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Abstract: The “Waitrose effect” captures the notion that the presence of stores operated by Waitrose,
an upmarket UK grocer, increases the value of nearby real estate. This paper considers the broader
relationship between Waitrose store locations and neighbourhood type by comparing the health and
wealth of neighbourhoods with and without access to Waitrose stores in England. Whilst we do not
seek to imply causality, we demonstrate better health, wellbeing, and wealth in neighbourhoods
falling within a Waitrose store catchment. In those neighbourhoods, median home prices were almost
2.5 times higher (in urban neighbourhoods) compared to neighbourhoods served only by other major
grocers, which formed our control groups. Neighbourhoods in Waitrose catchment areas fare better
on indicators of health too. In urban neighbourhoods falling within a Waitrose store catchment
(accounting for 98% of Waitrose catchment neighbourhoods), residents are more likely to self-report
very good health than those in our largest control groups. The prevalence of mood and anxiety
disorders is also significantly lower in those neighbourhoods than in the control groups. Our findings
strongly suggest that the presence or absence of a specific retailer (in this case, Waitrose, a mature
and well-established chain) could serve as a proxy for neighbourhood characteristics. This could
supplement existing multivariate indicators of neighbourhood type. We recommend more research to
identify the extent to which locations of a single retail chain—across a variety of sectors—can encode
neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth. If the patterns observed with Waitrose stores hold
true for other retailers, then the mix of retail stores within a given locality could serve as a useful
proxy for neighbourhood type, with the potential for the change in retail mix to highlight changes in
neighbourhood characteristics or composition.

Keywords: “Waitrose effect’; UK grocery retailing; store location; neighbourhood health; wellbeing
and wealth

1. Introduction

The “Waitrose effect” suggests that (in a British context), the presence of stores oper-
ated by premium retailer Waitrose influences the value of nearby real estate [1-3]. Clark
et al. [3] demonstrated that Waitrose and M&S stores (both of which the authors consider

‘premium’) had a significant positive impact on nearby residential rental prices. The effect

remained after controlling for other potential contributing factors including the geodemo-
graphic composition of the neighbourhood, but did not hold true for non-premium retailers.
Similarly, research by Lloyds Bank [1] found that homes located close to supermarkets
(of any brand) generally have higher values, although it did not specify the definition of

‘closeness’ or which data were used in the research. According to the bank, proximity to a

Waitrose store added £43,571 to the average home value, the largest premium among the ten
retailers studied [1]. The premium for upmarket M&S came in second at £40,135. Lidl, Aldi,
and ASDA (all discount retailers) had the smallest premiums of £5411, £2301, and £1487,
respectively. This clearly suggests that the presence of grocery retailers—and specifically
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their brand—has an impact on neighbourhood characteristics. However, little research has
investigated the relationship between the presence of a single retailer and wider indica-
tors of neighbourhood characteristics that extend beyond housing (and specifically house
prices). We address two research questions:

i. Does the ‘Waitrose effect’ hold true for indicators of neighbourhood wealth, health,
and wellbeing?

ii.  Could the location of specific grocery stores serve as a novel proxy for neighbourhood
type?

To address these questions, we used neighbourhood and retail store data for neigh-
bourhoods in England. As our key contributions, we first establish that the ‘Waitrose
effect’ extends beyond housing prices to include better neighbourhood health, wealth,
and wellbeing, as captured by the range of indicators incorporated within our analysis.
Secondly, our recommendations highlight the key theoretical impact of this work, noting
the clear potential for further work to link area-based retail composition to neighbourhood
type. We argue that this could act as a potential indicator of multivariate neighbourhood
type or a barometer of neighbourhood change, with clear policy implications (outlined
in Section 4). Waitrose, one of the more expensive major grocery retailers in the United
Kingdom [4], with a market share of 4.9% at the time of analysis [5] is viewed by some
as a class and status symbol [6,7], with stores often located in wealthy neighbourhoods
in proximity to their target affluent clientele. Major grocery retailers commit considerable
resources to planning their store networks, employing location-planning teams that use
sophisticated spatial modelling to influence the site-selection process [8,9]. These seek to
ensure that stores serve their target demographic [10] in order to maximise revenues and
increase market shares in the highly competitive grocery market. We consider whether one
could ‘reverse engineer’ that decision-making process and thus use the neighbourhood
characteristics of the areas where the retailer has its presence to tell us something about
the likely characteristics of neighbourhoods in proximity to those stores. This could be
useful as a proxy for area type, especially if similar associations between store location and
neighbourhood type hold true for other retailers, enabling the retail mix within an area to
serve as a proxy for neighbourhood type or neighbourhood change.

Waitrose has a mature store network in England, with 265 large format supermarkets,
and, with the exception of convenience stores on petrol station forecourts (operated in part-
nership with Shell), there were no plans for new store openings in the 2022 /2023 financial
year [11]. This makes Waitrose a particularly interesting example to test the extent to which
a single established retailer can serve as a proxy for neighbourhood type. Most research
on the relationship between retailers, and neighbourhood type is focused on the so-called
‘anti-social’ retailers such as bookmakers, pawn shops, and ‘unhealthy’ food stores, such
as fast-food outlets [12]. The Access to Healthy Assets and Hazard index (AHAH) [13],
for example, recognises that access to fast food outlets, pubs and off-licences, tobacconists,
and gambling outlets are all features that generate neighbourhood environments that are
poor for health. Adeniyi et al. [14] demonstrate that the concentration of gambling retailers
is more concentrated in deprived areas than other forms of retailing, whilst Whysall [15]
identified some 20 retailers, primarily discount stores, that had a higher than average
propensity to locate in deprived neighbourhoods. This suggests that residents of certain
neighbourhoods will have greater exposure to a mix of retail stores that could potentially
be harmful to their health and wellbeing.

Specifically in relation to food retailers, much work has been conducted to understand
the relationship between the food environment and health, with consistent evidence that
relatively more deprived neighbourhoods have poorer access to food outlets selling healthy
food choices and therefore poorer health and wellbeing. This includes a long-established
body of research into food deserts—neighbourhoods with comparatively poor access to
sources of fresh, healthy, and affordable food—typically associated with urban depriva-
tion [16-18]. This implies that the inverse should be true. Residents of more affluent areas
may have access to a more attractive pool of retailers that may positively influence their
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diets, lifestyles, and health. Thus, the presence of certain types of retail services is typically
associated with neighbourhood type and neighbourhood-level health. Therefore, it follows
that we could use the presence of specific retail services—in this case, stores operated by
one specific brand—to infer neighbourhood characteristics.

Indicators of health, income, and employment are an important part of the English
Indices of Deprivation (IoD) [19], a composite indicator of neighbourhood-level disad-
vantage. One of the 39 input variables is population-weighted distance to the nearest
general store or supermarket, reflecting that accessibility to core retail services is a driver of
neighbourhood well-being, yet store sizes or brands are not taken into consideration [19].
Other neighbourhood-level indices capturing the presence of or accessibility to grocery
retail facilities include the e-Food Desert Index [20,21] and the Priority Places for Food
Index [22]. Although mixed opinions exist on how wealth and health are related inside
neighbourhoods (for example, Luttmer [23] found that higher earnings of neighbours
correlate with lower self-reported levels of happiness), the general consensus is that, at an
individual level, higher incomes are related to better health [24,25] and so by extension,
neighbourhoods with wealthier populations should also be healthier [26].

Little research has been devoted to establishing links between a single retailer, grocery
or otherwise, and neighbourhood health and wellbeing. The presence of a high-end grocery
retailer does, however, typically correlate with higher housing prices, as outlined above.
Drawing on this relationship, the following sections assess the link between a single retail
brand—Waitrose—and neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth. Section 2 introduces
our data and methods, with results presented and discussed in Section 3, followed by
conclusions and recommendations for further work (Section 4).

2. Materials and Methods

Our study area comprises neighbourhoods served by major grocery retailers in Eng-
land. As outlined in the following sub-sections, we have generated catchment areas around
each grocery store and identified the neighbourhoods that fall within each retailer’s catch-
ment. Our analysis considers three types of catchment: (i) those served by a Waitrose
store; (ii) those served by an M&S store; and (iii) those served by an alternative retailer.
Those neighbourhoods served by M&S (a competitor also targeting the premium end of
the market) or other competitors form our control groups, enabling us to establish whether
the neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth outcomes are better in neighbourhoods
served by Waitrose as opposed to those neighbourhoods falling within our control groups.
We begin by introducing our supply side data in Section 2.1.

2.1. Retail Supply Side

Locations of grocery retailers, including Waitrose and its competitors, were drawn
from the Retail Points dataset supplied by Geolytix, current to November 2021 [27]. The
dataset contained 17,171 grocery stores operated by 38 brands and 58 fascias (sub-brands).
In addition to store name, brand, fascia, address, and geographic coordinates, each store is
assigned one of four size bands based on the Competition and Markets Authority (CMA)
definition of the grocery sector.

e Band A for stores under 3013 sq ft (280 sq m) and exempt from Sunday trading
legislation in England and Wales;
Band B for stores between 3013 and 15,069 sq ft (280 sq m to 1400 sq m);
Band C for stores between 15,069 and 30,138 sq ft (1400 sq m to 2800 sq m);
Band D for stores over 30,138 sq ft (2800 sq m).

The dataset contains 343 Waitrose stores in England, represented by four fascias:
‘Waitrose’ (larger format supermarkets), smaller convenience stores operated by Waitrose
called “Little Waitrose’, franchised convenience stores at Shell petrol stations labelled ‘Little
Waitrose Shell’, and stores in motorway service areas labelled “Waitrose MSA'. Table 1
shows the number of stores belonging to each fascia and their typical (modal) store size
band.
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Table 1. Classification of Waitrose stores in England by fascia and size according to Geolytix [27] as
of November 2021.

Fascia Typical (Modal) Store Count of Stores Proportion of Stores
Size Band (See Above) (England) (%)
Waitrose C 265 77
Little Waitrose B 41 12
Little Waitrose Shell A 13 4
Waitrose MSA B 24 7

Despite the official retailer website describing ‘Little Waitrose Shell” stores as places
where one can find “quality Waitrose ingredients for mid-week suppers, delicious ready
meals with pizzas” [28], given their typically low floorspace and petrol station association,
it is hard to treat them as local convenience stores, and as such they were excluded from the
analysis. Similarly, the locations of Waitrose stores at motorway service areas were unlikely
planned with local shoppers in mind, so those are also excluded from these analyses.
Thus, only ‘Waitrose’ and ‘Little Waitrose’ fascias (306 stores), which account for 89% of all
Waitrose stores in England, are used.

In addition to Waitrose stores, our analysis captures stores operated by all other
major grocery retailers, including Tesco, Sainsbury’s, Asda, Morrisons, Aldi, Lidl, Co-op,
Iceland, and M&S, together accounting for 97.9% of the grocery market share at the time of
analysis [5,29]. Given that M&S positions itself as a premium grocery retailer that directly
competes with Waitrose for middle-class shoppers [4,30], M&S forms an important control
group ‘M&S’, with all other grocery retailers’ stores forming our ‘Other’ control group.

2.2. Incorporating the Demand Side—Delineating Store Catchments

Having established the locations of Waitrose and competitor (control) stores, we delin-
eated the neighbourhoods served by each store. Catchment areas were determined based
on geographic proximity and store size, capturing the interplay between store accessibility
and store attractiveness. Python’s GeoPandas library was used to calculate straight-line dis-
tance catchment areas for Waitrose and the two control groups. Waddington et al. [31] used
consumer loyalty card data to identify that traditional supermarkets (average store sizes
of 38,000 sq ft) attracted the bulk of their trade from within 5 km of the store, and smaller
convenience stores (average store sizes of 1800 sq ft) attracted around 80% of shoppers from
within a 2-km radius. Given that larger stores have a greater attractiveness for shoppers and
that straight-line distances are nearly always shorter than real journeys [32], our catchment
areas were set at 3 km in straight-line distance for stores larger than 15,069 sq ft and 1.5 km
for smaller stores, capturing the locally-derived trade around these stores.

Catchments were built from aggregations of Lower-layer super-output areas (LSOAs).
These are akin to neighbourhoods and represent the most detailed small-area administrative
geography for which the majority of the indicators (discussed in the following sub-section)
are available. There were 32,844 LSOAs in England at the time of analysis (based on
LSOAs created for the 2011 Census), each with a resident population of between 1000
and 3000 people (400 and 1200 households) [33]. The ONS distinguishes between rural
and urban LSOAs and uses an 8-step scale to assign the degree of urbanisation to each
neighbourhood [34]. The scale ranges from Al, denoting “Urban major conurbations”, to
E2, for “Rural village and dispersed in a sparse setting”. Table 2 highlights the spread
of LSOAs across the derived catchment areas for our three catchment groups and by
urban-rural geography.
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Table 2. Count and composition of LSOAs in store (Waitrose and control groups) catchments.

Rural Urban Classification (2011) of Lower

Count of LSAOs within Store Catchments by Group

Layer Super Output Areas Waitrose M&S (Control) Other Total
(Control)
Urban major conurbation (Al) 3508 4283 5948 13,739
Urban minor conurbation (B1) 119 348 841 1308
Urban city and town, including those in a 3623 3971 8042 15,636
sparse setting (C1, C2)
Rural town and fringe, including those in a
sparse setting (D1, D2) 144 51 1796 1991
Rural village and d1sper.sed, including those in 40 14 364 418
a sparse setting (E1, E2)
Total 7434 8667 16,991 33,0921
1 Note: This does not sum to the count of LSOAs in England (32,844), as a single LSOA can fall within the
catchment of multiple groups (Waitrose, M&S, and others) or not fall within any of our defined catchments.
2.3. Indicators of Neighbourhood-Level Health, Wellbeing, and Wealth
The indicators used to determine neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth char-
acteristics are summarised in Table 3. They include the proportion of household residents
in each LSOA self-reporting very good health, drawn from the 2011 Census, the most
recent census for which these data were available at a neighbourhood level at the time of
analysis. From the 2011 Census, we also captured the number of residents reporting that
their day-to-day activities are limited by any health problem or disability expected to last
for more than 12 months, including those associated with old age. We also capture more
recent estimates of residents with acute morbidity and mood and anxiety disorders drawn
from the 2019 English IoD [19].
Table 3. Summary of health, wellbeing, and wealth indicators of neighbourhood-level health and
wealth.
Indicator Source Year(s)
Health and Wellbeing
Percent of the population self-reporting very good health Census 2011
Percent of the population self-reporting limited day-to-day C 2011
activities ensus
Acute morbidity—emergency admissions to the hospital Health and Social Care Information Centre via 2019
related to this condition English Indices of deprivation 2015/16 to 2016/17

Health and Social Care Information Centre;
Department for Work and Pensions; Office for

Prevalence of mood and anxiety disorders National Statistics via the 2019 Index of Multiple 2013 to 2018
Deprivation
Percent of the population completing the 2021 Census online Census 2021
Wealth
Number of Universal Credit recipients per 100 residents Department for Work and Pensions via Stat-Xplore 2022
Median home price Office for National Statistics 2021
Percent of the population with no qualifications Census 2011
Percent of the population with a university degree Census 2011
Percent of the population renting social housing Census 2011
Percent of households with no access to a car Census 2011
Multivariate indicators of health, wellbeing, and wealth
Opverall Indices of Deprivation score (combined across all 2019 Indices of Deprivation 2019

domains of deprivation)
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There is no particular definition of neighbourhood wealth, and measures that include
disposable income [35], deprivation [36], and housing prices [37] have been used within
the literature. The census in England does not ask income questions, and there are no
reliable sources of earnings data at the LSOA level. Alternative wealth indicators were
considered, including median home price (despite the debate that household wealth is not
“real” wealth [38]), social renting, and Universal Credit (benefit) recipients.

There is a strong positive correlation between educational attainment and income [39].
Walker and Zhu [40] estimated the earnings “premium” in the UK to be as high as 10 percent
for each additional year of education; as such, the share of the population with no degree
and the share of the population with a university degree are also included as proxy variables
for neighbourhood wealth. Car ownership is linked to household income [41] and was
also included, even though non-income-driven motivations for non-car ownership are
becoming more common [42].

The 2019 English IoD score was also used, incorporating both neighbourhood health,
wellbeing, and wealth characteristics. The share of respondents who completed the Census
questionnaires online was also included and acts as a proxy for e-engagement and digital
literacy, which are linked to better information access [43] and an increased sense of
connectedness and satisfaction among the elderly [44], treated here as an indicator of health
and wellbeing.

The selection of variables does not attempt to cover all aspects of neighbourhood
wealth, health and wellbeing. These twelve variables were chosen because they are com-
monly used in similar studies, are readily available as open data, and are subject to ongoing
updates, enabling repeatability and extension of this study, as discussed in Section 4.

2.4. Testing Associations for Statistical Significance

To compare the health, wellbeing, and wealth of LSOAs within Waitrose catchment
areas with LSOAs from the two control groups (those in an M&S store catchment and those
that fall within the catchment of another [non-premium] retailer), the ANOVA statistical test
is used, performed in Python using scipy’s f_oneway function. ANOVA allows comparison
of the mathematical means of two or more independent samples, estimating how likely it
is that the differences between means are caused by chance alone [45]. It is an extension of
the popular t-test, which is designed to compare only two samples. ANOVA is a popular
technique to conduct experiments in the social sciences [46]. The null hypothesis is that
the means of the indicators in the three samples—Waitrose, M&S, and Other—are equal. A
p-value of 0.01 to reject the null hypothesis is used. In other words, only when the odds
that the differences between samples arise by chance are less than 1 in 100 do we consider
such differences “real”.

The characteristics of LSOAs that form the Waitrose store catchments and those
that form the catchments of the control group stores are considered to be independent;
we assume that location-planning teams at different retailers work autonomously, make
independent decisions, and act in the interests of their business alone. ANOVA tests are
performed on the three samples for five urban/rural classification groupings (Table 2) to
test whether the association between retail stores and health, wellbeing, and wealth holds
true across different area types.

3. Results

The results of the ANOVA statistical testing are presented in Table 4 for neighbour-
hoods within Waitrose and control group store catchments, broken down by urban-rural
classification to uncover the impact of neighbourhood type.
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Table 4. Means and statistical significance results for Waitrose and control group catchment areas.
Indicators associated with higher neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth within a Waitrose
store catchment relative to control groups are underlined. Results that are not statistically significant
are shown

Rural Urban Classification Group

Urban Major Urban Minor Urban City Rural Town Rural Village

Variable Retailer Conurbation Conurbation and Town and Fringe and Dispersed
Health and wellbeing
Percent of the M\é{\fgnroste | 52.2 519 49.1 48.3 —
population grgﬁg o 50.3 46.7 474 46.0
self-reporting very
good health Other control 455 136 451 456
group
Percent of the M‘érvglzi)(;ierol 138 140 159 165 —
population 15.4 18.0 17.2 19.2
self-reporting limited Othgiouitr |
day-to-day activities er contro 19.0 213 19.1 19.5
group
Waitrose 116.7 107.4 99.1 91.8
Acute Morbidity M&S control 125.0 1187 1071
(lower value = lower group
prevalence) Other control 1328 1200 106.1
group E—
Mood and anxiety Mggltrﬁi | —0.86 =041 —0.09 =015 =0.22
disorders (lower rco © —0.56 0.13 0.13 0.06
value =lower Othirilcl)ﬂtrol
prevalence) 0.01 0.52 0.28 0.21
group
P tof th Waitrose 95.1 91.2 91.2 93.9
ercent of the
population M&S control 93.7 87.2 89.9 88.5
leting 2021 UK group
con(1:p cung i Other control 90.0 85.7 871
ensus online group . . .
Wealth
Waitrose 8.6 71 7.1 5.5 3.6
Number Of Universal M&S control 9.9 10.0 91 55
Credit recipients per group
100 residents Other control 11.0 9.2 8.6 4.5
group
Waitrose £582,901 £181,838 £321,252 £335,700 £421,729
. . ME&S control £466,120 £157,299 £259,078 £285,768 £324,621
Median home price group
Other control £233,680 £161,507 £223,511 £254,263 £340,798
group
Waitrose 15.7 16.5 18.5 20.2 17.5
Perce‘nt of Fhe M&S control 192 3.9 213 243
population with no group
qualifications Other control 26.6 293 250 233
group
Waitrose 334 27.8 20.6 17.8 20.8
Percer}t of the M&S control 28.0 177 182 142
population with a group
university degree Other control 138 10.9 117 144

group
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Table 4. Cont.

Rural Urban Classification Group

Variable

Retailer

Urban Major Urban Minor Urban City Rural Town Rural Village

Conurbation Conurbation and Town and Fringe and Dispersed
Waitrose 214 13.8 13.8 6.8
Perce.nt of thej M&S control 25 155 163
population renting group
social housing Other control 202 188 153 124
group
Waitrose 39.2 45.0 219 14.3 7.7
Percent of M&S control 39.9 38.3 271 18.6
households with no group
access to a car Other control 307 273 91 16.4
group
Multivariate indicators of health, wellbeing, and wealth
Overall Indices of M\éIVgltros:ce | 193 - 154 120 135
Deprivation score contro 243 21.6 16.2 17.1
(lower = less o thgioui trol
deprived) er contro 284 21 15.5 145
group

Table 4 highlights that indicators of health, wellbeing, and wealth in neighbourhoods
within Waitrose catchments are predominantly favourable (indicative of good health and
wealth), and this holds true across neighbourhoods of different types (degree of urban-
ity). Similar trends are not always evident for neighbourhoods in our M&S and Other
control groups, suggesting that this is a phenomenon associated with Waitrose stores. In
those neighbourhoods classified as ‘Urban City and Town’ (accounting for almost half
of the neighbourhoods falling within the catchment area of a Waitrose store), all 12 of
the indicators are better for neighbourhoods within Waitrose catchment areas relative to
the control groups, and all associations are statistically significant. Relative to our M&S
and Other groups, neighbourhoods in our Waitrose group are associated with greater afflu-
ence and higher house prices, higher rates of car ownership, degree-level qualifications,
e-engagement, a lower propensity to claim Universal Credit benefits or report poor health,
and better-reported health.

While some differences between Waitrose and control groups in ‘Urban City and Town’
neighbourhoods are modest (for example, 49.1% of residents in Waitrose neighbourhoods
report very good health, as opposed to 45.1% in the neighbourhoods served by Other
supermarkets), some indicators are much more striking. Those living in Waitrose neigh-
bourhoods are nearly twice as likely to hold a university degree (20.6% vs. 11.7% in Other),
and their median home prices are over 40% higher. The prevalence of acute morbidity
and mood/anxiety disorders are both better for Waitrose catchment neighbourhoods, even
though it is hard to interpret the scale because both variables were normalised in their
original source prior to being made public.

In those neighbourhoods associated with the greatest degree of urbanity (Urban major
conurbation), accounting for almost half (47%) of neighbourhoods within Waitrose store
catchments, 10 of the 12 most ‘favorable’” indicators (those associated with better health,
wellbeing, or wealth) belong to the Waitrose sample (all statistically significant). These
include house prices, which are nearly 2.5 times higher in those neighbourhoods that fall
within the Waitrose catchment compared to the Other control group. In the Waitrose catch-
ment, residents are more than twice as likely to have a university degree and 5 percentage
points less likely to report an illness or disability affecting their day-to-day life. The pre-
dominance of ‘favorable’ indicators (associated with greater wealth or better health and
wellbeing) belonging to neighbourhoods within the Waitrose group (as opposed to the
control groups of M&S or Other) holds true across all area types, though comparatively few
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neighbourhoods in a rural setting fall within Waitrose store catchments and some of the
observed means are not statistically significant at this level.

The striking differences in house prices between Waitrose and the control groups hold
true across all area types. These may, to some extent, be explained by the fact that many
Waitrose stores are located in London and the South-east, which are typically characterised
by some of the highest house prices in England. Nevertheless, our findings provide further
support for the notion of the “Waitrose effect”, implying that their stores are associated with
higher home values, which is in line with previous research [1,2]. However, these findings
do not prove causation, and our findings do not imply that Waitrose stores are responsible
for the increase in house prices or that prospective buyers offer to pay a premium to live
close to a Waitrose.

The general pattern of better health, wellbeing, and wealth associated with neighbour-
hoods falling within a Waitrose store catchment holds true for variables beyond median
home prices. The pattern holds true for health and wellbeing, including educational
attainment and the deprivation score. As such, we have the evidence to interpret the
“Waitrose effect” in its broader form: proximity to a Waitrose does indeed correlate with
better neighbourhood health and wealth. Crucially, in the majority of ANOVA tests across
both urban and rural neighbourhoods, those neighbourhoods in the M&S control group
scored second to Waitrose, with the other control group generally faring worse across the
range of indicators. This suggests that the ‘Waitrose effect’ may be partly an association
with premium retailers. It may reflect self-selection towards certain location types by both
premium retailers and individuals with characteristics or life chances/choices associated
with better health, wellbeing, and wealth. Thus, we suggest that location planning teams at
these retailers are targeting certain location types as their in-house intelligence and track
record in these location types generate commercial benefits. Concurrently, individuals
with attributes, attainment, and opportunities consistent with better health, wellbeing, and
wealth—as captured by the indicators used within our study—show a propensity to live
in neighbourhoods that fall within the catchment of a premium retailer. The attraction to
those neighbourhoods may be driven by the housing type, area-type, or location-based
attributes, which could include the availability of and proximity to services including
transport links, recreation opportunities, or service provision, which may include the avail-
ability of premium grocery retailers. However, the stronger association for Waitrose than
for premium competitor M&S may suggest that there is a specific relationship between
Waitrose and neighbourhood type that is not fully captured by the traditional measures of
neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth captured in our analysis. We reflect on this
further in the following section.

4. Discussion and Conclusions

Our analysis confirms an association between the location of existing Waitrose stores
and selected indicators of neighbourhood-level health, wellbeing, and wealth. Neighbour-
hoods falling within the catchment area of a Waitrose store fare better on these indicators
than neighbourhoods that only have access to other grocery retailers, including premium
competitor M&S. These indicators include higher median home prices, better educational
attainment, lower levels of morbidity and anxiety, higher percentages of the population
self-reporting very good health, and fewer Universal Credit recipients. The pattern appears
to hold true irrespective of area type (degree of urbanity), though we acknowledge that our
associations were not statistically significant in the most rural neighbourhoods due to the
low number of Waitrose (and competitor stores) serving these neighbourhood types. This
provides further evidence for the existence of the ‘Waitrose effect’ in the UK, supporting the
findings of Clark, Hood, and Birkin [3], alongside similar studies considering the impact of
premium retailers in an international context [47].

Retail stores are strategically positioned by location-planning teams and are, in essence,
the outputs of all the geodemographic inputs considered during the location planning
process. As a well-established premium grocery retailer, Waitrose’s store network mirrors
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the demographics of the retailer’s target customer base and, as such, could serve as a proxy
for neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and wealth. We do not suggest that Waitrose should
specifically target these location types in future expansion plans, nor do we present any
evidence to suggest that these neighbourhoods are optimal for store performance from the
retailers’ perspective. Waitrose reports very limited plans for expansion of its large format
or convenience store network [11], and we do not intend or recommend that these findings
be used in a commercial location-based decision-making context. Instead, they could act as
a valuable proxy for area type.

The association between store location and neighbourhood health, wellbeing, and
wealth is not as pronounced for premium competitor M&S, in keeping with research by
Lloyds Bank [1]. We argue that our findings provide more evidence that there is a unique
relationship between Waitrose store locations and neighbourhood type. This is in keeping
with the wider recognition of the ‘Waitrose effect’, an association between the location of
Waitrose stores and house prices that is more pronounced than the uplift in house prices
associated with proximity to other grocers [1]. In its own right, we suggest that the location
of Waitrose stores (current, past, and potentially future pipeline stores should Waitrose
embark on further expansion) could serve as a novel proxy for neighbourhood type. Further
work is required in order to understand the extent to which this proxy could extend beyond
univariate indicators of house prices, wealth, or health status. The statistically significant
lower levels of deprivation within Waitrose store catchments suggest that the presence of a
store could serve as a proxy for more complex multivariate indicators of neighbourhood
type. A 2022 consultation of users of the English IoD [48] recognised the need to identify
potential new data sources that are capable of capturing multiple deprivations at the small
area level. This is especially true given the publication of the Government Levelling-Up
White Paper [49], with a renewed focus on spatial inequalities. The outcomes of that
consultation [50] highlighted the importance of domains of deprivation related to income,
health, and employment, which we demonstrate have a strong association with Waitrose
store locations.

In a wider UK context, there is widespread interest by the Office for National Statistics
(ONS), the UK’s national statistical institute, in assessing the potential value of novel
indicators of area type that could support the production of official statistics [51]. We do
not suggest that the presence or absence of a Waitrose store alone is sufficient to derive
meaningful indicators of neighbourhood type to supplement or replace existing national
statistics. However, we recommend that further work could establish if similar relationships
between store location and area type hold true for other retailers. These could include other
grocers—treating discounters Aldi and Lidl in isolation (rather than as part of our broader
control group)—or retailers in other sectors, which may include long-established brands or
rapidly growing chains. Given that the literature has established that exposure to certain
types of retail stores may be greater in more deprived areas, with implications for health
(see Section 2), we anticipate that the association with health, wellbeing, and wealth will
hold true for other retailers. If the association between store location and neighbourhood
characteristics holds true across multiple retailers and sectors, then the range of retailers
serving a given neighbourhood may serve as a useful proxy for area type, or the change in
mix of retailers within a locality could serve to highlight changes in neighbourhood type.

We hope that the growing provision of open data capturing retail locations—including
the Geolytix Retail Points data used within our analysis [27]—will permit further research
in this area.

Author Contributions: Conceptualisation, LI. and A.N.; methodology, I.I; formal analysis, 1.I;
writing—original draft preparation, L.I.; writing—review and editing, A.N. and N.H.; supervision,
A.N. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Economic and Social Research Council, grant number
ES/5007164/1. The APC was funded by the University of Leeds Open Access Fund.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.



Sustainability 2023, 15, 11641 11 of 12

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: All data used in the preparation of this manuscript are open data
available to download from the sources listed within the methodology.

Acknowledgments: The authors are grateful for helpful comments on an earlier draft from Luke
Burns, School of Geography, University of Leeds.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest, though they note that I now works
for Geolytix, from whom freely available open data were obtained to support this study. At the time
of the analysis, LI was solely based at the University of Leeds and had no relationship with Geolytix.

References

1.

10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

Lloyds Bank. Homes Close to a Supermarket Can Boost House Prices by More Than £21,000 [Press Release]. Available online:
https:/ /wwwlloydsbankinggroup.com/assets/media/press-releases/lloyds-bank /2018 /090618 _supermarkets_Ib.pdf (accessed
on 20 June 2022).

Williams, Z. Waitrose Effect on House Prices and the Coming of Foxtons. The Guardian. 3 May 2013. Available online:
https:/ /www.theguardian.com/theguardian/2013/may /03 /waitrose-effect-house-prices-foxtons (accessed on 20 June 2022).
Clark, S.; Hood, N.; Birkin, M. Identifying the effect of retail brands on private residential rental prices in Great Britain. J. Hous.
Built Environ. 2021, 37, 1489-1509. [CrossRef]

Walsh, H.; Aikman, I.; Simmonds, E. Supermarket Price Comparison. Which? Available online: https://www.which.co.uk/
reviews/supermarkets/article/supermarket-price-comparison (accessed on 20 June 2022).

Kantar. UK Grocery Market Share (12 Weeks Ending 28 November 2021). Available online: https:/ /www.kantarworldpanel.com/
en/grocery-market-share/great-britain/snapshot/28.11.21/ (accessed on 20 June 2022).

Adler, D. The Waitrose Effect: Boom Times for Homeowners But Evictions for Tenants. Available online: https://www.
theguardian.com/inequality /2017 /oct/02/ the-waitrose-effect-boom-times-for-homeowners-but-evictions-for-tenants (accessed
on 20 June 2022).

Westcott, K. The Waitrose Snobbery/Property Price Index. Available online: https:/ /www.bbc.co.uk/news/magazine-24629300
(accessed on 20 June 2022).

Reynolds, J.; Wood, S. Location decision making in retail firms: Evolution and challenge. Int. J. Retail. Distrib. Manag. 2010, 38,
828-845. [CrossRef]

Newing, A.; Hood, N.; Sterland, I. Planning support systems for retail location planning. In Handbook on Planning Support Science;
Stillwell, ]., Geertman, S., Eds.; Edward Elgar: Cheltenham, UK, 2020; pp. 459—470.

Thompson, C.; Clarke, G.; Clarke, M.; Stillwell, ]. Modelling the future opportunities for deep discount food retailing in the UK.
Int. Rev. Retail. Distrib. Consum. Res. 2012, 22, 143-170. [CrossRef]

JLP. Annual Report and Accounts 2022; John Lewis Partnership PLC: London, UK, 2022.

Horowitz, C.R.; Colson, K.A.; Hebert, P.L.; Lancaster, K. Barriers to buying healthy foods for people with diabetes: Evidence of
environmental disparities. Am. J. Public Health 2004, 94, 1549-1554. [CrossRef]

Daras, K.; Davies, A.; Green, M.; Singleton, A.; Barr, B. Access to Healthy Assets & Hazards (AHAH). Available online:
https://data.cdrc.ac.uk/dataset/access-healthy-assets-hazards-ahah (accessed on 1 July 2020).

Adeniyi, O.; Brown, A.; Whysall, P. Retail location preferences: A comparative analysis. |. Retail. Consum. Serv. 2020, 55, 102146.
[CrossRef]

Whysall, P. Retailers and deprivation: An exploratory study. In British Academy of Management Conference, September 2014; British
Academy of Management: Belfast, UK, 2014.

Beaulac, J.; Kristjansson, E.; Cummins, S. A systematic review of food deserts, 1966-2007. Prev. Chronic Dis. 2009, 6, A105.
[PubMed]

Cummins, S. Food deserts. In The Wiley Blackwell Encyclopedia of Health, Illness, Behavior, and Society; John Wiley & Sons, Inc.:
Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2014; pp. 562-564.

Wrigley, N.; Warm, D.; Margetts, B. Deprivation, diet, and food-retail access: Findings from the leeds ‘Food deserts’ study. Environ.
Plan. A 2003, 35, 151-188. [CrossRef]

MHCLG. English Indices of Deprivation 2019. Available online: https:/ /www.gov.uk/government/statistics /english-indices-of-
deprivation-2019 (accessed on 29 September 2019).

Newing, A. E-food Desert Index (e-fdi); School of Geography, University of Leeds, Ed.; Consumer Data Research Centre (CDRC),
University of Leeds. Available online: https://data.cdrc.ac.uk/dataset/e-food-desert-index (accessed on 24 February 2023).
Newing, A.; Hood, N.; Videira, E; Lewis, J. Sorry we do not deliver to your area’: Geographical inequalities in online groceries
provision. Int. Rev. Retail. Distrib. Consum. Res. 2021, 32, 80-99. [CrossRef]

CDRC. Which? Priority Places for Food Index. Available online: https:/ /priorityplacesforfood.which.co.uk/ (accessed on 26
June 2023).

Luttmer, E.EP. Neighbors as negatives: Relative earnings and well-being. Q. J. Econ. 2005, 120, 963-1002.

Marmot, M. The influence of income on health: Views of an epidemiologist. Health Aff. 2002, 21, 31-46. [CrossRef]


https://www.lloydsbankinggroup.com/assets/media/press-releases/lloyds-bank/2018/090618_supermarkets_lb.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/theguardian/2013/may/03/waitrose-effect-house-prices-foxtons
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10901-021-09904-2
https://www.which.co.uk/reviews/supermarkets/article/supermarket-price-comparison
https://www.which.co.uk/reviews/supermarkets/article/supermarket-price-comparison
https://www.kantarworldpanel.com/en/grocery-market-share/great-britain/snapshot/28.11.21/
https://www.kantarworldpanel.com/en/grocery-market-share/great-britain/snapshot/28.11.21/
https://www.theguardian.com/inequality/2017/oct/02/the-waitrose-effect-boom-times-for-homeowners-but-evictions-for-tenants
https://www.theguardian.com/inequality/2017/oct/02/the-waitrose-effect-boom-times-for-homeowners-but-evictions-for-tenants
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/magazine-24629300
https://doi.org/10.1108/09590551011085939
https://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2011.652645
https://doi.org/10.2105/AJPH.94.9.1549
https://data.cdrc.ac.uk/dataset/access-healthy-assets-hazards-ahah
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102146
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19527577
https://doi.org/10.1068/a35150
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-of-deprivation-2019
https://data.cdrc.ac.uk/dataset/e-food-desert-index
https://doi.org/10.1080/09593969.2021.2017321
https://priorityplacesforfood.which.co.uk/
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.21.2.31

Sustainability 2023, 15, 11641 12 of 12

25. Ettner, S.L. New evidence on the relationship between income and health. J. Health Econ. 1996, 15, 67-85. [CrossRef]

26. Stafford, M.; Marmot, M. Neighbourhood deprivation and health: Does it affect us all equally? Int. J. Epidemiol. 2003, 32, 357-366.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

27.  Geolytix. Retail Points v22 November 2021; Geolytix Ltd.: London, UK, 2021.

28. Waitrose. Discover Little Waitrose and Partners at Shell. Available online: https://www.waitrose.com/shell (accessed on 6 June
2023).

29. Statista. Grocery Market Share of Marks & Spencer (M&S) in the United Kingdom (UK) from 2019 to 2021. Available online:
https:/ /www.statista.com/statistics / 1135830/ grocery-market-share-of-marks-and-spencer-uk/ (accessed on 20 June 2022).

30. Fleming, M. Waitrose Versus M&S: The Brand Battle for Ocado Shoppers. Marketingweek. Available online: https://www.
marketingweek.com/waitrose-versus-ms-brand-battle-for-ocado-shoppers/ (accessed on 20 June 2022).

31. Waddington, T.; Clarke, G.P; Clarke, M.C.; Newing, A. Exploring spatiotemporal fluctuations in UK grocery store sales. Int. Rev.
Retail. Distrib. Consum. Res. 2017, 28, 1-26.

32. Haynes, R;; Jones, A.P; Sauerzapf, V.; Zhao, H. Validation of travel times to hospital estimated by gis. Int. ]. Health Geogr. 2006, 5,
40. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. ONS. Census Geography. Available online: https:/ /www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography#
census-geography (accessed on 30 June 2020).

34. ONS. The 2011 Rural-Urban Classification for Small Area Geographies. Available online: https://www.gov.uk/government/
statistics /2011-rural-urban-classification (accessed on 17 July 2019).

35.  Butcher, B.; Bentaleb, M. How Wealthy Is Your Neighbourhood? Available online: https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-51742156
(accessed on 20 June 2022).

36. Zwirner, E.; Raihani, N. Neighbourhood wealth, not urbanicity, predicts prosociality towards strangers. Proc. Biol. Sci. 2020, 287,
20201359. [CrossRef]

37. Walks, A. Homeownership, asset-based welfare and the neighbourhood segregation of wealth. Hous. Stud. 2016, 31, 755-784.
[CrossRef]

38. Buiter, W.H. Housing Wealth Isn’t Wealth; National Bureau of Economic Research: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2010; Volume 4.

39. Blundell, R.; Dearden, L.; Sianesi, B. Evaluating the effect of education on earnings: Models, methods and results from the
national child development survey. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. A Stat. Soc. 2005, 168, 473-512. [CrossRef]

40. Walker, I; Zhu, Y. Education, earnings and productivity: Recent UK evidence. Labour Mark. Trends 2023, 111, 145-152.

41. Dargay, ].M. The effect of income on car ownership: Evidence of asymmetry. Transp. Res. Part A Policy Pract. 2001, 35, 807-821.
[CrossRef]

42. Peters, A. Millennials Don’t Drive-and Here’s Why They Aren’t Likely to Start Anytime Soon. Available online: https://www.
fastcompany.com /3037378 / millennials-dont-drive-and-here-why-they-arent-likely-to-start-anytime-soon (accessed on 20 June
2022).

43. Hacker, K.L.; Steiner, R. Hurdles of access and benefits of usage for internet communication. Commun. Res. Rep. 2001, 18, 399-407.
[CrossRef]

44. Gatto, S.L.; Tak, S.H. Computer, internet, and e-mail use among older adults: Benefits and barriers. Educ. Gerontol. 2008, 34,
800-811. [CrossRef]

45. Weisstein, E. Anova. Available online: https://mathworld.wolfram.com/ANOVA html (accessed on 22 June 2022).

46. Tabachnick, B.; Fidell, L. Experimental Designs Using Anova; Duxbury: Belmont, CA, USA, 2007.

47. Rascoff, S.; Humphries, S. Zillow Talk: The New Rules of Real Estate; Grand Central Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2015.

48. DLUHC. Indices Futures: Updating the English Indices of Deprivation (IoD)—Consultation; Department for Levelling-Up, Housing
and Communities: London, UK, 2022.

49. HM Government. Policy Paper—Levelling Up the United Kingdom; HM Government: London, UK, 2022.

50. DLUHC. Indices Futures: Updating the English Indices of Deprivation (IoD)—Consultation Government Response; Department for
Levelling Up, Housing and Communities: London, UK, 2022.

51. ONS. Future of Population and Social Statistics: Our Progress towards More Regular and Responsive Statistics, Building the
Richest Picture of Our Population. Available online: https:/ /www.ons.gov.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/programmesandprojects/
censusanddatacollectiontransformationprogramme/futureofpopulationandsocialstatistics (accessed on 23 May 2023).

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-6296(95)00032-1
https://doi.org/10.1093/ije/dyg084
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12777420
https://www.waitrose.com/shell
https://www.statista.com/statistics/1135830/grocery-market-share-of-marks-and-spencer-uk/
https://www.marketingweek.com/waitrose-versus-ms-brand-battle-for-ocado-shoppers/
https://www.marketingweek.com/waitrose-versus-ms-brand-battle-for-ocado-shoppers/
https://doi.org/10.1186/1476-072X-5-40
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16984650
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography#census-geography
https://www.ons.gov.uk/methodology/geography/ukgeographies/censusgeography#census-geography
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/2011-rural-urban-classification
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/2011-rural-urban-classification
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-51742156
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2020.1359
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673037.2015.1132685
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-985X.2004.00360.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0965-8564(00)00018-5
https://www.fastcompany.com/3037378/millennials-dont-drive-and-here-why-they-arent-likely-to-start-anytime-soon
https://www.fastcompany.com/3037378/millennials-dont-drive-and-here-why-they-arent-likely-to-start-anytime-soon
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824090109384821
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601270802243697
https://mathworld.wolfram.com/ANOVA.html
https://www.ons.gov.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/programmesandprojects/censusanddatacollectiontransformationprogramme/futureofpopulationandsocialstatistics
https://www.ons.gov.uk/aboutus/whatwedo/programmesandprojects/censusanddatacollectiontransformationprogramme/futureofpopulationandsocialstatistics

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Retail Supply Side 
	Incorporating the Demand Side—Delineating Store Catchments 
	Indicators of Neighbourhood-Level Health, Wellbeing, and Wealth 
	Testing Associations for Statistical Significance 

	Results 
	Discussion and Conclusions 
	References

