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Abstract
Objective: To assess produce availability, quality and price in a large sample of
food stores in low-income neighbourhoods in California.
Design: Cross-sectional statewide survey.
Setting: Between 2011 and 2015, local health departments assessed store type,
WIC (Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children)/SNAP
(Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program) participation, produce availability,
quality and price of selected items in stores in low-income neighbourhoods.
Secondary data provided reference chain supermarket produce prices matched by
county and month. t Tests and ANOVA examined differences by store type;
regression models examined factors associated with price.
Subjects: Large grocery stores (n 231), small markets (n 621) and convenience
stores (n 622) in 225 neighbourhoods.
Results: Produce in most large groceries was rated high quality (97% of fruits, 98%
of vegetables), but not in convenience stores (25% fruits, 14% vegetables). Small
markets and convenience stores participating in WIC and/or SNAP had better
produce availability, variety and quality than non-participating stores. Produce
prices across store types were, on average, higher than reference prices from
matched chain supermarkets (27% higher in large groceries, 37% higher in small
markets, 102% higher in convenience stores). Price was significantly inversely
associated with produce variety, adjusting for quality, store type, and SNAP and
WIC participation.
Conclusions: The study finds that fresh produce is more expensive in low-income
neighbourhoods and that convenience stores offer more expensive, poorer-quality
produce than other stores. Variety is associated with price and most limited
in convenience stores, suggesting more work is needed to determine how
convenience stores can provide low-income consumers with access to affordable,
high-quality produce. WIC and SNAP can contribute to the solution.
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The importance of fruit and vegetable consumption to
human health has been well established. Fruit and vegetable
intake is associated with reductions in chronic diseases
including heart disease, stroke and some cancers(1,2). How-
ever, in the USA, less than 10% of the population consumes
adequate fruits and vegetables consistent with dietary
recommendations(3,4). Socio-economic disparities in fruit and
vegetable consumption, while not new, have increased; for
example, a 2014 study found the gap in Alternate Healthy
Eating Index (AHEI) scores between adults of low and
high socio-economic status had grown from 3·9 points in
1999–2000 to 7·8 points in 2009–2010 (maximum AHEI
score=110; mean 2009–2010 adult score=46·8)(5).

A number of possible mechanisms have been suggested
as contributing factors to these disparities. One area that
has received widespread attention in recent decades is
the association of access to fresh fruits and vegetables in
the neighbourhood food retail environment with health
behaviours and outcomes(6–8). Studies have found that
children living near food stores with lower prices of fruits
and vegetables have lower increases in BMI(9), and that
quality, selection and convenience in the food retail
environment in low-income neighbourhoods are predictors
of fruit and vegetable consumption(10). Further, studies of
low-income consumers suggest that both food quality and
price are key factors in shopping decisions(11,12).
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While many studies have examined whether residents
of low-income communities have poorer access to healthy
foods, fewer have examined the quality and/or price of
healthy fruits and vegetables in these neighbourhoods.
Most recent studies have relied upon relatively small
samples of stores and the findings have been somewhat
inconsistent. A 2012 systematic review of the evidence
reported that six of ten studies conducted in the USA
found less availability of healthy foods in low-income or
high-minority communities; only two studies reported
lower-quality food items in low-income neighbour-
hoods(13). Food price results in that systematic review also
were inconsistent: six studies found that healthy foods
were cheaper at larger compared with smaller grocery
stores; three found healthy foods to be more expensive at
convenience stores compared with grocery stores and
supermarkets; and two studies found higher prices of
healthy foods in low-income neighbourhoods across store
types, while two others found no significant price
differences when comparing supermarkets across low-
and high-income communities(14). One California study
conducted over a decade ago evaluated the cost of a fruit
and vegetable market basket in twenty-five supermarkets
and found that prices were lower in low-income
neighbourhoods than in middle- and high-income neigh-
bourhoods(15). While the latter study included bulk,
independent and chain supermarkets, the assessment of
prices by neighbourhood was not adjusted for store type.
Currently, a good deal of community intervention work
focuses on increasing access to fruits and vegetables in
smaller neighbourhood stores(16,17); however, few small
food store interventions address price(18,19).

Of particular interest are opportunities for the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and the
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) to influence the food retail environments
of income-constrained shoppers. Studies have shown that
many small and mid-sized food stores participating in
SNAP carry a limited selection of healthy foods(20). One
recent study in New Jersey found that participation in WIC,
but not SNAP, was associated with better availability of
healthy foods in corner stores(21). Studies describing
differences in food availability in WIC- and/or SNAP-
accepting stores are relatively limited.

In response to concerns about disparities in fruit and
vegetable access and consumption, the Supplemental
Nutrition Program Education (SNAP-Ed) efforts of the
California Department of Public Health prioritized
improving fruit and vegetable access in the food retail
setting. In establishing this intervention focus area, the
California Department of Public Health developed and
reliability tested a community-driven neighbourhood food
environmental assessment protocol called Communities of
Excellence in Nutrition, Physical Activity, and Obesity
Prevention (CX3) to help local health departments assess
low-income neighbourhood food environments and

identify retailers with whom to work to improve healthy
food access(22). The present paper describes the large
sample of grocery stores, small markets and convenience
stores in low-income neighbourhoods that participated in
CX3 baseline assessments from 2011 to 2015. The purpose
of the current cross-sectional study was to determine the
extent to which fruits and vegetables are available in stores
in low-income neighbourhoods across the state and to
assess the degree to which availability, quality and
price vary by store type and federal food programme
participation. Recognizing the price sensitivity of income-
constrained consumers, we also examined the store
characteristics most associated with lower produce prices.
Further, we sought to assess whether produce items in our
sampled stores were priced higher or lower than average
chain supermarket store prices in the same counties
during the same month.

Methods

Sample
The data were collected as part of a retail food interven-
tion project of the California Department of Public Health,
Nutrition Education and Obesity Prevention Branch with
SNAP-Ed funding from the US Department of Agriculture.
The project aimed to prepare local community leaders to
identify issues in the food retail environment that they
could work to improve and focused on partnership
development and stakeholder engagement(22).

Local health department leaders selected low-income
neighbourhoods for inclusion in the data collection efforts
if the neighbourhoods were being considered for potential
interventions. The local community was responsible for
defining the neighbourhood boundaries based upon local
conditions and residents’ perceptions. Eligible stores were
required to be located in a SNAP-Ed eligible census tract
(defined as a tract in which at least 50% of the population
is at or below 185% of the federal poverty level(23)). In
some cases, the identified neighbourhoods included a
limited number of census tracts in a large city, while in
other cases they included an entire town. Because census
tracts and neighbourhood boundaries did not always
align, some neighbourhoods selected by local leaders
included stores in eligible and ineligible census tracts.
Stores in ineligible census tracts were excluded. Local
leaders were instructed to collect data in all eligible food
retail stores in which the primary product sold was food.
Liquor stores, bakeries, cafés, restaurants and other similar
establishments were excluded.

Data collection
Data collection occurred on a rolling basis over four years,
until all health departments in California participating in
the Nutrition Education and Obesity Prevention Branch
SNAP-Ed programme had an opportunity to participate.
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The CX3 Food Availability and Marketing Survey was used
to assess community food store environments. In-person
trainings were offered annually and included store visits in
which data collectors had an opportunity to complete the
survey form and compare their responses against those of
the trainer. In some cases, local staff who attended the
State training trained additional data collectors, including
community partners, community residents and students.
Prior to completing the on-site assessments, data collectors
were trained to gain permission from the store manager.
Store assessments were completed by single or pairs of
data collectors and took approximately 30min per store to
complete. With a few exceptions, stores in a single
neighbourhood were surveyed within the same week.
Data were double entered by professional data-entry staff.

Store assessment measures

Store characteristics
Local leaders obtained initial descriptions of store char-
acteristics from Geographic Information Systems store lists
using annually updated data from state databases as well
as data purchased from Dunn & Bradstreet. All store
information was verified during on-site visits. Store type
was identified as supermarket chain stores, large grocery
stores (≥4 cash registers but not large chains), small
markets (<4 registers but selling a range of foods,
including fresh meat), convenience stores (selling food
items and snacks but not a complete range of foods and
no fresh meat; may sell gas) and other (included WIC-only
stores, dollar stores and drug stores/pharmacies); this store
type assessment was verified during on-site visits. Store
participation in the US Department of Agriculture’s WIC
and/or SNAP programme(s) was obtained from the
Geographic Information Systems and verified during
on-site visits or by telephone as needed.

Fruit and vegetable availability and quality
The survey instrument included an item that assessed
whether produce was sold or not. In stores where produce
was available, data collectors recorded the variety of fresh
fruits available (none; 1–3 types; 4–6 types; ≥7 types) and
repeated the assessment for fresh vegetables. Similarly, the
quality of fruits was assessed on a scale of 1–4 (1=most of
the options are brown, bruised, overripe and/or wilted;
4= all or most of the options appear fresh, without soft
spots, excellent colour) and was repeated for fresh vege-
tables. These were coded as binary variables, with ‘high-
quality’ fruits or vegetables indicating the top two categories.

Cost of fruits and vegetables
A single price for a small selection of fruits and vegetables
commonly found in the USA (apples, bananas, oranges,
carrots, tomatoes, broccoli and cabbage) was recorded.
The recorded prices were the cheapest price per pound
(0·454 kg) for each type of fruit or vegetable; thus, if a

store carried many varieties of apples, the price recorded
was the least expensive apple in the store. When prices
per pound were not available, the price per package or
bunch was recorded along with the weight of the bunch.
In cases where only price per piece was available, that
was recorded, and a US Department of Agriculture data-
base of standard weights was used to convert to price per
pound. Mean prices were not reported for broccoli and
cabbage in convenience stores, as fewer than thirty stores
in this category had recorded prices for these items.

To assess the store’s produce price against a price point
benchmarked to geography and season, retail scanner
data from chain supermarkets in the county were pur-
chased from FreshLook Marketing Group. FreshLook data
provided actual retail prices of perishable items sold at
twenty-seven supermarket chains (including Safeway,
Target, Nob Hill Foods, Food4Less, Raley’s, Vons, Walmart
and others) in the sampled counties and were obtained to
match the data collection month in each county. When
same-month observations were not available, average
in-county lowest prices across all months were used as the
comparison group.

Analyses
The 1474 stores identified as large groceries (includes
supermarket chain stores and large grocery stores), small
markets and convenience stores were included in the
analyses. The fifty-three (4%) excluded stores (including
e.g. dollar stores, WIC-only stores and butcher’s shops) did
not fit any of the defined store types.

Series of paired tests were performed between each of
the store types to determine whether key variables differed
by type. Three tests were performed for each variable,
comparing grocery stores with small markets, grocery
stores with convenience stores, and small markets with
convenience stores. Comparisons of binary store char-
acteristics between store types were done using paired
two-sample tests of equality of proportions and continuous
measures using ANOVA to estimate the studentized sample
range differences. For all analyses, tests were deemed sig-
nificant if they rejected the null hypothesis of coming from
the same population, after controlling for test-specific
family-wide error rate, with a P value of 0·05.

To calculate the reference average lowest price for
produce items, lowest prices were drawn from the stores
in the purchased data set matched to the month and county
in which sampled store observations were completed.
Relative price difference was calculated as the difference
between the lowest sampled store price and the average
in-county, in-month chain supermarket lowest price,
expressed as a percentage of the average county chain
supermarket lowest price. The average relative price
difference across produce types was taken as the average of
the relative prices of any of the five most common produce
items present in the store (apples, bananas, oranges, carrots
and tomatoes). We fit ordinary least-squares regression
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models, performing the regression of this average relative
price v. a vector of store characteristics based upon vari-
ables in the data set that were selected a priori. These
characteristics included: whether the store participated in
the SNAP or WIC programme, whether the store was
located within half a mile (0·8km) of a school, whether the
fruits and vegetables were rated high quality, and whether
the store carried four or more types of fruits or four or more
types of vegetables. A fixed effect was included to control
for the county in which the stores were located. Regressions
were run using the ‘lfe’ package and all calculations were
performed using R version 3.2.2.

Results

The final sample included 1474 stores in 470 unique
census tracts within 225 low-income neighbourhoods in
cities and towns across forty-four California counties
(Fig. 1). All large grocery stores sold fresh produce and
nearly all of those had a wide variety of high-quality
offerings (Table 1). Most (80%) small markets also sold
fresh fruits and vegetables, but fewer had a wide variety
and high quality compared with grocery stores. Fewer
than half (41%) of convenience stores sold produce; of
those that did, only a small minority had a selection of at
least four or more fruits (16%) or vegetables (12%), and
few stores’ selections were rated high quality (25% for

fruits, 13% for vegetables). Nearly all large grocery stores
(95%) and most small markets (79%) and convenience
stores (67%) accepted SNAP benefits. Most large grocery
stores (83%) accepted WIC, but few small markets (34%)
or convenience stores (11%) did. We observed significant
differences between each of the store types for all
variables examined, except the proximity to a school.

WIC and/or SNAP participation was associated with better
quality and variety of produce (Table 2). Small markets and
convenience stores participating in both WIC and SNAP
were significantly more likely to sell any fresh produce and
to have a wider variety and higher-quality produce items
than stores not participating in either programme. SNAP-
only small markets had significantly better availability, vari-
ety and quality of fresh produce than stores not participating
in SNAP or WIC, and SNAP-only convenience stores were
significantly more likely to sell fresh produce (43% v. 29%),
carry four or more fruits (15% v. 8%) and carry fruits rated
high quality (28% v. 16%) than convenience stores not
participating in SNAP or WIC. Similar analyses could not be
completed for large grocery stores, since nearly all of them
participated in SNAP and WIC.

In the sampled stores, the average recorded lowest
prices for fruits and vegetables were lowest in large gro-
cery stores for four of the items recorded (apples, bananas,
carrots, broccoli) and lowest in small markets for three
(oranges, tomatoes, cabbage; Table 3). Convenience store

Fig. 1 Locations in which stores included in the CX3 (Communities of Excellence in Nutrition, Physical Activity, and Obesity
Prevention) sample are situated; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighborhoods in California, 2011–2015
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prices were higher than those in both large grocery stores
and small markets for apples, oranges, bananas and car-
rots, but only higher than those in small markets for
tomatoes (too few stores sold broccoli and cabbage to
allow for meaningful inclusion).

To compare prices across store type we used ‘relative
price difference’, the difference between the average
lowest prices in our sample and the county average lowest
prices in chain supermarkets, expressed as a percentage of
the average county lowest price in chain supermarkets.
Overall, all store types in our sample had higher lowest
prices for the observed produce items than the average
lowest prices available in the reference group of chain
supermarkets (Table 3). The relative price difference for

the produce items studied ranged from 0% to 44% higher
for large groceries, from −1% to 53% higher for small
markets and from 23% to 115% higher for convenience
stores. Mean relative convenience store produce prices
were substantially higher than the mean relative prices in
large groceries and small markets.

While the relative price differences for large grocery
stores in our sample were smaller than the other store
types, even the large grocery stores in our sample on
average sold produce at higher prices than the reference
county average in chain supermarkets (27% higher
relative price difference). A few stores of each type
(large groceries, small markets, convenience stores) had
average lowest prices for produce that were lower than

Table 1 Number and proportion of stores in the sample with selected characteristics; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income
neighbourhoods in California, 2011–2015

Large groceries
(n 231)

Small markets
(n 621)

Convenience stores
(n 622)

n % n % n % Significance*

Sells produce 230 100 497 80 257 41 A, B, C
≥4 Fruits 227 98 341 55 100 16 A, B, C
≥4 Vegetables 229 99 391 63 73 12 A, B, C
High-quality fruits 223 97 360 58 157 25 A, B, C
High-quality vegetables 226 98 368 59 84 14 A, B, C
Accepts SNAP 219 95 491 79 417 67 A, B, C
Accepts WIC 191 83 211 34 69 11 A, B, C
Half a mile (0·8 km) from a school 161 70 485 78 477 77 A

SNAP, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC, Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children.
*The significance column indicates the significance (at P< 0·05) of two-way tests of the hypothesis that the proportions of interest differ between store type
categories. The letter A indicates that ‘large groceries’ and ‘small markets’ have different proportions, B that ‘large groceries’ and ‘convenience stores’ differ, and
C that ‘small markets’ and ‘convenience stores’ differ.

Table 2 Proportion of small markets and convenience stores in the sample meeting selected availability and quality criteria, as well as
relative price differences*, by federal food programme participation status; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighbourhoods
in California, 2011–2015

Small markets Convenience stores

Neither WIC
or SNAP (n 108)

SNAP
only (n 302)

Both
(n 211)

Neither WIC
or SNAP (n 196)

SNAP
only (n 357)

Both
(n 69)

% % % Significance† % % % Significance†

Sells fresh produce 68 76 97 A, B, C 29 43 71 A, B, C
≥4 Fruits 68 76 97 A, B, C 8 15 46 A, B, C
≥4 Vegetables 44 56 82 A, B, C 5 8 48 A, B, C
High-quality fruits 46 50 75 A, B, C 16 28 38 A, B, C
High-quality vegetables 43 54 75 A, B, C 8 13 32 A, B, C
Relative price differences
Apples 71 55 48 122 105 111
Bananas 43 44 33 132 127 62 B, C
Oranges 18 29 26 108 127 68 C
Carrots 39 39 47 110 108 97
Tomatoes −5 14 1 A, C 2 24 30
Broccoli 0 8 7 – – – –

Cabbage −6 9 −8 – – – –

Five-item average 40 39 33 121 106 74 B, C

WIC, Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children; SNAP, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program.
*Relative price differences are the difference between the observed lowest store price and the average lowest price for chain supermarkets in the same county
that month, expressed as a percentage of the average county chain supermarket lowest price.
†The significance column indicates the significance (at P< 0·05) of two-way tests of the hypothesis that the proportions differ. The letter A indicates that the
‘neither’ and ‘SNAP only’ groups differ, B that the ‘neither’ and ‘both’ groups differ, and C that the ‘both’ and ‘SNAP only’ groups differ.
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the same-month county average (see stores to the left of
the diagonal line in Fig. 2) but far more stores had higher
average lowest prices.

Few significant relationships were observed between
store produce prices and SNAP or WIC participation. In
small markets, the only significant relationship observed
was that relative tomato prices were significantly higher in
SNAP-only small markets than in both non-participating
and WIC+ SNAP stores (14% of county average v. −5%
and 1%, respectively). In convenience stores, the com-
bined average relative price of the five most commonly
measured produce items was significantly lower in
WIC+ SNAP convenience stores compared with both other
groups (74% higher v. 106% in SNAP-only stores and
121% in stores not participating in SNAP or WIC). Addi-
tionally, in convenience stores, relative banana prices
were significantly lower in WIC + SNAP stores than in
other stores (62% higher v. 127% in SNAP-only stores and
132% in stores not participating in SNAP or WIC); and
oranges were significantly cheaper in WIC + SNAP stores
than in in SNAP-only stores (68% higher v. 127% higher).

Regression models estimated that across all store types,
the most significant predictor of price was whether a store
carried four or more fruits or vegetables or not (Table 4).
In the combined model including all store types, carrying
more than four types of fruits and vegetables were both
significantly associated with lower prices, a 17% relative
reduction (95% CI −27, −7%) for fruit and an identical
17% relative reduction (95% CI −29, −6%) for vegetables.
In small markets carrying four or more types of fruit,
relative prices were 25% cheaper compared with stores
carrying fewer than four types of fruit (95% CI −37, −14%).
This same relationship was observed in convenience
stores, where prices were 11% cheaper in stores carrying
four or more types of fruit, although the relationship was
not statistically significant (95% CI −43, 20%). Average
prices were 1·7% cheaper in small markets (95% CI −16,
13%) and 38% cheaper in convenience stores carrying
more than four types of vegetables (95% CI −69, −7%).

Prices for the five produce items were lower in the full
sample of stores and in small markets located within half a
mile of a school, but no relationship between distance
from school and price was observed in convenience
stores. No clear relationship was observed between fruit or
vegetable quality and price. No significant quality-related
price differences were observed in the full sample of
stores or small markets. Overall, in the adjusted model,
store type was significantly associated with produce price
only for convenience stores, where the five-item average
was 28% higher (95% CI 17, 39%).

Discussion

Within our large sample of stores in low-income neigh-
bourhoods in California, we find that produce availability,
variety and quality are best in large grocery stores,Ta
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followed by small markets, and poorest in convenience
stores. While most large grocery stores and small markets
in our sample sold produce that was rated high quality, the
selection of fruit was rated high quality in only 25% of
convenience stores and vegetables in only 14% of con-
venience stores. At the same time, convenience stores that
sold produce had substantially higher prices than large
groceries or small markets.

Importantly, we find higher average store lowest prices
in the low-income communities we assessed for the pro-
duce items examined (apples, bananas, oranges, carrots
and tomatoes) compared with the county average chain
supermarket prices in the same county in the same month
across all store types, even in large grocery stores. While it
might be expected that prices in chain supermarkets

would be lower than in smaller stores, this large sample of
stores in low-income neighbourhoods across California
provides evidence to suggest that low-income residents
who shop for food in their neighbourhoods may pay
more, on average, for produce regardless of the type of
store in which they shop. This is the largest sample of
stores in recent decades to assess the relationship between
neighbourhood sociodemographic characteristics and
fruit and vegetable prices adjusted for store type. These
findings are consistent with some earlier studies(13) but
contradict the findings of a 2007 study of California food
stores that looked at a broader basket of foods(15).

Additionally, we find that a wider variety of produce
items is associated with lower prices within store type.
Other studies have suggested that efforts to promote
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Fig. 2 (colour online) Average lowest price of seven common fruits and vegetables in the sample stores, by store type
( , supermarkets/large groceries; , small markets; , convenience stores), compared with average lowest price of the items in
chain supermarket stores in the same county and the same month; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighborhoods
in California, 2011–2015. Diagonal line indicates where points would lie if average price in sampled stores and average price in
same-county, same-month grocery stores were equal.

Table 4 Parameter estimates and 95% CI from regression analyses predicting the average relative price of five produce items (apple,
bananas, oranges, carrots and tomatoes) as a function of store characteristics among three groups of sampled stores (all stores, small
markets and convenience stores); cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighbourhoods in California, 2011–2015

All stores Small markets Convenience stores

β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI

Accepts SNAP −3·2 −12, 5·5 −1·8 −11·5, 7·9 4·8 −33·3, 42·9
Accepts WIC −0·3 −7·0, 6·4 2·1 −6·0, 10·2 20·1 −7·7, 47·9
Half a mile (0·8 km) from a school −8·5 −16·1, −0·9 −10·8 −20·7, −0·8 −6·0 −43·1, 31·1
High-quality fruits 2·5 −7·7, 12·7 −3·7 −14·9, 7·4 4·7 −39·9, 49·3
High-quality vegetables −0·7 −11·2, 9·8 0·7 −11·1, 12·4 −1·2 −42·1, 39·7
≥4 Fruits −17·3 −27·4, −7·1 −25·4 −37·2, −13·6 −11·4 −43·2, 20·4
≥4 Vegetables −17·3 −28·7, −5·9 −1·7 −16·1, 12·7 −38·1 −69, −7·2
Small market 3·9 −3·5, 11·3 – – – –

Convenience store 28·0 16·8, 39·2 – – – –

SNAP, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC, Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children.
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healthy eating should support retailers to expand their
selection of healthy foods(24). While the literature on retail
interventions to improve diet has not been robust, some
evidence does suggest that a wider variety of fruits and
vegetables in corner stores is significantly associated with
the odds of a customer purchasing those items, and the
likelihood of purchasing was even stronger for customers
participating in SNAP than non-participants(25). Future
studies should assess whether increasing store produce
variety helps stores to offer more competitive prices and
whether this leads to increased purchases, particularly
among SNAP participants.

In our sample, SNAP and WIC programme participation
among small markets and convenience stores was
associated with better availability of produce overall as
well as better variety and quality of fruits and vegetables.
Consistent with earlier studies(20), our analysis found that
many convenience stores participating in SNAP fail to
provide a wide variety of fruits and vegetables; but con-
trary to the previous study, our results find that SNAP
stores perform better than stores not participating in SNAP
or WIC. Consistent with a 2016 study of corner stores(21),
our data find that WIC participation (along with SNAP) of
small groceries and convenience stores is more highly
associated with produce availability and quality than SNAP
participation alone or non-participation in either pro-
gramme. Recently, efforts to revise SNAP retailer standards
were undertaken at the federal level(26). Our results sug-
gest the programme (prior to the revisions) may already
have played a role in encouraging stores, or attracting
stores more willing, to offer fruits and vegetables. Given
the poor variety of produce offered in SNAP-participating
convenience stores in the present study, SNAP could
provide a mechanism for increasing the variety and quality
of produce in these stores, which could potentially
reduce price.

Our study has a number of limitations. The cross-
sectional design limits our ability to understand cause and
effect, and the community-based data collection likely
produces more error than researcher-controlled efforts.
However, given our large sample size and the fact that
these errors would not cause a clear bias, we feel these
data can substantively contribute to the literature. Our data
set includes price information about a limited variety of
items and we expect that any given store’s prices fluctuate
throughout the year. Our price comparison data set con-
tains information about supermarket chain store prices,
which other studies have found to be lower, generally,
than other stores. It would be stronger to have comparison
price data from a wider variety of store types. The store
data we used for comparison, although not an exact match
for any of our sample store types, provide a common
reference for comparison purposes. Further, we were able
to match the comparison store prices to our sampled
stores based on county location and month of the year,
limiting the potential bias in the relative price analyses

related to geographic or temporal differences. However,
there is value in presenting findings showing that across
all the store types in our study, average produce lowest
prices in the study’s low-income neighbourhoods are
consistently higher than average supermarket lowest
prices matched by county.

While efforts to increase access to fresh fruits and
vegetables to all shoppers are important for a variety of
reasons, evidence is mounting to suggest that physical
access alone is not the answer to the complex problem
of dietary and health disparities. Studies repeatedly
have demonstrated that consumers, particularly low-
income consumers, are price sensitive(27–29). Our study
reveals fruit and vegetable price disparities between
low- and higher-income neighbourhoods. Additionally,
we find differences in availability, variety, quality and
price of produce across store types within low-income
neighbourhoods. Our finding that convenience stores on
average offer higher-priced, poorer-quality produce than
other stores, coupled with the finding that variety is most
highly associated with produce price, highlights both the
need and the challenge of working in these stores.
The vast majority of groceries are not purchased in
convenience stores even by low-income shoppers(30,31).
How convenience stores can contribute to improving
access to affordable, high-quality produce should be
further investigated. Finally, the current study finds that
SNAP and WIC participation are associated with better
availability, variety and quality of produce, suggesting
that these programmes provide an opportunity to
continue to improve healthy food access for low-income
consumers. Our study examines several possible factors
that may influence the food choices made by low-income
consumers and suggests that efforts to eliminate dietary
disparities and support all residents of the USA to eat a
health-promoting diet require a deeper investigation
into the underlying issues leading to suboptimal outcomes.
In particular, studies are needed to identify what
interventions would be most effective for ensuring that
quality, affordable, healthy foods are available to all,
especially to those with the most limited financial
resources.

Acknowledgements

Acknowledgements: The authors would like to thank the
staff at the California Department of Public Health, Nutri-
tion Education and Obesity Prevention Branch, for their
work in designing and implementing the project and
providing the data used in this analysis. Additionally, they
would like to thank the numerous staff and volunteers
throughout the state of California who participated in the
data collection process. Financial support: This work was
supported by the US Department of Agriculture, Supple-
mental Nutrition Education Program Education (SNAP-Ed),

1646 W Gosliner et al.



through a contract between the Nutrition Policy Institute
and the California Department of Public Health. The US
Department of Agriculture had no role in the design,
analysis, or writing of this article. Conflict of interest:
None. Authorship: W.G. directed the analysis project,
developed the research questions and drafted the manu-
script. D.M.B. contributed to the development of the
research questions, conducted the analyses and con-
tributed to the manuscript development. B.C.S. provided
training and technical assistance to the local health
departments throughout the data collection process,
managed the data files, contributed to the development
of research questions and supported the manuscript
development. G.W.-L. contributed to manuscript deve-
lopment. P.B.C. served as Principal Investigator for the
project, advised on the analysis and reviewed and edited
the manuscript. Ethics of human subject participation:
This study did not involve human subjects.

References

1. Bazzano LA, Serdula MK & Liu S (2003) Dietary intake of
fruits and vegetables and risk of cardiovascular disease.
Curr Atheroscler Rep 5, 492–499.

2. Gundgaard J, Nielsen JN, Olsen J et al. (2003) Increased
intake of fruit and vegetables: estimation of impact in terms
of life expectancy and healthcare costs. Public Health Nutr
6, 25–30.

3. Moore LV, Thompson FE & Demissie Z (2017) Percentage of
youth meeting federal fruit and vegetable intake recom-
mendations, Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance System,
United States and 33 states, 2013. J Acad Nutr Diet 117,
545–553.e3.

4. Moore LV & Thompson FE (2015) Adults meeting fruit and
vegetable intake recommendations – United States, 2013.
MMWR Morb Mortal Wkly Rep 64, 709–713.

5. Wang DD, Leung CW, Li Y et al. (2014) Trends in dietary
quality among adults in the United States, 1999
through 2010. JAMA Intern Med 174, 1587–1595.

6. Odoms-Young A, Singleton CR, Springfield S et al. (2016)
Retail environments as a venue for obesity prevention. Curr
Obes Rep 5, 184–191.

7. Glanz K & Yaroch AL (2004) Strategies for increasing fruit
and vegetable intake in grocery stores and communities:
policy, pricing, and environmental change. Prev Med 39,
Suppl. 2, S75–S80.

8. D’Angelo H, Suratkar S, Song HJ et al. (2011) Access to food
source and food source use are associated with healthy and
unhealthy food-purchasing behaviours among low-income
African-American adults in Baltimore City. Public Health
Nutr 14, 1632–1639.

9. Sturm R & An RP (2014) Obesity and economic environ-
ments. CA Cancer J Clin 64, 337–350.

10. Blitstein JL, Snider J & Evans WD (2012) Perceptions of the
food shopping environment are associated with greater
consumption of fruits and vegetables. Public Health Nutr
15, 1124–1129.

11. Webber CB, Sobal J & Dollahite JS (2010) Shopping for fruits
and vegetables. Food and retail qualities of importance to
low-income households at the grocery store. Appetite 54,
297–303.

12. Darko J, Eggett DL & Richards R (2013) Shopping behaviors
of low-income families during a 1-month period of time.
J Nutr Educ Behav 45, 20–29.

13. Gustafson A, Hankins S & Jilcott S (2012) Measures
of the consumer food store environment: a systematic
review of the evidence 2000–2011. J Community Health 37,
897–911.

14. Gustafson AA, Sharkey J, Samuel-Hodge CD et al. (2012)
Food store environment modifies intervention effect on fruit
and vegetable intake among low-income women in North
Carolina. J Nutr Metab 2012, 932653.

15. Cassady D, Jetter KM & Culp J (2007) Is price a barrier to
eating more fruits and vegetables for low-income families?
J Am Diet Assoc 107, 1909–1915.

16. Khan LK, Sobush K, Keener D et al. (2009) Recommended
community strategies and measurements to prevent
obesity in the United States. MMWR Recomm Rep 58, issue
RR-7, 1–26.

17. US Department of Agriculture (2016) Healthy Corner Stores:
Making Corner Stores Healthier Places to Shop. USDA
Contract No. FNS-621. Alexandria, VA: US Department of
Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service.

18. Gittelsohn J, Rowan M & Gadhoke P (2012) Interventions in
small food stores to change the food environment, improve
diet, and reduce risk of chronic disease. Prev Chronic
Dis 9, E59.

19. Budd N, Jeffries JK, Jones-Smith J et al. (2017) Store-directed
price promotions and communications strategies improve
healthier food supply and demand: impact results from a
randomized controlled, Baltimore City store-intervention
trial. Public Health Nutr 20, 3349–3359.

20. Laska MN, Caspi CE, Pelletier JE et al. (2015) Lack
of healthy food in small-size to mid-size retailers partici-
pating in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program,
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Minnesota, 2014. Prev Chronic Dis
12, E135.

21. DeWeese RS, Todd M, Karpyn A et al. (2016) Healthy store
programs and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), but not the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), are
associated with corner store healthfulness. Prev Med Rep 4,
256–261.

22. Ghirardelli A, Quinn V & Sugerman S (2011) Reliability of a
retail food store survey and development of an accom-
panying retail scoring system to communicate survey find-
ings and identify vendors for healthful food and marketing
initiatives. J Nutr Educ Behav 43, 4 Suppl. 2, S104–S112.

23. US Department of Agriculture (2017) Supplemental
Nutrition Program Education Plan Guidance FY 2018.
Alexandria, VA: US Department of Agriculture, Food and
Nutrition Service; available at https://snaped.fns.usda.gov/
snap/Guidance/FY2018SNAP-EdPlanGuidance.pdf

24. Langellier BA, Garza JR, Prelip ML et al. (2013) Corner
store inventories, purchases, and strategies for intervention:
a review of the literature. Calif J Health Promot 11, 1–13.

25. Martin KS, Havens E, Boyle KE et al. (2012) If you stock it,
will they buy it? Healthy food availability and customer
purchasing behaviour within corner stores in Hartford,
CT, USA. Public Health Nutr 15, 1973–1978.

26. US Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service
(2016) Final Rule: Enhancing Retailer Standards in the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), RIN
0584-AE27. Fed Reg 81, issue 241, 90675–90699; available
at https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-12-15/pdf/2016-
29837.pdf

27. Kral TV, Bannon AL & Moore RH (2016) Effects of financial
incentives for the purchase of healthy groceries on dietary
intake and weight outcomes among older adults: a rando-
mized pilot study. Appetite 100, 110–117.

28. Ball K, McNaughton SA, Le HN et al. (2015) Influence
of price discounts and skill-building strategies on
purchase and consumption of healthy food and
beverages: outcomes of the Supermarket Healthy eating

Produce in low-income neighbourhood food stores 1647

https://snaped.fns.usda.gov/snap/Guidance/FY2018SNAP-EdPlanGuidance.pdf
https://snaped.fns.usda.gov/snap/Guidance/FY2018SNAP-EdPlanGuidance.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-12-15/pdf/2016-29837.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2016-12-15/pdf/2016-29837.pdf


for life randomized controlled trial. Am J Clin Nutr 101,
1055–1064.

29. Andreyeva T, Long MW & Brownell KD (2010) The impact
of food prices on consumption: a systematic review of
research on the price elasticity of demand for food. Am J
Public Health 100, 216–222.

30. Taylor R & Villas-Boas SB (2016) Food store choices
of poor households: a discrete choice analysis of the

national household food acquisition and purchase survey
(FoodAPS). Am J Agric Econ 98, 513–532.

31. US Department of Agriculture (2011) Benefit Redemption
Patterns in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program: Final Report. Alexandria, VA: US Department
of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service; available
at https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ARRAS
pendingPatterns.pdf

1648 W Gosliner et al.

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ARRASpendingPatterns.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ARRASpendingPatterns.pdf

	Availability, quality and price of produce in low-income neighbourhood food stores in California raise equity�issues
	Methods
	Sample
	Data collection
	Store assessment measures
	Store characteristics
	Fruit and vegetable availability and quality
	Cost of fruits and vegetables

	Analyses

	Results
	Fig. 1Locations in which stores included in the CX3 (Communities of Excellence in Nutrition, Physical Activity, and Obesity Prevention) sample are situated; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighborhoods in California, 2011&#x2013;2015
	Table 1Number and proportion of stores in the sample with selected characteristics; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighbourhoods in California, 2011&#x2013;2015
	Table 2Proportion of small markets and convenience stores in the sample meeting selected availability and quality criteria, as well as relative price differences&#x002A;, by federal food programme participation status; cross-sectional statewide survey in 
	Discussion
	Table 3Average lowest price per pound (0&#x00B7;454&znbsp;kg) and relative price difference&#x002A; of seven produce items in the sample by store type; cross-sectional statewide survey in low-income neighbourhoods in California, 2011&#x2013;2015

	Fig. 2(colour online) Average lowest price of seven common fruits and vegetables in the sample stores, by store type (=
	Table 4Parameter estimates and 95&znbsp;&#x0025; CI from regression analyses predicting the average relative price of five produce items (apple, bananas, oranges, carrots and tomatoes) as a function of store characteristics among three groups of sampled s
	Acknowledgements
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	References


