, Bourbon, 
Clark, Franklin, Garrard, Jessamine, Montgomery, and Pulaski. 
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Figure 4: Number of farms selling food directly to consumer in the Project Area, 2017

 
Farms	marketing	directly	to	retail	outlets	are	described	in	the	Census	as	“including	restaurants,	grocery	
stores,	schools,	hospitals,	or	other	businesses	that	in	turn	sell	directly	to	consumers”.	Of	the	18,247	farms	
in the Project Area, just 0.9% (177) marketed directly to such retail outlets. The top three counties in the 
Project Area with the most farms selling direct to retail outlets were Casey (31), Bourbon (15), and  
Woodford	(14).

Figure 5: Number of farms marketing directly to retail in the Project Area, 2017

 

10



Figure 6: Number of farms producing and selling value-added commodities in the Project Area, 2017

More	farms	indicated	that	they	had	produced	and	sold	value-added	products	in	2017,	with	240	farms	
(1.3%)	having	sold	value-added	product.

Certain agriculture industries are prominent on farms in the Project Area. For example, the thoroughbred 
horse industry is a big player is some Inner Bluegrass Counties such as Fayette, Bourbon, Woodford, and 
Scott Counties, and thus has an impact on census data. Another prominent industry in the Project Area is 
cattle	production.	Over	10,000	(10,014)	farms	in	the	Project	Area	had	cattle	in	2017,	over	half	(55%)	of	the	
total number of farms. The percentage of farms with cattle varies by county, with a low of 21% in Fayette 
County	and	over	65%	in	Garrard,	Lincoln,	Madison,	and	Pulaski	Counties.	Of	the	total	Project	Area,	 
Madison	County	had	the	most	cattle	and	calves	at	68,283	and	Pulaski	County	was	right	behind	with	
63,261. 
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Figure 7: Kentucky cattle inventory on January 1, 2019 in the Project Area

       

Of	the	2.7	million	acres	of	farms	in	the	study	area,	just	under	2,000	acres	(1,981)	were	planted	as	 
vegetables	for	sale	and	685	are	planted	in	orchards.	The	top	6	counties	in	the	Project	Area	with	vegetable	
and	orchard	production	are	Pulaski,	Scott,	Lincoln,	Fayette,	Casey,	and	Madison.	

Figure 8: Acres vegetables harvested for sale and acres in orchards in the Project Area, 2017
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The census data may lead to important conclusions or considerations in determining the location of a 
potential	Central	Kentucky	Food	&	Ag	Center.	For	example,	the	number	of	farms	selling	value-added	
commodities	may	indicate	potential	demand	for	rentable	commercial	kitchen	space	or	co-packing	services,	
while farms marketing directly to retail outlets or acres of vegetables harvested for sale and acres in  
orchards	may	indicate	demand	for	aggregation	and	delivery	services.	Additionally,	prolific	cattle	inventory	
might	suggest	potential	future	demand	for	freezer	storage	space	if	cow-calf	operations	were	to	add	 
processed beef to their production. 
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Methodology

Determination of Potential Users

Users of the facility – the target clientele – were determined with input from project partners, a review of 
commercial kitchen case studies and research, discussions with local area contacts, experience with other 
commercial kitchens, and consideration of the Census of Agriculture data.  Potential users were divided 
into three groups: 1) agricultural producers, including producers of raw agricultural products for  
aggregation	and	storage,	2)	home-based	processors	and	microprocessors;	3)	agricultural	producers	 
interested	in	co-packing	or	delivery	of	raw	product	by	others;	and	4)	food	entrepreneurs	who	are	not	 
agricultural producers.
 

1. Agricultural Producers: In Kentucky, producers of fresh or raw agricultural products can sell  
produce,	fruit,	and	meat	products	a	variety	of	different	ways	including	off	the	farm,	at	farmers	 
markets,	direct	to	retail,	through	a	Community	Supported	Agriculture	(CSA),	or	off	the	hoof	(for	
meat	products).	These	producers	are	often	looking	for	a	place	to	store	products	(dry,	cold,	or	freezer	
storage)	before	heading	to	market	and/or	a	place	to	aggregate	products	to	be	picked	up	or	delivered	
to wholesale buyers such as restaurants, retailers, or institutions.

2. Home-based Processors and Microprocessors:		Home-based	processors	can	now	prepare	and	sell	
low risk items like jellies, jams, syrups, baked goods, vegetables, herbs, nuts, or dried fruits.  These 
products	can	only	be	sold	directly	to	consumers	within	Kentucky	including	home	or	farm	pick-up	or	
delivery, farmers markets, roadside stands, community events or online. 
 
Homebased	microprocessors	are	required	to	grow	a	predominant	ingredient	in	the	value-added	 
product they make. They are allowed to produce and sell higher risk and low acid items, such as 
canned	tomatoes,	salsa,	pickles,	low-sugar	jam	and	jellies,	and	pressure-canned	vegetables.	The	
products	can	only	be	sold	from	four	locations	within	Kentucky:	farmers	markets,	certified	roadside	
stands, online, or from the processor’s farm 
 
Both of the groups have the following restrictions: gross income from sale of their products  
cannot be over $60,000; restaurant, grocery, distributors, or any retail outlet sales are prohibited; and 
in 2020 homebased processors must apply and register with the Food Safety Branch.  
 
For processors to sell through additional outlets – restaurants, grocery stores, gift shops, or  
wholesale, for example, items must be produced in a commercial kitchen.  These facilities may also 
provide	access	to	highly	specialized	equipment	or	the	ability	to	produce	volumes	that	would	not	be	
practical	in	a	home-based	facility.		

3. Agricultural Producers interested in Co-Packing or Delivery of Raw Product by Others want  
a	service	where	they	can	drop	off	their	raw	agricultural	products,	such	as	tomatoes,	cucumbers,	 
peppers,	and	come	back	at	another	time	to	pick	up	a	finished	value-added	product	such	as	salsa,	
tomato	juice,	pickles,	or	relish.	For	the	purpose	of	the	study,	co-packing	is	defined	as	the	 
manufacturing, processing, and packaging of a product under contract to a client. The product is 
branded with the client’s name and label.   
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4. Food Entrepreneurs:	Culinary	entrepreneurs	in	Kentucky	who	do	not	fit	the	above	categories	must	
use	a	certified	commercial	kitchen	to	make	and	subsequently	sell	food	products.	A	lack	of	suitable	
facilities can be a major limiting factor for food entrepreneurship.  Examples of food entrepreneurs 
who may need a rentable commercial kitchen include caterers and chefs preparing food items for 
events or meetings; individuals producing prepared meals (soups, salads, sandwiches, and pies); 
individuals	making	or	selling	a	packaged	food	product;	and,	individuals	making	ready-to-eat	 
packaged	items	for	customers	with	specific	dietary	requirements	(heart	health,	diabetes,	or	obesity,	
for example).

Potential User Survey: Development and Delivery 

In February 2019, KCARD and project partners held a focus group to identify particular areas of  
interest	for	the	project	along	with	potential	user	groups.		Once	potential	user	groups	were	identified,	a	
survey was designed to determine interest in renting commercial kitchen facilities; storage facilities – dry, 
cold,	and	freezer;	co-packing	processing	services;	and	product	aggregation	services.	Survey	respondents	
were	asked	about	current	business	and	sales	activities,	potential	products	users	want	to	make	and	offer	 
for sale, frequency and duration of facility use, willingness to travel to a rentable commercial kitchen,  
sensitivity	to	user	fees,	interest	and	current	use	of	co-packing	processing	services,	interest	and	current	 
use of storage facilities, and interest in product aggregation for regional distribution. Questions were  
developed	based	on	previous	experience	in	administering	shared-use	kitchen	surveys,	a	review	of	previous	
case	studies	of	shared-use	commercial	kitchens,	and	questions	adapted	from	The	Shared-Use	Kitchen	 
Planning	Toolkit	(Topaloff,	2014).		A	combination	of	multiple	choice	and	open-ended	questions	were	
given, providing respondents the opportunity to provide detailed comments and personal information if 
they agreed to be contacted to discuss the commercial kitchen project.  Appendix C lists the initial survey 
questions in the online survey.  Appendix F provides a list of basic questions used in the stakeholder  
interviews	and	follow-up	questions	asked	of	the	survey	respondents	who	were	willing	to	be	interviewed	
after the survey. 

The	potential	user	mixed	mode	survey	was	administered	in	multiple	formats:	1)	online;	2)	paper-based	
delivered	via	in-person	surveys	at	select	farmers	markets;	3)	phone	survey;	and	4)	mailed	paper	copy	to	 
a few select farms (none were returned by mail). The online survey was created and hosted using the  
questionnaire tool Survey Monkey. Surveys were distributed to potential users based on market sectors and 
an announcement about the survey with the weblink also appeared on Facebook and in an email to partners 
to send out. Regardless of format, surveys contained the same questions. 

The user survey and interview instruments were drafted by KCARD and are attached in Appendix C. These 
documents were provided to the project coordinator for review and feedback, and the coordinators  
provided them to their Advisory Board for additional review. 

In addition to the user survey, an institutional buyer survey was developed to gauge demand and  
interest from buyers, including school food service directors, hospitals, restaurants, higher education  
institutions, and wholesale buyers. This survey was administered in an online format and by phone and  
in-person	interview.	This	survey	resulted	in	46	survey	responses.		The	institutional	buyer	survey	was	 
drafted by CFA and is attached in Appendix D. This document was provided to KCARD for review and 
feedback. Once the survey was complete, a list of buyers who would be interested in the facility was  
compiled	for	an	additional	interview,	either	via	phone	call	or	in-person	meeting.
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Data was gathered through surveys with producers, interviews of potential buyers and users of the Central 
Kentucky Food and Ag Center, and Census data. Data was also gathered through analysis of similar studies 
done in the project area. This data was used to develop the key assumptions used to determine the  
|feasibility of the project and the nature of the facility that would best address the needs expressed. 

KCARD and its partners reached out to 19 farmers markets in the region and received responses from 15 
markets.	Of	the	markets	that	responded,	it	remains	unclear	if	4	of	them	sent	the	survey	to	vendors.	KCARD	
and its partners visited with 9 markets to solicit survey results and collected minimal responses through 
those visits. Email submission of survey results was more popular for logistical reasons and 71 were  
collected. 

Project	coordinators	defined	the	Project	Area	by	choosing	likely	areas	of	production	supply	in	the	region	
and the major roadways. This consists of 25 counties spanning Central and Southeastern Kentucky.

Counties:
Anderson, Bath, Bourbon, Boyle, Casey, Clark, Clay, Estill, Fayette, Franklin, Garrard, Jackson,  
Jessamine,	Laurel,	Lee,	Lincoln,	Madison,	Mercer,	Montgomery,	Owsley,	Powell,	Pulaski,	Rockcastle,	
Scott, and Woodford.

Potential User Survey: Target Group

The survey link was provided to key project personnel for distribution via email and social media channels.  
Each stakeholder group was asked for possible entrepreneurs and given a link to the web survey, which 
they	were	encouraged	to	share.		Additionally,	KCARD	asked	other	individuals	and	organizations	to	 
identify people who may be interested in renting kitchen space. This included producers and food  
entrepreneurs	who	are	not	agricultural	producers.	KCARD	and	CFA	identified	2,036	producers	in	the	 
project area. This list was recommended by partners on the Advisory Committee and pulled from the  
Kentucky Department of Agriculture’s Kentucky Proud Program. Since the survey was distributed via 
Facebook	and	emails	to	partners	to	send	out,	there	is	no	definite	number	of	producers	that	were	sent	the	
survey. 

Typically, food entrepreneurs who are not agricultural producers have been the target of urban commercial 
kitchen	studies	(Topaloff,	2014).	Given	the	growing	size	of	Berea,	the	growing	population,	and	number	
of eating establishments, food entrepreneurs were suspected to play an important role in determining the 
feasibility	of	the	shared-use	commercial	kitchen.		Emerging	food	entrepreneurs	are	not	easy	to	identify,	
since	they	have	likely	not	yet	registered	a	business	or	sold	products.	KCARD	and	CFA	identified	14	food	
entrepreneurs in the project area to survey. 

Comparative Study

Equipment and Facilities

To understand what facilities are currently available to meet the needs of potential users of the Central 
Kentucky Food and Ag Center, KCARD used information on existing commercial kitchens, processors,  
co-packers,	and	storage	facilities	in	the	project	area.		Existing	facilities	were	identified	and	researched	
using key stakeholders, community members, existing food entrepreneurs, online web and social media 
searches,	various	state	agencies,	and	interviews	(face-to-face	and	telephone).		Equipment	lists	were	 
developed based on previous experience, a review of existing literature, printed resources, and online  
research methods.



18

Services, Operations, and Management 

A	literature	search	and	one-on-one	interviews	were	conducted	to	obtain	information	on	commercial	 
kitchens and the culinary incubator industry at the local, regional, state, and national level.  This  
information	was	synthesized	to	describe	different	operating	models,	support	systems,	governance	structures	
and	to	identify	different	approaches,	techniques	and	programs,	and	elements	of	best	practices	in	 
organizing,	establishing,	and	operating	commercial	kitchens	and	culinary	incubators.		In	addition	to	data	
collected	using	the	survey	instrument,	follow-up	interviews	were	conducted	to	identify	additional	 
information about individual user’s production objectives, economic trends, and historical perspective  
to	assess	the	specific	needs	of	potential	users	and	the	possible	macro-	and	micro-economic	impact	of	a	
Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center located in Madison County.

Regulatory Requirements

Federal, state and local laws and regulations related to commercial kitchens and distribution of prepared 
foods were reviewed to obtain information on requirements relative to individual and facility compliance 
designed to ensure consumer safety.  

Financial Sustainability

Potential	partners,	collaborators,	and	grant	funding	opportunities	were	identified	through	interviews	with	
key stakeholders, community members, local and regional producers, food entrepreneurs, and online 
searches.  Potential sources of funding support were compiled based on previous experience, printed  
resources, and online research methods.

Report and Recommendations

Based	on	analysis	of	the	collected	data	and	information,	KCARD	prepared	a	final	report	on	the	feasibility	
of the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center. This report includes the feasibility analysis and a business 
plan.		Using	these	resources,	the	Community	Farm	Alliance	and	the	Berea	Local	Food	Promotion	Program	
Advisory Board can develop a course of action for transitioning the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center 
project from the planning phase to the implementation phase. 
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Analysis

Potential User Survey: Results

User-Demand Survey

In response to the online survey, 71 individuals completed the survey. Due to the survey being sent to  
market managers and other community partners, tracking the number of people who received the survey 
link	is	difficult.	Web	surveys	are	convenient	for	respondents,	but	they	are	subject	to	bias	resulting	from	
non-response	and	under-coverage	of	the	population	to	be	surveyed.	To	encourage	participation	in	the	 
survey,	target	groups	were	first	contacted	by	email,	provided	a	link,	and	asked	to	complete	the	survey	
online.	Confidence	level	and	margin	of	error	cannot	be	calculated	for	the	online	survey	format	because	the	
relationship between the sample and population is unknown. 

Out	of	the	71	survey	respondents,	24	provided	personal	 
information	and	permission	to	be	contacted	for	follow-up	 
interviews.		Select	respondents	were	contacted	for	a	follow-up	
phone	or	in-person	interview.	Several	did	not	respond	to	email	
inquiries.	Appendix	G	includes	the	follow-up	contacts	from	the	
survey	as	well	as	additional	interviewees	who	were	identified	by	
stakeholders and other interviewed individuals. 

Specific	comments	from	survey	respondents	are	interspersed	throughout	this	project	report	as	appropriate	
to supplement data analysis. 

Who are the potential users of the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center?

Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	choose	from	a	list	of	Farmer/Producer,	Restaurant/Caterer,	Baker,	 
Value-Added	Food	Producer,	Distributer/Aggregator,	and	Other	to	describe	their	business.	Respondents	
were instructed to select all that applied, which resulted in 106 selections from 70 respondents. (Figure 9).

An	overwhelming	majority	of	survey	respondents	selected	Farmer/Producer	(80%;	n=56)	and	just	over	
a	third	of	respondents	chose	Value-Added	Food	Producer	(34%;	n=24).	Smaller	numbers	of	respondents	
chose	Baker	(16%;	n=11),	Distributor/Aggregator	(9%;	n=6),	Restaurant/Caterer	(7%;	n=5),	and	Other	
(6%;	n=4).	The	Other	classification	included	an	herbalist,	soap	maker,	want-to-be	brewer,	and	agricultural	
nonprofit.	



20

Figure 9. Users of Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center by business

 
Survey respondents were also asked to provide their average yearly sales by category. (Figure 10). Most  
respondents	(64	of	71)	provided	information	on	their	average	annual	sales	by	product	category,	 
summarized	below.		

1. Specialty	crops	--	defined	as	fruits,	vegetables,	horticultural	crops,	etc.,	had	the	greatest	value	of	total	
sales. 
• 16	with	$1,000	-	$5,000
• 15	with	$5,001	-	$25,000
• 6	with	$25,001	-	$75,001
• 9	with	$75,001	-	$250,000
• 12 with no sales

2. Value-Added	food	products	--	defined	as	jams,	salsa,	sauces,	beverages,	baked	goods,	etc.
• 25	with	$1,000	-	$5,000
• 6	with	$5,000	-	$25,000
• 2	with	$25,001	-	$75,000
• 1 with more than $250,000 
• 18	with	no	sales

3. Prepared,	ready	to	eat	foods	--	defined	sandwiches,	sides,	desserts,	etc.
• 4	with	$1,000	-	$5,000
• 1	with	$5,000	-	$25,000
• 1	with	$25,001	-	$75,000
• 1 with more than $250,000 
• 32 with no sales
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Figure 10. Current sales levels for survey respondents by product category

 

Finally, all survey respondents were asked how they sell products today. Direct to consumer sales was the 
most	common	method	of	selling	products,	with	88	percent	of	all	survey	respondents	engaging	in	direct	to	
consumer	sales.	(Table	4).	Direct	to	consumer	sales	was	defined	as	farmers	markets,	CSA,	farm	stands,	and	
online sales. 

The	second	most	popular	method	of	selling	produce	was	wholesale	direct	to	buyers	(defined	as	retailers,	
grocers,	institutions,	schools,	etc.),	with	43%	of	survey	respondents	using	this	method.	The	business	 
operations	with	the	highest	percentage	of	respondents	selling	wholesale	through	a	distributer,	defined	as	
“someone	resells	or	distributes	your	products	to	wholesale	buyers	for	you,”	were	Farmer/Producers	(20%)	
and	Value-Added	Producers	(13%).	
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Table 4. Current method of sales for all survey respondents
Business Operation Sales Outlet Number Using 

Outlet
Farmer/Producer	n=56 Direct to consumer 50

Wholesale direct to buyer 25
Wholesale through distributer 11

Restaurant/Caterer	n=5 Direct to consumer 2
Wholesale direct to buyer 2
Wholesale through distributer 0

Baker n=11 Direct to consumer 9
Wholesale direct to buyer 1
Wholesale through distributer 0

Value-Added	Food	Producer	n=24 Direct to consumer 21
Wholesale direct to buyer 8
Wholesale through distributer 3

Distributer/Aggregator	n=6 Direct to consumer 4
Wholesale direct to buyer 5
Wholesale through distributer 1

After	survey	respondents	answered	the	three	questions	above,	they	were	asked	to	provide	interest	on	five	
different	offerings:	commercial	kitchen;	co-packing	services;	rental	dry,	cooler,	or	freezer	storage	space;	
aggregation of product for regional distribution; and food business services and assistance. Survey  
respondents	were	asked	to	provide	details	about	each	offering	only	if	they	indicated	interest	in	the	offering.	
If	a	survey	respondent	selected	“not	interested”	the	subset	of	questions	related	to	that	offering	was	skipped.

Who are the potential users of a commercial kitchen? 

Survey respondents indicated interest in using a commercial kitchen at the potential Food and Ag Center, 
with a combined 65% of survey respondents somewhat (30%; n=21) or very interested (35%; n=25) in 
the facility (Figure 11). The remaining 25 respondents either had no opinion (n=6) or were not interested 
(n=19). 
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Figure 11. Level of interest of survey respondents in using a commercial kitchen at the proposed 
Food and Ag Center (n=71)  

Specific	responses	provided	in	the	survey	by	those	interested	in	using	the	kitchen	include:	

“I just moved to Berea to start a farm-based business focused on value-added herbal products. 
Would love to do what I can to help this along, as I think Berea is the right place for this!” 

“I’d love to use a commercial kitchen to bake!” 

Comments were also provided by several survey respondents who are not interested in using the kitchen. 
Twelve of nineteen comments on this question suggested that the proposed facility in Berea, Kentucky was 
too far away from their farm for convenient use.  Respondents who indicated Berea was too far away were 
located in Woodford (3), Franklin (2), Mercer (2), Casey, Owsley, and Bourbon counties, none of which 
share a border with Madison County. 

“Berea is out of the way for me. My market is Louisville to Lexington.”

“Berea is not a very convenient location for us, otherwise the project is very well thought out.” 

“We have access to a certified kitchen in Woodford County. We have used it in the past but are only 
making value-added products at home now. We would not be interested in this facility unless it had 
advantages over the Woodford County kitchen.” 

The survey respondents represent a range of potential entrepreneurial activities associated with a  
commercial kitchen (Table 5). In total, 35% (n=25) of respondents engage in more than one of the  
business activity choices. Of those involved in multiple business enterprises, the majority (76% n=19) are 
Farmer/Producers	and	Value-Added	Food	Producers.	

The	high	interest	potential	users	in	Table	5	below	are	only	survey	respondents	who	selected	“Very	 
Interested”	in	the	commercial	kitchen.	Based	on	survey	results,	Restauranteur/Caterers,	Bakers	and	 
Distributers/Aggregators	show	the	highest	interest	in	the	facility	as	a	percentage,	but	they	have	a	lower	
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sample	size	than	the	Farmer/Producer	group.	The	Farmer/Producer	group	has	the	largest	number	of	high	
interest	users	with	a	total	of	15.	Farmer/Producers	who	also	classify	themselves	as	a	Value-Added	Food	
Producer	have	significantly	more	interest	in	the	commercial	kitchen	(42%).	

Table 5. Entrepreneurial endeavors of all survey respondents and high interest potential users of a 
commercial kitchen

Potential User Classification All High Interest % High Interest
Farmer	/	Producer 56 15 27%
Restaurant	/	Caterer 5 4 80%
Baker 11 6 55%
Value-Added	Food	Producer 24 11 46%
Distributor	/	Aggregator	 6 3 50%
Other 4 1 25%
Farmer	/	Producer	+	Value-Added	
Food Producer

19 8 42%

What kinds of products are the potential users interested in making? 

Survey respondents selected sauces and salsa (23) as the most popular product of interest to produce in a 
commercial	kitchen,	followed	by	canned	fruits	and	vegetables	(19),	bakery	items	(18),	jams	and	jellies	(17)	
and	condiments	and	spices	(13).	The	numbers	are	then	segmented	by	percentage	of	“Very	interested”	users	
and	“Somewhat	interested”	users.	Although	the	categories	with	the	highest	percentage	of	“Very	interested”	
users	are	catered	meals	and	frozen	meals,	the	respondent	count	is	low.	Prepared	meals	is	an	important	
category	of	interest	because	9	of	the	10	respondents	who	selected	that	item	are	“Very	interested.”	Other	
products listed by potential users were herbs, herbal products, fermented products, syrups, and herbal teas. 
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Table 6. Items that high and moderate interest level potential users identified as possible products to 
be produced in a commercial kitchen in the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center survey

Produced Item  n  High Moderate 
Bakery items 18 78% 22%
Beverages 3 67% 33%
Candies 3 33% 67%
Canned	fruit/vegetable 19 47% 53%
Catered meals 2 100% 0%
Chilled	fruit/vegetable 4 50% 50%
Condiments/spices 13 54% 46%
Cosmetic Items (soaps, lo-
tions, etc.)

4 50% 50%

Value-Added	Dairy	products 4 75% 25%
Dehydrated	fruit/vegetable 11 73% 27%
Dry mixes 5 60% 40%
Frozen	fruit/vegetables 6 50% 50%
Frozen	meals 1 100% 0%
Jams/jellies 17 47% 53%
Pasta 3 33% 67%
Prepared foods for immediate 
sale

10 90% 10%

Prepared foods for immediate 
consumption, but not for sale

2 50% 50%

Sauces/salsa 23 48% 52%

When would potential clients use the commercial kitchen? 

Survey respondents who indicated interest in the proposed commercial kitchen were asked to report  
anticipated	kitchen	usage	per	month,	by	season,	and	34	survey	respondents	provided	answers.	Based	on	 
the	survey	results,	the	kitchen’s	most-used	seasons	would	be	fall	(September,	October,	November)	and	
summer (June, July, August). Six respondents would not use the kitchen at all during winter (December, 
January, February). 

The	most	anticipated	hours	of	use	per	month	was	the	11-40	hours	category.	The	second	most	selected	 
category	was	1-10	hours	per	month.	One	very	interested	and	one	somewhat	interested	potential	kitchen	
users	estimated	they	would	use	the	kitchen	41-81	hours	per	month,	six	months	of	the	year,	and	could	be	
considered	anchor	tenants.	More	than	80	hours	per	month	of	kitchen	usage	was	also	an	option,	but	zero	
respondents chose that anticipated rate of usage. 

Using this data, annual kitchen usage can be roughly estimated. Using a median number of hours for each 
category of usage, if every respondent converted to a user, the kitchen could be used for 5,791 hours per 
year.	However,	if	only	the	25	high	interest	respondents	converted	to	users,	the	kitchen	could	be	used	for	
4,147	hours	per	year.	
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Figure 12. Number of hours of kitchen use per month based on all survey respondents completing 
the Central KY Food and Ag Center survey

 
How much are potential kitchen users willing to pay per hour of use of the proposed commercial kitchen? 

Survey respondents who indicated interest in potential commercial kitchen use were asked to select how 
much they would be willing to pay, per hour, to use the facility. The options were given on a sliding scale 
from	$14	to	$60	and	34	respondents	chose	a	rate.		The	average	of	the	rates	selected	was	$21.32	per	hour.	
The	average	rate	selected	by	only	the	high-interest	users	was	slightly	higher	at	$23	per	hour.	

• 17	selected	$14	per	hour	
• 5 selected $19 per hour
• 7	selected	$24	per	hour
• 8	selected	$29	or	more	(up	to	$60)	per	hour

Comparatively,	of	the	180	shared-use	kitchens	and	kitchen	incubators	surveyed	in	2019	by	ESI,	the	 
average	hourly	rate	during	peak	hours	was	between	$20	to	$39.	Rates	for	non-profit	and	for-profit	varied,	
with	58%	of	non-profit	facilities	surveyed	charge	less	than	$20	during	peak	usage	time,	while	only	35%	of	
for-profit	facilities	charge	less	than	$20	per	hour	(ESI,	2020).	

Is there demand for a shared-use commercial kitchen in Berea? 

Based on survey results, there were 25 respondents highly interested in using a commercial kitchen and 
21 somewhat interested. Demand by high interest users is fairly consistent throughout the year, with peak 
use during the Summer and Fall months of June through November. Considering the high interest potential 
users,	annual	kitchen	usage	could	be	approximately	4,147	hours	per	year,	with	additional	hours	used	by	
intermittent users. 
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Entrepreneur	groups	most	interested	in	a	shared-use	kitchen	were	farmer/producers,	value-added	food	 
producers, and bakers, who would want to prepare bakery items, sauces and salsa, prepared foods for  
immediate	sale,	canned	fruit/vegetables,	dehydrated	fruit/vegetables,	jams/jellies,	and	condiments	and	
spices. 

Farmers	and	farmers	market	vendors	are	often	cited	as	primary	beneficiaries	of	commercial	kitchen	 
projects. This group as well as current microprocessors and homebased processors are often assumed to 
be	entrepreneurs	likely	to	use	a	rentable,	shared-use	commercial	kitchen,	believing	such	a	facility	would	
enable producers to sell their products to larger retail markets and possibly increase revenue. The results of 
this survey support this assumption, but the survey did target farmers market vendors. Availability of  
another facility and distance to the site were cited as primary factors by the respondents who were not 
highly interested in this commercial kitchen. Average yearly sales by category for survey respondents with 
high interest in the commercial kitchen is shown below.

Figure 13. Average yearly sales by category for survey respondents with high interest in the  
commercial kitchen in the Central KY Food and Ag Center survey

 

Average	yearly	sales	for	survey	respondents	who	selected	11-40	or	41-80	hours	of	use	for	any	quarter	of	
the year are shown below. 



28

Figure 14. Average yearly sales by category for survey respondents who selected 11-80 hours of  
commercial kitchen use in any season in the Central KY Food and Ag Center survey

 

How much interest is there in co-packing services?

Respondents	(66)	provided	feedback	on	interest	in	co-packing	services	in	Berea,	KY.	Here,	co-packing	
means	having	another	business	produce	your	product	to	your	specifications	for	a	fee.	The	majority	(58%)	
of	respondents	indicated	interest	in	co-packing	services.

Although	most	survey	respondents	indicated	interest,	only	3	of	36	reported	currently	using	co-packing	
processing services. Two of these three reported spending less than $5,000 on this service annually and one 
respondent reported spending between $5,001 and $10,000 annually. One related comment is below: 

“For me, having a co-packing place would be great. Some folks might benefit from having a place 
to go can, but during the growing season I’d only be able to drop off and let someone else handle 
the packaging/processing.”

It	should	be	noted	that	the	survey	specifically	defined	co-packing,	limiting	it	to	actual	processing	of	 
product,	not	“packing”	of	product,	a	term	often	used	in	the	produce	industry	that	refers	to	grading	and	
packing of a raw agricultural product (possibly including washing).  
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Figure 15. Potential interest in co-packing services in Berea, KY in the Central KY Food and Ag 
Center survey

 
What is the interest in potential freezer, cooler, or dry storage space? 

Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	provide	current	levels	of	dry,	cooler,	and	freezer	storage	use	(personal	
or	rented)	and	future	(rental	only)	storage	use	in	the	next	two	to	five	years.	There	were	65	survey	responses	
provided	gauging	interest	in	freezer,	cooler,	or	dry	storage	rental	space	in	Berea,	KY.	Of	those	respondents,	
47%	(n=31)	were	very	or	somewhat	interested	in	the	potential	storage	space.	

Figure 16. Potential interest in freezer, cooler, or dry storage space for rent in the Central KY Food 
and Ag Center survey

 
Of the 31 respondents who showed interest in rental storage space, most respondents would be interested 
in	renting	two	to	five	pallets	of	storage	in	2	to	5	years.	A	steep	projection	for	growth	is	expected	by	 
entrepreneurs as the storage space use grows from 1 pallet being the most common amount of personal 
storage to a projected 2–5 pallets of future rental storage.  Respondents were optimistic in their growth 
projection,	with	40-60%	of	respondents	currently	using	only	one	pallet	or	less	of	dry,	cooler,	or	freezer	
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storage. Respondents would likely either not achieve predicted growth or could use rental space at another 
facility. 

Figure 17. Current Storage Space Use (Personal or Rented) 

 

Figure 18. Future (Next 2 – 5 Years) Storage Space Use (Rented Only)
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One interviewee commented: 

“We would be highly interested in rental cooler or freezer space to pick up aggregated products 
in Berea. Right now, we pay $36 per pickup, or $6.13 per pallet if there are more than 10 pallets. 
Typically, that’s for less than 24 hours of storage and is weekly or bi-weekly May through  
September.”

Using the lowest number in each range given, the conservatively estimated rental usage of dry, cooler, and 
freezer	storage	space	from	survey	respondents	totaled:	

• 58	pallets	(48”	by	40”)	or	773	sq.	ft.	of	dry	storage
• 47	pallets	or	627	sq.	ft.	of	cooler	storage
• 35	pallets	or	467	sq.	ft.	of	freezer	storage

What is the interest in delivery of agricultural products to Berea, KY for regional distribution?

The majority (56%) of respondents (61) indicated they were very or somewhat interested in delivery of  
agricultural product to a facility in Berea for regional distribution, otherwise known as product  
aggregation. Interested respondents were asked to provide current and anticipated future sales of product to 
an	aggregator	or	distributer	over	the	next	2-5	years.	Respondents	clearly	desire	to	transition	from	no	sales	
through	an	aggregator	or	distributer	to	having	some	sales	in	the	next	2-5	years,	with	68%	of	respondents	
moving out of the no sales category. The most common level of current sales through an aggregator or 
distributer is $5,001 to $25,000, with 7 survey respondents in that category.

Figure 19. Gauging current and future sales through an aggregator or distributer in the Central KY 
Food and Ag Center survey
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One interviewee commented: 

“The most interesting part of this project to me is the potential to have a drop off location in Berea 
where distributers can pick up my products. Berea is a great location on I-75 in route to Lexington 
and Cincinnati. Right now, I drive south on I-75 and that is the opposite direction of my normal 
distribution route.”

How far are users of the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center willing to travel? 

Location	of	the	facility	will	be	a	barrier	to	potential	users	of	the	facility	who	responded	to	the	survey.	Of	
the	64	respondents	who	selected	a	distance	they	were	willing	to	travel,	only	34%	(n=21)	were	willing	to	
travel	50	miles	to	access	the	facility.	The	most	popular	response	was	10	to	30	miles	(38%;	n=23).	 
Respondents who are highly interested in the facility were more willing to drive 50 to 100 miles than 
respondents who were somewhat interested or had no opinion in the facility. If respondents had more than 
$25,000 in annual sales of specialty crops, they were more willing (over 50%) to drive more than 30 miles 
to access the facility.  

This	finding	is	consistent	with	KCARD’s	previous	experience	indicating	that	entrepreneurs	are	often	
unwilling to drive more than 30 miles to use a commercial kitchen. This observation is supported by other 
research	(Molnar,	2006).	Specific	comments	from	those	completing	the	survey	related	to	facility	location	
have been previously mentioned and include the comments below: 

“Too far away from Woodford County and not willing to pay. There is already a certified kitchen at 
Woodford County Extension Office.”

“I think this is a great idea and much needed to try and keep farmers farming and an outlet for KY 
raised produce, but a facility like this would be too far from our farm with the amount of produce 
that we have throughout the season.”

“Similar facilities have been tried in the past, but have not lasted.  Location near to a sufficient 
number of growers is key.  Berea could be good in that respect, but it is not good for me.  I think 
something like this near Lawrenceburg or Frankfort could be good for a lot of growers in central 
Kentucky.”

“Probably not in Berea, though, Mercer County fairgrounds has certified kitchen.”

“I am very interested in the concept but am located over an hour away which makes it less useful to 
me personally.”

“Would be interested in the opportunity if it was closer to Scott County.”

“I think it’s a great idea but too far for me to utilize in Frankfort.”

What food business assistance and services do survey respondents want? 

Survey respondents were asked to select the types of services and assistance they would be interested in 
receiving	on-site	at	the	potential	Central	Kentucky	Food	and	Ag	Center	if	money	and/or	user	fees	were	not	
an obstacle from the list below. Only 50 of 71 respondents answered this question and responses are shown 
below in order of importance to survey respondents. 
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Table 7: Survey respondents choice assistance and services in the Central KY Food and Ag Center 
survey
Answer Choices Responses
Marketing assistance 54% 27
Community room or gathering space (for 
indoor	events	and/or	indoor	farmers	market)

50% 25

Food safety assistance (such as GAP and 
HACCP	certifications)

44% 22

Retail space 42% 21
Product testing 38% 19
Recipe development 36% 18
Sales assistance 36% 18
Legal	advice	specific	to	agriculture 34% 17
Consumer education 28% 14
Record keeping assistance 28% 14
Inventory management (managing inventory 
tracking and control)

24% 12

Labor	management	(managing	employees	
and labor hours)

18% 9

Process development 18% 9
Office	space 6% 3
Other (please specify)  4

Is there demand for a Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center in Berea, Kentucky? 

Survey	results	for	interest	in	various	services	are	summarized	in	the	table	below.	Very	interested	responses	
were	highest	for	a	commercial	kitchen.	Co-packing	services	had	the	second	highest	number	of	very	 
interested respondents and the highest number of somewhat interested respondents. Interested respondents 
(very	and	somewhat)	were	almost	equal	for	freezer,	cooler,	or	dry	storage	rental	space	and	delivery	of	 
agricultural product for regional distribution. 

Table 8. Survey respondents interest in potential services at the proposed Central Kentucky Food & 
Center in Berea, Kentucky
#	of	respondents	/
 % of respondents

Commercial 
Kitchen

Co-packing	
Services

Freezer,	Cooler,	or	
Dry Storage Rental 

Space

Delivery of Ag  
Product for  

Regional Distribution
Very Interested 25	/	35% 13	/	20% 11	/	17% 11	/	18%
Somewhat Interested 21	/	30% 25	/	38% 20	/	31% 23	/	28%
No Opinion 6	/	8% 5	/	8% 5	/	8% 9	/	15%
Not Interested 19	/	27% 23	/	35% 29	/	45% 18	/	30%

Farmer/Producers	were	the	primary	respondents	to	this	survey	and	this	group	is	often	cited	as	the	primary	
beneficiary	of	commercial	kitchen	projects.	They	are	assumed	to	be	likely	to	use	a	rentable,	shared-use	
commercial kitchen, as such a facility would enable producers to sell products to larger retail markets and 
possibly	increase	revenue.	The	results	of	this	survey	do	not	show	that	Farmer/Producers	are	most	interested	
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in	kitchen	use,	compared	to	Restaurant/Caterers	and	Bakers.	However,	of	all	the	options,	 
Farmers/Producers	had	the	most	interest	in	a	commercial	kitchen,	with	co-packing,	aggregation,	and	 
storage following consecutively.  

Institutional Demand Analysis

Independent	restaurants,	wholesale	buyers,	distributors,	and	institutions	in	the	25-county	project	area	
were the target audience for the Institutional Buyer Demand survey. There was a focus on institutions and 
independently owned restaurants within the project area, as they can support higher price points and have 
incentives to purchase locally through state and federal programs. In response to phone calls to elicit  
survey	responses	and	email	blasts	with	the	survey	link,	there	were	46	respondents.	This	is	a	small	 
representation of all the restaurants, wholesale buyers, distributors, and institutions either purchasing or 
seeking to purchase local products in the project area. 

Who are the potential buyers of products for the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center?

Respondents	included	23	school	districts	(both	K-12	and	higher	education),	10	grocers,	11	restaurants,	 
and	3	hospitals.	Of	those,	34	currently	purchase	from	local	producers,	while	12	do	not	currently	purchase	
from	local	producers.	Of	the	4	respondents,	22	purchase	only	from	distributors,	16	purchase	from	both	
producers	directly	and	through	a	distributor,	and	8	purchase	direct	from	producers	only.	Of	those	who	 
purchase directly from producers, several indicated the individuals they purchase from, which included: 

• Kenny’s Farmhouse Cheese, 
• Marksbury Farm, 
• Le	Mouvre	Farm,	
• Blue Moon Farm,
• Overman’s Bluegrass Fruits and Vegetables, 
• Sweetgrass Granola, and
• Bluegrass Baking Company. 

The distributors mentioned included:

• Creation	Gardens/What	Chef’s	Want,	
• Papania’s, 
• Critchfield	Meats,	
• Piazza,	
• US Foods, 
• Gordon Food Service (GFS), 
• Clem’s, and 
• Local	Food	Connection.	

When	it	comes	to	required	certifications,	17	of	44	respondents	to	the	question	require	liability	insurance	
(39%).	10	(22%)	respondents	did	not	require	or	prefer	any	certifications	(i.e.	GAP,	liability	insurance,	 
organic	certification,	etc.).	8	of	the	respondents	indicated	that	their	distributor	handles	certification	 
requirements or preferences. 
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Figure 20. Frequency of local food purchasing in local food institutional buyer survey

Those	who	sourced	products	from	Kentucky/local	pro-
ducers in the past year (76%), mainly sourced produce, 
including but not limited to tomatoes,  
corn, apples, watermelons, lettuce, strawberries, 
cucumbers, blueberries, and peppers. Others sourced 
meat	(21	respondents),	dairy	(14	respondents),	and	
eggs (10 respondents). 

The	figure	to	the	left	indicates	the	frequency	of	the	
purchase	of	local	food,	with	43%	of	respondents	 
purchasing local food weekly, followed by seasonally 
at	23%.	Almost	a	quarter	(24%)	of	respondents	(11	
respondents) do not purchase local or do not know if 
they purchase from local producers in the past year. 

Respondents were asked what they would like to learn more about to be more successful with local  
purchasing. 

• 65% of those who answered indicated they would like to know more about pricing.
• 60%	interested	in	knowing	more	about	finding	producers	to	buy	from.	
• 50%	of	respondents	interested	in	knowing	more	about	delivery/distribution	and	incentive	programs	

for	purchasing	Kentucky-produced	foods.	
• Additional	answers	included	Kentucky	Proud	guides	to	seasonal	products	and	that	“locally	procured	

products have to be more easily located, procured, and priced competitively.”

Figure 21. Successes in local food purchasing in local food institutional buyer survey
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When	asked	about	what	has	been	successful	for	them	regarding	purchasing	locally-produced	products,	
quality	has	been	the	most	successful	(54%	-	23	respondents).	This	is	followed	by	delivery/distribution	with	
17	of	40	respondents	(40%).	As	you	can	see	in	Figure	21	above,	there	was	mild	success	with	several	of	the	
options	given,	however,	none	was	overwhelmingly	successful.	There	were	several	that	listed	“other”	(11	
respondents).	Several	of	the	comments	on	why	they	chose	“other”	were	that	the	question	does	not	apply	
to their operation. There were a few comments that stood out with detailed explanation. Those are listed 
below.

“I’ve had success in locating producers but would like more and more options. I usually rely upon 
middle man (Papania’s) for delivery because producers aren’t reliable. I’ve had great success but 
know what I could with more producers and better infrastructure.”

“Sometimes, quality has not been as expected, but we were able to refuse the items for credit, also, 
I’ve learned that I have to give extra lead time on my orders to have the processing done (sliced or 
diced) that I prefer.”

“Don’t have much produce and it’s easier and more affordable to buy wholesale.”

When asked what the biggest challenge or obstacle has been when purchasing locally produced food,  
finding	producers	to	purchase	from	showed	to	be	the	biggest	challenge	or	obstacle	with	52%	of	 
respondents. Another challenge, with 39% of respondents, was seasonal limitations. The lowest chosen 
challenge or obstacle respondents faced was food safety concerns (5%). 

Figure 22: Obstacles of local food purchasing in local food institutional buyer survey
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Interview Summaries 

The project team from KCARD interviewed 15 stakeholders for the Central Kentucky Food and Ag  
Center ranging from farmers and producers, City of Berea leaders, regional distributors, and potential 
partner	organizations.	Interviewees	were	asked	questions	listed	in	Appendix	F.	Key	takeaways	from	six	
questions	are	summarized	below.		

1. Most interesting part of the project 

Aggregation of farm products was mentioned by several stakeholders as the most interesting part of this 
project. Stakeholders feel there is a major need to aggregate local farm products for transportation to local 
food buyers. Many producers pair aggregation and product marketing and are highly interested in that  
option.	Both	farmers	and	buyers	see	the	need	for	an	effective	and	simplified	bridge	between	producers	and	
purchasers. 

Berea-based	stakeholders	see	the	renovation	and	beautification	of	the	dilapidated	Parker	Seals	building	 
as a main goal. Redevelopment, instead of city expansion or sprawling, is a core tenet of Berea city  
development	right	now.	Stakeholders	also	emphasized	that	it	is	important	to	consider	how	the	renovation	
of	the	Parker	Seals	building	could	benefit	the	surrounding	residential	neighborhood.	

Several	stakeholders	see	the	need	for	a	commercial	kitchen	to	facilitate	value-added	processing.	The	 
demand for the space is there now, but current facilities don’t meet the need.  

2. Strengths and weaknesses of the project 

Several	stakeholders	mentioned	the	Parker	Seals	building	as	a	possible	weakness	due	to	its	sheer	size	 
and	need	of	renovation.	Funding	to	rehab	and	operate	the	facility	at	a	rate	affordable	to	users	is	a	major	
concern. The location is good for proximity to the interstate, but the residential area surrounding the  
facility and access roads prohibit trucks and large equipment. Still, stakeholders all agree that Berea is a 
great location for a Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center with the stated functions. Its proximity to the 
interstate, growing local food culture, strong and growing farmers market, and interest and collaboration 
from	several	key	groups	in	the	community	(non-profits,	producers,	purchasers,	city	leadership,	Berea	 
College) make it a prime location.  

Stakeholders	feel	that	there	is	a	definite	need	within	the	Berea	community	for	a	rentable	commercial	 
kitchen space that is not being met. Additionally, if the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center comes to 
fruition, it would be a huge asset by providing infrastructure that creates a more accessible market for food 
entrepreneurs and beginning local food producers. Two stakeholder interviews noted receiving calls  
several times per month requesting commercial kitchen space. Since the inception of this feasibility study, 
there	is	one	privately-owned	commercial	kitchen	that	will	open	for	rent	in	Berea	and	another	potential	
commercial kitchen associated with the farmers market. 

Another	weakness	of	this	project	identified	by	several	stakeholders	is	the	broad	cast	of	potential	uses	and	
services, making it hard for people to commit or decide which direction to go. One stakeholder said, “If it 
were a for-profit venture, it would happen faster to be profitable. Grant funded versus having to pay back a 
loan is different. For-profit businesses also often have crucial industry connections.” 

Another concern related to sustainability of the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center was having enough 
demand	for	use	and	coordinating	the	right	mix	of	ever-evolving	anchor	tenants.	The	nature	of	startups	is	
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that	they	grow	into	their	own,	specialized	production	space	and	out	of	shared-use	space.	Potential	users	
of the facility on the outer range of the project area didn’t hesitate to note that distance might prevent use. 
One	stakeholder	mentioned	that	in	his	experience,	producers	won’t	travel	over	two	county	lines.	However,	
storage	and	specialized	equipment	may	draw	a	regional	user	base.		

3. Local trends that may have a negative or positive impact on the project 

Stakeholders say that the production and purchasing of local foods is on the rise in Berea, along with 
independently	owned	local	food	eateries.	In	general,	most	feel	that	Berea	tends	to	be	a	“food	interested”	
town, with farmers markets and farm to table eateries, thus providing a local demand. Stakeholders say the 
growth in agriculture production will increase demand for services at the Central Kentucky Food and Ag 
Center	such	as	freezer	and	refrigeration	space,	ability	to	process	products,	and	aggregation	services.	 
Several	stakeholders	also	mentioned	the	increase	of	value-added	products	in	Berea	and	surrounding	areas.	
Not only limited to baked and canned goods, the trend includes herbalists, fermented products, and  
beverages.  

Several	stakeholders	mentioned	that	agritourism	is	a	focus	of	the	City	of	Berea’s	5-year	plan	and	it	could	
have a positive impact on the project. One regional stakeholder says that USDA Organic is on the climb 
and the opportunity for new growers to access an aggregation point gives them access to bigger city  
markets without the overhead cost of building infrastructure and relationships on their own.  

Another	said	that	businesses	are	already	operating	on	their	own	and	navigating	these	start-up	challenges,	
such as local eateries Native Bagel and Noodle Nirvana.  

4. What would success for the project look like? 

Stakeholders	were	prompted	to	define	what	success	looked	like	for	this	project.	Several	stakeholders	have	
agricultural producers in mind when it comes to measuring success. Successful outcomes included growth 
in revenue of participating businesses and farmers, increase in local food production and purchasing, and 
ability for producers to network. Other stakeholders viewed productive use of the Parker Seals building, 
whatever that may be, a success.  

5. How is this project different from other shared-use or rentable kitchens, aggregation points, 
or storage facilities for local food? 

Many stakeholders were aware of other commercial kitchens in the area, including the Russel Acton Folk 
Center	in	Berea,	Jackson	County	(closed),	Laurel	County	African	American	Heritage	Center,	extension	 
offices,	and	facilities	in	Lexington.	Stakeholders	pointed	out	that	those	kitchens	were	built	to	serve	 
community	needs,	not	value-added	production	or	for-profit	businesses.	One	project	stakeholder	said,	“I 
find that people are willing to drive and cross one county line but will hardly ever cross two county lines to 
access a commercial kitchen.”	None	mentioned	another	facility	that	would	offer	the	same	services	as	the	
Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center with potential aggregation, value added processing, and storage – 
which	many	noted	is	a	complete	game-changer.	Nobody	interviewed	knew	of	rental	storage	facilities	for	
local	food	producers.	There	are	some	“handshake	deals”	for	freezer	storage	in	Lexington,	but	most	of	the	
burden falls on individual producers and businesses.  

Regional	aggregation	points	mentioned	in	interviews	included	a	food	bank	in	London,	KY	and	a	farm	in	
Georgetown,	KY.	Both	are	make-shift	in	nature,	and	they	seem	to	work	for	the	current	partnerships,	but	are	
not ideal for potential growth.  
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One	stakeholder	mentioned	that	this	project	is	different	in	its	mission	to	serve	agricultural	for-profit	 
businesses,	not	only	home-canners	or	event	venues.	Another	mentioned	the	difference	in	scale,	with	many	
of the commercial kitchens in the area only suited for very small production. Many noted that the location 
of	Berea	is	also	different	because	of	its	accessibility	to	more	people	than	previous	or	existing	commercial	
kitchens and aggregation points. 
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Operations Analysis

Equipment and Facility 

What equipment is needed based on potential usage? 

Potential	users	of	the	commercial	kitchen	identified	several	product	types	for	which	a	commercial	kitchen	
facility	would	be	needed	(Table	6).	Looking	at	items	with	the	greatest	number	of	interested	users	and	with	
a	large	percentage	of	high-interest	potential	users,	the	kitchen	would	need	to	prioritize	accommodating	the	
production	of	bakery	items,	sauces/salsa,	canned	fruits	and	vegetables,	prepared	foods	for	immediate	sale,	
jams/jellies,	dehydrated	fruits	and	vegetables,	and	condiments	and	spices.	In	addition,	kitchen	management	
would need adequate equipment and to perform necessary paperwork, record keeping, and other duties. 

Survey	respondents	were	asked	to	select	the	top	five	pieces	of	equipment	necessary	to	their	value-added	
processing from the list below. Items are listed from most necessary to least. Other equipment mentioned 
were	tincture	press,	Vitamix	blender,	three-basin	sink,	microwave,	dehydrator/freezer	(2),	fermenting	
crocks,	food	processor,	and	vacuum	sealer.	High-interest	kitchen	users’	top	five	were	the	same	as	the	entire	
group’s,	though	in	different	order:	mixers,	oven,	range/burners,	canned	foods/sauce	production	equipment,	
and produce choppers. 

1. Range/Burners	–	25	responses
2. Canned	Foods/Sauce	Production	Equipment	(steam	jacket	filler,	water	bath	canner,	etc.)	–	 

22 responses
3. Oven	(convection	and/or	regular)	–	20	responses	
4.	 Mixers – 20 responses 
5. Produce	Choppers	–	18	responses
6. Wet	Filling	Machine	–	14	responses
7. Bread	Making	Equipment	–	8	responses
8.	 Dry	Filling	Machine	–	4	responses
9. Electric Skillet – 2 responses

In	reference	to	the	tincture	press,	Vitamix	blender,	and	three-basin	sink,	one	survey	respondent	suggested:	

“I would consider supplying these items for a permanent home in the kitchen in exchange for not 
paying for my time.”

Based	on	survey	data,	equipment	for	co-packing	services	should	be	prioritized	for	tomato	product	and	
sauces	such	as	diced,	marinara,	salsa	or	ketchup.	Next	should	be	equipment	for	jams	and	jellies,	and	finally	
Individual	Quick	Freeze	equipment.	

Based on the details of product aggregation, more storage space could be needed. Regardless, a loading 
dock, ramps, and carts would be needed for product aggregation and distribution.

Review of Proposed Site

Berea	is	a	well-connected	location,	located	off	the	I-75	corridor	that	runs	south-north	from	Knoxville	to	
Cincinnati.	The	town	has	two	interstate	exits.	Berea	is	also	well-connected	to	regions	east	and	west	of	I-75	
with	the	Hal	Rogers	Parkway	and	I-64	within	40	miles.	It	is	only	40	miles	from	Lexington,	KY	and	115	
miles	from	Louisville,	KY.
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Local	non-profit	Federation	of	Appalachian	Housing	Enterprises	Inc.	(Fahe)	purchased	the	Parker	Seals	
building in 2009. The proposed facility is in a residential area of Berea and can be accessed from 319 Oak 
Street	(Fahe	address)	or	103	Lewis	Street,	within	the	city	limits	of	Berea,	Kentucky,	and	only	1	mile	from	
I-75.	The	property	is	bordered	with	access	roads	to	the	north	(Oak	St.)	and	east	(Lewis)	and	bordered	to	the	
south and west by shrubs and green space. The proposed site is 0.7 miles from the current Berea Farmers 
Market location of Fee Park. 

The Parker Seals building was constructed in 1951, with two additions over the years. The facility is 
79,000 square feet. It is a mix of concrete block and metal frame construction. The foundation is concrete 
on	a	grade.	The	floor	level	varies,	though	the	majority	is	on	a	single	level.	Ceiling	height	ranges	from	9	
feet	to	16	feet.	The	building	is	100%	equipped	with	a	sprinkler	system	and	there	are	5	drive-in	doors	and	3	
dock-height	doors	serving	the	building.	The	site	is	served	by	Berea	utilities	including	water,	sewer,	natural	
gas,	broad	band	and	storm	water.	The	site	is	zoned	I-2	Industrial	Park	District.	

If the site were vacant today, it would likely be used for a residential purpose, given the surrounding area 
and	access	roads.	However,	one	important	factor	of	this	property	is	that	it	is	a	Brownfield	site	and	is	cur-
rently in remediation. Due to this, housing is not a viable option for its redevelopment. Additionally, in 
agreement with the city, no heavy manufacturing is to occur in the building. Fahe has been managing the 
remediation and expects the property to be released in 2020. Currently, the site has passed the water quality 
remediation	goals,	but	it	is	still	undergoing	tests	to	determine	status	of	soil	remediation	efforts.	

Layout	Assessment

A conceptual layout was provided by the University of Kentucky’s School of Architecture and Department 
of	Historic	Preservation	in	2018	to	transform	the	structure	into	a	“Community	Hub.”	The	layout	included	a	
food	hub,	gym,	kitchen,	brewery,	event	space,	office	tower,	food	stalls	and	a	courtyard.	

Renovating	and	retrofitting	an	existing	facility	can	be	a	good	option	for	the	Central	Kentucky	Food	and	
Ag	Center,	but	this	option	may	be	more	expensive	than	starting	from	scratch	(Topaloff,	2014).	The	USDA	
Agricultural	Marketing	Service	(AMS)	offers	technical	assistance	and	support	to	stakeholders	regarding	
construction of new structures or the remodeling of existing ones for the following facilities: wholesale 
markets, farmers markets, public markets, incubator kitchens, and food hubs. Services include review of 
environmental	issues/impact,	site	selection	(space	planning,	layout,	etc.),	initial	design	concept,	building	
cost	study,	coordination	with	local	design	professionals,	and	third-party	design	reviews	(AMS,	2020).

Review of Existing Facilities in the Project Area 

There	are	24	commercial	kitchens	“available	for	rent”	in	the	Project	Area	on	the	list	compiled	by	the	Uni-
versity of Kentucky Cooperative Extension Service, table below. Many of these commercial kitchens are 
for individual businesses or located in a community center, and upon deeper investigation several are not 
actually	willing	to	rent	their	space	to	food	entrepreneurs	or	value-added	producers.	This	is	the	case	for	both	
of	the	certified	kitchens	located	in	Berea,	KY,	highlighted	below.		
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Table 9: Existing commercial kitchens in Project Area
Organization Name City County

Commercial Kitchen Bath	County	Extension	Office Owingsville Bath
Commercial Kitchen Gary Farms Paris Bourbon
Commercial Kitchen Peg’s Pantry and Produce Paris Bourbon
Commercial Kitchen Casey	County	Extension	Office Liberty Casey
Commercial Kitchen Jenny Bailey Winchester Clark
Commercial Kitchen Estill	County	Extension	Office Irvine Estill
Commercial Kitchen Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	(Pasta	

Garage)
Lexington Fayette

Commercial Kitchen Wild Thyme Cooking Lexington Fayette
Commercial Kitchen Locals	Market Lancaster Garrard
Commercial Kitchen Sweetgrass Natural Foods Berea Madison
Commercial Kitchen Jessamine Cooperative Extension Nicholasville Jessamine
Commercial Kitchen Heritage	Commercial	Kitchen London Laurel
Commercial Kitchen Lee	County	Community	Center Beattyville Lee
Commercial Kitchen Russel Acton Folk Community 

Center
Berea Madison

Commercial Kitchen The Stable Harrodsburg Mercer
Commercial Kitchen Gateway Regional Arts Center Mt. Sterling Montgomery
Commercial Kitchen Powell	County	Extension	Office Stanton Powell
Commercial Kitchen Center for Rural Development Somerset Pulaski
Commercial Kitchen The	Lavender	Farm	at	Woodstock Somerset Pulaski
Commercial Kitchen Midway Christian Church Midway Woodford
Commercial Kitchen Woodford	County	Extension	Office Versailles Woodford
Commercial Kitchen KSU Fruit and Vegetable Mobile 

Processing Unit
Frankfort Franklin

Commercial Kitchen, 
Co-Packer

Jackson County Regional Food 
Center

Tyner Jackson

Commercial Kitchen, 
Dairy Processor

Boone Creek Creamery Lexington Fayette

Potential	kitchen	users	may	be	able	to	rent	a	privately-owned	commercial	kitchen,	such	as	a	church	or	 
restaurant kitchen, but the hours of availability, rates, equipment, and storage may not meet the needs of 
food	entrepreneurs.	For	example,	a	restaurant	kitchen	may	be	“available	to	rent,”	but	at	highly	inconvenient	
hours	and	without	specialized	equipment	or	product	storage.	These	factors	combined	provide	some	stiff	 
barriers to practical usability. In addition, restaurants often do not want the increased liability of allowing a 
private party to use their kitchen, requiring additional clean up and creating potential sources of  
contamination. A community kitchen used for gatherings, such as in a church or community center, may 
meet	the	defined	standards	to	be	classified	as	a	certified	kitchen	and	have	increased	availability,	but	is	 
unlikely	to	have	the	equipment	necessary	for	value-added	processing	or	cooking	at	the	scale	in	which	 
farmers or food entrepreneurs may be interested. Additionally, community facilities rarely have the  
staffing	necessary	to	accommodate	high-use	kitchen	rental	beyond	those	who	rent	out	the	facility	for	 
infrequent community events.  



Shared Use Commercial Kitchens in Project Area 

• Heritage	Museum	Commercial	Kitchen	–	London,	Kentucky:	Laurel	County	African	American	 
Heritage	Center	opened	a	community	commercial	kitchen	in	fall	2017.	The	kitchen	has	basic	 
cooking, processing, and canning equipment in a very small kitchen with limited prep space and no 
storage.  Kitchen rental rates are $12 per hour.

• Russel Acton Folk Center – Berea, Kentucky: This facility is now owned by the City of Berea and 
is available for private event rental only. The facility is not available for rent to food entrepreneurs 
or	value-added	makers,	though	it	was	offered	to	them	in	the	past.	The	kitchen	is	3,500-square	feet	
of open space, used for shows and demonstrations, weddings & receptions, showers, reunions, etc.  
Kitchen rates are $15 per hour for every hour the entire facility is reserved, up to $150 per day. When 
the	kitchen-only	was	available	for	rent,	the	hourly	rate	was	$25	per	hour.	

• Extension	Offices	– Bath, Casey, Estill, Jessamine, and Powell, and Woodford Counties: In the 
Project	Area,	there	are	6	commercial	kitchens	at	local	Cooperative	Extension	Offices.	The	Jessamine,	
Bath, and Woodford County facilities are the only kitchens with guidelines for use either posted on 
the website or easily accessed. Kitchen users are given priority if they live in the respective kitchen’s 
county	or	a	neighboring	county.	The	kitchen	can	be	reserved	in	4-hour	time	blocks,	ranging	from	
8	am	through	10	pm,	for	the	Jessamine	and	Woodford	County	kitchens,	and	4:30	pm	for	the	Bath	
County	Kitchen.	Rates	begin	at	$30	per	4-hour	slot.	Woodford	County	does	have	dry	storage	space	
available	for	up	to	$10	per	month,	which	is	available	on	a	first-come,	first-serve	basis.	Users	cannot	
reserve the kitchen more than two weeks in advance, and they must pay in advance. Users must sup-
ply their own ingredients, supplies, and utensils. Users are also responsible for cleanup. The kitchens 
can	only	be	used	for	individuals	adding	value	to	their	farm-raised	products	and	cannot	be	used	for	
catering individual or private functions.

Incubator Kitchens in Project Area 

• Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	–	Lexington,	Kentucky:	The	Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen,	located	
and	operated	by	the	Lexington	Pasta	Garage,	has	rentable	commercial	kitchen	space.	It	is	located	40	
miles	or	45	minutes	north	of	the	proposed	Berea	site	and	it	is	the	only	true	incubator-style	kitchen	in	
the Project Area.  
 
According	to	one	of	the	owners,	Lesme	Romero,	the	kitchen	is	stocked	with	an	oven	and	hood,	
stovetop,	grill,	fryer,	mixers	(60,	45,	countertop	–	Hobart),	mixers	(vertical	–	chop	meat,	cheese,	
etc.),	bowls,	tongs,	kitchen	supplies,	tools,	stainless	steel	tables,	chairs,	racks,	3-compartment	sink,	
hand sink, walk in and reach in coolers, and a loading dock for receiving supplies.   

The	current	fees	for	using	the	Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	are	on	a	3-tier	structure:	
1. $500 per month: 9am to 9pm 
2. $700	per	month:	24/7	access	with	key	code	to	get	in	
3. $1,000	per	month:	24/7	access	with	key	code	to	get	in,	more	space,	walk	in	cooler	space,	dry	

good	space,	and	freezer	space	

The	Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	is	5,000	square	feet,	accessible	24/7	to	most	users,	and	is	fully	
stocked	with	production	equipment.	Right	now,	Lesme	offers	mentorship	to	kitchen	users	free-of-
charge.  
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Lesme	described	the	typical	kitchen	user	as	a	food	truck,	meal	prep	service,	bakery,	popcorn	 
company, granola company, or producers of soft drinks, kombucha, and syrups for mixed drinks. 
The	Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	has	“incubated”	the	following	businesses	who	now	have	their	own	
production	space:	Crank	&	Boom,	Lexington	Diner,	Southland	Bagel,	and	one	more	not	named.		

When	asked	for	his	best	advice,	Lesme	said,	“Listen to who you are going to bring in and who you 
are going to work with. Sit down to listen to their needs and wants. If they are good fit, have a trial 
period of 2 months, then decide if it works or not. Don’t just bring in anyone.” He	also	said	that	 
adjusting and managing time to be there for the clients was the biggest challenge.  

Toa	Green,	of	local	business	Crank	and	Boom,	was	the	first	to	use	the	kitchen	after	she	grew	out	 
of her own space and wasn’t quite ready to build an ice cream factory. Green told reporter Janet  
Patton	in	2016	that	there	was	a	shortage	of	commercial	kitchen	space	available	for	rent	in	Lexington.	
Another	food	entrepreneur	found	it	hard	to	find	a	kitchen	that	was	affordable	or	useful,	citing	 
inconvenient hours and $30 per hour pricing. In the 2016 article, the space was mostly rented by 
other	restaurants	or	food	entrepreneurs	and	one	farmer	and	value-added	producer	(Patton,	2016).	

• Mustard	Seed	Hill – Millersburg, KY: Purchased by Community Ventures in 2016, Mustard Seed 
Hill	is	currently	home	to	Mustard	Seed	Hill	Events,	Bourbon	Christian	Academy,	and	a	 
Community	Ventures	office.	More	programs	and	services	will	be	added	on	as	development	continues	
and a kitchen is currently in the planning phase. Millersburg is one hour and eight minutes, or 65 
miles,	north	of	Berea.	However,	it	is	much	closer	to	several	of	the	northern	counties	in	the	Project	
Area.  

KCARD conducted a phone call interview with Shawn Burns, Vice President of Business  
Development	at	Community	Ventures,	who	is	overseeing	the	kitchen	project	at	Mustard	Seed	Hill.	
Shawn	also	has	previous	kitchen	experience	using	the	Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	in	his	previous	
job.  

The	kitchen	at	Mustard	Seed	Hill	will	be	mostly	geared	towards	restaurant	and	catering	food	needs	
for	events	at	Mustard	Seed	Hill.	The	kitchen	will	not	accommodate	multiple	people,	at	only	800	
square	feet.	Value-added	production	equipment	will	not	be	included.	Fees	are	expected	to	be	hourly,	
8am	–	8pm,	and	later	during	events.	Mustard	Seed	Hill	is	considering	another	building	on	the	 
property	for	dry	and	freezer	storage,	but	nothing	is	certain	at	this	point.	Financial	mentorship	will	be	
offered	to	kitchen	users	and	entrepreneurs	through	Community	Ventures.		

Shawn	added	a	comment	from	his	previous	experience	at	Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen,	“The freezer 
space is too small for production needs. Freezer space is so important.”  

• Chef Space Incubator Kitchen	–	Louisville,	KY:		Chef	Space	is	owned	and	operated	by	Community	
Ventures.	It	offers	services	to	food	entrepreneurs	and	business	owners	including	entrepreneur	classes	
and	kitchen	rental	space.	The	facility	is	13,000	sq.	ft.	and	is	a	fully-licensed	commercial	kitchen.	
Chef Space is 120 miles from the proposed Berea kitchen site and even further from the southern 
region of the Project Area.  
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The	current	fees	for	using	Chef	Space	Incubator	Kitchen	are	on	a	3-tier	structure:	

1. Monthly	–	$900/month,	24/7	access,	4	shelves	dry	storage,	2	shelves	refrigeration,	1	shelf	
freezer

2. Hourly	–	$20	per	hour	per	table,	7am	-10pm,	additional	rates	for	storage
3. Food	truck	parking	–	$400	per	month,	plug	in,	unlimited	ice,	1	rack	dry	storage

• Incubator Kitchen Collective	–	Newport,	KY:	Incubator	Kitchen	Collective	is	a	community-driven	
non-profit	that	provides	a	framework	of	support	to	help	food	start-ups	overcome	barriers	in	the	food	
industry. It was started in 2013 by Rachel DesRochers of Grateful Grahams and has helped more 
than 110 businesses grow in that time. Incubator Kitchen Collective is 120 miles north of Berea on 
I-75,	about	2	hour’s	drive.	All	users	have	24/7	access	to	the	kitchen.	 

The current fees for using the Incubator Kitchen are: 

1. Minimum	8	hours	per	month	–	$25	per	hour,	1	dry	storage	shelf,	refrigeration	storage,	freezer	
storage.  

2. 40	hours	per	month	–	$25	per	hour,	2	dry	storage	shelves,	1	refrigerated	shelf,	1	frozen	shelf
3. Full	time	-	$825	per	month,	unlimited	hours,	permanent	work	station,	full	rack	dry	storage,	2	

refrigerated	shelves,	2	frozen	shelves

Food Manufacturing Facilities in and near the Project Area

• Jackson County Regional Food Center (JCRFC) – Tyner, Kentucky (Currently Closed to Public): 
The	JCRFC	was	a	food	manufacturing	facility	owned	and	operated	by	a	local	nonprofit	 
organization.		Ownership	transitioned	to	the	Jackson	County	Fiscal	Court	in	2019,	and	it	is	currently	
closed.	The	JCRFC	offered	rentable	kitchen	use	at	$35	dollars	an	hour,	with	discounts	for	locals	and	
home	canners.	Co-packing	services	were	offered	at	$50	per	hour	plus	$8	per	hour	for	each	additional	
cook needed to round out the production line. Kitchen users were responsible for their own raw 
ingredients	and	packaging	materials.	The	JCRFC	also	offered	dry	and	refrigerated	rental	space	with	
variable pricing dependent on volume.  

• KHI	Foods,	Inc	–	Burlington,	Kentucky:	Located	112	miles	north	of	Berea	on	I-75,	KHI	Foods	has	
processed	foods	since	2006	and	served	48	farmers	in	16	counties.	They	focus	on	the	manufacturing	
of	value-added	shelf	stable	foods	and	IQF	(Individual	Quick	Frozen)	foods	purchased	from	local	
and regional farmers. They manufacture the Mossy Oak brand, distributed nationally, in addition to 
private label products for farmers.  This business is currently undergoing a transition.  

• Pop’s Pepper Patch	–	Louisville,	Kentucky:	Pop’s	Pepper	Patch	has	been	processing	small	batch	
condiments	such	as	barbeque	sauce,	hot	sauce,	salsa,	salad	dressings,	and	pickles	since	1994.	They	
process	60	products	for	clients	in	8	states.	Louisville	is	an	hour	and	45-minute	drive	from	Berea,	
Kentucky.  
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Services, Operations, and Management

Regulatory Requirements

The Food and Drug Administration’s Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA)

The	Food	and	Drug	Administration’s	Food	Safety	Modernization	Act	(FSMA)	created	new	federal	 
requirements	for	non-exempt	farms	that	grow,	harvest,	pack	or	hold	on	a	farm,	produce	that	is	covered	by	
the	rules.	The	new	FDA	rules	became	effective	on	January	26,	2016.	Commodities	covered	under	the	new	
rule includes produce that is commonly consumed raw. This includes fruits and vegetables, herbs (such as 
basil, chives, cilantro, oregano, and parsley), melons, mushrooms, and mixes of intact fruits and vegetables 
(such	as	fruit	baskets).	Produce	that	is	used	for	personal	or	on-farm	consumption	is	considered	exempt	
from the rule. Additionally, farms that have an average annual value of produce sold during the previous 
three-year	period	of	$25,000	or	less	are	considered	exempt.	

The Kentucky Department of Agriculture is responsible for implementing federal Produce Safety Rule 
requirements in Kentucky. The Kentucky Department of Agriculture is partnering with the University of 
Kentucky to provide trainings to every farm covered under the Produce Safety Rule. Each farm must have 
at least one person attend a Grower Training course provided by the Produce Safety Alliance. The KDA 
Produce	Safety	Program	also	conducts	voluntary	On-Farm	Readiness	Reviews	(OFRR),	upon	request.	

Kentucky Food Processing, Packaging, Storage, and Distribution Operations Regulations
The Kentucky Food Processing, Packaging, Storage, and Distribution Operations Regulation (902 KAR 
45:160)	is	the	administrative	regulation	that	establishes	procedures	and	requirements	for	food	processing,	
packaging, storage, and distribution operations in Kentucky. Exceptions exist for agricultural producers. 
As mentioned earlier in this report, some businesses in Kentucky may individually process and sell certain 
food	products	according	to	the	Kentucky	Administrative	Regulations	(902	KAR	45:090),	also	commonly	
referred	to	as	HB	263,	authorized	by	the	Kentucky	Food,	Drug	and	Cosmetic	Act	(KRS	217).	These	 
regulations require the product to not require refrigeration and may only be sold on farm, at farmers  
markets,	roadside	stands,	fairs/festivals,	community	events,	or	online.	Products	require	approved	labels	 
and the producer must keep detailed processing records. In addition, the kitchen facilities used to make 
products must be inspected periodically. There are two categories: 

Home-based Processors who may produce and sell low risk products such as fruit jams, jellies and  
syrups, fruit butters, baked goods, prepackaged mixed greens or herbs, and dried fruits, vegetables, nuts or 
herbs; sweet sorghum syrup; maple syrup; granola; popcorn; and 

Home-based Microprocessors who may produce and sell higher risk products such as canned tomatoes, 
pickled	fruits	and	vegetables,	salsas,	barbecue	sauce,	pepper	or	herb	jellies,	herbal	vinegars,	low-	or	 
no-sugar	jams	and	jellies,	and	pressure-canned	vegetables.	While	producers	in	these	categories	can	use	 
onsite	facilities,	they	may	opt	to	use	a	commercial	kitchen	for	access	to	specialized	equipment	or	to	 
produce	volumes	that	would	not	be	practical	in	a	home-based	facility.

Entrepreneurs	or	commercial	food	manufacturers	who	want	to	create	products	not	listed	under	home-based	
processor	or	produce	home-based	microprocessor	products	to	be	sold	outside	of	the	regulated	channels	 
are required to have a Commercial Food Manufacturing Permit, a catering license, a temporary food  
establishment	permit,	a	retail	mobile	permit,	and/or	a	state-wide	mobile	permit,	depending	on	how	 
products	are	prepared	and	offered	for	sale.	
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Foods	manufactured	under	the	Commercial	Food	Manufacturing	Permit	–	refrigerated	or	frozen	products,	 
low-acid	canned	foods,	dairy	products,	meat	products,	and	seafood	products,	for	example	–	must	be	produced	
in a permitted kitchen that meets commercial food manufacturing requirements. The permit allows the producer 
to sell from additional locations beyond those open to homebased processors and microprocessors including 
restaurants, grocery stores, gift shops, wholesale, interstate, and internet sales. Users must secure a permit from 
either	the	Food	Safety	Branch	of	the	Cabinet	for	Health	and	Family	Services	Department	for	Public	Health	or	
the local health department, depending on whether they will be selling wholesale or directly to consumers. In 
general,	if	75%	or	more	of	the	product	sales	will	be	retail	(direct-to-consumer),	the	user	would	be	permitted	and	
inspected through the local health department. Potential users who primarily wholesale their product (sales to 
another wholesale or retail outlet) or engage in internet sales are permitted and inspected through the Kentucky 
Food Safety Branch. Facilities are subject to inspection and the permit fees range from $120 to $600, based on 
facility	size.	

Certain	products	require	additional	certification	requirements	for	the	user	to	make	and	sell	the	items	legally.	The	
Kentucky	Food	Safety	Branch	requires	anyone	who	pickles	or	cans	low-acid	or	acidified	products	to	complete	
two additional steps, beyond the usual permitting requirements: 

1. The producer must successfully complete an approved Better Process Control School (BPCS). 
2. All recipes must be reviewed and approved by a Process Authority (PA). A PA is a food scientist who 

determines	if	the	recipe	and	finished	product	is	defined	as	an	“acidified”	or	“low-acid”	food	according	to	
Federal	regulations.	The	PA	reviews	written	recipes	and	tests	a	sample	of	your	finished	product	as	part	of	
the evaluation. 

Facilities	in	which	other	products	containing	juice,	cider,	fish,	meat,	poultry,	or	eggs	will	be	made	have	specific	
additional	facility	requirements	mandated	by	the	federal	Food	and	Drug	Administration	(FDA,	if	<2%	meat/
poultry	or	any	fish/seafood/non-amenable	species)	or	United	States	Department	of	Agriculture	(USDA,	if	>	2%	
meat/poultry	pre-packaged	for	wholesale	or	interstate	commerce).	These	types	of	products	typically	require	a	
hazard	analysis,	with	a	written	Hazard	Analysis	Critical	Control	Point	(HACCP)	plan,	and	written	Sanitation	
Standard Operating Procedures (SSOP) that detail how food will be handled safely, and that the facility will  
be	cleaned	to	minimize	or	eliminate	chemical,	physical	and	biological	hazards	when	processing	foods.	An	 
inspection is required while the products are being made and the facility will be subject to a periodic audit 
and inspection by the USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS). FSIS and the Kentucky Food Safety 
Branch	can	provide	specific	guidance	on	state	and	federal	permit/inspection	requirements.	Nationally,	25%	
percent	of	the	facilities	in	the	2019	ESI	survey	have	USDA	certification	for	processing	meat,	poultry,	and	egg	
products (ESI, 2020).

Dairy Products 

Dairy products such as milk and cream; sour cream and related products; cheeses, processed cheeses, cheese 
foods,	cheese	spreads,	and	related	foods;	and	frozen	desserts	are	regulated	and	permitted	by	the	Milk	Safety	
Branch	of	the	Cabinet	for	Health	and	Family	Services.	All	milk	products	must	be	pasteurized	(Milk	Safety	
Branch, 2020). 

Products containing alcohol or facilities from which alcohol is served 

For manufacturers of products containing alcohol, individual products must be reviewed by the appropriate 
alcoholic beverage control authority at the federal (US Alcohol and Tobacco Tax and Trade Bureau) and state 
level. In Kentucky, the Public Protection Cabinet Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control permits users  
making	products	that	contain	alcohol.	Generally,	alcohol-based	products	cannot	be	made	in	shared-use	facilities	
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and	can	only	be	made	under	a	non-industrial	use	license	in	a	facility	that	is	owned	or	leased	by	the	producer.	In	
the	case	of	events	where	alcohol	is	going	to	be	served,	a	temporary	application	can	be	approved	for	non-profit	
organizations,	for-profit	organizations	under	limited	conditions,	or	when	a	licensed	caterer	is	used	(Alcoholic,	
2020). 

Labeling Requirements 

Labeling	requirements	are	part	of	strict	consumer	protection	regulations	to	ensure	food	safety.	For	example,	
homebased	processors	and	microprocessors	are	required	to	have	specific	information	on	food	product	labels	
including name of the food product, contact information for the processing operation, ingredients, weight or 
volume,	processing	date,	and	the	home-processed	statement.	Another	example	are	the	requirements	for	honey,	
which include the net quantity and the name and address of the manufacturer. Dairy products (milk and cream; 
sour cream and related products; cheeses, processed cheeses, cheese foods, cheese spreads, and related foods; 
and	frozen	desserts)	also	have	specific	labeling	requirements.	Shared-use	kitchen	users	must	be	educated	about	
the regulations that apply to their products to ensure compliance. 

This	section	is	not	intended	to	provide	comprehensive	regulatory	guidance	related	to	shared-use	commercial	
kitchens. This information provides a general overview of several important regulations that apply to 
commercial kitchen facilities, users of these facilities, and the agencies with administrative oversight,  
primarily the Kentucky Food Safety Branch, FDA, USDA, and local health departments. In addition to the  
regulations mentioned here related to food safety, there will be other permits, registrations, and legal 
requirements commercial kitchens and facility users will need to follow, including the Kentucky Division of 
Plumbing,	Kentucky	Division	of	Water,	and	the	local	division	of	planning	and	zoning.	The	Kentucky	Business	
One Stop Portal provides a single point of contact for Kentucky businesses to register with the Secretary of 
State and the Revenue Cabinet (Kentucky One, 2020).

Potential Partners and Collaborators 

Partnership and collaboration are key to the success of a Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center. Managing a 
commercial kitchen that is in full compliance with laws and regulatory requirements, forming and maintaining 
producer	and	purchaser	relationships,	and	managing	in-house	organization	while	serving	clientele	and	fulfilling	
social	objectives	requires	strategic	thinking	to	succeed.	Leveraging	resources	–	human	and	financial	–	is	crucial	
to the success of the project. 

Stakeholders	suggested	that	project	leaders	develop	a	clear	mission	and	vision	with	prioritization	of	goals	and	
people served and pitch it so that others can get on board. Interviewees suggested that project leaders partner 
with	professionals	for	marketing	and	financial	guidance	and	oversight.	

Several	organizations	are	located	in	the	immediate	and	regional	area	with	whom	the	project	board	can	work	
to	realize	the	goals	of	the	Central	Kentucky	Food	and	Ag	Center.	Specific	groups	mentioned	during	interviews	
and	identified	through	other	methods	are	listed	in	Table	10.	This	list	is	not	intended	to	be	comprehensive	and	
any	omissions	were	not	intentional.	The	objective	is	to	supply	a	list	of	potential	contacts.	Targeting	specific	
collaborations and developing relationships with potential partners will be important for general awareness, 
marketing, and operation of the facility; knowledge management or transferring information and skills between 
individuals	to	create	a	competitive	advantage	for	clients	of	the	facility;	identification	of	potential	funding	 
sources;	and	conflict	resolution	to	develop	solutions	for	situations	that	arise	during	operation	and	maintenance	
of	the	facility	(Topaloff,	2014).	
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Table 10. Groups and organizations identified as potential partners or collaborators for the Central Ken-
tucky Food and Ag Center 
Local	and	Regional	Agricultural	Producers Berea College
Local	and	Regional	Farmers	Markets Eastern Kentucky University
Local	and	Regional	Food	Businesses	 Community Farm Alliance
Berea Makers Market Health	Department	
Value-added	Producers	 Local	Businesses	
Food Truck Vendors Food	Testing	Laboratories	
Local	elementary,	middle,	and	high	schools Agritourism	Organizations
MACED (Mountain Association for Community 
Economic Development)

KCARD (Kentucky Center for Agriculture and 
Rural Development)

Grow Appalachia Feeding Kentucky
Local	Developers Mayor’s	Office
Glean Kentucky Berea Parks Department
ACEnet (Appalachian Center for Economic Net-
works)

Appalachian	Harvest	(Appalachian	Sustainable	
Development)

Additional Uses of the Facility

User	fees	alone	are	often	not	enough	to	sustain	a	shared-use	kitchen	(Topaloff,	2014).	Several	uses	have	been	
identified	by	project	partners	to	generate	additional	income	for	the	commercial	kitchen,	including	a	year-round	
farmers market, a retail store, rental as an event venue, and a produce auction. When selecting other potential 
revenue-generating	activities,	it	is	critical	that	the	activity	does	not	compromise	the	mission	established	for	the	
facility. 

Indoor Farmers Market 

During	the	initial	focus	group	with	several	farmers	market	members,	indoor	space	was	identified	as	a	possible	
use	of	the	facility.	However,	since	the	initial	focus	group	in	February	2019,	the	Berea	Farmers	Market	has	 
received grant funding from the Kentucky Agricultural Development Board to construct a farmers market  
pavilion	to	be	used	year-round.

Berea Farmers Market Status

The Berea Farmers Market is a potential user of this facility as a place for producers to house products during 
non-market	days,	as	well	as	a	possible	location	for	the	market.	The	Berea	Farmers	Market	is	open	Tuesday	and	
Saturdays. The Tuesday market is only during the months of May, June, and July and is located at Memorial 
Park.	The	Saturday	Market	is	open	year-round	and	was	previously	held	at	Fee	Park.	The	Berea	Farmers	 
Market, partnering with the City of Berea and Berea Tourism, has submitted a Kentucky Agricultural  
Development	Board	application	to	build	a	multi-use	pavilion	to	house	the	market.	This	pavilion	would	be	
located near the Event and Tourism Centers in Berea and would include an outdoor pavilion area, open indoor 
space	(about	1800	square	feet),	and	a	room	for	a	small	commercial	kitchen.	The	structure	would	include	enough	
indoor space for 30 vendors. In addition to applying for state funding for this project, the Berea Farmers Market 
will be applying for a USDA Rural Business Development Grant to match state funding. The pavilion is  
expected to open in Spring 2021.
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Retail Store

A	retail	store	in	connection	with	a	shared	use	kitchen	provides	the	benefits	of	showcasing	products	of	the	 
kitchen	users,	developing	a	customer	base,	and	generating	additional	revenue	(Topaloff,	2014).	However,	a	
retail	store	comes	with	additional	expenses	as	well,		particularly	staffing.	Multiple	stakeholders	mentioned	the	
desire	for	a	retail	store,	although	specifics	were	varied	from	a	grocery	to	a	small	selection	of	shelf-stable	goods.	

Prepared Food and Beverage Vendors or Restaurant

Several stakeholders and participants in the focus group and interviews highlighted the need for prepared  
food	and	beverage	vending	of	some	kind	–	from	food	trucks,	to	a	farm-to-table	restaurant,	to	a	coffee	shop	or	
microbrewery.	Although	the	specifics	are	unclear,	it	is	certain	that	community	members	want	the	ability	to	 
purchase prepared food and beverages from the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center. 

Office	Space

Several	stakeholders	indicated	an	interest	in	renting	office	space	in	the	building,	with	one	stakeholder	interested	
in	5,000	–	10,000	square	feet	of	rentable	office	space	and	another	interested	in	1,500	square	feet.	Both	 
stakeholders	are	already	renting	office	space	in	other	locations.	

Event	Venue	and/or	Meeting	Space

A	few	stakeholders	mentioned	the	need	for	affordable	rental	event	and/or	meeting	space	in	Berea	with	 
accessible parking. Interest was expressed for general rentable space for uses such as trainings, workshops, 
after-school	programs,	business	meetings,	and	weddings.	Two	stakeholders	mentioned	potential	strategic	 
partnerships	with	education	such	as	Berea	College	or	Community	Schools	to	offer	classes	or	vocational	training.	

Indoor Recreational Space

Two stakeholder interviews mentioned the need in Berea for indoor recreational space, such as a gymnasium 
and workout center. One stakeholder said that the City of Berea is not prepared to invest or manage one, but it 
seems there is room for a local entrepreneur. 

Rental Warehousing Space

One	stakeholder	is	highly	interested	in	bare-bones	rental	warehousing	space	for	farm	supply	products.

Which legal structures for shared-use kitchens and kitchen incubators should be considered?

The	organizational	structure	of	the	proposed	shared-use	commercial	kitchen	depends	primarily	on	the	mission	
of	the	organization	and	how	the	facility	will	be	used.	Of	the	135	kitchen	incubators	and	shared-use	kitchens	
surveyed	by	ESI	in	2013,	for-profit	kitchens	made	up	over	half	(61%)	of	the	respondents,	while	39%	were	 
non-profit,	which	remained	consistent	in	2015	when	61	facilities	were	surveyed	(ESI,	2016).	

Driving the decision on structure should be the goals for the kitchen and what control and ownership structure 
will be possible given the usage of the kitchen:

1. For-profit	structures:		A	kitchen	within	a	for-profit	structure	will	not	benefit	from	being	exempt	from	state	
or	federal	income	taxes,	though	it	may	benefit	from	local	or	state	tax	incentives	related	to	job	creation.		It	
also	will	be	less	likely	to	receive	funds	through	“soft”	sources	like	foundations	or	government	agencies.		
However,	for-profit	entities	often	benefit	from	having	greater	control	over	decisions	bearing	on	the	 
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kitchen’s ability to cover its expenses.

2. Non-profit	structures:		Many	kitchens	are	set	up	either	as	a	stand-alone	nonprofit	organization	or	a	project	
of	a	nonprofit	organization.		This	structure	benefits	from	being	exempt	from	state	or	federal	income	taxes,	
but	control	of	the	organization	is	vested	within	a	board	of	directors	who	must	act	to	support	whatever	
charitable	or	educational	mission	was	established	for	the	organization.		While	this	structure	often	benefits	
from being more likely to be eligible for grants, it is a misconception that the structure itself makes a  
difference	in	the	organization’s	need	to	cover	its	expenses.		Regardless	of	structure,	the	kitchen	or	kitchen	
incubator has to cover its expenses.  The facility would be governed by a board of directors, whose role 
is	to	not	only	oversee	the	kitchen’s	managing	personnel,	but	also	be	willing	and	able	to	review	financial	
statements, guide the development of the kitchen, and provide a backstop for any issues that may arise. 
Having	an	informed	and	active	board	of	directors	is	key	to	any	active	non-profit,	but	it	is	especially	 
essential	when	working	with	an	organization	that	will	need	capital	through	recruiting	other	community	 
organizations	and	pursuing	grant	and	other	funding	sources.	A	strong	board	must	be	able	to	make	 
decisions,	even	uncomfortable	ones,	and	be	able	to	view	the	operation	of	the	shared-use	commercial	
kitchen	beyond	the	short-term,	planning	for	continued	operation	and	cash	flow	in	the	future.

3. Public structure:  Many kitchens in Kentucky are operated by a public entity with direct local or state  
support,	such	as	a	county	government,	a	city	government,	or	a	cooperative	extension	office.		The	 
economic and workforce development objectives for kitchens naturally lend them to this kind of  
structure.  This structure means that the kitchen has a strong champion that will help it stay open by  
covering	the	expenses	associated	with	its	operations.		However,	it	can	create	a	challenge	if	the	costs	to	 
operate the kitchen becomes greater than the public body can justify.  

With	regard	to	the	Central	Kentucky	Food	and	Ag	Center,	two	possible	organizational	structures	appear	most	
likely	and	are	discussed	below:	1)	Non-profit	or	2)	public/private	partnership.

Non-profit:		If	the	kitchen’s	purpose	is	an	education	or	charitable	purpose,	such	as	providing	entrepreneurial	 
opportunities	by	providing	certified	kitchen	space	and	support	for	new	food-related	business	in	the	region,	then	
a	non-profit	organizational	structure	makes	sense.	

Another	consideration	for	non-profit	status	is	the	health	of	current	non-profit	shared-use	commercial	kitchen	and	
kitchen	incubators.	Of	the	non-profits	who	responded	to	an	ESI	survey	(2013),	15%	were	making	a	profit,	54%	
were	breaking	even,	and	31%	were	losing	money.	In	comparison,	only	4%	of	for-profit	shared-use	commercial	
kitchens	and	kitchen	incubators	were	losing	money.	While	the	small	sample	size	(39)	may	be	partly	to	blame,	
factors	such	as	ineffective	management	and	for-profit	kitchens	locating	in	prime,	urbanized	areas,	may	also	play	
a role.

Public/private	partnership:		If	the	kitchen	will	be	partnering	with	the	City	of	Berea,	Fahe,	and/or	organizations	
in	the	Berea	and	Madison	County	area,	a	public/private	partnership	would	make	sense.	A	public–private	 
partnership is a cooperative arrangement between two or more public and private entities. It involves an  
arrangement between a unit of government and a business that brings better services or improves the city’s 
capacity	to	operate	effectively.	The	facility	would	work	together	with	the	City	of	Berea	to	provide	its	services	to	
producers,	food-related	businesses,	and	agribusinesses.	The	City	of	Berea	would	be	able	to	include	the	facility	
as	a	line-item	in	its	budget	providing	some	regular	funding	for	the	kitchen.

The	lack	of	a	core	group	of	high	usage	individuals	and	the	location	of	Berea	will	make	it	difficult	for	a	for-profit	
entity	to	own	and	operate	the	kitchen	without	additional	support.		Additionally,	the	irregular	cash	flow	suggested	
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by	the	seasonal	demand	would	create	a	challenge	on	a	for-profit	business.		Having	a	nonprofit	organization	
that may partner with the City or other public body would help the project have stability in its operations. 
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Financial Projections

KCARD	developed	financial	projections	for	the	development	and	operations	of	a	Central	Kentucky	Food	
and Agriculture Center to be situated in Berea based on survey results, interviews with potential users and 
stakeholders, industry standards, and KCARD’s past work with such projects.  To arrive at these  
projections, certain assumptions were made with regard to the facility and its operations:

1. The building is assumed to be clear of any further remediation costs or needs.
2. A	footprint	of	1,700	square	feet	is	assumed	for	the	commercial	kitchen,	1,867	square	feet	of	cool	

and	dry	storage,	and	5,000	square	feet	of	office	space.		While	the	University	of	Kentucky	concept	
envisions a much larger footprint, this would require a great deal more usage than what is currently 
indicated through surveys and interviews.

3. The	owner	of	the	building	would	assume	pre-project	costs	associated	with	basic	building	 
renovation to bring the building up to local codes.  Such costs would likely include a new roof,  
electrical,	plumbing,	floor	substrate,	and	new	windows.

4.	 The project would rent space from the owner of the building for just the space occupied by the  
project.

5. The project does not include space for an indoor farmers market or event space.

To reiterate, while Parker Seals building was contemplated as a possible space for the Food and Ag Center, 
given its status and presumed timeline for completed renovations to bring the building up to a level  
allowing it to be used, the projections assume that a space in Berea meeting the terms above is provided 
regardless of whether it is the Parker Seals building or another site.  

To sustain operations and provide consistent services and support to farmers and entrepreneurs in the 
region, the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center must receive enough revenue to cover its expenses.  The 
revenue for the Center is most likely to come from three sources based on surveys and interviews  
conducted for this study and past experience:

1. Rental fees for usage of kitchen;
2. Fees	for	co-packing	(beginning	in	Year	2);
3. Storage fees;

1. Rental Fees for usage of kitchen:  This revenue source is usually expected to be the majority of kitchen 
revenue.		However,	for	rural	kitchens	and	kitchens	serving	a	small	number	of	clients,	the	revenue	 
typically generates less than 50% of what is needed to cover operating expenses.  This is driven partly by 
a	low	number	of	anchor	users	(just	21	were	identified	in	this	study)	and	a	low	acceptable	rental	rate	for	
kitchen usage.  

For the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center, the study estimates 21 high interest users in Year One, but 
that they are onboarded over the course of the year.  Total usage hours for high interest users amounted to 
4,147	based	on	the	survey	results.		However,	many	of	the	high	interest	users	have	no	sales	currently.		While	
these	individuals	may	develop	food-based	businesses	that	would	make	use	of	the	kitchen,	it	will	be	a	 
longer	ramp-up	and	their	future	is	more	in	doubt	than	respondents	who	already	indicate	some	level	of	
sales.  As a result, total usage hours are discounted by 50% in these projections for total hours of 2,073 per 
year.  
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Of the 71 survey respondents, 37 provided an amount they would be willing to pay per hour to use a 
potential commercial kitchen in Berea. The average rate potential users were willing to pay was $21. 
However,	there	was	a	difference	in	the	average	rate	very	interested	users	were	willing	to	pay	compared	to	
somewhat interested users. These hourly rates are in line with national observations of $10 to $50 per  
hour	(Topaloff,	2014).	Rental	fees	can	be	a	barrier	to	entrepreneurs,	and	several	survey	respondents	and	
interviewed stakeholders made comments and expressed concerns about kitchen pricing. Several  
stakeholders expressed concern that hourly rates were not the best fee structure. Two comments from  
interviews are below: 

“The hourly rate is not good for bakers. If proofing the dough, we’re just waiting and not using the 
kitchen equipment. If we were charged for this time, it wouldn’t be affordable for us.” 

“Cost is a huge issue. Perhaps consider a monthly fee structure based on hours or type of use. 
There needs to be an entry-level price that is accessible for new businesses.” 

Kitchen	rental	structure	can	by	hourly	or	a	flat	fee	or	some	combination.		Most	kitchens,	especially	in	rural	
areas,	charge	an	hourly	rate.		However,	some	offer	discounts	for	a	block	of	time	(i.e.	$30/hour,	or	$100	for	
4	hours).		Kitchens	often	struggle	with	pricing	of	their	hourly	rates.		This	study	uses	the	average	 
suggested	by	respondents	in	the	survey	($21.32/hour).		This	amount	is	similar	to	that	seen	in	other	surveys	
and	kitchens	in	Kentucky.		It	should	be	noted	that	the	amount	is	typically	much	lower	than	the	break-even	
level necessary to support most kitchens.

2.	Fees	for	co-packing:		Co-packing	is	often	cited	as	an	attractive	feature	by	agricultural	producers	and	
entrepreneurs, allowing them to scale up their production without investment of their own limited time in 
doing	the	processing	themselves.		By	turning	over	production	of	the	value-added	product	to	a	 
knowledgeable	and	reliable	processor,	the	producer	or	entrepreneur	can	still	benefit	from	selling	a	 
value-added	branded	product.		

Co-packing,	however,	comes	with	additional	costs	and	challenges.		Kitchens	who	offer	co-packing	must	
have competent kitchen personnel who can interface with customers and meet their processing needs.   
Additionally,	kitchens	who	are	successful	at	co-packing	must	be	both	excellent	in	the	kitchen,	 
manufacturing	food	product,	and	also	excellent	at	maintaining	a	profit	margin	on	all	processed	product	so	
that the kitchen covers its Costs of Goods Sold and expenses associated with processing others’ product.

The	survey	indicates	13	users	very	interested	in	co-packing	and	25	somewhat	interested.		However,	only	
three	of	the	respondents	are	currently	using	any	co-packing	services,	with	two	spending	less	than	$5,000	
annually	and	one	spending	between	$5,000-$10,000.		

Even	with	the	low	amount	of	expected	usage,	offering	co-packing	may	still	be	a	good	option	for	the	 
Center	to	help	it	cover	significant	fixed	costs.		With	a	low	amount	of	hourly	usage	expected,	at	least	 
initially,	a	full-time	kitchen	manager	could	offer	co-packing	services	to	increase	the	usage	of	the	facility,	
establish a reputation, and serve entrepreneurs needing this service in the region.  

For	these	projections,	a	low	amount	of	co-packing	is	estimated	to	account	for	the	level	of	annual	actual	 
usage	indicated	by	respondents,	with	some	growth	beyond	that	expected	for	1-3	additional	users.		
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As	noted	by	a	project	partner,	it	is	possible	that	a	business	dedicated	to	co-packing	product	might	be	able	
to	rent	the	kitchen	thereby	incurring	the	risks	associated	with	co-packing	and	providing	the	project	with	
rental revenue.  Such an arrangement could work, but a business with that model would have to be able 
to	offer	their	value-added	product	at	a	high	enough	rate	to	make	their	own	rental	of	the	kitchen	profitable.		
Additionally,	one	advantage	of	the	kitchen	engaging	in	co-packing	itself	is	that	the	kitchen	personnel	time	
is used productively even if rental time of the kitchen by private users is low.  

3. Storage fees:  Several users indicate an interest in cooler space, dry storage, and other options.  These 
projections	assume	half	of	the	expected	pallet	usage	indicated	in	the	survey	and	uses	a	$6/pallet/month	
charge	for	dry	storage	and	$10/pallet/month	for	cold	or	freezer	storage.		

With regard to expenses, the following expense categories are assumed:

• Salary/Wages:		One	staff	person	will	run	the	kitchen	and	be	full-time.
• Payroll	Expenses:		Calculated	at	15%	of	Salary/Wages.
• Accounting:		Calculated	at	$300/month.
• Insurance:  Uses estimate from other similar kitchens.
• Postage:		Estimate	from	basic	office	use.
• Office	Expenses:		Calculated	at	$100/month.
• Phone/Internet:		Calculated	at	$100/month.
• Supplies and Chemicals:  Uses estimate from other similar kitchens.
• Janitorial:		Calculated	at	$200/month.
• Utilities:  Uses estimate from other similar kitchens.
• Travel:		Minimal	amount	for	staff	to	market	kitchen.
• Repair and Maintenance:  Minimal amount for basic maintenance.
• Licenses	and	permits:		Business/organizational	licensing.
• Advertising/Marketing:		Generation	of	materials	for	promoting	kitchen.		
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Start-Up Expenses

To	start	the	kitchen,	basic	equipment	and	supplies	will	be	necessary	along	with	a	six-month	reserve	of	 
operating expenses.  Below is a table of these costs based on typical commercial kitchen startups on a 
small-scale	(less	than	2,000	square	feet).		Additional	funds	would	be	necessary	beyond	this	amount	for	 
additional	cooler/freezer	space	for	storage.		

Equipment  
			Coolers/Freezer  $             10,000.00 
   Kitchen Equipment 	$													68,190.00	
			Office	Equipment  $               2,250.00 
   Shelving  $               2,155.00 
Total Equipment  $             82,595.00 
  
Marketing  $               2,500.00 
Taxes	and	Licenses  $                   500.00 
Accounting	and	Legal  $               1,000.00 
Total	Pre-Development 	$															4,000.00	
  
Working Capital (6 months of operating) 	$													38,820.00	
  
Total Start-up Costs  $          125,415.00 
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Income Statement

As shown in the Income Statement below, the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center experiences a net  
loss	in	Years	One	through	Three	each	year	with	kitchen	rental	fees,	co-packing	services	and	storage	fees	 
included. Growth in revenue is estimated at 5% annually while growth in expenses are assumed at a 3% 
rate.   
   
Income Year One Year Two Year Three
Kitchen Rental 	$		44,196.36	 	$			48,616.00	 	$			53,477.60	
Co-packing	Services  $  15,000.00  $   16,500.00 	$			18,150.00	
Storage Fees 	$				7,728.00	 	$					8,500.80	 	$					9,350.88	
Total Sales Income 	$		66,924.36	 	$			73,616.80	 	$			80,978.48	

Operating Expenses
Salary & Wages 	$		45,000.00	 	$			46,350.00	 	$			47,740.50	
Payroll Expenses  $    6,750.00  $     6,952.50 	$					7,161.08	
Accounting  $    3,600.00 	$					3,708.00	 	$					3,819.24	
Insurance 	$				4,250.00	 	$					4,377.50	 	$					4,508.83	
Postage  $       500.00  $        515.00 	$								530.45	
Office	Expenses  $    1,200.00  $     1,236.00 	$					1,273.08	
Phone/Internet  $    1,200.00  $     1,236.00 	$					1,273.08	
Supplies and Chemicals  $    1,750.00 	$					1,802.50	 	$					1,856.58	
Janitorial 	$				2,400.00	 	$					2,472.00	 	$					2,546.16	
Utilities  $    7,000.00  $     7,210.00 	$					7,426.30	
Travel  $    1,000.00  $     1,030.00  $     1,060.90 
Repair & Maintenance  $    1,000.00  $     1,030.00  $     1,060.90 
Licenses	and	Permits  $       500.00  $        515.00 	$								530.45	
Advertising/Marketing  $    1,500.00 	$					1,545.00	  $     1,591.35 
Total Operating Expenses  $  77,650.00  $   79,979.50 	$			82,378.89	

Net Income 	$		(10,725.64)  $  (6,362.70) 	$		(1,400.41)

Depreciation of Equipment 	$				8,610.00	 	$					8,610.00	 	$				8,610.00	

Net Income Minus Depreciation  $  (19,335.64)  $  (14,972.70)  $  (10,010.41)

As shown in the Income Statement, additional funds will be necessary to support the kitchen throughout 
the	first	three	years	of	operations.		In	many	non-profit	rural	kitchens,	these	funds	are	provided	by	grants	
related	to	economic	development,	workforce	development,	and	local	food	capacity-building.		However,	
those grants are not guaranteed, making it critical that a reliable partner supports the project and ensures its 
ability to stay open.  

For this base scenario, event space rental is not included.  Event space is excluded because the amount of 
space necessary along with comparable rental rates for that space is unclear at this time especially with the 
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uncertainty with regard to what facility is being assumed as housing the Central Kentucky Food and Ag 
Center.  For example, if the project were indeed located in the Parker Seals building, that location provides 
ample	room	for	small	and	large	events	and	could	easily	be	renovated	with	a	modular	set-up.		However,	if	
the project were located in another facility, it is likely that the facility under consideration would be  
targeted mainly to kitchen and storage usage to meet the needs of the potential users.

Office	space	rental	is	also	not	included.		One	entity	that	indicated	an	interest	in	office	space	had	an	 
interest in a large amount of space, but that interest is likely directly tied to the location of the Parker Seals 
building.		Additionally,	office	space	provided	to	a	partner	would	be	one	way	that	the	partner	could	support	
the	project	to	cover	the	gap	noted	in	the	Income	Statement.		However,	office	space	rental	would	be	likely	
more in the case of a committed partner and as an overall commitment to the project and to close the gap in 
funding needed to cover operating costs.  

Break Even Analysis

Hourly rate:

As shown in the Income Statement provided below, this project contemplates operating expenses of 
$77,650 per year.  Should those costs be borne solely by kitchen rental fees and assuming a usage of 2,073 
hours	per	year,	a	break-even	hourly	rate	would	$37.46/hour.		If	the	revenue	associated	with	storage	and	 
co-packing	materializes,	the	break-even	rate	drops	to	$26.49/hour.		

Number of Hours:

If operating expenses are maintained at $77,650 per year, and the kitchen rental rate is maintained at 
$21.32/hour,	a	total	of	3,643	hours	of	kitchen	usage	would	be	necessary	to	cover	all	of	the	costs	of	the	
kitchen.		This	is	unlikely	to	be	achievable,	as	it	reflects	a	70	hour/week	usage	of	the	facility,	well	beyond	
projections	for	even	the	busiest	season.		If	storage	and	co-packing	revenue	is	used	to	offset	the	operating	
costs,	dropping	them	to	$54,922,	that	suggests	a	more	manageable	level	of	hours	at	2,576	hour/year	or	49	
hours/week,	still	a	high	level	of	usage.		

Labor:

Just	to	cover	labor	costs	of	$51,750,	the	kitchen	would	need	to	be	used	over	46	hours	per	week.		 
Alternatively,	if	it	were	used	40	hours	per	week,	the	fee	to	use	the	kitchen	would	need	to	be	$24.88/hour	
just to cover labor costs.    
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Income Statement – Low Scenario

Commercial kitchen projects in rural areas often struggle to reach a sustainable level of hours.  If we 
further discount the number of hours of expected usage of the facility, the shortfall increases.  Below, we 
estimate	a	usage	of	1037	hours,	or	approximately	20	hours/week.		That	still	would	be	greater	than	most	
rural kitchens in Kentucky.

Income Year One Year Two Year Three
Kitchen Rental 	$				22,098.18	  $    23,203.09 	$				24,363.24	
Copacking Services  $    15,000.00  $    15,750.00  $    16,537.50 
Storage Fees 	$						7,728.00	 	$						8,114.40	 	$						8,520.12	
Total Sales Income 	$				44,826.18	 	$				47,067.49	 	$				49,420.86	

Operating Expenses
Salary & Wages 	$				45,000.00	 	$				46,350.00	 	$				47,740.50	
Payroll Expenses  $      6,750.00  $      6,952.50 	$						7,161.08	
Accounting  $      3,600.00 	$						3,708.00	 	$						3,819.24	
Insurance 	$						4,250.00	 	$						4,377.50	 	$						4,508.83	
Postage  $         500.00  $         515.00 	$									530.45	
Office	Expenses  $      1,200.00  $      1,236.00 	$						1,273.08	
Phone/Internet  $      1,200.00  $      1,236.00 	$						1,273.08	
Supplies and Chemicals  $      1,750.00 	$						1,802.50	 	$						1,856.58	
Janitorial 	$						2,400.00	 	$						2,472.00	 	$						2,546.16	
Utilities  $      7,000.00  $      7,210.00 	$						7,426.30	
Travel  $      1,000.00  $      1,030.00  $      1,060.90 
Repair & Maintenance  $      1,000.00  $      1,030.00  $      1,060.90 
Licenses	and	Permits  $         500.00  $         515.00 	$									530.45	
Advertising/Marketing  $      1,500.00 	$						1,545.00	  $      1,591.35 
Total Operating Expenses  $    77,650.00  $    79,979.50 	$				82,378.89	

Net Income 	$	(32,823.82)  $ (32,912.01) 	$		(32,958.02)

Depreciation of Equipment 	$						8,610.00	 	$					8,610.00	 	$							8,610.00	

Net Income Minus Depreciation  $  (41,433.82)  $ (41,522.01)  $  (41,568.02)

This example demonstrates the risk for a partner that holds primary responsibility for the kitchen’s  
operations.		While	a	loss	of	$10,000-19,000	(as	in	the	first	scenario)	may	be	palatable,	a	drop	in	kitchen	
hours	would	result	in	a	much	greater	burden	on	the	organization	tasked	with	keeping	the	kitchen	 
operational.
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Financial Projection Conclusions
• The	kitchen	itself	will	have	to	maintain	a	high	level	of	usage	(at	least	40	hours/week)	to	 

approach levels of sustainability.  

• A partner has to be willing to provide not only expertise in running the kitchen, but also serve 
as a funding backstop to keep the kitchen operational especially if the number of hours drops.  

• The	hourly	rate	is	unlikely	to	be	appealing	to	users	if	it	exceeds	$25/hour,	but	that	means	that	
the number of hours of usage is that much more important.  

• The kitchen will have to develop a pipeline of users in order to maintain such a high level of  
consistent usage.  Commercial kitchens typically have a high turnover as food entrepreneurs 
either increase their volume and outgrow the facility or cease their own business operations. 

• Income from aggregation services is not contemplated in the scenarios presented because  
expenses associated with aggregation (grading, packing, cleaning) would exceed income  
provided	from	such	services,	or	at	the	very	least	contribute	very	little	positive	net	cash	flow	to	
the	project,	without	a	sufficient	number	of	producers	who	have	volumes	large	enough	to	benefit	
from the aggregation point.  At this point, the survey results do not indicate the availability of 
those producers.

62



63

Appendices

Appendix A: Qualifications of The Kentucky Center for Agriculture and Rural Development 
(KCARD)

The	Kentucky	Center	for	Agriculture	and	Rural	Development	(KCARD)	is	a	501	(c)(3)	non-profit	 
organization	established	in	2001	to	facilitate	agricultural	and	rural	business	development	in	Kentucky.		
KCARD provides technical assistance, educational opportunities, and business support services to  
businesses that are mutually owned by producers. KCARD is supported through grants from the USDA 
Rural Cooperative Development Grant program and the Kentucky Agricultural Development Fund.  

KCARD’s	Executive	Director	and	staff	are	familiar	with	various	business	structures	and	consult	with	
emerging	or	existing	businesses	on	critical	questions	related	to	incorporating,	financing,	management,	 
marketing, accounting, and legal concerns.  

KCARD fosters business success and growth by developing and delivering technical assistance and by 
providing educational opportunities for agricultural and rural businesses seeking to enhance their economic 
opportunities in and around the Commonwealth of Kentucky.  This mission is accomplished by:

•	 Delivering	hands-on	technical	assistance	to	new	and	existing	agriculture	and	rural	businesses	and	 
 by providing relevant educational opportunities addressing agribusiness challenges and issues.

• Facilitating new economic opportunities for Kentucky’s agricultural and rural businesses through  
	 business	development	and	assistance	with	the	expansion	and	stabilization	of	existing	rural	 
 businesses.

• Developing support networks among providers and resources both within and outside the state.

• Conducting feasibility studies which are an objective, detailed assessment of a project to determine  
 its practicality or likelihood of success.  Good feasibility studies answer the fundamental question  
 of whether a project is viable by examining it from several aspects:  demand, competition,  
	 operations,	logistics,	management,	personnel,	and	other	angles.		Studies	also	point	out	specific	 
 conditions that need to be in place to make a project likely to succeed and is the investigation  
 before the business plan which takes the idea or proposal to reality.
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Appendix B:  Commercial Kitchen and Business Incubator Case Studies

Jackson County Regional Food Center – Tyner, Kentucky 

The	Jackson	County	Regional	Food	Center	(JCRFC)	is	a	shared-use	commercial	kitchen	in	Tyner,	 
Kentucky that was initially funded in 2010 through the Kentucky Agricultural Development Fund (KADF) 
and	is	currently	not	open	for	use.	The	kitchen	was	organized	as	a	non-profit	and	governed	by	a	board	of	 
directors. The project was initiated by local leaders and Cooperative Extension personnel, and was sup-
ported	by	assistance	from	other	organizations,	such	as	the	University	of	Kentucky	(UK).	The	goal	of	the	
facility was to provide space within the community to produce, process, and package local food products. 
This kitchen was available to agricultural producers and food entrepreneurs, enabling them to produce their 
own	value-added	food	products	(University	of	Kentucky,	2011).	

The JCRFC provided a kitchen manager to assist users. The kitchen manager primarily focused on  
customer service and kitchen operations, but also did some consultation work as a liaison between kitchen 
users and technical support, such as the UK Food Systems Innovation Center (FSIC) and the Kentucky 
Center for Agriculture and Rural Development (KCARD). The UK FSIC assists food entrepreneurs with 
complex product development tasks, such as recipe development, product approval processes, and  
nutritional	analyses.	KCARD	assists	agricultural	entrepreneurs	with	business-related	tasks,	such	as	 
business planning, creating marketing plans, and recordkeeping. 

Kitchen users paid a base rate of $35 per hour to access the kitchen and all equipment; local residents paid 
$30	per	hour.	Co-packing	costs	included	specific	material,	supplies,	and	packaging	costs,	a	$50	per	hour	fee	
for	the	kitchen	manager,	and	an	$8	per	hour	fee	for	required	additional	assistance.	Other	services	included	
bulk purchasing and consulting for recipe development and food safety training. Consulting fees related to 
product development and safety training were $25 per hour. 

Producers, entrepreneurs, high school groups, agricultural students, and home processors used the kitchen. 
This	kitchen	struggled	to	reach	a	point	of	financial	sustainability.	

Stecoah Valley Food Ventures – Robbinsville, North Carolina 

Stecoah Valley Food Ventures (SVFV) is part of the Stecoah Valley Arts, Crafts, and Educational Center 
(https://www.stecoahvalleycenter.com/),	which	refitted	its	existing	750	sq.	ft.	kitchen	to	be	used	by	food	
entrepreneurs.	It	is	operating	as	a	shared-use	commercial	kitchen	without	business	incubation	support.	
Using	$245,000	of	grant	funding	and	$30,000	of	funding	from	other	sources,	the	SVFV	was	created	in	
existing kitchen facilities by upgrading fan hoods, buying commercial cooking equipment, and converting 
the building’s former dining room into a meeting room.  Because the project director was able to act as the 
general contractor, the project saved as much as 50% on renovation costs (Mills and Wold, 2007). 

The Stecoah Valley Cultural Arts Center (SVC) already had the institutional capacity to manage a project 
of	this	scope	and	finding	grant	funding.	The	SVC	undertook	the	project	in	the	mid-2000s	after	allowing	a	
user to process ramps in their existing kitchen. Soon thereafter, the SVC began looking for a better avenue 
to provide services to food entrepreneurs. The food ventures portion is housed under the larger 501(c)(3) 
organization	of	the	Stecoah	Valley	Arts,	Crafts,	and	Educational	Center	(Mills	and	Wold,	2007).	

SVFV has three main user groups: individuals, businesses, and groups. Individuals use the facility for  
personal	canning	or	value-adding	for	personal	use.	Businesses	use	facilities	for	food	preparation	for	 
commercial	sale.	Groups	rent	the	facility	for	community	events	and	fundraisers.	The	SVFV	has	differing	
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rates and policies for each group of users. The base annual operating costs for the center is estimated  
between $25,000 and $30,000 per year (Mills and Wold, 2007). 

The Appalachian Center for Economic Networks – Athens, Ohio 

The	Appalachian	Center	for	Economic	Networks	(ACEnet)	serves	the	32-county	area	designated	as	 
Appalachian Ohio, and aims to assist with economic development across this region. According to their 
website	(http://acenetworks.org/),	ACEnet	receives	local,	state,	and	federal	funding	to	assist	with	financing	
operations.	It	is	organized	as	a	non-profit	governed	by	a	board	of	directors.	

ACEnet	was	founded	in	1985	to	assist	low	income	individuals	with	starting	their	own	businesses.	Today,	
ACEnet provides individuals within the Appalachian Ohio region with business incubation services, access 
to	capital,	access	to	a	commercial	kitchen	facility,	and	provides	technology-based	training	and	education	
(Morris and Nogrady, 1999). 

ACEnet has two campuses, the Athens Business Incubator in Athens, Ohio, and the Nelsonville Business 
Center	and	Food	Hub	in	Nelsonville,	Ohio.	The	Athens	Business	Incubator	campus	contains	office	spaces,	
meeting rooms, a mailroom, a storefront, the Food Venture Center’s commercial kitchen, a thermal  
processing	room,	and	a	warehouse.	With	the	specialized	food	processing	equipment	and	business	
incubation services, ACEnet serves as both a kitchen incubator and a food processing facility. Since 
ACEnet provides business incubation services and technological training programs to the entire region,  
it	requires	a	significant	number	of	employees	and	is	not	financially	self-sustaining.	ACEnet	considers	 
community support and business incubation as key factors in entrepreneur and economic development, and 
they have a positive impact by those standards (Morris and Nogrady, 1999). 

ACEnet publishes fees and service rates on their website at https://acenetworks.org/services/new-clients/
fees-and-service-rates/. Fees applicable to this study have been included in Table 11 below. 

Table 11. ACEnet Food Ventures Center Fees & Service Rates
Service Type Fee/Details
Tabletop (no equipment) Hourly $10
Prepared Foods Hourly $15
Bottling/Filler Hourly $20
Meat Processing Room Hourly $20
Dry Storage – Pallet Monthly $25/pallet	space
Refrigerated/Frozen	–	Pallet Monthly $70/pallet	space,	$50/pallet	space	if	multiple
Refrigerated Space Monthly $2.50/sq.	ft.
Frozen	Space Monthly $3/sq.	ft.	
Secured Cage Monthly $25	-	$175	depending	on	size

Bonner Business Center – Sandpoint, Idaho 

The	Bonner	Business	Center	(BBC)	in	Sandpoint,	Idaho	has	roots	as	far	back	as	1983,	when	the	city	of	
Sandpoint created a community development corporation to facilitate economic growth in their small city 
of	less	than	8,000	people	(USCB,	2015).	The	BBC	officially	opened	in	1991.	The	city	of	Sandpoint’s	 
community development corporation, the Economic Development Corporation (EDC), ultimately decided 
to build a business park. The city sought businesses that would create jobs for the community and that were 
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willing	to	agree	to	long-term	leases	in	the	business	park.	Plans	for	the	business	park	included	the	BBC	 
Incubator,	which	offered	office	spaces,	manufacturing	space,	and	a	shared-use	commercial	kitchen.	 
Organizations	that	played	a	key	role	in	the	project	included	the	EDC	of	Sandpoint,	Panhandle	Area	Council	
(PAC), Sandpoint Unlimited, Sandpoint Chamber of Commerce, University of Idaho Cooperative  
Extension Service, and the Bonner Business Center Advisory Council (Wold and Sumner, 2002). 

The City of Sandpoint owned the BBC while operations were managed by the city’s EDC (Wold and 
Sumner,	2002).	The	BBC	employed	a	kitchen	manager,	secretary/receptionist,	and	business	counselor.	The	
business	counselor	assisted	clients	with	business	development,	including	helping	them	with	start-up,	 
accounting, marketing, inventory management, and more. The kitchen manager position did not require any 
specific	advanced	educational	requirements.	The	kitchen	manager	was	responsible	for	administration	of	the	
kitchen, and tasks included assessing feasibility of proposed tenants’ products, collecting rent and user fees, 
scheduling, recordkeeping, reporting, tenant training, customer service, and coordinating necessary repairs 
and maintenance (Wold and Sumner, 2002). 

The	BBC	had	a	business	incubator	that	was	10,700	sq.	ft.,	a	commercial	kitchen	that	was	1440	sq.	ft.,	and	
cold	and	dry	storage.	The	BBC	building	hosted	a	shared-use	commercial	kitchen,	manufacturing	areas,	 
office	spaces,	meeting	rooms,	and	a	reception	area.	The	commercial	kitchen	equipment	included	the	 
following:	Vulcan	6-burner	gas	range,	Vulcan	electric	tilt	braising	pan,	Vulcan	double	convection	oven,	
Vulcan	steam-jacketed	tilt	kettle,	Arctic	walk-in	cooler,	Arctic	walk-in	freezer,	Energy	Mizer	dishwasher,	
20-quart	Varimixer,	60-quart	Varimixer,	Metro	bread	proofer,	Robot	Coupe	commercial	food	processor,	
Robot	Coupe	commercial	juicer,	digital	bench	scale,	and	a	jar	filler.	

The	BBC	averaged	12	users	per	month	and	25	users	per	year.		Rental	rates	were	between	$8.15	and	$6.50	
per	hour	for	regular	users	(Wold	and	Sumner,	2002).	In	2014,	the	City	of	Sandpoint	unexpectedly	sent	
eviction	notices	to	tenants	of	the	BBC.	All	were	evicted,	except	Lead-Lok,	which	had	been	purchased	by	
Graphic	Controls,	a	large	New	York-based	company.	The	City	of	Sandpoint	had	to	choose	between	 
retaining	Lead-Lok’s	jobs	and	providing	a	facility	for	the	company	to	grow	or	supporting	the	BBC.	The	
City	of	Sandpoint’s	economy	had	been	suffering	and	jobs	were	scarce,	the	kitchen	was	costing	the	city	
$20,000	per	year	to	operate,	and	losing	Lead-Lok	meant	losing	more	local	job	(Walters,	2014).	



Appendix C:  Survey Questions Provided Online to Potential Users of the Central Kentucky 
Food and Ag Center

1.	 Which	of	the	following	best	describes	your	business?	(Check	all	that	apply.)

	 Farmer/Producer		
	 Restaurant/Caterer	
	 Baker
	 Value-Added	Food	Producer	
	 Distributor	/	Aggregator	
	 Other	(please	specify)	_____________
 
2.	 What	are	your	average	yearly	sales	by	the	following	categories?

	 Specialty	crops		 	 	 	 $1,000	-	$5,000
	 Value-added	food	products	 	 	 $5,001	-	$25,000
	 Prepared,	ready	to	eat	foods	 	 	 $25,001	-	$75,000
	 Yearly	Sales	 	 	 	 	 $75,001	-	$250,000
	 No	sales	 	 	 	 	 >	$250,000

 
3.	 How	do	you	sell	produce	today?	(Check	all	that	apply.)

	 Direct	to	consumer	(farmers	market,	CSA,	farm	stands,	online)
	 Wholesale	direct	to	buyers	(retailers,	grocers,	restaurants,	institutions,	schools,	etc.)
	 Wholesale	through	distributors	(someone	resells	or	distributes	your	products	to	wholesale	buyers	
for you)

4.	 A	kitchen	facility	that	would	allow	users	to	process	food	for	sale	is	being	considered	in	Berea,	 
Kentucky.	How	interested	are	you	in	such	a	facility?

	 Very	Interested
	 Somewhat	Interested
	 No	Opinion
	 Not	interested

5.	 What	value-added	products	would	you	be	interested	in	processing	in	a	certified	commercial	kitchen	
in	Berea,	KY?	(Check	all	that	apply.)

	 Bakery	items	 	 	 	 	 Cosmetic	Items
	 Beverages	 	 	 	 	 Dehydrated	fruit/vegetable
	 Candies	 	 	 	 	 Dry	mixes
	 Canned	fruit/vegetable	 	 	 Frozen	fruit/vegetables	
	 Catered	meals		 	 	 	 Frozen	meals
	 Chilled	fruit/vegetable	 	 	 Jams/jellies
	 Condiments/spices	 	 	 	 Pasta
	 Value-Added	Dairy	products	 	
	 Prepared	foods	for	immediate	consumption,	but	not	for	sale
	 Prepared	foods	for	immediate	sale
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6.	 Typically,	fees	for	using	a	commercial	kitchen	range	from	$14	to	$60	per	hour.	How	much	would	
you	be	willing	to	pay	per	hour	to	use	a	commercial	kitchen	in	Berea,	KY?	(sliding	scale	provided	from	
$14	–	$60).

$________________________________

7.	 What	are	the	top	5	kitchen	equipment	items	necessary	to	your	value-added	processing?	 
	 (select	5	ONLY)

	 Oven	
	 Range	/	Burners
	 Mixers
	 Electric	Skillet
	 Produce	Choppers
	 Canned	Food/Sauce	Production	Equipment
	 Wet	Filling	machine
	 Dry	Filling	machine
	 Bread	Making	Equipment
	 Other	(please	specify)	_________________

8.	 How	many	hours	per	month	do	you	anticipate	using	the	proposed	commercial	kitchen	by	season?

	 Winter	(December,	January,	February)	 	 	 Hours	of	use	per	month
	 Spring	(March,	April,	May)	 	 	 	 	 0
	 Summer	(June,	July	August)	 	 	 	 	 1	–	10
	 Fall	(September,	October,	November)	 	 	 11	–	40
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 41	–	80
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 >	80

9.	 How	interested	are	you	in	potential	co-packing	processing	services	in	Berea,	KY?	(Co-packing	
here	means	having	another	business	produce	your	product	to	your	specifications	for	a	fee.)

	 Very	Interested
	 Somewhat	Interested
	 No	Opinion
	 Not	Interested

10.	For	what	products	would	you	use	co-packing	processing	services?	(Check	all	that	apply.)

	 Tomato	products:	diced,	marinara,	salsa,	ketchup
	 Sauces
	 Jams/Jellies
	 Individual	Quick	Freezing	(IQF)	Product
	 Other	(please	specify)	_________________

11.	Do	you	currently	use	co-packing	processing	services?

	 Yes
	 No
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12.	On	average,	how	much	do	you	spend	on	co-packing	processing	services	yearly?

	 <	$5,000
	 $5,001	-	$10,000
	 $10,001	-	$20,000
	 >	$20,000

13.	How	interested	are	you	in	potential	freezer,	cooler,	or	dry	storage	space	for	rent	in	Berea,	KY?

	 Very	Interested
	 Somewhat	Interested
	 No	Opinion
	 Not	Interested

14.	How	much	storage	space	do	you	currently	use	in	the	following	categories?	*and*	In	the	next	2-5	
years,	how	much	storage	space	would	you	potentially	rent	in	Berea,	KY?

Current Use (personal or rented)

	 Dry	Storage	 	 	 	 	 1	pallet	or	less
	 Cooler	Storage	 	 	 	 2-5	pallets
	 Freezer	Storage	 	 	 	 5-10	pallets
	 None	 	 	 	 	 	 >10	pallets

Future	Rental	Use	(next	2-5	years)

	 Dry	Storage	 	 	 	 	 1	pallet	or	less
	 Cooler	Storage	 	 	 	 2-5	pallets
	 Freezer	Storage	 	 	 	 5-10	pallets
	 None	 	 	 	 	 	 >10	pallets

15.	How	interested	are	you	in	delivery	of	agricultural	product	to	a	facility	in	Berea,	KY	for	regional	
distribution?

	 Very	interested
	 Somewhat	interested
	 No	Opinion
	 Not	Interested

16.	If	you	currently	sell	agricultural	product	to	an	aggregator	or	distributor,	how	much?

	 No	Sales
	 $1	-	$999
	 $1,000	-	$5,000
	 $5,001	-	$25,000
	 $25,001	-	$75,000
	 $75,001	-	$250,000
	 >$250,000
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17.	In	the	next	2-5	years,	how	much	do	you	want	to	sell	through	an	aggregator	and/or	distributor?

	 No	Sales
	 $1	-	$999
	 $1,000	-	$5,000
	 $5,001	-	$25,000
	 $25,001	-	$75,000
	 $75,001	-	$250,000
	 >$250,000

18.	How	far	would	you	be	willing	to	travel	to	access	the	facility?

	 less	than	10
	 10	to	30	miles
	 30	to	50	miles
	 50	to	100	miles
	 100	to	200	miles
	 more	than	200
 
19.	In	what	Kentucky	county	are	you	farming	or	operating?	(List	only	one.)	________________

20.	If	money	and/or	user	fees	were	not	an	obstacle,	what	other	types	of	food	business	 
services/assistance	would	you	be	interested	in	receiving	on-site	at	the	potential	Berea	facility?	 
(Check all that apply.)

	 Community	room	or	gathering	space	(for	indoor	events	and/or	indoor	farmers	market)
	 Consumer	education
	 Food	safety	assistance	(such	as	GAP	and	HACCP	certifications)
	 Inventory	management	(managing	inventory	tracking	and	control)
	 Labor	management	(managing	employees	and	labor	hours)
	 Legal	advice	specific	to	agriculture
	 Marketing	assistance
	 Office	space
	 Process	development
	 Product	testing	
	 Recipe	development
	 Record	keeping	assistance
	 Retail	space
	 Sales	assistance
 
21. Additional comments:

22.	Would	you	be	willing	to	discuss	the	potential	Food	&	Ag	Center	further?	If	so,	please	provide	your	
contact information below.
Name:	 	 						____________________________________________________________
Email:	 	 						____________________________________________________________
Phone:	 	 						____________________________________________________________
Address:	 							 						____________________________________________________________
City,	State,	Zip:	 						____________________________________________________________
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Appendix D: Survey Questions Provided Online in the Local Food Institutional Buyer  
Survey

1.	 What	institution(s)	do	you	purchase	for?	In	what	location(s)?

2.	 Are	you	currently	purchasing	from	local	producers	(1-150	miles	away)?	If	so,	for	how	long?	

3.	 Do	you	buy	directly	or	through	a	distributor?	Please	list	which	distributors	and	which	vendors.

4.	 What	certifications	do	you	require	from	the	producer/distributor?	i.e.	GAP,	liability	insurance,	or-
ganic,	other	requirements	or	preferences?	

5.	 Which	types	of	food	products	(fresh	produce,	meat,	dairy,	eggs,	grains,	canned	or	frozen	produce	
or	other	processed	foods)	have	you	sourced	from	Kentucky/local	producers	in	the	past	year?

Product/quantity/frequency:	_________________

6.	 Which	locally	produced	products	(fresh	produce,	meat,	dairy,	eggs,	grains,	canned	or	frozen	pro-
duce	or	other	processed	foods)	would	you	like	more	of	and	with	what	frequency?	

Product/quantity/frequency:	_________________

7. From the following, which would you like to know more about to be more successful with local 
purchasing,	if	any?	(Multiple	answers	are	permitted)	

	 Finding	producers	to	buy	from
	 Delivery/distribution
	 Pricing
	 Quantity
	 Processing	of	product
	 Quality
	 Seasonal	limitation
	 Ordering/payment/billing	processes
	 Incentive	programs	for	purchasing	KY-produced	foods
	 Food	safety	considerations
	 Other	(please	specify)	_________________



8.	 Which	of	the	following	has	been	successful	for	you,	if	you	are	already	purchasing	locally	produced	
items?	(Multiple	answers	permitted)

	 Finding	producers	to	buy	from
	 Delivery/distribution
	 Pricing
	 Quantity
	 Processing	of	product
	 Quality
	 Seasonal	limitation
	 Ordering/payment/billing	processes
	 Incentive	programs	for	purchasing	KY-produced	foods
	 Food	safety	considerations
	 Other	(please	specify)	_________________

9.	 Which	of	the	following	has	been	a	challenge	or	obstacle	for	you?	(Multiple	answers	permitted)

	 Finding	producers	to	buy	from
	 Delivery/distribution
	 Pricing
	 Quantity
	 Processing	of	product
	 Quality
	 Seasonal	limitation
	 Ordering/payment/billing	processes
	 Incentive	programs	for	purchasing	KY-produced	foods
	 Food	safety	considerations
	 Other	(please	specify)	_________________

10.	On	a	scale	from	0-10	(10	being	the	highest	quality),	how	has	the	quality	of	local	purchasing	been	
for	you?	(sliding	scale	from	0-10	provided)	
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Appendix E: Berea Local Food Focus Group Outline

Opening:	Tell	us	your	name,	where	you	are	from/live,	and	what	you	do	(farm,	business	owner,	community	
member, partner, etc.)

Introduction:	In	the	last	few	years,	we’ve	often	heard	of	the	term	“food	hub”	or	“food	incubator”.	
	 When	you	hear	these	terms,	what	comes	to	mind?

• If	we	were	table	to	develop	and	open	a	facility	that	addresses	both	the	needs	of	producers/farm-
ers,	local	businesses,	and	local	organizations,	what	would	it	look	like	(in	a	perfect	world)?

Transition:	Let’s	talk	about	the	needs	of	the	people	in	the	community	and	efforts	this	project	can	take	to	
meet	those	needs.	What	needs	should	be	addressed	by	this	project?

• Who	can	provide	services	to	meet	these	needs?

BREAK OUT SESSION 

1. Separate	participants	by	sectors/group.	Each	to	discuss	the	top	5	needs	for	each	group.

2. Think about the baseline knowledge, skills, and abilities are for your group (even those not included 
in	today’s	discussion)	and	what	services/abilities	your	group	will	need	from	this	facility.	

3. Each sector will then present what their needs are. 

Transition: To create a facility like what we have talked about, it will take lots of resources.  
	 Specifically,	think	about	things	other	than	money,	such	as	capital,	organizational	participation,	etc.	 
	 What	resources	are	currently	in	place	that	we	can	use?	

• What	resources	are	not	in	place	that	would	be	beneficial	to	this	project?
• Who	can	provide	these	resources?

Ending: 
Our	purpose	in	this	discussion	was	to	find	out	how	this	facility	can	better	serve	your	community	and	the	
people	who	will	utilize	it.	It	might	mean	provide	people	in	your	community	with	skills,	expertise	or	other	
forms	of	support.	Think	about	what	we’ve	talked	about	today.	Have	we	missed	anything?	Are	there	people/
groups	who	need	to	be	in	this	discussion	that	are	not	currently?		
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Appendix F:  Questions Asked of Potential Project Partners and Stakeholders with an  
Interest in the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center

General Questions

What	do	you	know	about	the	project?

How	did	you	get	involved	with	the	project?

What	is	the	most	interesting	part	of	the	project	to	you?

How	do	you	think	the	steering	committee	is	doing?	(i.e.	well-organized,	meets	frequently	enough,	
proper representation)

What	are	the	major	issues	facing	the	users	of	the	facility?

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, Threats (SWOT)

What	do	you	think	are	the	strengths/weaknesses	of	the	project?	

What	trends	are	happening	in	the	local	area	that	may	have	a	negative	or	positive	impact	on	the	project?

What	do	you	think	are	the	major	obstacles	to	the	project’s	success?

Delivery of services

What	do	you	or	your	organization	expect	from	the	project?	

How	will	success	be	measured?	

Are	you	aware	of	other	shared-use	or	rentable	kitchens,	aggregation	points,	or	storage	facilities	for	lo-
cal	food?		How	is	the	steering	committee	approaching	this?		How	is	this	project	different?	

What	do	you	think	the	steering	committee	should	be	doing	more/less	of?	

Who	else	should	we	be	talking	to	about	the	project?	

Collaborations/Partnerships

How	can	external	partners	help	with	sustainability	of	the	project?	

Do	you	have	any	interest	in	using	the	space?	If	so,	how	would	you	use	it?		

How	would	you	want	to	partner	with	the	project?		

Are	there	other	groups	that	should	be	engaged?	
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Appendix G:  Local Producers, High-interest Potential Users, Organizations, and  
Stakeholders Interviewed as Part of the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center Feasibility 
Study

Local	producers	and	High-Interest	Potential	Users	Interviewed

Interviewee Date
Local	producer	(moderate	interest	potential	user) 12/9/2019
Local	producer	 12/9/2019
Former producer 12/10/2019
Local	producer	(high	interest	potential	user) 12/4/2019
Local	producer	(high	interest	potential	user) 12/23/2019
Local	producer	(high	interest	potential	user) 1/9/2020
Local	producer	 1/10/2020

Organizations	and	Stakeholders	Interviewed	

Interviewee Date
Appalachian Sustainable Development (Abingdon, 
VA) 

12/19/2019

Aramark	Dining	(Lexington) 12/10/2019
Berea Codes & Planning 12/3/2019
Berea Mayor 12/30/2019
Berea Parks Director 12/3/2019
Bluegrass	Farm	to	Table	(Lexington) 12/2/2019
Community Farm Alliance 1/7/2020
Community	Ventures	(Lexington)	 10/8/2019
Federation	of	Appalachian	Housing	Enterprises	or	
FAHE

12/13/2019

Feeding Kentucky (Frankfort) 11/26/2019
Grow Appalachia 12/13/2019
Lexington	Incubator	Kitchen	(Lexington)	 10/4/2019
Mountain Association for Community Economic 
Development or MACED

11/26/2019

Locations outside Berea or Madison County are noted by city if in Kentucky and city, state if located  
outside the state.  
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Appendix H:  Resources for the Governing Body to Use When Developing Policy for the  
Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center

The governing body for the Central Kentucky Food and Ag Center will have many important decisions to 
make with regard to the usage of the facility. Below are some questions that the board will need to consider 
along with some links of polices that other commercial kitchens use that may be helpful. 

Rental Fees and Costs to the User: 

What	is	the	price	for	rental	of	the	facilities?	
Is	there	a	membership	or	registration	fee	for	the	use	of	the	facilities		in	addition	to	the	rental	fee?	
What	deposit	is	required?	
Will	the	facility	offer	volume	discounts?	

Usage Policy: 

How	will	users	be	approved	for	using	the	facility?	
Will	all	users	be	granted	use	on	a	first-apply,	first-served	basis?	
Will	anchor	users	be	given	priority	for	space	and	if	so,	will	that	priority	be	limited?	
How	many	users	will	be	allowed	to	use	the	kitchen	at	the	same	time	and	within	which	areas?	
How	will	scheduling	of	events	occur	and	be	prioritized	with	facility	rental?	

Requirements of Users: 

Will	users	be	required	to	purchase	insurance?	
What	is	the	process	for	disapproving	a	user	if	they	break	a	policy?	
What	will	be	the	cleaning	requirements	for	users?	
What	is	the	orientation	process	for	first-time	users?	

Rental Agreements from Other Commercial Kitchens Available Online: 

ACEnet: http://www.whyhunger.org/uploads/fileAssets/d527aa_4fcc1c.pdf	
Cooks’ Kitchen: http://www.thecookskitchennashville.com/Getting-Started.html	
Grow	Local	Kitchen:	http://media.wix.com/ugd/7c5940_e96ca2629d974b869e85b0b3558a0bc2.pdf
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Appendix I:  Focus Group Results

Prior to the release of the potential user survey, a focus group was conducted on February 20, 2019, with  
a	group	of	farmers,	small	businesses,	and	community	organizations	to	discuss	interests,	challenges,	and	 
opportunities for the future of the Parker Seals building.

Of the 26 members of the group, 9 were active farmers, 1 was a small business owner, and others were 
from	partner	organizations	and	local	community	groups.		Stakeholders	and	partners	represented	included	
Community Farm Alliance, Berea Farmers Market, Fahe, MACED, University of Kentucky, Grow  
Appalachia, Berea College, Eastern Kentucky University, Clark Ambition, and the Mayor of Berea. The 
nine	active	farmers	consisted	of	three	older	farmers	(greater	than	40	years	of	age	with	decades	of	 
experience)	and	six	younger	farmers	(most	younger	than	40	and	having	started	farming	within	the	past	ten	
years). Most of the farms represented at the session sell directly to consumers in local markets and process 
some of their products. This focus group was used to guide the type of questions used in the survey and 
determine what the facility would ideally be used for. 

Berea Local Food Focus Group: Summary

Key Findings:

• All	participants	want	an	affordable	shared-use	commercial	kitchen	and	facility	to	be	used	by	farmers	
and the community. 

• Farmers present at the focus group session are curious and cautious about aggregation and  
processing	of	product	for	a	regional	audience.	Community	members	and	partner	organizations	were	
more optimistic about an aggregation center for regional farm products. 

• All	participants	want	the	space	to	offer	community	services	and	space	to	promote	connections,	 
financial	support,	education,	and	more.	

• For the beginning stage of development, all participants see quality basic utilities such as water,  
electric, and various storage capacities as key so that the facility can adapt with time.

• Business development and technical assistance services are important to the group for both farmer 
and business entrepreneur groups. 

• Community partnerships and engagement will be necessary for success. 

Questions posed during the session:

What do you think of when you hear Food Hub, Incubator, or Aggregation? 

Summary:  The group thinks of a processing kitchen space that includes technical assistance for farms. 
They also think about a space that is used by the broader community for education, events, and potentially 
product aggregation and processing. 

• Multiple,	flexible	kitchens	and	processing	areas	are	necessary.	
• Farmers and small business owners would like technical support such as website development,  

marketing, and research. 
• Marketing and distribution services for aggregated product to reach larger buyers. 
• Participants want to include a community events and workshop space.
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What are your dreams for a facility that addresses the needs of Berea and the community around it? 

Summary:	Farmers	want	to	see	affordable,	reliable	equipment	and	facilities	along	with	technical	assistance.	
The	potential	of	aggregation	and/or	processing	is	attractive,	but	there	are	concerns.	All	recognize	the	need	
for community involvement through consumer education and a stable revenue source for success. 

• All	participants	agree	with	an	affordable	shared	use	commercial	kitchen	and	facility	to	be	used	by	
farmers and community. 

• Participants	stressed	needing	basic	infrastructure	such	as	storage,	refrigeration	and	freezer	space,	
processing	equipment,	electric,	water,	and	loading	docks	that	are	flexible	and	ergonomic.	

• A central location where people can come for education, permits, programs, marketing, and other 
technical information is wanted. 

• One	farmer	mentioned	interest	in	becoming	a	cooperative	to	aggregate	product,	then	have	part-time	
staff	who	process.		

• The group is interested in ways to reach a broader area than just Berea. One suggestion is a  
refrigerated truck that travels through Eastern Kentucky and brings product back to the facility. 

• Many	farmers	see	supplies	aggregation	as	a	potential	benefit.
• Areas	of	space	that	are	income	and	partnership	generators	such	as	offices	or	restaurants	are	 

necessary.  
• The group wants to focus on kids through partnerships with schools to develop programs with a 

focus on local food. 
• Weaver	Street	Market	in	Hillsborough,	North	Carolina	and	Blue	Ridge	Food	Ventures	in	Asheville,	

North Carolina were given as food hub examples. 

What does the community need? 

Summary:		Answers	were	diverse	based	on	“community”	definition.	However,	it’s	clear	that	consumer	
education and involvement are wanted.   

• Most agreed that an opportunity for social and business connections such as restaurants and  
community events is needed. 

• Several participants like the idea of consumer education in the form of cooking classes. 
• A	space	to	do	agriculture	in	the	city’s	high-crime	areas	was	suggested.	
• Office	space	for	community	groups	and	non-profits	is	a	need.	
• Delivery truck aggregation and easier access to local products is needed. 
• A farm to school center that serves a broader community than Berea was suggested. 
• Most wanted farmer education and technical assistance to produce more young farmers and help 

existing farmers. 

Who can meet these needs? 

Summary:		Participants	are	aware	of	the	financial	needs	of	such	a	facility	and	see	strong	partnerships	with	
organizations	that	can	help	with	funding.	Berea	is	a	non-profit	center	and	many	have	available	resources	to	
give to the community. 

• All	the	non-profits	in	Berea	have	a	lot	of	resources,	but	often	people	don’t	know	what	they	do.	They	
need to work with the community. 

• Agriculture and FFA teachers should be involved. 
• Strong	architect	and	construction	firm	that	have	done	this	work	before	is	key.	
• Harness	aging	farmers	as	mentors.	Aging	people	feel	they	don’t	have	a	place	in	society	and	it	would	

be a way to get them connected and train young farmers. 
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• EKY nutrition, public health, and nursing interns, local factories with institution nurses, and hospitals 
with nutrition education would likely be interested. 

• Small businesses would be interested. 
• Berea’s Mayor said that the city has interest and has partnered with MACED before. 

What are the top 5 needs as identified by each group: farmers, community organizations, other food busi-
nesses? 

Farmers

1. Guaranteed buyers at an appropriate price
2. Storage	facilities	–	dry	freezers	and	coolers	with	enough	space
3. Connection to community – education for consumers
4.	 Marketing and sales support
5. Advice – business, legal, tax, food law
6. Accessible loading dock
7. Commercial kitchen

Community	Organizations

1. Connect	farmers	and	organizations
2. Space – physical and proximity to others
3. Promote and support economic development – build youth entrepreneurship and social enterprises
4.	 Food literacy
5. Accessibility for community – permanent space for farmers market and community events
6. Farm to school hub and aggregation center 

Other Food Businesses

1. Lots	of	storage	and	variety	of	types	–	dry,	refrigerated,	locked	and	food	cages	for	food	safety
2. Comprehensive commercial kitchen
3. Management and maintenance of facility
4.	 Infrastructure – research and development, education on rules and regulations
5. Loading	dock	with	road	access

Who needs to be at the table that isn’t here today?

Summary:		Participants	thought	that	organizations	who	have	a	larger	reach	than	Berea	should	be	at	the	
table. 

• Consumers
• Government	entities	-	Kentucky	Department	of	Agriculture,	Rural	Development,	Tourism
• Institutions	-	Eastern	Kentucky	University,	University	of	Kentucky,	and	regional	hospitals
• Food Safety Branch
• Kentucky Food Innovation Center
• University of Kentucky College of Agriculture, Food, and Environment
• Tim Woods
• ASD
• Appalachian	Harvest
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