Urban Planning and Land Use

701 North 7™ Street, Room 423 Phone: (913) 573-5750
Kansas City, Kansas 66101 Fax: (913) 573-5796

Email: planninginfo@wycokck.org www.wycokck.org/planning
To: City Planning Commission

From: City Staff

Date: February 8, 2016

Re: Proposed Ordinance Amendment definitions and a new

provision to Section 27-593(a), Planning and Development of
Kansas City, Kansas Code of Ordinances, requiring a special
use permit for small, discount dollar retail stores.

GENERAL INFORMATION

This is a request of staff from the Board of Commissioners to prepare and process the
following:

e Ordinance amendment to require a special use permit for small, discount dollar
retail stores
e New definition for “dollar retail store”

Purpose: To better regulate the total number and proximity of dollar stores
Advertisement: Wyandotte Echo — December 17, 2015
Public Hearing: February 8, 2016

Public Opposition: None expressed to date.
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PROPOSAL

This ordinance recognizes that dollar retail stores may serve needs that are not being
served by other businesses in the neighborhood. However, the proliferation of dollar
retail stores in close proximity to each other can negatively impact the character of the
neighborhood. The following guidelines are meant to preserve the character of each
neighborhood while still allowing dollar retail stores to operate under certain conditions.

Currently, a high number of dollar retail stores exist, with many in close proximity to
each other. In the proposed ordinance, the separation requirement of 10,000 feet was
determined after considering current location patterns and pedestrian and transit

access.

Existing dollar retail stores in Wyandotte County:
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Dollar Stores an issue to be addressed based on the following conclusions:

WHEREAS a significant number of Dollar Stores are already in operation in Wyandotte County;

and

WHEREAS many of the Dollar Stores are currently in operation in close proximity to one

another; and

WHEREAS Dollar Store structures are difficult to repurpose after the store closes and can

become a blight on the community; and
WHEREAS there is a tendency of Dollar Stores to proliferate in low-income areas; and
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WHEREAS there is a correlation between negative health indicators and the presence of Dollar
Stores in communities; and

WHEREAS it is recognized that Dollar Stores may be the only convenient source of food and
dry goods for people in communities underserved by traditional grocery stores; and
WHEREAS it is necessary to continue to allow the presence of Dollar Stores, but to regulate
them; and

WHEREAS such regulations are necessary to preserve property values, prevent blight, and
protect the health and welfare of the citizens of Wyandotte County; and

WHEREAS such regulations will promote the efficient use of land and resources in Wyandotte
County; and

WHEREAS the Board of Commissioners has directed the planning department to research and
draft an ordinance regulating Dollar Stores;

Therefore staff proposes the following ordinance modifications to achieve the goals of
the community:

Sec. 27-340. — Definitions.

Dollar retail store means a store with a wide variety of merchandise for sale for five
dollars or less, limited fresh produce, and buildings of less than 15,000 square feet.
Examples include but are not limited to Family Dollar, Dollar General, Dollar Tree, 99
Cent Deals, Five Below, dime stores, or 5 & dime stores.

Sec. 27-593. - Allowable special uses.

(b) The following uses are permitted only on approval of a special use permit
regardless of the zoning district of the proposed location:

(21)Dollar retail stores only in C-2 general business district, C-3
commercial district, M-1 light industrial and industrial park district, M-2
general industrial district, and M-3 heavy industrial district subject to the
following criteria:

a. Separation Requirements

1. No dollar retail store shall be located within 10,000 feet of
any other dollar store or within 200 feet of any property
used primarily for a single-family residence, a two-family
residence, a town home, or any apartment building. The
separation distances shall be measured from property line
of the dollar retail store to the property line of the property
containing the residential use. This separation provision
shall not apply to any dollar store that can demonstrate to
the Unified Government that they were in operation at the
location requested in the license application prior to the
effective date of this article, and that they have operated
continuously under the same business name since that
time.

b. Signage
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1. Following all permanent sign requirements under section
27-7217.
c. Facade, Landscaping, and Screening
1. All commercial design guidelines must be met for all
facades including, but not limited to, the creation of quality
development with respect to site planning, architectural
design and landscaping.

2. Commercial uses in industrial districts shall be subject to
commercial design guidelines.

EXHIBITS

1. Impact of Chain Stores, April 18, 2000

2. As Dollar Stores Proliferate, Opponents Worry for Small Towns, March 20, 2012
3. Food Environment and Child Obesity, 2015

4. 4 Reasons Shopping at Dollar Stores Costs More, May 8, 2015

5. What Dollar Stores Reveal About America, February 7, 2012

6. UG to Look at Limiting Number of Dollar Stores, May 22, 2015

STAFF COMMENTS AND SUGGESTIONS

Staff recommends that the City Planning Commission approve the text amendment.

REVIEW OF INFORMATION AND SCHEDULE

Action Planning Commission _Unified Government Commission

Public Hearing February 8, 2016 February 25, 2016

STAFF CONTACT: Zach Tusinger ztusinger@wycokck.org
MOTIONS

| move the Kansas City, Kansas City Planning Commission RECOMMEND APPROVAL
of this ordinance amendment to the Unified Government Board of Commissioners as
meeting all the requirements of the City code and being in the interest of the public
health, safety and welfare subject to such modifications as are necessary to resolve to
the satisfaction of City Staff all comments contained in the Staff Report; and the
following additional requirements of the Kansas City, Kansas City Planning
Commission:

1. :

2. : And
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OR

| move the Kansas City, Kansas City Planning Commission RECOMMEND DENIAL of
this ordinance amendment, as it is not in compliance with the City Ordinances and as it
will not promote the public health, safety and welfare of the City of Kansas City, Kansas;
and other such reasons that have been mentioned.
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The Impact of Chain Stores on Community

stacy Mitchedl | 2comments | Apr 18,2000
A speech by ILSR = Stacy Mitchall dafivared ar the annua! conference of the American
Planning Association, Aprif 2000

Chain store profiferation has weakened local economies, eroded community character, and
impoverished civic and culwural life. Moreover, conselidaton has reduced competition and may harm
consumers gver the long-term. Contrary to conventional wisdom, the decline of independent
businesses is not inevitable, nor is it simply the result of free market forces. Rather, public pelicy has
played a major role, partioularly through tax incentives and other development subsidies that give
national chains a significant advancage. Meanwhile, a growing number of communities are taking a
different approach. They are adopting land use rules that deter chain stores and actively encourage
local ownership.

Let me begin by reading something that Jane |acobs wrote in her book, The Death and Life of Great
American Cities, about the relationship between locally owned businesses and community. Community
is one of those words so overused that we rarely pause to consider its meaning. For |acobs, what
constitutes community s not any one particular thing, but rather the many small interactions that
oocur inour everyday lives.

“lz grows.” she writes, “out of people stopping by the bar for a beer, getting advice from the grocer and
giving advice to the newsstand man, comparing opinions with other customers at the bakery and
nodding hello to the two boys drinking pop on the sboop - . . hearing about a job from the hardware
man and borrowing a dollar from the druggist . . .

“Muost of it is ostensibly utterly trivial, but the sum is not trivial at all. The sum of such casual, public
contact at the kocal level. . - most of it forwitous, mest of it associated with errands . . . is a feeling for
the public identity of people, a web of public respect and trust. and a resource in time of personal or
neighborhood need. The absence of this trust is a disaster to a dty street” 4

‘What jacobs describes here could be an urban neighborhoed or a small town. Its defining
feature—and indeed the very foundation of this ciose-knit community—is a vibrant lecal retail
economy. Itis a place of small stores and sidewalks; a place where public and private space overlaps;
and a place where we buy goods and services from businesses owned by our neighbaors.

Such places are imcreasingly rare. Small-scale, pedestrian streets are giving way o massive, impersonal
shopping centers. Street life has suffered, as our daily errands revolve increasingly around stores
accessible only by car. Locally owned businesses are disappearing. displaced by national chains that
have limited ties and no long-term commitment b the community.

The less of lecally owned stores and the pace of retail consolidation is staggering. 11,000 independent
pharmacies have closed since 1990, Independent bookstores have fallen from 58 percent of book sales
in 1972 wo just 17 percent today. Local hardware dealers are on the decdine, while bwo companies have
captured 30 percent of the market. Blockbuster rents one out of three videos nationwide. Five firms
conoel cne-third of the grocery market, up frem 19 percent just five years age. A single firm, Wal-Mart,
now accounts for 7 percent of all consumer spending. 4

Ifthe current trends continue, independent retailers might socn be a thing of the past. But, im the midst
of this unprecedented expansion by national retail corporations, ancther trend is underway: a growing
number of communities are rejecting chain stores.

Ordinance Amendment — Dollar Stores February 8, 2016



Last summer, residents of Ashland, Virginia mounted a spirited campaign to block a proposed 'Wal
Mart. In Octo ber, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to reject the store. In Chelsea,
Michigan, residents organized a picnic to protest plans for a Rite Aid drugstore. The event drew a
crowd of 1100 pecople. Rite Aid quickly backed down. Similar events are oocurring across the country.

Indeed,over the past two years, dozens, or perhaps hundreds, of neighborhood groups have sprung
up to protect their homegrown businesses. In Lake Placid, Mew York, a group known as the Residents
for Responsible Growth is working with neighboring towns to form a regional response to chain store
expansion. In Flagstaff, Arizona, it was the arrival of a Barnesi Noble and a Home Depot that
prompted residents to form the Friends of Flagstaffs Future. In Morthfield, Minnesota, the Citizens for
Responsible Development is working to defend the town's historic Main Street and local shops.

CONSUMERS

The debate ower chain stores is often characterized as a struggle between cur hearts and wallets. We
may mourn the loss of the corner drugstore, a fixture in the neighborheod for three generations, or
the local inde pendent bookstore, but ultimately we believe that, as consumers, we are better off. We
tend to take as self-evident the chain stores’ claims that they bring us lower prices and wider selection.

COrwer the long-term, however, consumers are best served when there are numerous com petitors in the
market. The big retail corporations, like Home Depot. Toys R Us, and Best Buy. are known in the
industry as category killers.” The name is significant. These businesses do not intend to compete with
local stores; they aim to be the only game in bown.

Typically, a chain store will enter a mew market sporting deep discounts. Many chains employ loss
leaders to attract customers. Wal-Mart has been known to sell gallons of milk for 25 cents or to price
entire deparmments below its own acquisition costs. This sets up a battle that local merchants cannot
win. If they don’t match the chain's prices, they risk losing customers. If they do match the chain's
prices, they will lose money on every sale. While a chain can afford to operate a new cutlet at a loss
indefinitely, it's only a matter of time before the local business will be forced to close.

Once the chain has efiminated the local competition, prices tend to rise. In Virginia, a survey of several
‘Wal-Mart stores statewide found prices varied by as much as 25 percent. The researchers concluded
that prices rose in markets where the retailer faced fitde competition. A similar conclusion was reached
in a survey of Home Depot. Prices were as much as 10 percent higher in Atlanta compared to the more
competitve market in Greensboro, Morth Carclina. 2

A= for wider sebection, consumers should be especially wary of the claims made by chain stores.
Independent merchants are usually the first to sell proeducts made by small companies. By contrast,
mizst national chains refuse to do business with small and mid-sized companies. They prefer to deal
only with large manufacturers. The result is that small manufacturers—even those that make
innovatve products, publish great books, or distribute ground-breaking films—are having an
increasingly difficult time reaching consumers.a

Consider the impact of this on book publishing. Borders Books and Barnes & Noble certainly stock a
large mnumber of titles under one roof, but these are virtually the same titles found in each of their
2,000 stores. Alchough local bookstores tend to be smaller, collectively they sbock — and promote —
far more titles than either of the chains. They take risks on unknown authors and small publishers. A
number of best selling writers, including Barbara Kingsoler and Amy Tan, contend that, without
independent booksellers, their first books would have gone guietly cut of princ

LOCAL ECONOMIES

Even if chaim stores do save us a few dollars now and again, it comes at a great cost. Chain stores
conribute far less to the local economy than independent businesses.

Developers often present new chain store developments as major additions to the local ecomommy.
They note the growth in retail zales and shopping options. They tally up the number of new jobs and
the added tax revenue that the development will bring.

‘What is often overlooked is the other side of the balance sheet Unlike new manufacturing facilities,
which do create real economic growth, new retail stores simply shift consumer spending from one
area of bown to another. A new big box store can only be successful at the expense of existing
businesses.

A study in lowa, for example, found that new Wal-Mart stores derive on average of 34 percent of their
sales from existing businesses within the community. 2 Similar conclusions have been reached in
studies of big box development in Massachusetts, Maine, Vermont, Mew York, California, and Virginia.
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‘What all of the studies find is that very little of the sales generated by a new retail store represent new
retail spending. Instead these developments simply shift economic activity from one part of town to
another. The end result is not ecenomic development, but rather economic displacement

One smudy in Greenfield, Massachusetts concluded that a proposed Wal-Mart store would cost existing
businesses £35 million in sales. The 177 jobs expected to be gained by the Wal-Mart would be offset by
the loss of 148 jobs at other businesses. 4 A similar study in Saint Albans, Verment found that a new
‘Wal-Mart would derive 7& percent of its sales from local businesses. Many of these stores would be

forced to close, leading to a significant net decline in total retail employment and property tax revenue.
&

Trading locally cwned businesses for chain stores also entails the loss of significant secondary
economic benefits.

Local stores keep profits circulating within the local economy. They also support a variegy of other local
businesses. They create opportunities for senice providers, like accountants and printers. They do
busimess with the community bank. They advertise through independent radio stations and other local
media outlets. They purchase geods from lecal or regional distributors. In this way. a dollar spentat a
locally cwned businesses sends a ripple of economic benefits through the community.

By contrast, chain stores gypically centralize these functions at their head offices. They keep local
investment and spending to a minimum. They bank with big natonal banks. They bypass kocal radio
stadons in favor of mational advertising. In this way, much of a dollar spent at a chain store leaves the
community immediately.

Emallindependent stores also create economic diversity and stability. Because they are locally owned,
these stores are firmly rocted in the community. They are unlikely to move and will do their best to
weather economic hard times.

Chain stores, by contrast, tend to be fair-weather friemds. They are highly mobile and will abandon a
location if profit margins do not meet their expectations. The worst case scenario is when a big box
store builds on the edge of town, destroys the central business district. and. then a few years later,
decides that it too will close its doors. The town is left with a dead Main Street and nothing to show for
it. Mationwide, there are mare than 300 empty Wal-Marts. £ [t's very difficult to find a tenant for these
single-purpose buildings and they often remain vacant for many years.

A community that loses its local businesses to national chains also risks losing other economic
development opporunities. New technclogies have enabled many companies to operate virtually
anywhere. When these companies consider location options, towns with a vibramt commercial core
and a unigue character are often at the top of the list.

COMMUNITY

From an economic perspective, there iz much to suggest that chain stores may not be our best value.
But perhaps more significant than any of the economic considerations are the qualitadve benefits of
local ownership. Locally owned businesses build strong communities. They provide a foundation for

the web of connections and trust that Jane jacobs believed so essential to a healthy neighborhood.

There are several reasons for this. The firstis that independent stores tend to be located in humanky-
scaled, pedestrian-oriented shopping districts, as opposed to the sprawling isclated experience of a
chain store parking lot.

The second reason is that local stores create a sense of place and community identity. They reflect the
local cufture. They give neighborhoods their distinct flavor. They are often a source of community pride
and an attraction to visitors.

Chain stores, by contrast, are sapping communities of their character and individualicy. Even the most
famous American cities are losing their unigue appeal. Kmart, Costco, and Home Depot are building in
Manhatan. Fifth Avenue is home to Starbucks and The Gap. These same stores can be found on
Michigam Avenue in Chicago, Market Street in 2an Framcisco, and thousands of other locations
worldwide.

The arrival of chain stores may also entail the destruction of important local landmarks. &n 1876

Friends Meeting house in Richmond, Indiana, for example, was demolished for a CV5 drugstore. In
Nashville, the |acksonian Apartment. eligible for the Maticnal Register of Historic Places, were torn

down for a Walgreen drugstore. &
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The third way that independent businesses strengthen community is through their contributions to
civic and cultural life. Local merchamts are more than providers of goods and services. They often take
& leadership role in community affairs. Many chair neighborhood organizations, host cultural events,
or organize kocal festivals. According o the U.5. Small Business Administraton, small businesses give
more time and money to charitable organizations than do their large competitors. 4

Because they live in the places where they do business, local merchants tend tobe far more committed
to the community's well-being and long-term stability than distant corporations. This commitment
manifests itzelf in a variety of ways. In 5t. Paul, Minnesota, for example, the local food cooperative
recently cpened a new store in a low income neighborhood on a lot that had been vacant for years. As
with many construction projects, the coop ran into higher than expected costs. Several independent
merchants, including the local bookseller, stepped in and provided a sizable and much-neaded loan.
Meanwhile, Barnes & Moble and Borders Books. both of which operate stores in the city, were nowhere
to be found.

Finally, the shift from local to absentee-owned stores means that business decisions are no longer
made locally by members of the community. Who decides whether to chose a store in a distressed
neighborhood, stock 3 controversial book, sell produce from local farms, pay a living wage, or
conribute to a local charity? In the case of chain stores, these decisions ococur in distant boardrooms,
where the values of the local community carry little or no weight.

This boss of local decision-making and the growing power of a small number of large corporations has
implications for demecracy. In 1952, Senator Hubert Humphrey asked, "Do we want an America where
the economic market place is filled with a few Frankensteins and giants? Or do we want an America
where there are thousands upon thousands of small entrepreneurs, independent businessmen, and
landholders who can stand on their own feet and talk back to their Government or to anyone else?ll

NEW RULES

There are tremendous benefits to choosing the latter path. Our ability to do so will depend net only on
the decisions we make as consumers, but on the decisions we make as citizens. The actions of
policymakers, and, in particular, planners, are critical to reviving the homegrown econamy and
ensuring that local businesses continue to be a vital part of our communities.

Many combend that public policy should have no rele in shaping the retail economy. This is, after all, a
free market.

But public policy is never meutral, and has, in fact, played a major role in the expansion of national
chain stores. In many ways, public pelicy has undermined leocal retailers by giving large retail
corporations unfair advantages.

Examples can be found at all levels of government. Congress, for instance, has exempted recailers like
Amazon.com and Barnes & Moble from collecting sales tax on internet sales. This effectively gives
these companies a & o 8 percent price advantage over local stores.

Ar the city and state level, tax incentives and cther kinds of subsidies are routinely made available o
chain stores. In Wisconsin, neary $20 million was provided a few years ago for a distribution center for
Target stores. The city of Rochester, Minnesota spent $3 million attracting a Barnes& Noble. Long
Beach, California waived $& million in taxes for a development that included Kmart. Im Florida,
‘Walgreens has requested$4.5 million in state and county tax breaks for the constructon of a new
warehouse. &

Similar examples can be found all ower the country. Even if your hometown does not provide such
subsidies, the chains that expand there are able to do so in part because of public funding they've
received elsewhere. Rarely are tax breaks and subsidies given to locally owned businesses. Instead,
they often see their tax dollars used to subsidize a competitor.

In other cases, city governments have evicted local businesses to make reom for chain store
developments. A proposal currently under consideration in Pitsburgh would level 80 buildings and
remowve 125, mostdy locally owned, businesses to make way for a shopping center that will house some
three dozen chain stores. The beneficiaries of this plan include The Gap. Borders Books, and FAQ
Schwartz. &

Under these circumstances, even the most competitive, efficient, and popular independent businesses
are struggling to stay afloatc

Ordinance Amendment — Dollar Stores February 8, 2016



‘What these examples make clear is that the loss of independent businesses is not inevitable. Racher
than undermining the local economy, many communities are taking a different approach. They hawve
made sustaining humanly scaled. unique homegrown businesses a primary focus of planning and
economic development decisions.

They are adopting a variety of land use rules that deter chain stores and foster local ownership. Many
have restricted the physical size of new stores. Others allow new retail development only if it meets
specific criteria defined by the community. 5ome have banned uniformity, by prohibiting ™ formula™
busimesses. Others have barred new retail development outside of the town's central business district.
{(Examples of these polices, including the full text of the local ordinance, can be found on the New
Rules web site, created by the Institute for Local Self Reliance, at httpo/fwnenwcilsrorg.)

By designing policies that put community first, local businesses can once again become a key
component in @ dynamic retail economy and a vibrant community.
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Drollar General and Famnity Dollar both have plans fo expand the number of stores in Vermont this

year. Opponents say the stores are a bigger threat to small towns tham big box stores.

{Host) Two national dollar store chains have plans to expand the number of
their Vermont stores in the coming year, but they're running into some local
resistance.

Opponents say the proliferation of dollar stores poses a greater threat to the
aconomy and charactar of many more towns than big box stores.

WVPR's Steve Zind reports.
(Zind) With its vibrant village and distinctive stone architecture the Windsor
County town of Chester has a charm that translates into dollars. The shops

and boutiquas that line Main Strest thrive on tourism.

But there's one sign of economic growth that some residents aren't so happy
about.

Ordinance Amendment — Dollar Stores February 8, 2016 11



Dollar General, the large national retailer wanis to build a store at the edge of
the village. At 8,100 sguare feet, it would be by far the largest retailer in
Chester.

Shawn Cunningham is with the group Smart Growth Chester

(Cunningfham) “if's out of scale, iF'a nof with the characfer of the fown and we're
cancemed about the businesses in fown becsuse there are 8 number of
buginezses this would compefe with unfairly. 'z ke asking 3 bantamweight io
craw! info the ring with a heavyweight.”

{Zind} Cunmningham's group is urging the town's Development Review Board to
reject Dollar General's application.

Cunningham argues that the national chain brings little to the town's economy
in jobs or revenue.

Dwollar General hopes to build several stores in Vermont this year in addition to
the 15 it already has.

Another large national chain, Family Dollar wants to add at least seven stores
to the nine it already has in Vermaont.

Across the country, business is booming for doflar stores. Joshua Braverman
is a spokesman for Family Dollar.

(Braverman) "WWe are definifaly in 3 growth mode and are lboking farward fo
providging fthe value and convenience thal we provide in our stores fo more
communities around the counfry.”

{£ind) Braverman says Family Daollar's core customers are single women
heads of household who eam less than 540,000 a year. But he says that
demographic is expanding and creating more opportunities for the company to
build new stores.

Mlany dollar stores are located in strip development or stand-alene buildings
outside of towns. Those outliers are the ones that concemn Paul Bruhn of the
Preservation Trust of Vermont.

{Bruhn) "We understand that there are people in Vermont thaf need that kind of
shopping experience. Ouwr concema are much mare around lacafion. Mozt of
the dolfar stores are localed in sprawl locations that has the effect of
undermining out downtown and village cenfera.”

{Zind) Bruhn says he has nothing against dollar stores if they're reasonably
sized and in town.

Gayle Aertker is senior vice-president of store development for Dollar General
which is based in Tennesses. It's the largest of the national dollar store
chains.

Aertker says the Dellar general prefers to erect its own stand-alone buildings,
or locate stores in strip developments. Both options tend to put stores outside
of village centers.

And Aeriker says the 8,100 sguare foot store proposed for Chester is the
smallest size that works for the company.
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(Aertker] "1t iz a balance of making sure thaf we have all the basic
merchandize in owr zfore thaf makes a Dollar General a profitable store. So,
na, we're not building emalier sfores foday. ™

(Zind) Aertker says her company brings jobs o communities and supports
local non-profits.

In Randolph, there's a locally owned downtown variety store called Belmain's.
It competes with two dollar stores just outside of the village.

Belmain's manager Penny Young says some customers shop with her out of
loyalty to & locally owned busimess. She says the dollar stores haven't had an
impact on Belmains.

(Young} "We fait no big change as far az our cusfomer baze and how busy we
were, "

(Zind} But Young says sprawl has had an effect on Belmain's. Her business
took a hit when Randolph’s only supermarket moved from the village to a strip
development cutside of town.

Thiere are many arguments for controlling sprawl in addition to concems about
the wvitality of downtowns. Traffic headaches and infrastructure costs figure into
the sprawl equation.

Dwollar stores also raise aesthetic concems. They're considered small boo
stores and the buildings have a genernic look. A letter writer o the Herald of
Randolph opined that "nothing says ‘armpit’ like a dollar store at the edge of
fown."

But one person’s eyesore is someone else's shopping opportunity. Bristol
lawyer James Dumont says what's important is that towns have the tools to
make their own decisions on managing growth.

Dumont is working with opponents of three dollar stores planned for Vermont.

(Dumontl "Youw cowd write 8 zoning ordinance or fown plan or both that haz
architeciural sfandards in if so that we are nof perpefuating the
homogenizafion af America in Vermont, 2o when you dnve into & Vermont
fown i leoks like a Vermont! fown, it doesnt look fke 3 suburb in Conneclicut or
New Jercep™

{Zind} The problem, Dumaont says, is that most Vermont towns don't have
plans or ordinances that are clear and concrete encugh to hold up fo a court
challenge.

(Dumont) "Most people are not aware thaf the Supreme Courf has Iaid ouf
some really sirict sfandards for what needs fo be in a town plan. A lot of people
gef into this procesg thinking the town plan will profect them and it doesn't.”

{Zind} Durmont says there are limits to what a town plan can dictate, and one
gray area is whether they can be used to protect local businesses from the
impact of national chains.

But cpponents like those in Chester say protecting locally owned businesses is

imiportant because they provide more and better jobs and give a community its
identity.
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For WPR Mews, I'm Steve Zind.

Read the latest select beard minutes from Chester at VPR's Public Post.

Tags
chester the vermont economy business cities
17 Comments  Vonmonl Fubdliv Radi i Lo -
W Resemmend B Sherr ot by Hawmat -
. | ] ]
L%

. Horthern New England Villages .
While this Dollar General is being built on a green site, their MO in other
WS piaces has been to tear down 3 building (often historic) for their buiding sie.
See the ongoing saga owver the Wheaton-Alexander House in Winchester,
Mew Hampshire for instance: http2/northemnewenglandvilla...

Dedchl - 1
. The logic will be lost on people until they lose ther jobs and have no choice
S butto buy at the 51 store because they can't afford anything else. You can
lowe lithe folky home feeling stores until the day you die - but if you can't afford
to shop there you just can't afford it

J
. Why would somebody drive B mies each way to save a couple of dollars
when according to the IRS it costs ower .50 cents a mile to opperate a car. it
would cost somebody over $8.00 to go to the store in Springfield and send
pefro doflars to OPEC.

Chester isn't a tourist trap theme park owned by a few people frying to make
money off the tourist trade. It's a town of ower 3,000 people who all have rights
including the people trying to sell a piece of property.

IUsing the logic some people have automobiles and gasoline stations should
have never been alowed in town becuase they would hurt stables and
biacksmiths. et here we have somebody saying jump in the car and drive to
another town.

. Susan H. +

@, The point | was trying to make is that many people are shopping in
Springfield and Walpole already and would combine a trip to one of
these dollar stores with other emands, Dr appointments, work etc. So
perhaps the same store in the next town over may not be a wise
choice for a new location.

. Susan H -
What the article does not mention is that there is is a Dollar General and |

S pefieve aleo 3 Famiy doliar {or other similar store) just B mdies away in
Springfield. In addition there is a new Famiy Dollar in Walpole, NH. if people
want to shop at these stores they can when they go on errands to these other
shopping locales for residents of Chester. But why put local businesses of
Chester at risk for a national chain where most of the profits will never go back
into the community. Wil they be able to compete with their own stores so
close together? Wil Chester end up with a huge 8100 sq ft store sitting empty
in a year or so7
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Food environment and childhood obesity: o
the effect of dollar stores
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Abstract

JEL Classification Numbers: 010, 110, C31,C33, R10

n this paper we examine the effect of dollar stores on children's Body Mass index (BMI). We use a dataset compiled
by the Arkansas Center for Health Improvement that reflects 3 BMI screening program for public school children in
the state of Arkansas. We combine propensity score matching with difference-in-differences methods to deal with
time-invariant as well time-varying unobserved factors. We find no evidence that the presence of dollar stores within a
reasonably close proximity of the child's residence increases BMI. In fact, we see an increase in BMIwhen dollar stores
leave a child's neighborhood. Given the proliferation of dollar stores in rural and low-income urban areas, the question
of whether doliar stores are contributing to high rates of childhood obesity is policy relevant. However, our results
provide some evidence that exposure to doliar stores is not a causal factor,

Keywords: Childhood obesity, Food-at-home Propensity score matching, Difference-in-differences

Introduction

At present, nearly 35 percent of young Americans aged
& to 19 are overweight and 19 percent are obese [1].
This is up from just over 4 percent in the 1960s [2]. In
Arkansas, the problem is more pronounced. Twenty one
percent of Arkansas schoolchildren are obese and many
more are at risk of obesity [3]. In fact, only 60 percent
of Arkansas schoolchildren have a healthy weight status.
The childhood obesity problem has caught the atten-
tion of policy makers at all levels of government and
has become a front-burner issue for concerned commu-
nity and business leaders. Proposals to address childhood
obesity are often aimed at augmenting features of the
environment by improving access to healthy foods in
or around the home and school, reducing accessibility
and exposure to unhealthy food, andfor providing more
opportunities for exercise and vigorous play. For exam-
ple, many of the strategies proposed by the Institute of
Medicine [4] to address obesity emphasize the built envi-
ronment, the commercial food environment, and the food
distribution system. Similarly, Frieden et al. [5] call for

*Cormespondance 3drnoun@auagr: hirnusegiascans edu

Depanment of Agriodltural Economics & Rural Developmiant, Agriculura
Universioy of Azhens, lesa O0os 75, 11855 Arhens, Greece
Full fist of author indormatEon is 2vailable a1 the end of the aricle

reproduction In any medium, peovided
Creathve Comenons Boense, snd Indicate

@ Springer

neighborhood policy interventions to encourage healthy
food choices. Specifically, they advocate for changes that
increase the likelihood that healthy foods will be chosen
by default. Goldberg and Gunasti [6] provide recommen-
dations aimed at the food marketing system both in terms
of promotional messaging and in terms of product design,
pricing, and distribution.

Ambitious and comprehensive interventions are clearly
needed to reduce the incidence of childhood obesity.
However, concerns have been expressed that existing
research is inadequate to guide policy interventions. For
example, Story et al [7] acknowledge that the systematic
study of interactions between foatures of the environ-
ment, policy interventions, and nutrition outcomes is a
relatively new field of study. As such, it lacks well estab-
lished models and faces numerous challenges in terms
of measurement of environmental attributes and empir-
ical design. Researchers attempting to investigate the
link between environmental attributes and obesity face
important challenges. First, the environmental features
of interest are likely to be endogeneously determined
with rates of obesity. For instance, food stores would
be expected to consider consumer demand when mak-
ing choices about the location of stores, but consumers
with stronger demand for unhealthy foods may be making

© 215 Drichowtls et 2l Open A coess This articke 1s distibuted undes the terms of the Creative Commans Attribution 40
Internatioral Lice=nse (hitps'Ycreativecommons.oeg! icereestry' 4,08, which pesmits unresticied wse, distribution, and
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lifestyle choices that otherwise place them at a higher risk
of obesity [£]. Neighborhood choice is also not randomly
assigned [9]. Thus, if health-conscious individuals self-
select into neighborhoods that are conducive to healthy
diets or active lifestyles, the statistical associstion between
neighborhood features and obesity is suspect. Second, the
impact of environmental features may be context specific.
For example, in one context a new food store may mean-
ingfully expand healthy food options for residents and
facilitate healthy dietary choices. In another, the increased
competition that results from the additional store may
have the opposite effect by lowering prices on less healthy
foods [10]. For these reasons, it is not surprising that it
has been difficult to draw clear conclusions from corre-
lational studies on the relations between features of the
environment and weight outcomes.

The aim of this article is to examine the role of dol-
lar stores. Dollar stores are an unstudied feature of the
bailt environment that may impact childhood obesity,
especially in predominantly rural states such as Arkansas.

Page 2 of 13

In comparison to supermarkets, dollar stores provide a
very narrow range of food items, but at price points
much lower than convenience stores and often lower than
supermarket prices. A recent inventory of Arkansas dol-
lar stores found very limited offerings of healthier {eg.
lower-sodium) product formulations and limited offerings
of fresh fruits and vegetables [11].

Diollar stores have been growing markedly throughout
the United States but this growth has not been uniform.
Figure 1 [12] shows dollar stores distribution across US.
The mid South is one region where dollar stores are
becoming prominent features of the retail environment.
MNatunewicz [13] provides counts, by state, for the four
leading dollar store retailers. A simple adjustment of these
data by population reveals that Arkansas, Mississippi,
and Louisiana each have more than 140 dollar stores por
million residents. This compares to only 14 stores per
million residents in California and 37 stores per million
residents in New York State. Even in Texas, dollar store
density is considerably smaller at 86 stores per million res-

QR

CA
Map by Zara Mathesen. Martin Frosgerty Inst e

Dollar Stores per 10,000
.

D4 08 12 1.8

Taromo. Map oeared by Jara Marheson

Fig. 1 Doliar storas distitamion map across US. Source: The Manin Prosperity Instince, Joseph L Rovman Schood of Managemen, University of
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idents. Dollar stores are not only a rural phenomenon.
These stores are also growing in urban areas, albeit in less
desirable neighborhoods [13].

As a result, a larger fraction of the household bud-
get has been shifted toward dollar stores and the trend
is not confined to less affluent households. Even among
houscholds with an income of at least $75,000, 28 %
now spend more in the dollar channel [14]. According to
one industry report, the dollar (and variety) store indus-
try capitalized on the recession to attract more middle
class consumers making it a $62bn business that has
seen 2 35 % annual growth in the period 2009-2014
[15]. The dollar store channel has seen the largest year-
over-year share increase in shopping visits (a5 compared
to the brick-and-mortar market overall), likely driven in
part by new store openings, where in one recent rotail
quarter (May 2014 — July 2014) shopping visits were
up 14 % with a particular increase in the 16-24 age
group [1&].

Given the significant increase in the number of dol-
lar stores, our objective in this study is to examine how
access to these types of stores influences weight outcomes
of children. Our empirical strategy involves a difference
in differences (DID) framework coupled with propensity
score matching. The MNational Research Council [17] has
called for strong guasi-experiments that couple obser-
vational data with one or more empirical identification
strategies to improve understanding of the factors that
may be responsible for the growth in obesity rates. Our
focus is on childhood obesity outcomes among early ele-
mentary schoolchildren in Arkansas. Arkansas provides
an ideal context within which to conduct this research.
As already noted, it has one of the highest childhood
obesity rates in the country. However, the state has been
taking active steps to address this problem and has assem-
bled unigue panel datasets of childhood Body Mass Index
(BMI) screenings that can be used to assess the impact of
environmental features such as dollar stores.

Background

Arkansas was the first state to require BMI measure-
ments for all public schoolchildren. The Arkansas General
Assembly passed Act 1220 of 2003, which established 2
formal Child Health Advisory Committee (CHAC) and
mandated BMI screenings for public schoolchildren. Our
data on weight outcomes are from the Arkansas BMI
dataset for 2004 through 2010, These data are main-
tained through legislative mandate at the Arkansas Center
for Health Improvement (ACHI) [18]. The data contain
age-gender specific z-scores and are based on height
and weight measurements taken by trained personnel
within the public schools. Weight and height of school
children were measured yearly in all grades beginning
with the 2003-2004 school year but in 2007 this was
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changed to measurement only of children in even grades.
Hence, the dataset we use is an unbalanced panel which
contains information for schoolchildren from 2004 to
2010.

Dollar store location dats were obtzined from Dun
and Bradstreet (D&RB) for the period 2004 through 2010,
To ensure that BMI screenings in any given year were
matched correctly to the locations of dollar stores as
they existed in that year, we obtained archival data show-
ing the location of dollar stores as of December of
the year in question. ACHI personnel geocoded student
addresses within the BMI dataset and linked them geo-
graphically to the D&B data on dollar store locations. The
final dataset contains measures of the food environment
around the children's home and schools such as number
of fast food restaurants, dollar stores, convenience stores
and grocery stores within a certain radius of the child’s
home.

ACHI personnel also matched the BMI sereenings to
neighborhood demographic characteristics from the 2009
American Community Survey (ACS) block-group sum-
mary file. The 2009 ACS reflects an average over the
20052009 period and so is centered on the 2004 to 2010
period covered by the BMI data we use here. The ACS data
provide information on socioeconomic characteristics of
the census block group where the student lives as well as
information on neighborhood characteristics such as the
proportion of population by race, income level, education,
and work status.

Methods

In this study we examine the effect of access to dol-
lar stores (%) on children’s BMI. To determine whether
children and their guardians have easy access to dollar
stores, we created binary measures of whether a dollar
store is in close proximity to the childs residence. For
this reason we adopted one of the measures that the
Economic Research Service (ERS) of the US Department
of Agriculture (USDA) uses to define food desert areas
i.e., distance to the nearest store, taking into account that
the definition applies differently to urban and rural areas.
Therefore, a child was considered exposed to a DS (i.e.
has easy access to the store) if there was at least one
store within a one-mile radius from the child’s residence
in an urban area or one store within a ten-mile radius of
the childs residence in a rural area. Otherwise, the child
was considered non-exposed (i.e., did not have easy access
tooa DE).

For reasons that will become apparent momentarily, we
only use cohorts of students that we observe for a full five-
year period. Given that the dataset we use extends through
2010, this implies that our sample includes three differ-
ent age cohorts ie, 2004 to 2008, 2005 to 2009 and 2006
to 2010.% We also limit our analysis to school children
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who were kindergarten in their first year of their respec-
tive age cohort. Thus, by construction, the kindergarten
cohort is observed up to the 4th grade. We focus specifi-
cally on children in early elementary grades because their
diets are more likely to be dictated by the adults in their
lives and so any DS effects would most likely be felt
in these young children. For children at later elemen-
tary grades, a number of other confounding factors could
potentially be contributing to their weight. Nevertheless,
this could also be an interesting topic for future investi-
gation. The cohorts used in the analysis are depicted in
Table 1.

To examine the effect of ease of access to a DS, we
use the panel difference-in-differences (IND) method. Dil
estimation is a common approach in program and pol-
icy evaluations [19] and it has become a common strategy
to estimate effects of programs that could impact nutri-
tion, weight, or health outcomes [20, 21]. Given the four
year subsamples with the cohorts exhibited in Table 1, we
are able to examine two-year exposure to DS (i.e., ease of
access) or two-year non-exposure to DS, Thus, we define
the first two years of each age cohort as period 1 and the
last two years of each cohort as period 2. We use two years
for each period so that there is adequate time for any effect
of the food environment to manifest itself. Table 1 marks
period 1 with the " symbol and period 2 with the ‘v*
symbol. The table also exhibits the grade level at which we
observe each age cohort during each year. We then define
two different treatments that we examine separately in the
analysis. Our first treztment includes children that were
exposed (e, had ease of access) to a DS in period 2 but
were not exposed to a DS in period 1. Our control group
in this case includes children that were not exposed to a
D% in both periods. Our second treatment includes chil-
dren that were not exposed to a DX in period 2 but were
exposed to a DS in period 1. Our control group in this
case inclades children who were exposed to a DS in both
periods. Treatments and control groups are depicted in
Table 2 where we define by ‘E’ exposure {i.e.. having at least
one store within the radial distances described above) and
by ‘N’ non-exposure. Treatment 1 will be referred to as the

Tabile 1 Cohorts used in the study

Paged of 13

‘Exposed’ treatment and treatment 2 as the ‘Non-exposed'
treatment.

Exposure or non-exposure to a particular DS in period
2 may have been due to one of two rival explanations.
If the child resides in the same location during period
1 and period 2, then exposure and non-exposure can be
attributed to the fact that a DS opened or closed, respoc-
tively, within a radius distance from the child's residence.
On the other hand, if the child has moved to a difforent
residence in period 2, then exposure (non-exposure) can
be attributed to the child moving from an area without
iwith} a DS to an area with (without) this type of store.
Thus, in addition to performing our analysis for the full
sample, we repeat the analysis for two subsamples: (a) the
‘Movers' which are defined as children that moved in a dif-
ferent residence in period 2 and (b) the "Stayers’ which are
defined as children that did not move to a new residence
in period 2.

Although the use of Dil) is appealing due to its simplic-
ity, the validity of a DiD estimate hinges upon the possible
endogeneity of the intervention itself [22]. An additional
assumption reguires that in the absence of the treatment,
the average outcomes for the treated and control groups
would have followed parallel paths over time [23]. This
latter assumption, known as common time effects (see
for example Blundell et al. [24]), would be unattainable
if, for example, pre-treatment characteristics associated
with the dynamics of the outeome variable are unbalanced
between the treated and control groups.

To alleviate concerns regarding the comparability of the
treatment and control groups and to limit model depen-
dence [25, 26], we use propensity score matching tech-
nigue prior to running our panel Dil models. Heckman
et al. [27] concluded that matching helps control for het-
erogeneity in initial conditions and also controls for unob-
served determinants of participation. Blundell and Dias
[2%] also show that combining propensity score matching
with DiD {MDiD) can be advantageous and has the poten-
tial to improve the guality of non-experimental evaluation
results significantly. This is because DD deals with time-
invariant unobserved factors, while matching rebalances

Years
2004 2005 DG 2 2008 2009 2010
v v
200 cohan 1 g
4 1% grade 0 grada # grade
: ¥ '
2005 cohom % i
K 19 grada ™ grade AT grade
Frea s o ¥ ':_
K 1% grade 2 grade 4" grade
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Table 2 Treated and control groups by age cohorts
‘faars
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
2004 cohon Treamment 1 Treated N E E
Contnod N N M
Treamment 2 Treated N M
Contnod E E
006 cohomn Treammen 1 Treaned N E E
Cortrod N N
Treamment 2 Treaned E N
Cortrod E E E
2006 cohomn Treamment 1 Treated N N E E
Contnod N N N N
Treamment 2 Treated E E N N
Contnod E E E E

Mates: £ sposed, that i, there 1s at feast one dollar sioee within 2 one mie rdivs (10 mEe radius § child resides ina el 2ea), N noremiposed, that 15, these 15 no doflar stoe

within 2 one rmile radius {10 mile radios IF dvid sesides in 3 noesf ansa)

the sample to deal with time-varying unobserved factors
[20]. Thus, the MDID combines the advantages of both
methods.

However, matching estimators hinge upon a significant
assumption, the Conditional Independence Assumption
(CILA), which requires that selection is on observables
only, However, with MDID there is scope for an unob-
served determinant of participation as long as this can be
represented by separable individual time specific compo-
nents in the error term. Blundedl and Dias [28] show that
CIA in MIDND can be replaced with a different assumption
that only assumes that “...controls have evolved from a
pre- to a post-programme period in the same way treat-
ments would have done had they not been treated”. This
oeeurs both in the observable component of the model
and in an unobservable time trend. In addition, if the
impact of the treatment is heterogencous with respect
to observable characteristics, we must guarantee that the
distribution of the relevant observable characteristics is
the same across periods and assignment to treatment for
the evaluation to make sense. Blundell et al. [29] show how
propensity score matching can ensure that the composi-
tion of the samples being compared is kept constant with
respect to key determinants of outcomes before they apply
3 DiD estimator.

In our MDID method, we first perform propensity score
matching with the aim of balancing the distribution of
observable characteristics between treated and control
observations. We then apply iD on the balanced sample.
Matching is performed on the first year of BMI measure-
ment of each cohort and propensity scores are estimated

separately for each age cohort depicted in Table 1. The
control variables for the PSM model include childrens
gender, age (in months), race {Black/African-American,
Hispanic/Latino or Mative; White/Asian is the excluded
category), language spoken st home (dummy if Spanish
is spoken at home), an urban residence location dummy,
dummies for free and reduced lonch participation (as
proxies for income) as well as census-block group charae-
toristics that capture neighborhood effects.* Most impor-
tantly, the PSM model controls for relative distance of
competing types of stores as well as number of compat-
ing stores within the given radius between neighborhood
income and retail density.* Although some of the variables
above could be endogenous to the treatment, Lechner [20]
showed that this would not matter as long as the usual
formulation of the CIA holds.

Matrhing was performed with four different match-
ing estimators that differ on how strict the matching
process is: (1) two nearest neighbors without a caliper,
(2) five nearest neighbors without a caliper, (3) two near-
est neighbors with a caliper set at 1/4 of the standard
deviation of the estimated propensity score, and (4) five
nearest neighbors with a caliper set at 1/4 of the stan-
dard deviation of the estimated propensity score.® After
matching we estimate fixed and random effects DID mod-
els using the matched samples. In terms of notation, the
DI estimate comes from a (random effects) model of the
form:

BMI; = by + by Period;, + b Treat;

b (1)
+ bsPeriody = Treat; + y X + i + cat
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where Period is a2 dummy for the last two years where
we observe each child (Period 2), Treat is a treatment
dummy and X is a vector of controls as discussed above.
The dependent variable is the Body Mass Index which
has been caleulated as a ratio (weight (15) / (height (in) %) =
703 and then converted to age-gender specific z-
scores according to the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention guidelines [31]. Appropriate modifica-
tions to equation 1 are in place for the fixed effects
counterpart.

Results

Balancing tests

Before examining the results, it is important to take
a look at the performance of the matching estimators
and the distribution of observable covariates (balancing)
of the matched data. Table & in the Appendix shows
results from balancing tests arranged in separate pan-
ls for ‘Movers & Stayers', ‘Movers' and ‘Stayers'. Results
from all four matching estimators are reported in each
panel. Although matching is performed for each age
cohort separately, we report balancing tests after we
pool together the matched observations from all age
cohorts given that the DD estimates come from the
pooled age cohorts. Nothing changes, however, when
we perform the balancing tests for each age cohort
separately.

For each matching estimator and treatment (Exposed
and MNon-exposed) two p-values are reported in wver-
tical orientation. The upper p-value corresponds to a
likelihood-ratio {LR) test of the joint significance of all
the regressors before matching. The lower p-value cor-
responds to a LR test of the joint significance of all
the regressors after matching. A small p-value before
matching (rows labeled as BM) indicates that the distri-
bution of observables is not balanced between treated
and control units, while a large p-value after matching
(rows labeled as AM) indicates that balance has been
achieved.

It is apparent across all panels of Table 5 in the Appendix
that in all cases the distribution of covariates before
matching was not balanced to begin with. After match-
ing, balance has been achieved in most cases. There are
only a couple of exceptions and these are marked with gray
in Table & in the Appendix. The two exceptions concern
exclusively the five nearest neighbor estimator There-
fore, cantion is needed when interpreting results for this
specific matching estimator.

Additional colamns in Table 5 in the Appendix show
mean standardized percent of absolute bias before and
after matching ® As depicted in the table, mean stan-
dardized percent absolute bias is generally higher before
matching and lower after matching (even for the two cases
of the five nearest neighbor estimator for which a good
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balance was not achieved). In general, a lower mean per-
cent absolute bias is a sign that matching was able to
reduce differences of observables between treated and
control units.

Two additional columns in Table 5 in the Appendix
show the number of treated and control observations
before matching as well as the number of treated and con-
trol observations that are left after matching. To get a
closer ook at how exactly the matching worked in each
case, Table 6 in the Appendix shows the mumber of obser-
vations that were dropped and retained after matching per
cohort, treatment and matching estimator.” More detailed
information for the unmatched samples are provided in
Table 7 in the Appendix. Interpretation of this table is
similar to the other tables in the Appendix as described
above.

Estimation results

Rosults are presented in Table 3. Table 3 is subdivided
into three panels (Movers & Stayers, Movers, Stayers) and
results from all four matching estimators are reported
in each panel. Each panel also provides baseline osti-
mates from fixed and random effects regressions on the
full sample of all control and treatment groups against
which the DD estimates can be compared. The Dl esti-
mates for the unmatched samples (bofore we perform
matching) are also reported in Table 3 is the coeffi-
cient estimate for the interaction term by in estimate for
the interaction term by in Eq. 1. Standard errors in the
table are robust standard errors. Bootstrapped standard
errors, a5 suggested by Bertrand et al. [32], were caleu-
Iated as well but these only differ at the third decimal
place.

The first obvious result is that dollar stores have a
positive effect on BML This effect is statistically sig-
nificant, however, only for the full ‘Movers & Stayers'
sample. The Dily estimates from the two nearest neigh-
bor matching show that in terms of magnitude the effect
is about 5/100 of a standard deviation. We do not observe
a statistically significant effect when we split the sample
between ‘Movers' and ‘Stayers”. However, if one observes
closely the magnitude of the DiD» estimates for these sub-
samples, it is obvious that the Dil» estimate for the full
sample is almost entirely driven by the ‘Stayers' group.
This is because for the "Movers' subsample we get an
estimate close to zero, while for the ‘Stayers' subsam-
ple the DD estimates are close to 6/100 of a standard
deviation.

The positive effect for the non-exposed treatment
implies that when the child moves from a food emvi-
ronment with 2 dollar store to a food environment
without a dollar store, BMI increases on average by
5100 of a standard deviation. Given that, as dis-
cussed shove, the effect seems to be totally driven

February 8, 2016

20



Ordinance Amendment — Dollar Stores

Drichautis et al. Health Economics Review (2015) 537 Page 7of 13
Table 3 Panel, DiD and MDD estimated effects
Mowvers & Stayers Mivers only Srayers only
Effact 5E pvale N Effect SE pwaiue N Effec 5E pwalue N
Panel FE —00a 0014 D523 ooedd  —00 0Dl 0547 13888 —0014 IR6 0593 BS756
Panel RE ooz 0010 D46 ooGe4d —0007 0Dl O3 13888 GozE" 004 0043 BS756
ALt} Mon-Exp FE Qa5 om0 0P8 FLir o017 D25 04B3 13148 061 G4d 312D &0055
Mon-Exp RE 011 o01e 0S8l 0204 omE 0025 0476 13148 @061 oDD 3123 60056
Exp FE QD04 0022  QB45 20840 0013 QD85 0716 3740 Q05 oI35 Q88 25700
Exp RE — 0003 ool 0BEss 20840 —-0M8  00G4 0592 3740 e oI35 Q65 25700
INM-nc Mon-Exp, FE Q055" Qs QOm2s 7457 o3 003D 06eED 4512 @061 oy Q8B 1916
Mon-Exp RE Qo53™  QO24 QU029 753 oD1d 003D 0633 4512 060 D4E 0208 1916
Exp FE QDO oms 0775 7 14E —3152 QO3B 0171 088 @7 D4 Q707 b
Exp RE D0z s 0o 7 14E —3155 OO3E 0147 088 @318 ODdd4 0687 b
SNM-nc Mon-Exp FE O03E™ Q022 QUOE7 13358 o4 DDEF 0373 GAXT 050 043 0244 33532
Mon-Exp RE 004p™ Q022 O0E7 13368 o4 0027 0373 GAXT 351 D43 0241 33532
Exp, FE 0004 0023 DB 11736 —003 0065 0464 3524 4G 0039 0240 3832
Exp. RE —001 0023 D956 11736 —0031 0065 036 3524 0s0 0039 0204 3832
INM-ac  Mon-Exp FE Q052%™  QO?s  0036 7428 0006 Q030 0F9E 4584 0054 0051 0291 17838
Mon-Expy RE 0050™ Q024 00N 7428 0008 OG0B0 0752 4584 0052 0051 0306 17838
Exp, FE 0005 0026 D.B44 7085 —1051 Q03B (183 56 oo 0045 B0 2183
Exp. RE QU000 0026 0e 7085 —0054 Q03B 0153 56 002 0045 0794 2183
shM-1ac  Mon-Exp FE 0034 0022 036 13335 Q00 DO 0460 6795 044 0047 0350 1184
Mon-Expy RE 0036 0022 0oe? 13335 Q00 Q026 0458 6795 044 0047 0350 1184
Exp FE 0.0m 0024 0977 11672 —0035 0066 0487 34932 0035 0040 0368 3744
Exp RE —(004 0023 DB4D 11672 —0031 Q085 0384 34932 03e 0040 0325 3744

Motes: MM = ra matchineg, 24-nc = ¥ Nearest N=ghbors-no cliper, S84 ne = 5 Nearest Nelghbors-ro clipeg, W 140 = 2 RNearest Neighbors-caliper equal ta 174 of the
50 af the estmated: propensity scoee, S44-1454c = 5 Kearest Nsighbars-caliper equal 1o 144 of the 30 of the =stimated propensity soone

Standard ereors are robust standaed amars
™1 [**] Stistically significant at the: 0% (5 W [1 %] lewel

by ‘Stayers’, this effect could as well be due to =2
dollar store shutting down in the proximity of a child's
residence.

Both our matching and Dild models include variables
of economic development (eg., number of convenience
snd grocery stores, proportion of the population with
income below poverty ete.) to account for the effect of
broed changes that occur with economic development
in an attempt to disentagle their effects from the pure
effect of dollar stores. However, given that these poten-
tial confounders are likely endogenous, one may worry
about spillover bizs® To rule out an effect of neighbor-
hood deterioration we also estimate effects from models
that omit the economic development variables. Results are
shown in Table 4. Consistent with our previous results,
we find a positive and statistically significant effect for
the ‘Stayers” subsample in the non-exposed treatment.
Thus, endogenous economic development is likely not
a factor adversely affecting our results and we can be
more confident that the positive effect on BMI of a

dollar store shutting down in a neighborhood is a clean
effect.

Discussion and Conclusions

The growth of dollar stores is 2 matter of interest to those
secking to address unacceptably high rates of childhood
obesity. These stores tend to target smaller communities
and lower income areas within urban population cen-
ters, areas where children would otherwise be at greater
risk for obesity. No other known study, however, has
examined the effect of dollar stores on childhood obe-
sity. Our main goal in this paper is to determine whether
access to dollar stores is a significant driver of childhood
obesity. This is an interesting and important research
topic since there is a perception that dollar stores typ-
ically do not offer healthier food alternatives compared
to the traditional supermarkets. In this study, we are
able to measure access to dollar stores around children’s
actual residences and control for other attributes of the
food environment (ie., other types of food stores). Our
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Table 4 Panel CHD and MDD estimated effects (without economic development variables)
Movers &Siayars Movers only Srayeds only
Effec SE ovale N Effact 5E puahe N Effem S prvalue N
Panel FE —0.009 ool 0530 90644  —0010 QD17 0533 13888 —0014 003s 0597 85756
Paned RE oot oo Qoes 90544 —0005 QD16 0739 13888 ooal™ 0014 0004 857565
M Mon-Exp, FE D204 oom  OFe9 20 O0E QD24 D454 10748 61 0041 0133 a0056
Mon-Exp, RE a7 oo OFos T2 0017 D024 D4R 10148 161 o1 0337 a0056
Exp, FE Q005 0o03= QB34 2040 0015 0033 GeS9 40 g7 0oas  0aEl 25700
E=p. RE —000E omz QB2 2040 0019 0033 056D 40 (il 05 0155 25700
2MN-nc Mon-Exp, FE w123 oo3s 0355 56 05 D0ED . D34 4768 o.oaqte OG  0043 2160
Mon-Exp, RE a2 oo3s 037 56 05 D0E0 32 4768 ogo O0=G  0045 2160
Exp, FE Wy o038 049 Ja04 1014 0035 OG&D 2316 (ilr il 0041 0632 2452
E=p. RE s oo3s 0534 Ja04 -7 0035 G617 2316 a2 001 061G 2452
SMN-nc Mon-Exp, FE s oo3z Q48 140084 0030 D026 024D 7335 oo 0044 07T 4128
Mon-Exp, RE [l [ o032 D485 140084 02 0026 OF6 7335 oare 0044 0080 4128
Exp, FE @003 oo0z4 OodF 13506 —0015 D035 (662 3580 022 0039 0589 4628
Exp, RE —0001 oms D985 12506 —0018 Q035 0595 3580 0024 0033 0537 4628
2MN-1/4c  Mon-Exp FE G123 oo D359 7512 o3 D028 W3S &748 aoaqre 008 0S 2148
Mon-Exp, RE 4]0 rr] a0 D376 7512 o4 D029 W32 &748 oog3t 00«8 0052 2148
Exp, FE [T} [ a0 0543 7392 —0014 QD35 O&9 3316 il 0041 0432 2432
Exp, RE &4 o0 0588 7392 -7 0035 G617 3316 21 001 061& 2432
SMMN-1/4c  Mon-Exp FE [l d [ a0 D4Te 141068 o030 QF o3 7205 oarat 003 00 4052
Mon-Exp, RE [a1a] Il 003F D483 141068 0028 Q027 DI9R 7205 oo 003 004 4052
Exp, FE 0002 003F  09E8 13584 —0U5 0035 OWB62 3580 l ey 003E 0593 AG04
Exp, RE —0002 0023 Qe26 13584 —01E8 0035 0595 3580 il v r.x] 003E 0559 AG04

Hotes: MM = no matching, 2898 nc = 1 Nesrest Nedghbors-ro caliper, SM4-nc = 5 Meanest Neighbors-no calipes, 2W8-1/4c = 2 Nearest Msighborr caliperequal 1o 14 of the
0 of the estimated peopensity soone, MY L8 = 5 Nearest Neighbors-caliper equal bo 1/4 of the 50 of the estimated propensity soome

Stanciand emors are mobust standard erors
[ =] Statistically sgniFicant at the 109 (5% [1 %] ieea|

foeus on the state of Arkansas is also noteworthy since
it has one of the highest childhood obesity rates in the
US. Additionally, Arkansas was the first state to leg-
islatively mandate the measurement and collection of
BMI for every public school student starting in 2004
and so these data provide a unique opportunity to study
child weight status and potential factors that impact
BML

Using a unigue panel data and difference in differences
estimation with unmatehed and matehed children, we find
no evidence that the presence of dollar stores within a
reasonably close proximity to the childs residence can
increase body mass index. In fact, we see an increase in
BM]I z-score when dollar stores leave a child's neighbor-
hood. However, this finding is based on a small number
of individuals for whom a dollar store exited their neigh-
borhood. a rare phenomenon in the period we study. One
should also keep in mind that our results concern very
specific age cohorts. In addition, we restricted our analysis

to children in early elementary grades because the diets
of these children are more likely to still be dictated by the
adults in their lives. In older children, several other com-
peting factors may be at play which could confound any
attempt to identify the separate effect of dollar stores on
health and diet.

While dollar stores lack the breadth of healthy food
options typically found in supermarkets, our results sug-
gest that they are not a contributor to the childhood
obesity problem. As noted above, the emergence of dollar
stores as a common retail format is a recent phenomenon.
It could be that these stores and their food invento-
ries reflect existing preferences of the populations they
serve. Thus, although dollar stores are more prominent
in states like Arkansas, with high rates of obesity, they
could be a symptomatic as opposed to a causal factor.
Our results are consistent with this argument. Alterna-
tively, it could be that dollar stores may actually play some
role in facilitating healthy food consumption behaviors.
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Stambuck [11] inventoried several Arkansas dollar stores.
The inventory revealed a dearth of fresh foods, especially
fruits and vegetables, and very few low-sodium or reduced
fat options. However these stores did provide healthy sta-
ple items such as dried beans, rice, and oatmeal. Many
of the food items in dollar stores are packaged in 2 man-
ner for at-home consumption. Hence, when residents have
ready access to dollar stores, they may be in 2 better posi-
tion to procure supplies for at-home meals. These meals,
even if not perfectly balanced, are likely to be healthier
and lower-calorie than the fare found on fast-food value
Mmentus.

Community leaders and public health professionals
interested in childhood obesity would be wise to rec-
ognize that dollar stores are now prominent features of
the food environment facing residents in many rural and
lower income urban communities. As discussed earlier,
many people now consider dollar stores as their neighbor-
hood supermarkets. Dollar stores are especially dense in
regions of the country where childhood obesity rates are
the highest. The question of how dollar stores could con-
tribute to dietary health should be considered in efforts
to combat childhood obesity. For instance, educational
interventions targeting children and their parents could
emphasize ways to shop wisely at dollar stores to source
nutritious food items. Community initiatives could also
be developed that could further entice dollar stores to
carry healthy foods. This would likely require cooper-
ation between the store owners and the entire com-
munity. Moreover, as dollar stores continue to expand
their food offerings, health on a budget may be a yet-
to-be exploited marketing angle for this growing retail
format.

Endnotes

' & quick overview of food access measures and
definitions can be found at http./ f'www.ers.usda.gov/
data-products/food- access- research-atlas/about- the-
atlas. aspx.

“Recall that the periodicity of assessments was changed
from all grades to even grades only, beginning in 2007 so
that each age cohort was observed four times (with gaps)
during this five-year period.

*These include the proportion of block group residents
that are African- American, Hispanic/Latino, that have
completed high school, some college, or have attained 2
college degree. Block group measures also include
proportion of the population with income below poverty,
the median household income, the median age of
residential housing stock, and the proportion of
residential units that are vacant. We also include the
proportion of single-parent families, working mothers,
residents with no vehicles, and of residents using public
transportation. Millimet and Tehernis [33] showed that
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over-specifying the model used to estimate the
propensity score is always the best strategy, considering
the penalty associated with under-specification. The
rationale for including 2 control for language spoken at
home, in addition to controls for race and ethnicity, is
that recent immigrant families often have low
sociogconomic status and may have different dietary
behaviors than the population at large.

"To make this statement clear, the model where the
dependent variable is whether a dollar store is within a
given radius (ten miles for rural areas and one mile for
urban areas) from a child's residence includes four
additional covariates: (a) the log of the ratio of distance to
a convenience store over distance to a dollar store (b) the
log of the ratio of distance to & grocery store over
distance to a dollar store (¢} number of convenience
stores within a ten (one) mile radius when the child
resides in a rural {urban) area (d) number of grocery
stores within a ten (one) mile radius when the child
resides in a rural {urban) area.

*The caliper width of 1/4, has been widely suggested in
the PSM literature since Rosenbaum and Rubin [34].
Rosenbaum and Rubin [34] based this rule on results
from Cochran and Rubin [35] that indicated that a
caliper width of 1/4 of the standard deviation of the
estimated propensity score would remove at least 90 % of
the bias in a normally distributed covariate.

“Mean standardized percent absolute bias is the mean
absolute bias of the percent difference of the sample
means in the treated and non-treated sub-samples as a
percentage of the square root of the average of the
sample variances in the treated and non-treated groups
[34]. The percent bias is first caleulated for each covariate
separately and then the absolute values are averaged
across all covariates and reported in Table 5 in the
Appendix.

"There is a 1:1 correspondence between Table 5 and
Table 6 in the Appendix. To illustrate this, consider the
non-exposed treatment that was matched with the 2
nearest neighbor (without caliper) matching estimator.
Table 6 in the Appendix indicates that 423, 963 and 477
{Total = 1863) observations were retained after matching
for the age cohorts 2004, 2005 and 2006, respectively.
The number of retained observations corresponds to the
sum of treated and control units (660 + 1203) in the
respective rows and columns of Table 5 in the Appendix.

#It has been shown that high-poverty neighborhoods
have lower retail employment density for retail overall as
well as several other types of retail, such as supermarkets,
drugstores, food service and laundry [36]. On the other
hand, neighborhoods that experience income upgrading
see larger gains in retail employment.

Appendix

February 8, 2016 23



Table 5 Balancing tests

Movers & Stayers Mowvers Stayers
pvalue Mean % bias N treated Neoontrod  pwvalue Mean % bias Ntreated Ncontrol  povalue Mean%bias N treated N control
Mt BM < 0.001 837 650 16891 0034 508 473 2064 = 0001 1755 187 14827
7 Ninc AM 0.959 251 &80 1203 0.995 358 472 BE1 05978 477 186 292
B BM = 0.001 13.19 634 6675 = 0.001 10.80 463 489 = 000 1737 221 6204
AM 0975 283 684 1103 0582 6.58 463 309 0830 750 221 345
N By BM < 0.001 837 &80 16891 0034 508 473 2064 < 0001 17.55 187 14827
SNN-nc AM 1.000 224 650 2682 0578 324 472 1233 0.860 693 187 651
i BM = 0.007 13.19 684 &675 = 000 10.80 463 469 = 0001 1737 221 6204
AM 0243 513 634 2250 000 877 463 418 0799 738 221 737
Mo BM < 0.001 837 &50 16891 0.034 508 473 2064 = 000 1765 187 14827
2 N1 /4 AM 0.956 263 857 1200 0.997 362 4685 6rg 0597 434 161 285
Ep BM = 0.007 13.19 684 6676 = 0001 10,80 463 469 < D001 1737 221 6204
AM 0553 249 &73 1699 07059 625 455 309 0992 585 209 338
Nk BM < 0007 B37 G660 16897 0034 508 473 2064 = 0001 1765 187 14827
SNN- 1/ AM 1.0040 229 &57 2677 0993 310 468 1231 0553 473 162 634
Exp BM < 0.001 1319 £84 6676 = 0001 10.80 463 469 = 000 1737 221 6204
AM 0425 468 &73 2245 0.004 544 455 418 0982 555 209 727

Niotes: Non-oxp = non exposed, Exp exposed, BM = Bafore matching AM = After mazching. 2MN-nc = 2 Nearest Neighbors-no caliper, SNN-nc = 5 Nearest Neighbors-no caliper, 2NN- 140 = 2 Nearest Neighbors-calipes equalto 174 of
the 50 of the estimated propensity scone, SNN-1/4c = S Nearest Neighbors-caliper equal 1o 144 of the 50 of the estimased propensity score Mean % [bigs] = mean sizndardized % abscluse bias N rear = N of cbservations inthe

eated group, N ol = M of observations in the conmal group
Mean standaraized % absolure bigs s the maan absolure bias of the % difference of the sample means in the rreated and non-treated sub-samples 33 3 percentage of the sguare reot of the average of the sample variances inthe

treated and ron-treared groups [34]

p-vzlues ara the p-values from a likelihood-ratic test of the joint significance of all the regressors (before and after matching)

24

February 8, 2016

Ordinance Amendment — Dollar Stores



Dirichouwtis er al. Health Economics Review  (2015) 537 Page 11 0f 13
Table & Mumber of obsenvations Dropped and Retzined per cohart and matching estimator
2004 oo 2005 cohon 2006 cobom
Dropped Hieraimad Cropped Rietained Dropped Ratained
Movers & Saayers INM-nc Nom-exp 5114 433 5031 963 5543 477
Exp 1675 &0 1853 752 45 415
SMM-mC Nom-eep 4728 803 4347 1647 5134 B
Exp 1318 €7 1372 1233 1736 7
2MM-1/40 Nom-eep 5114 4313 5033 ah1 5547 473
Exp 1677 &18 1859 746 52 408
5MM-1/4c Nom-enp L] i ! 4349 1643 5139 BRI
Exp 1320 b i 1378 128 1744 16
Movers M- MNom-eep 442 337 485 483 457 333
Exp 51 250 72 200 40 3
SMMN-mC MNom-eep 281 458 263 -] a0 501
Exp 11 299 24 338 19 a4
IMMN-1/40 MNom-eep 414 335 4BE 480 459 131
Exp 51 250 74 28R 46 N7
5MMN-1/4c MNom-eep 283 455 264 704 1 450
Exp 11 299 26 336 25 3R
Siayers TN Nom-eep 4737 rd 4643 383 5155 75
Exp 1wz N3 1935 308 2152 45
SMM-mC Nom-eep 47326 32 4367 a9 5083 147
Exp 1638 347 7w 536 213 75
2MM-1/40 Nom-eep 4750 a 4657 369 5160 i
Exp 1176 203 937 306 2165 2
5MM-1/4c Nom-eep 4744 14 4381 645 5063 137
Exp 1647 343 1709 534 2138 59

Kates: ¥orm-=p = non syposed, Exp = aposed, 288-nc = I Nearest Meighbors-no caliper, S84-nc = 5 Mearest Neighbors-no cafper, 298 1400 = 2 Neaest Nelghbors-caliper

qual s 144 of the: 50 of the estimated propersity score, SN 330 = 5 Neaeest Neighbors-caliper equad bo 174 of the 50 of the estimated propensity scome

Table 7 Balancing tests for the unmatched data

Fixid effiects Random effects N
pvalue Mean % |bigs) pvalus Meaan % [ bias] Tregred Conerod

Non-ax o DU 1231 o DU 1085 2640 6756
Movers & Suayers " b

Exp o D0 1290 o QU0 11.68 IT36 J670d

Nor-ax o D0 1733 o QU0 1365 1= B256
Movers 3

Exp o D0 1603 o QU0 1385 1852 1888

Nor-asp o D0 G456 o D01 iar T4B 59308
Srayers

Exp o D0 915 o D01 1021 ERd IE16

Notes: Mor-ep = non expossd, Exp = spased, Mean % |ibax] mean standamzed % abeolute bias, Temted = N in the reated group, Conteo! = N in the control group

M e standardierd blas I+ the % difeence of the sample mesns in the Peated and non- treated sub-samples as 3 perosriage of Hhe squans ook of the average of the ampls
wariances in the treated and ron-treated groups [34]
prwalues e the pvaloes from a lkeliood-ratio test of the joint sgnificanos of all the regeessors
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Table 8 Descriptive statistics for the Exposed and Mon-exposed treatments

Exposed Mon exposed

Maan treated Mean conrol pvalue Mean rearad Mean ool Dl
Lows income 0370 oz o 0001 0367 0372 074
Female 0528 0481 o 0001 0542 0451 o Q00T
Age (in montchs) 91522 S1.604 0gs 91503 91469 g5
Urban 0Fary osiz - 0001 0ris 0503 oz 001
Black/ African-American 0252 o150 - 0001 0264 021a8 o= 001
Hispanic/Lating 0059 o056 068 ooz 0083 LIRS
Have 0003 o004 043 0olE 0.004 056
Spanish language 0048 0043 059 0083 074 olg
Free lunch 0454 oz - 0001 0455 0433 o= 001
Reducad lunch 0.106 ool oo 0o8g 0103 LIRE:
% nawehicle Liliry ] o054 - 0001 0o&? 007 0I5
% public ranspon 0006 o004 aai oo 0.005 oz 001
% high-schoal 0338 0330 - 0001 0354 0370 o 00T
% some coliage D274 0276 045 oz 07 DES
% more than college 0201 0248 « 0001 017s 0157 o 00T
% Hispanic/Lating 0.059 oo4F « 0001 0oes 0.064 0xF
% BladAfrican-American 0202 01ed « 0001 018D 0175 053
%, sinigfa-parent families 088 0234 « 0001 0276 027 4%
% income below poverry o182 o151 « 0001 0LIE3 0185 050
Madian income En thousands af §) 40L.E39 ABGR42 « 0001 40920 40.133 il
wroriking mother 0772 0235 - 0001 0268 0255 k3
Median home value (in thousands of § 10457 127 67 - 0001 10056 oo o
Median age of residential housing stock 157520 198110 - 0001 1978ED 197880 058
% wacant rasidential units 0116 ania 056 043z 0132 o (1301

Notes: pwalue s the prvalue from a tiest of equalty of means between treated and contral
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Exhibit 4

1]
o
-

4 Reasons Shopping at Dollar
Stores Costs More

I = MAY 8, 2015

SAVING (HTTF://MONEYNATION.COM/SANINGS )

Dollar stores are everywhere, which makes them
an easy place to shop. They promise cheap. And
they often do have lots of cheap stuff. But that
doesn't mean that they won't cost people
struggling to make ends meet more in the long
run. Here are four reasons shopping at a dollar

store actually costs struggling consumers more,

1. Dollar stores

might not

actually have the cheapest
price

(http:/fi2. wp.com/moneynation.comiwp-content/uploads/201 5/05/shutterstock 247587535.jpEiQuite

often struggling shoppers don't realize the prices at a dollar store aren't the lowest around. Dollar
stores count on the proliferation of cheaper items filling the store to create an impression that
everything is cheap. But those same items at other stores may be the same price or even cheaper, it's

just that a regular store might have a wider set of items for sale.
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That $1 bottle of off-brand soda might actually be 80
cents at a regular grocery store. Dollar stores are
known for higher prices on items like soda, canned
goods and pasta. All things that are fairly commen
staples among people trying to make every calorie
count. It takes time to comparison shop and
shoppers with little money and long hours might not
have time to do that. That puts them at an

information disadvantage that dollar stores count on.

2. Cheap build quality

-

chairs or a book shelf at a dollar store will be an inexpensive purchase compared to something
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snagged at a furniture store. But the cheap nature of the materials inside mean the item will need to
be replaced sconer. The constant need to replace cheap items in the long run costs more. Items often

come without warranties or the backing of companies that support the guality of the item built,

3. Limited choices

{http:/i0.wp.com/moneynation.com/wp-

| f i

ginlike a big retail box store, the neighborhood
dollar store has a limited selection of items. If a consumer needs something specific to feed or clothe

their family there's a chance a dollar store may not have it. That forces disadvantaged consumers to
spend time looking around cheaper stores for that item to see if they can still find it, before locking at

more expensive locations. That eats up time, something that people who make less often have to
‘spend" as they might not have the money.
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Dollar stores tend to have processed food that lasts on their shelves. Lots of sugar, lots of refined
carbs. Some frozen food. All of this adds up to a limited selection that might not be all that healthy.
Thers aren't bananas for sale at the dollar store, or oranges. That adds to unhealthy diets, which adds
to health expenses and issues further on down the roads. A secret tax on those who make the dollar

store their main avenue for food, particularly if the dollar store is the only store in their neighborhood.

4. Dollar stores take money out
of the community

Almost half of every dollar that is spent at a local business stays in that community, moving along to
other local businesses and keeping jobs and investment local. Non-local businesses suck money out of
a community and only leave about 14% of the money behind (they do have to hire some local workers,
after all). While shopping at a dollar store doesn't lift money directly out of pockets, in the long term, it
reduces local investment. That has secondary effects in the long term, as without local business geftting
local dollars, they eventually die. This reduces the number of jobs in an area, which reduces the

amount of money available, and contributes to a decaying spiral.

There are clearly some things that are obviously cheaper at a dollar store. They make sense to buy.
Particularly seasonal items on sale that are out of season. But the benefit goes to shoppers who have
the time to comparison shop and know for sure that they are saving. Shoppers with time and patience.
Things disadvantaged shoppers don't have. Cbviously shoppers who desperately need to save money

can't be faulted for trying their best to save. But it's easy to see how these factors that dollar stores
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depend on to make good money back at corporate headquarters further disadvantage both the
communities theyre in and the people who need to shop there, all for the benefit of companies that

are based elsewhere,

Sources:

The High Price of Cheap Clothes - ' : ' [2 _hich-price-

of-cheap-clothes/)

10 ltemns That Are More Expensive at the Dollar Store - BargainBabe com (hitp://bargainbabe comi10-

items-expensive-dollar-store/)

The High Cost of Poverty - Washington Post(hitpu/wwiwawashingtonpost.eom/wp:
dyn/content/article/2009/05/17/AR2009051702053.html?sid=5T2009051801162)

Shopping Local vs Shopping Locally - Eorbes.com

af ) 3

Related

Video: Low Cost Dollar Store Don't Buy a Refrigerator on 4 Reasons You Shouldn't Buy
Decorating ldeas Black Friday: 5 Reasons an Apple Watch
{http://moneynation.com/videc  (http://moneynation.com/dont  (http://moneynation.com/d-re:
low-cost-dollar-store- buy-a-refrigerator-on-black- shouldnt-buy-apple-watch/)
decorating-ideas/) friday-5-reasons/) Apr 3, 2015

Jun 3, 2015 Oct 27, 2015 In "Cost Savings”

In "Money Tips" In "Cost Savings”
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Exhibit 5

CITYLAB

What Dollar Store Locations
Reveal About America

Surprising data on wha's shopping at the discount chains.

RICHARD FLORIDA | ¥ @Richard_Florida | Feb 7, 2012 | #8 24 Comments

‘We are awakening to a dollar-store economy,” proclaimed Lh= Mew York
Limes Magazine this past summer.

Long popular among the poor, the Great Recession has been a boon to dollar
stores, bringing in a whole new wave of customers. "Same-store sales, a key
measure of a retailer’s health, spiked at the three large, publicly traded chains
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in this year's first quarter - all were up by at least 5 percent,” the Times article
noted.

Dollar stores have been proliferating in cities in recent years. A couple of
weeks ago, Dollar General announced plans to create 6. 000 new jobs and

build 625 new srores: Family Dollar will open 300 new branches.

It's not poverty that's driving the boom, but anxiety. Though 42 percent of the
stores' customer base earns less than $30,000 per year, Dollar General notes
that 22 percent earn $70,000 or more. Much has been written about how post-
crash consumers are dialing back their spending, paying down their debts and
increasing their savings - a "new normal” in which conspicuous frugality
replaces conspicuous consumption.

But what of the geography of dollar stores: What does their location tell us
about the evolving economic geography and the geographic disparities at work
across America?

MP1 alum and UCLA urban planning graduate student Patrick Adler has been
assembling data on the geography of dollar-stores for some time, collecting
and collating information on the number of chain dollar-stores across the
continental United 5tates and tracking their density on a per population basis.
The data below comes originally from a Colliers reporf on the dollar-store

eCconomy.
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Dollar Stores per 10,000
. ]

b4 08 12 186

Kaz =y Fom Mahasor, Markn Frosgendy Insteus

The map above by MPI's Zara Matheson shows the distribution of dollar stores
per 10,000 people. West Virginia, Mississippi, Alabama and Louisiana have the
largest concentrations of dollar stores.* Indeed, something like a "dollar store
belt" can be discerned, stretching from Ohio and Indiana in the north, through
Kentucky and Tennessee to the Gulf Coast.

What conditions do their locations reflect? To get a better sense of this, my
colleague Charlotta Mellander ran correlations against a variety of economic
and demographic factors. Correlation, of course, is not causation. Though the
associations she found are highly suggestive, other factors we didn’t consider
might be equally or more important. That said, the geography of the dollar
store economy provides a powerful lens into the fault lines of income, class

and race.

Let's start with class. Dollar stores may be increasing their share of high-
income cuystomers, but they are overwhelmingly concentrated in low income
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states. The correlation between dollar stores and median income is significant
and negative (-.57). The correlation between dollar stores and the poverty rate
is 41. They are concentrated in blue-collar working class states (.68).

Dollar Stores and College Graduates

Percent of Adults Who Are College Graduates

0.08
0.25 0.50 0.75 1 1.25 1.50

Dollar Stores

Dollar stores are concentrated in states with lower levels of education or
human capital. The correlation is again significant and negative, even greater
than for income (-.77).

The geography of dollar stores also tracks to the country’s political divide.
Dollar stores are positively correlated with the share of voters who backed
McCain (.52) and negatively associated with Obama voters (-.47).

Dollar Stores and Obesity
35

32.50 .
30

27.50

Ibesity
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Obesity, smoking and crime also come into the picture. They are positively
associated with the percentage of adults whose body mass index is greater
than 30 (.72) and the percentage that smoke (.6). Dollar stores states are also
positively associated with property crime (.34), especially burglary (.54), and
violent crime (.3), especially murder and manslaughter (.49).

The geography of dollar stores also reflects overall living standards and levels
of happiness or subjective well-being. Not surprisingly, states with more dollar-
stores have lower levels of each (with a correlation of -.32 for living standards
and -.56 to happiness).

Dollar Stores and Religion

0.90
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Religion too plays a role. Dollar stores are positively and significantly
associated with the percent of people who say religion plays an important role
in their daily life (.71).

The geography of dollar stores follows the same cleavages of income, class
and race that are increasingly dividing Americans. Though some affluent

shoppers might enjoy searching for bargains in their cluttered aisles, dollar
stores are overwhelmingly the retail choice of the economically left behind.

* An earlier version of this article listed Virginia, not West Virginia.

About the Author

Richard Florida is the co-founder and editor at large of Jipdab and
a senior editor at The Atlantic He is the director of the Martin
Prosperity Institute at the University of Toronto and a professor of
global research at New York University. MORE

ALL POSTS | W @Richard_Florida
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UG to look at limiting number of dollar === e
stores in community

Posted on May 22, 2015 by info Wyandotte in Business, Kancad City Kansas, News, Wyandotte Recent Posts
County /O Comments

KCKCC men fall to Fort Soodt late; home
‘Wednesday, Saturday

‘Winery considers closing after losing
entertainment permit

Harmon High School annownces Sports Hall of
Fame inductees

Szorm system moving into region

Bementary school lunch menus

A Dollar Seneral Store is near 53rd and State Avenue in Kansas City, Kan.

Recent Comments

Will it be the beginning of the end for the ubiquitous dollar stores in Wyandotte County?

nskck om KK raises smoking age to 21
The stores have popped up all cver the county in the past decade or bwo. In some cases, they Vickie banister an Opponents of Kansas death
were almaost the only new buildings built in some areas during the recent recession. penalty pushing repes! bill

Wickie banister on Bonner Sprimgs man found
Some dollar stores are replacing other stores that have exited neighborhoods. A recent guidk guilty of second-degree murder in shooting
imformal count tumed up at least 20 of the dollar stores in Wyandote County. death of girfriend

Cheryl Stewvart on UG Commission considers
In a Unified Government Administration and Human Services Standing Committee disoussion lifting residency requirement for pro tem

Monday night, LG Planning Director Rob Richardson noted the significant increase in dollar judges
stores in the community. In some respects it is nice, while some pecple think the stores present  Yugnne on K-32 redevelopment comment
other izsues to the community, he said. mestings schedulad tonight and Wednesday
The plamning department wants to study the izsue and potentially limit the number of new Archives
diollar stores in the community, he said. According o UG doouments, the issue was brought
forward by Mayor Mark Holland. The issue also had been raised at an earlier meeting by Februsry 2016
COMEMiSsioners. January 2016
December 2015
“They need o dean their act up, from one end of town to another,” said Commissioner Mike November 2015
Kane, referring to dollar stores. He cited one store on the east side of the community that could Fetober J_IZI;S
[ cleamer. Another commissicner had menticned a dollar store in the Argentine area as
eding a cl king ot area during another UG public meesi St S
meeding & cleaner parking lot area during ano pubiic meeting. 305
Comimissioner |ane Philbrock said some of the dollar stores have a tendency to be in areas mezg;?g
where people don't have a chance o get healthy foods, and can only get prepackaged food at ﬁ 015
the dollar stores. "That's mot really doing our community justice,” she said. April 2015
March 2015

Sometimes the dollar stores are popping up in areas where EroCery SOMes are MoVing out.
Richardson noted that there is one dollar store going in at a former grocerny store near 4ath and betmry 15
Parallel Parkway. January 2015
December 2014
He cited a recent national news article that discussed a merger between owe of the doflar store Movemier 2014
chiains. Commissioners previously had wondered what might happen if there was a merger of October 2014
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the twa chains, and two of the former competitors' stores were close to eadh other. Would September 2014

there be closings of many dollar stores around town if there is 3 merger? August 2014
July 2014

A merger between Family Dollar and Dollar Tree was discussed last January, and acoording to June 2014

maws articles this week, Dollar Tree is proposing to buy Family Dollar for $8.5 billion. However, May 2014

maws reports also stated Dellar Tree is expected to sell 330 Family Dollar stores it owns in April 2014

preparation for the merger to comiply with a directive. Dollar General earfier tried to buy Family  March 2014

Diollar, but that ransaction did mot go through, according to news reports. If the Dollar Tree-

Family Dollar merger is approved, the new company would have the largest doflar store Categorles

operation in the nation, according T NeWws reports.
Bomner Springs

In Wyandotte County, the informal count found more Dollar General stores, about 11, i

cormpared with around nine Family Dollar and two Dollar Tree stores. o
Business Solutions

Commissioners Harold fjohnson and Melissa Bynum agreed that although there might be a

maed for some limitations on the dollar stores, the stores also might be serving a need that is Folonch
niot served by anyone alse in some neighborhoods. Commissioner Bynuwm said she had not Communities
[p=en in favor of losing a hamburger restaurant that was tern down to make way for a dollar Emglayment
store at B1stand Leavermworth Road, but since it has been built, she has been one of its
customers. Bwenits
Faith
Richardson said a new policy would not be an outright ban on the stores. However, it might
mean certaim portions of the community mightt not get any mone dollar stores, he added. e
Kansas City Kansas
The p_lmningdepa-lrh'rf.ﬂrt. If"‘." be stdying how o regulate l:hesu:-res perhaps usingspecid use e Gity Missouri
permits, and possibly limiting the total number of dollar stores within the community or
separation by distance. KCKCC
Leavermorth

Diollar stores, howewer, are nothing mew o Wyandotte County and the naton. Sixty or so years
ago, they used to be called five-and-dime or five-and-10-cent stores. Woolkaorth's and TGEY Hiemies
were long-tme former retail presences in the community as the forerunners of today's dollar Oginions

stores, and were often found in strip malls or with other retail stores in business districts. Overland Park

As they do oday, the stores offered a variety of items, some at a discount, and are sometimes Piper
called variety stores. Many itemns are offered at a discount, while other items might be at the Sparing KO
same price or slightly above other retail prices.

Sports
The LG committee on Monday autharized the planning staff to go ahead with s study of T-Bones
amending the zoning code for dollar stores. This would not affect existing dollar stores, T =
according to the UG agenda information, but might affect fumure dollar stores and thrift stores L
im the commiunity. UG News
‘Weather
Wyandome County
Meta
Log im
Entries R5S
Comments B35
Kan., near a former hamburger restaurant. WordPress.org
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& Dollar Tree store is bocated in Wyandotte Flaza, a strip mall at TEth and
State Awene. It is in a newly renovated space.

& Family Dollar store is near 12th and Central in Kansas City, Kan.
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A Dollar General store ks located within a strip mall at 2801 5. 4Tth, Kanzas City,
Kan.
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