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Executive Summary 
 

For this project, group 11 from the UBC LFS 350 class worked with the City of 

Vancouver to assess community kitchen assets in the Marpole, Oakridge, Riley Park and Sunset 

neighborhoods. We completed a survey developed by the City of Vancouver, by interviewing 

four facilities that had community kitchen spaces. The survey was designed to assess the 

working condition of the kitchen and appliances, to identify adjacent learning or dining space, to 

determine who uses the kitchen and what the kitchen is used for, and if there are any 

commonalities between community kitchens in Vancouver. 

The data recorded will contribute to Vancouver’s Food Strategy Action Plan.  The City of 

Vancouver has identified community kitchens as an integral part of Vancouver’s food system. 

Our project objectives were designed to reflect the food strategies action goals for community 

kitchens in Vancouver. Our first objective was to assess the physical condition of kitchen; 

second was to identify populations who use the kitchen space and for what purpose; and third 

was to determine kitchen manager interest in expanding kitchen use. The survey questions 

(Appendix 1) were used to address these objectives while conducting research. 

The results of the surveys found that all kitchens were in good working condition, with 

suitable appliances for food preparation and storage. Of the community kitchens surveyed, two 

facilities were assisted living for adults with different abilities and were not open for public use, 

and two were religious centers that served a multitude of community members. The facilities 

were used for a range of programs, events, and rentals. These kitchens have the potential to 

provide significant benefits to participants, and to support diverse populations. As a result of 

kitchen infrastructure as well as human resources, expansion of kitchen use may be attainable. 
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Commonalities were difficult to identify because of the diverse nature of each facility and 

methodological limitations of a small sample size. 

 

We concluded that a recommendation useful for both the City of Vancouver and the 

individual community kitchens was the creation of an online platform. If feasible, we 

recommend that the City of Vancouver use the community kitchen inventory list to connect 

external groups wanting to participate in food programs to available kitchen space.  Some 

kitchens identified that a lack of volunteer and community member involvement as a barrier to 

success, and an online platform could connect the needs of community members with available 

kitchen facilities and resources.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Assessing Community Kitchen Assets 4 

Introduction 

For this project, our small group of four from LFS 350 at UBC collaborated with the City 

of Vancouver to assess non-city affiliated community kitchens in our assigned region of 

Marpole, Oakridge, Sunset, and Riley Park (Fig. 1). Marpole is one of Vancouver’s oldest 

neighbourhoods and is home to a unique mix of families, seniors, students, and new immigrants 

(City of Vancouver, 2013). Marpole has a lower household income than the city as a whole, as 

well as a large immigrant population making up 59% of the residents (City of Vancouver, 2013). 

In contrast, Oakridge is a relatively new community that mainly serves families and seniors and 

houses a large percentage of Vancouver’s Jewish population (Vancouver Guide, 2015). The 

average household income in Oakridge is higher than the City as a whole (Vancouver Guide, 

2015). Sunset is a working class neighbourhood with an average household income nearly on par 

with the City (Vancouver Guide, 2015). It is ethnically diverse with a large Punjabi district 

(Vancouver Guide, 2015). Lastly, Riley Park is mainly residential with a diverse range of 

occupants from young families to more established professionals (Vancouver Guide, 2015). The 

average household income in Riley Park is slightly above that of the City as a whole (Vancouver 

Guide, 2015).  

This project was developed in order to provide data that the City of Vancouver can use to 

more effectively implement the Vancouver Food Strategy, which aims to meet the City’s social, 

environmental, economic, and health goals (City of Vancouver, 2013). The Food Strategy 

focuses specifically on improving the food system by addressing issues of food production, 

processing, distribution, access, consumption, and waste management (Table 1).   
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Figure 1 Map of Vancouver with neighbourhood assignments 
 
Table 1 “Five priority action areas of the Vancouver Food Strategy” (City of Vancouver, 

2013) 
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Because community kitchens are publicly accessible spaces where community members 

can gather to prepare meals together, they are an important Vancouver Food Strategy target (City 

of Vancouver, 2013). These facilities make up a unique component of the local food system; 

they generally involve inputs of monetary and food donations, staff (managers and volunteers), 

and equipment in order to produce food and education outputs, which are received by patrons 

(Fig. 2). Community kitchens fit into the Vancouver Food Strategy primarily by empowering 

residents and improving food access. Community kitchens have their own action goals within the 

Vancouver Food Strategy (Table 2). This project was focused on implementing Action 2.11 

(Table 2).  

 
Figure 2 General food systems diagram of a community kitchen in Vancouver illustrating 
inputs, outputs, stakeholders, barriers, and interactions  
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Table 2 Community kitchen actions within the Vancouver Food Strategy (City of 
Vancouver, 2013)  

 
 

Due to the vast cultural and socioeconomic demographic differences between the 

Marpole, Oakridge, Sunset, and Riley Park neighbourhoods, it is a challenge to identify a 

common issue relevant to our assigned region as a whole. That being said, the food security and 

social inclusion benefits offered by community kitchens are an asset to any community, 

regardless of income and population. It is well recognized in academic literature that community 

kitchens offer nutrition-related and psychological benefits to the community members they serve 

(Iacovou, et al., 2012; Marquis et al., 2001; Milligan, 2010; Mundel & Chapman, 2010). 

Community kitchens can also be important resources for new immigrants, encouraging 

socialization, integration, and improved literacy (Girard & Sercia, 2013). 

The conditions of these kitchens affect food preparation, the number of community 

members that can be involved, and the potential for programming (Carten, 2015). In order for the 

City of Vancouver to support community kitchens more effectively in accordance with the 

Vancouver Food Strategy, there needs to be a comprehensive inventory of available kitchen 

resources, as well as a record of the programs and services community kitchens offer. The aim of 
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this project was to collect information on community kitchen use and programming to assist the 

City of Vancouver in building upon existing community kitchen assets. This report is specific to 

the Oakridge, Marpole, Sunset, and Riley Park neighbourhoods; results will be sent to the City of 

Vancouver to be analyzed in conjunction with data from other neighbourhood studies completed 

by LFS 350 students. 

The objective of this study was to identify community kitchens within the Marpole, 

Oakridge, Sunset, and Riley Park region, and to evaluate their assets in the following areas based 

on site visits and interviews with community kitchen managers: 

1.   Assess the condition of the kitchen for equipment, accessibility, space, and sanitation 

2.   Identify population that uses kitchen space, and for what purpose 

3.   Determine kitchen manager interest in, and feasibility of, expanding kitchen use 

Identifying assets may lead to further work done by the City of Vancouver Food Strategy 

Implementation Team to further develop these resources.   

The following inquiry questions and the Kitchen Survey Tool (Appendix 1) assisted our team in 

evaluating the objectives of this study. 

Objective 1 

What equipment/appliances are available? 

Is the space accessible for people with different abilities? 

Objective 2 

Who uses the kitchen space? 

What programs, events or services use the kitchen space? 
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Objective 3 

Are kitchen managers interested in expanding kitchen use- why or why not? 

Given facility limitations, is it feasible to expand kitchen use? 

         This project was limited by community kitchen identification and manager participation 

as well as sample size and cross-comparison data.  These limitations were taken into 

consideration during our analyses and will be discussed further in the Discussion. 

 

Methods  

We began by identifying community kitchen participants within our assigned 

neighbourhoods. A list of potential community kitchen participants was provided by the City of 

Vancouver project coordinator. Community kitchen facilitators were then contacted via phone to 

determine willingness to participate in study and to schedule a meeting. We searched for 

additional community kitchens using the Internet and by talking to community members. This 

search was limited to community kitchens, which are not associated with the City of Vancouver. 

Four community kitchens agreed to participate in our study. Two kitchens were in located in the 

Oakridge neighbourhood, one in Sunset and one in Marpole. 

We visited community kitchens to collect data between October 14th and 21st, 2015. 

This was accomplished in pairs. A survey provided by the City of Vancouver was accomplished 

in three parts. During the kitchen visits we completed the first section of the survey through 

observations of the kitchen equipment, facilities, and accessibility, and the second part by 

interviewing each kitchen facilitator. Additionally, pictures of the kitchen were taken for later 
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analysis and comparison. The final section of the survey, through which reflections were done by 

the interviewer and observer, was completed following each kitchen facility visit. 

Collected data were then organized into a table, which included headings for programs, 

facilities and equipment, accessibility, and projections or goals for the future. Data from each 

kitchen were separated into these categories. We then completed a comparison of data from each 

facility to determine similarities and differences. 

Next, the following questions were addressed for further data analysis: 

● How do the goals of the individual community kitchens relate to City of Vancouver’s 

Food Strategy goals? 

● What community kitchens would benefit from further resources and investment from the 

City of Vancouver? 

● What assets are currently present in community kitchens and how can the City of 

Vancouver further develop those assets? 

Using our comparisons and analyses, we extracted themes about usage, assets, kitchen facilities 

and ways the city may support already existing resources, which may lead to improved use of 

community kitchen facilities within the city of Vancouver. 

Ethical Considerations 

 To maintain ethical standards participants completed a written consent form prior to their 

interview. All participants participated voluntarily and could opt out of the study at any time. We 

have ensured the confidentiality of participants by not using the names or details of participants 

or the organizations in our project reports (The Research Ethics Guidebook, n.d.).  
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Results 

Within our assigned area, we surveyed a total of four kitchens. This includes a non-profit 

agency located in Sunset (Fig. 3), an assisted living facility located in Marpole (Fig. 4), a 

religious and spiritual organization located in Oakridge (Fig. 5), and a cultural centre located in 

Oakridge (Fig. 6). However, we were not able to identify a community kitchen in Riley Park 

willing to participate. From the survey, we obtained information about the conditions of the 

equipment, the space, the usage, the programs, and interest in further extending kitchen 

programming. 

 
Figure 3 Non-profit Agency Kitchen 
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Figure 4 Assisted Living Facility Kitchen 

 
Figure 5 Religious and Spiritual Organization Kitchen 
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Figure 6 Cultural Centre Kitchen 
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Objective 1. Assess the condition of the kitchen for equipment, accessibility, space, and sanitation.  

Table 3 Comparison of equipment, accessibility, space, and sanitation between the four 
kitchens 

  Kitchen 1 Kitchen 2 Kitchen 3 Kitchen 4 

Kitchen 

Type 

Commercial Domestic Domestic Commercial 

Sink Type Single basin 

sink 

2 basin sink 2 basin sink 3 basin sink 

Equipment 

Condition 

Equipment are 

outdated and 

cheap 

Older 

equipment, but 

well taken care 

of 

Everything is 

working and 

functional 

High quality 

equipment 

Equipment are 

all in good 

condition 

Dishwasher Industrial Domestic Industrial Industrial 

Seating area 25 seats 40 seats 40 seats 200 seats 

Wheel chair  accessible 

not ‘friendly’ 

accessible 

not ‘friendly’ 

accessible 

not ‘friendly’ 

accessible 

not ‘friendly’ 

(Source: From LFS 350 Community Kitchen Online Survey Result, 2015) 

From our findings (Table 3), we found that all the kitchens were in good working order 

and they all had adequate equipment available for use. In addition, all of the kitchens were 
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accessible for wheelchairs, but were not wheelchair ‘friendly’. Kitchens had adequate space as 

well as an adjacent learning space or seating area. 

 

Objective 2.  Identify population that uses kitchen space, and for what purpose 

Table 4. Comparison of usage and programs between the four kitchens. 
 Kitchen 1 Kitchen 2 Kitchen 3 Kitchen 4 

Usage -     Facility staff  

-     About 35-75 

hours per 

week 

-    Facility staff  

and other 

organization’s 

staffs 

-    Internal 

program and 

events 

-    3-4 hours per 

week 

-   Facility staff 

and other 

organization’s 

staff 

-    12-15 hours 

per week 

-     For larger 

functions and 

events 

-     Facility staff 

and other 

organization’s 

staff 

-     About 1 hour 

per week or 3 

events per 

month 

Program -    Cooking class -     Community 

cooking class 

-     Skill 

building 

program 

-     Holiday 

events 

-     Monthly 

fundraising 

luncheon 

-     Holiday 

Events 

-     Memorial 

and recital 

space 

-     No programs 

-     Mainly rented 

out for events 

 (Source: From LFS 350 Community Kitchen Online Survey Result, 2015)  
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From our survey (Table 4), we found that patronage and usage were spread across the 

kitchen facilities. Three out of the four kitchens were used by both the facility staff and by other 

organizations, while one kitchen was only used by the facility staff and patrons. We also found 

that two kitchens rented their space out for events. In addition, two kitchens were only open to 

the residents while the others were open to the public.  

 

Objective 3. Determine kitchen manager interest in, and feasibility of, expanding kitchen use. 

Table 5 Comparison of kitchen manager’s interest between the four kitchens 

 Kitchen 1 Kitchen 2 Kitchen 3 Kitchen 4 

Manager’s 

Interest 

-     No interest in 

further 

programming 

-     Want a 

renovation 

-    Interested in 

further 

programming 

with residents 

-     Want better 

appliances and 

increased 

counter space 

-    Willing to do 

more 

programming 

but need 

volunteer 

engagement 

-    Willing to do 

more 

programming 

but need 

funding 

            (Source: From LFS 350 Community Kitchen Online Survey Result, 2015) 

 The findings (Table 5) show that three of the four kitchens were interested in expanding 

kitchen use for further programming, while only kitchen 1 was not interested due to the fact that 

the kitchen was consistently used for their own programs and events. Also managers from two 

kitchens expressed interest in undergoing facility improvements. 
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Discussion 

After surveying four community kitchens, we found that overall kitchen infrastructure and 

accessibility was sufficient in most kitchens. Additionally, kitchen usage, purpose, and 

participants varied across kitchens, and most facilities were open to expanding kitchen use if it 

was feasible to do so. 

Objective 1: Assess the condition of the kitchen for equipment, accessibility, space, and 

sanitation:  

              From surveying the kitchens, we were able to assess the kitchen facility, including its 

condition, equipment and accessibility to patrons. We found that all kitchens were in good 

working order, sanitary, and had sufficient equipment available for use. Additionally, kitchens 

were accessible and had adequate kitchen and adjacent learning space. However, we found that 

across the facilities although kitchens were wheelchair accessible, they were not wheelchair 

‘friendly’. This means that wheelchairs could fit within the spaces but the facilities were not 

properly outfitted with low countertops and wide berths to allow for easy use and mobility. 

Based on the patronage of each facility, this was a concern for some venues but not others. Good 

kitchen infrastructure, including having adequate space, affects food preparation and is therefore 

important in determining the success of kitchen programs (Bryce et al., 2010; Carten, 2015). As 

this allow kitchens to develop programs based on the needs of participants without the 

limitations from inadequate space and equipment. However, even if the kitchen facility is 

sufficient, in order for kitchens to be successful they need to be accessible to the population who 

uses them. Overall, our findings show that these kitchen spaces have the potential for further use, 

yet there would be benefits in improvements to kitchen facilities to better fit the needs of specific 

populations. 
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Objective 2: Identify population that uses kitchen space, and for what purpose: 

The survey of kitchen facilities reported that kitchens were used in a variety of ways. 

Kitchen managers did not identify food security as a focus of the facilities or their available 

programs, but instead most concentrated on the overall wellbeing of their patrons through 

cooking classes and social events. Although use of these kitchens varied greatly, focusing on 

participant well being benefits participants in diverse ways, including but not limited to food 

security. Research suggests that focusing on improving people’s lives through increasing 

knowledge, skills and empowerment can lead to more sustainable benefits by creating resilience 

to food insecurity and social isolation (Iacovou, et al., 2012). Resources like food banks, 

although beneficial and a necessity for many, do not offer the same lasting benefits to 

participants (Marquis et al., 2001). These diverse kitchens all provided benefits to the 

populations they served, indicating that there is likely no one ideal purpose, but rather many 

which may benefit participants. 

Additionally, significant research has shown that community kitchen programs are often 

focused on vulnerable groups such as the low-income, marginalized or elderly (Marquis et al., 

2001; Milligan, 2010). However, through surveying the kitchens, we found that the groups who 

used the kitchens spaces varied across facilities, and included both vulnerable and non-

vulnerable populations. This indicates that there may be potential for community kitchens to 

support all populations. 

Objective 3: Determine kitchen manager interest in, and feasibility of, expanding kitchen use: 

   By surveying the community kitchens, we determined that most kitchen managers 

expressed an interest in expanding kitchen use to provide further benefit to their patrons. When 

addressing the feasibility, managers stated funding as a primary challenge for expanding kitchen 
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usage. Additionally, some managers expressed a current lack of volunteer engagement in kitchen 

programing. However, dedicated managers and staff were seen as valuable assets and imperative 

to current success of the kitchens. Research regarding community kitchen programs found that a 

lack of participant knowledge regarding how or where to participate and programs not well 

suited for their individual schedules, needs, or interests were significant barriers to the use of 

kitchens by participants (Loopstra et al., 2013). However, community kitchens may have the 

ability to overcome these barriers with sufficient human resources. For example, one of the 

kitchens surveyed was overseen by an occupational therapist. This expertise allowed for accurate 

assessment of the facility and programs. As a result, participants may be provided with a kitchen 

space and programs to meet their unique needs, thus increasing the support that the community 

kitchen offers. Overall, the human resources that each of these kitchens possess are a significant 

asset to their facility and imperative to the ability of community kitchens to expand their usage. 

Limitations 

         The primary limitation to our study was the 3 month timeframe which led to additional 

limitations in our methods, including identifying community kitchens in the neighbourhoods of 

interest, and finding community kitchens that were willing to participate in the survey. As a 

result, the study consisted of a relatively small sample size of four kitchens, therefore only some 

groups within the neighbourhoods were represented. Additionally, we were unable to complete a 

cross-comparison with other neighbourhoods. To improve this design, we would increase the 

time frame to allow for an increased sample size and cross-comparison of neighbourhoods. This 

would provide data that were more representative of community kitchens in Vancouver. Lastly, 

the surveys and questions were communicated in person providing the possibility for interviewer 

and interviewee bias. To minimize this in the future we would include interviewer training. 
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Conclusion 

Ultimately, the results of our four-kitchen survey indicate that the facilities are varied in 

their equipment and usage. Our most significant finding across facilities was that although 

kitchens were wheelchair accessible, they were not wheelchair ‘friendly’. All four managers 

identified funding as the primary challenge for optimizing kitchen assets and programming. All 

kitchens were in good working condition, kitchen programs were focused on the well-being of 

their patrons, and facilities had a strong team of dedicated managers and staff to guide kitchen 

growth.  

Developing a systematic inventory of community kitchen assets is significant in the 

implementation of the Vancouver Food Strategy. These data contribute to the knowledge base by 

providing information that would otherwise remain undocumented. No other studies, that we are 

aware of, have undertaken this task. Despite our efforts, unanswered questions remain; there are 

still many community kitchens left to be inventoried and it is a challenge to identify general 

themes without having a strong sample size to draw from. 

The four neighbourhoods within our assigned region varied greatly in their cultural and 

socioeconomic demographics. As a result, it is difficult to identify one overarching food security 

issue relevant to all four communities, especially with a small sample size that may not be 

representative of the area as a whole. From our interviews with community kitchen managers, 

general themes that emerged were interest in improved accessibility and insufficient funding. In 

addition, managers expressed a lack of volunteer engagement to organize programming and little 

contact from programmers to indicate interest in using the facility. Here, we recognize a 

disconnect between available kitchen resources and demand for facilities from community 

members. Establishing a third-party service that inventories available kitchen facilities, 
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community groups looking to rent space, and volunteers interested in getting involved in the 

community might be an efficient way of acting as a liaison between groups to match up 

resources with demand. 
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Critical Reflections 

Each group member contributed a critical reflection about the project. 

“I value the learning experience I had in LFS 350. The CBEL project working with the City of 

Vancouver helped me gain introductory skills in research, interviewing, and analyzing data.  I 

enjoyed that this class was not centered on memorizing and regurgitating arbitrary facts, and we 

actually had to go out into the community and learn about our food system in Vancouver, which 

I find interesting, important and relevant to my life.  I look forward to when the data and research 

our class did help to implement changes in Vancouver.  I think that the most challenging parts of 

this class is integrating some of the online podcasts into our blog posts and reflections, at times I 

felt that this process was frustrating because it is more forced than authentic because we require 

it for the marking rubric.  The most challenging part of our CBEL project was identifying and 

contacting community partners in our neighborhood that were suitable for the project.  Searching 

‘community kitchens’ had little success of finding kitchens that were not associated with food 

banks, neighborhood houses, or recreation centers.  This barrier helped me identify the 

‘invisibility’ of community kitchens that was often referenced in our background research.  I also 

related to the individuals in the area that may be experiencing the same thing when looking for 

community kitchen services.  Overall LFS 350 was helped me gain skills outside the traditional 

classroom setting, that I hope to use in my future career after university. “ – “L” 

 

“LFS 350 was a valuable experience for me because I had the chance to be part of the CBEL 

project and work with the City of Vancouver. I have learned and gained many different skills 

from this project such as interviewing, communicating, and analyzing skills. I really like how 

this course is not just focus on lecturing and memorizing information and facts, instead it allows 

me to actually go out to the community and have actual hands on learning about the food system 
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as well as about the community itself. I enjoyed the hand on experience of working with the City 

of Vancouver and helping them collect data for future implementation. I also enjoyed writing the 

blog posts, but I felt it was challenging to link and relate the readings and podcasts to the project. 

The most challenging part of this project was contacting and finding the right community kitchen 

that was willing to work with us in our neighbourhood that is not associated with community 

centres, neighbourhood houses, schools, and family places. Ultimately, LFS 350 gave me an 

opportunity to apply what I have learned in class to real life and it also allowed me to gain skills 

that I would not otherwise have learned in a normal classroom setting. In addition, I was able to 

meet, work, and make new friends that have the same passion and interests as me.” – “L” 

 

“Coming into our CBEL project, I was unsure as to how community kitchens would relate to 

dietetics. I see now that community kitchens can be broader than soup kitchens, and actually play 

an important role in nutrition education in the community. I now know that dietitians often play 

an important role in community kitchen programming, for example in providing specific 

programs for managing diseases such as HIV or diabetes. I was grateful to have flexible learning 

blocks, which allowed my group to venture into the community to collect our data. Our group 

worked well together. Although we had fewer members than other groups, we were able to work 

effectively and collaboratively to complete our projects. We were able to divide work evenly 

among group members and were respectful of the timelines we had agreed upon. I think that 

many aspects of the course worked well: I felt that our project proposal and final project report 

were appropriate and applicable to future research projects. I also appreciated the opportunity to 

gain research experience “out in the field”. Overall, I am thankful for community engagement 

experience and an opportunity to learn more about community kitchens.” – “L” 
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“Upon meeting with our community partner we found that our project was relatively structured 

and it was clearly laid out as to what was expected of us. I found this to be very beneficial, as it 

allowed us to focus on the process of undertaking a research project, rather than spending our 

efforts trying to design the perfect research project. Completing the discussion section of the the 

final report was very challenging for me. This was due in part because I have never completed a 

research project before so the structure and process was new to me. Also, this difficulty may 

have been due to large differences in community kitchens we surveyed which made it difficult to 

find common themes between them and then relate them to our stated objectives. However, 

completing the entire research process from start to finish has been valuable, as I know that I will 

have research projects to complete in the future. Yet next time I may not be lucky enough to 

have a group to work through the challenges with. Lastly, the flexible learning sessions where 

we were not in lecture but meeting with our group or community contacts were very useful in 

ensuring we stayed on track with our weekly tasks.” –“L” 
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Appendix 

Appendix 1- Community Kitchen On-Site Survey and Reflection Questions 

Kitchen Use questions 

(I - Overview, II - Observations, III - Interview Questions, IV - Group reflection questions) 

Use the questions in fluid surveys – there may be minor differences with this version of the 

questions, but these questions will provide you with a sense of what topics / questions are 

covered (without having to scroll through the survey). 

I. Overview 

-       Name of facility 

-       Location (address and neighbourhood) 

-       Facility type (religious institution, cultural centre, non-profit agency, other 

_____________) 

-       Who conducted the interview? 

-       Who was interviewed at the site/ agency? 

-       Who conducted the observations? 

II. Observations 

-       A picture of the kitchen, when possible. * Avoid taking pictures of anyone’s face. 

Equipment list 

-       Is the kitchen more domestic type or commercial?  *’Commercial’ would typically have 

an industrial dishwasher, a 2 or 3-bin sink, possibly stainless steel counters.    
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-       Working stove? y/n 

-       Working oven? y/n 

-       Sink – select all that are present: (single basin hand-washing, 2 basin, 3 basin, other) 

-       Dishwasher (domestic, industrial, none) - # of each 

-       Fume hood Yes/No 

-       Can the counters be easily cleaned? (E.g. stainless steel or smooth surface with no 

gauges) y/mostly / no 

Comments about presence / ability to access of any of the equipment? 

Comments about the quality of any of the equipment? 

Facilities 

● How many people can the counter space accommodate to do food cutting and 

preparation? 

·       Is there any additional learning space adjacent to the kitchen?  Y/N 

·       Is there an eating area with tables and chairs that is part of or attached to the kitchen? Y/N  If 

yes, about how many people can eat together? 

·       Is there a play area for children adjacent to the kitchen? Y/n 

·       Is there a childcare facility onsite? Yes/No 

Comments 

Accessibility 

·       Is the kitchen wheelchair accessible? y/n 

·       Is it wheelchair friendly? (i.e. low counters, wide aisles for wheelchairs) y/n 
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·       Is there accessible parking? y/n 

Comments 

III. Interview questions for a Site / Agency staff person: 

“Hi, our names are __________.  As a reminder, we are UBC students working on a Food 

Systems class project in collaboration with the City of Vancouver. The City of Vancouver is 

interested in supporting community agencies to do more food programming in kitchen spaces. 

Our questionnaire includes questions about how kitchens are used, how they are managed, and 

the condition of the equipment. We also have some questions about whether there is interest to 

use the kitchen even more for community programming, and if so, what equipment or funding 

supports would help make that happen. It shouldn’t take longer than 20 minutes for us to go 

through the questions.  May we begin?” 

Usage 

-       For what purposes is the kitchen used? Select all that apply (for teaching classes and 

cooking skills, for groups to cook together such as ‘community kitchens’, for preparing food 

for groups that meet on-site, for large functions/events, for businesses or for-profit 

enterprises, social entrepreneurial enterprises, other ________) 

-       Who uses the kitchen? (select all that apply) 

o   Staff or paid employee(s) or member(s) 

o   Community members along with staff / volunteers from the site / agency– e.g. on-site 

programming like classes and facilitated cooking groups 
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o   Community members with staff / volunteers who are not from the site/ agency – eg. 

community kitchen facilitated by a food bank or Canadian Diabetes Association 

staff/volunteer 

o   Community members without staff presence – eg. community kitchen that isn’t 

facilitated by the host site; 

o   Neither – i.e. the kitchen is not available for any programming for the public 

-       How many hours a week is the kitchen used? 

-       How many different groups of people use the kitchen each week? 

Comments on use of kitchen 

Management 

-       Who, if anyone, is responsible for managing kitchen use? (E.g. scheduling, equipment, 

addressing any concerns) 

-       How many hours does it take each week to manage kitchen use? 

-       Who else / what organizations coordinate kitchen programming (internal or external)? 

Comments on managing kitchen use 

Equipment 

-    Is the kitchen and equipment in working order?  Y/N 

-       Are there pots / pans available for public use? Y/N 

-       Are there cooking utensils (spatulas, knives, wooden spoons, can openers, etc) available 

for public use? Y/N 

-       Are there plates / bowls/ cutlery for public use? Y/N 
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-    Are there adequate fuses for the kitchen? (i.e. the fuses don’t typically blow) 

-       Are you interested in having any kitchen improvements?  If so, what kinds? 

Comments about equipment 

Regulations / restrictions 

·       If the kitchen is available to the public, what regulations are in place? Select all that apply (e.g. 

insurance, damage deposit, restrictions on sales, timing of when the kitchen can be used, 

cleaning requirements, other ______________, none, N/A). 

Comments 

Additional questions: 

-       Are you interested in having your kitchen used more for community programming (e.g. 

cooking classes, cooking groups)? Y  Maybe No Examples____________ 

-       Are you interested in having your kitchen used by community members trying to start a 

food-based business with a social mandate? Y/Maybe/ N Comments_________ 

-       Are you interested in offering / renting space to non-profits or local farmers to store 

food? Yes/ maybe/ no * Either based on your current capacity or if equipment such as fridges 

/ freezers were provided for you. Comments____________ 

-       What would support you to have your kitchen used more? (examples: funding for 

programing, better equipment, renovation, etc.)  (open-ended) ________________ 

-       What enables your kitchen to be used as much as it is currently used? ___________ 

IV. Reflection questions as a group afterwards: 

How would you categorize the kitchen in terms of equipment? 
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How is the kitchen primarily used? 

How would you categorize the kitchen in terms of current use? 

After visiting and surveying all of the kitchens in your assigned neighbourhood(s), reflect on 

usage, barriers and facilitators.  Based on the conversations you have had, discuss the 

contribution that kitchens can make to a community and propose recommendations to better 

support kitchen use in your assigned Vancouver neighbourhood(s). 

 

Appendix 2. 

Table 5 Compiled data from fluid survey that answers inquiry question and objectives 

 

  Kitchen 1 Kitchen 2 Kitchen 3 Kitchen 4 

Progra
ms 

-current kitchen 
use is extensive, 
therefore no time 
for additional use 
by community 
programs or 
businesses  

Kitchen is used 
for Recreation 
Programs for 
Residents 
includes 
cooking and 
baking meals 
from scratch. 
Canning. 
Events such as 
holiday meal 
preparation. 
Families of 
residents can 
rent space to 
host their own 
family event. 
CARMA 
involves both 
residents and 

No current 
programs. Mainly 
used for events 
such as recitals 
and memorials. 
In the past 
facilities used for 
volunteer 
programs that 
prepared food for 
the downtown 
Eastside 
women’s shelter.  

 - the kitchen is 
mainly used for 
events, so there isn’t 
really any 
community programs 
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members of the 
community and 
host nutrition 
skill building 
nights that 
includes meal 
planning, 
preparation, 
nutrition 
knowledge.  

Facilit
ies & 
Equip
ment 

-Commercial 
style kitchen 
with large fridge, 
working stove 
and oven, but no 
fume hood 
-Single basin 
sink and sanitizer 
-stainless steel 
counters with 
open shelving for 
storage.  
-counter space 
for ~5 people to 
prepare food 
-learning space 
adjacent to 
kitchen, seats 
~25 people 
-kitchen 
equipment 
available for use: 
pots, pans, 
utensils, plates, 
bowls etc. 
-fuses are 
inadequate and 
tend to blow 

 Domestic 
Style 
Older 
equipment but 
well taken care 
of  
Everything is 
working and 
functional 
2 basin sink 
Easily cleaned 
Counter space 
can 
accommodate 
up to 10 people 
in wheelchairs 
(predominant 
population who 
uses facility) 
Pots, pans, 
utensils, plates, 
bowls for use 

-Domestic style 
-High quality, 
equipment 
-Sanitizer instead 
of dishwasher 
-Stainless steel 
counters 
-2 basin sink 
-All equipment 
easy to get at 
with lots of 
cupboards 
-Equipment easy 
to get to and 
stored in kitchen 
-Additional 
rooms attached to 
kitchen for 
learning spaces 
etc 
-Childcare 
facility on site 

- no additional 
learning space and 
play area for children 

commercial kitchen 
- there is an eating 
area that can have 
around 200 people 
- everything is in very 
good condition 
- stove, oven, and sink 
are accessible to 
renters 
- pots/pans, utensils, 
and are locked up 
unless renters rent it or 
else they have to bring 
their own 
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Acces
sibilit
y 

-wheel chair 
access to kitchen 
and learning 
space 
-counter are high 
but low work 
table in center of 
kitchen for 
people in wheel 
chairs 

 Not 
completely 
wheelchair 
accessible. 
Hard to reach 
counters, too 
high. Difficult 
to maneuver in 
small space - 
not enough 
space between 
table and fridge 
Narrow 
hallway 
 

 Kitchen not 
completely 
wheelchair 
friendly or 
accessible, 
although 
individuals in 
wheelchairs 
could participate 
on other side of 
kitchen counter 
(kitchen island 
counter space) 
-High counter 
tops 
-Wheelchair 
parking 

- kitchen is wheelchair 
accessible, but not 
wheelchair friendly 
- there is an accessible 
parking 

Usage -prepare meals 
for off site day 
care, volunteer 
opportunities for 
clients to prepare 
meals  
-teaching classes 
and cooking 
skills, groups to 
cook together, 
prepare food for 
on site functions 
and events 
related to facility. 
-used internally 
only--by staff, 
volunteer and 
members of 
association (2 
different groups) 
-used daily (35-
70hrs/wk) 

 Recreation and 
rehabilitation 
program for 
residents living 
in Assisted 
Living at 
George 
Pearson 
CARMA 
external 
program 
Use for 
residents 
families to host 
family event. 
 
Kitchen in use 
3-4 hours a 
week. Varies 
with family and 
holiday events 

 Mostly used for 
events such as 
recitals, 
memorials, 
Christmas events  
-Love Soup- 
woman makes 
soup to sell 
within 
community to 
raise money for 
church 

- purpose is used for 
preparing food for 
groups that meet on-
site, for large 
functions and events  
- used by community 
members with staff 
and volunteer from the 
site/agency as well as 
off the site/agency 
- used 1 hour/week or 
3 times a month 
- 3 different group 
uses the kitchen 
- used mainly for 
events 
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-current usage 
due to innovative 
staff, basics for 
functioning 
kitchen 
-kitchen is 
appropriate for 
community use 

Projec
tions 
or 
Goals 

 -attain larger 
industrial stove 
(currently stove 
is too small for 
usage) 
-build more 
cupboards for 
storage (currently 
use bins under 
counters) 
-update 
appearance 

Kitchen 
improvements 
Accessible 
counter space 
and equipment 
Equipment 
upgrade to 
newer model 
and higher 
quality. 
 
Expand kitchen 
use to involve 
community 
members in 
programs that 
participate with 
residents 
(Mindful that 
George 
Pearson has a 
vulnerable 
population)  

 Interested in 
more 
programming, 
but limiting 
factor is 
volunteer 
availability and 
leadership 
-Potentially 
interested in 
helping 
businesses with 
socially minded 
mandate, but 
would have to go 
through social 
justice and 
environment 
committees 
-All comes down 
to funding 

- kitchens don’t really 
lack anything 
- don’t mind to do 
food programmings as 
long as they are 
making profit or there 
is funding 

   -site manager 
manages kitchen 
use (~3hrs/wk) 
-internal staff run 
the kitchen and 
coordinate 
programming, no 
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external 
organizations 
-Easy to run due 
to innovative and 
competent staff 

 

 


