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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Digital OOH screens offer advertisers many advantages in terms of flexibility and
targeting. However, these advantages might come at a cost. A typical rotation of ads on a
digital screen shows six 10 second ads in a loop every minute, whereas a static screen
displays the same ad all the time. Does this mean that drivers and pedestrians have a
1/6th chance of seeing a digital ad in comparison to a static screen?

An extensive, multi-country eye
tracking study can reveal that the
answer is no. Digital creative,
especially full motion video creative, is
significantly more eye catching than
ads on static frames. As a result, each
ad tends to get a similar ‘likelihood to
see’ (LTS) as its static paper
equivalent, despite the smaller
window of opportunity to see the ad.
In fact, the LTS of full motion digital
creative is 25% higher than static

frames amongst drivers and 16%

more amongst roadside pedestrians.

This research suggests that advertisers should:

* Invest in full motion digital OOH advertising, not only for flexibility and
targeting reasons, but also because it gains more attention than static paper

e Regard full motion digital OOH as an integral part of their creative development,
perhaps adapting and utilising high quality visual assets from digital campaigns
for use OOH

e Adopt OOH’s ‘likelihood to see’ approach to evaluating other media



RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

Digital OOH home screens offer advertisers a wide variety of benefits. Creative can be
distributed quickly and easily, without the need for printing and posting. It can be
targeted to audiences and locations more precisely. It can be adapted to different day
parts, delivering relevant messages at the right time and for the right location. Digital
screens also offer exciting creative opportunities. Partially animated and full motion
digital ads allow for movement in the ad, which makes the ad more likely to catch the
eye of passing drivers and pedestrians.

However, the flexibility of digital out of home might also present a challenge. A typical
digital OOH screen rotates six 10-second ads on a one-minute loop. Each digital ad
receives less time in the loop than a static paper ad might. Does this mean that it is less
likely to be noticed?

This question prompted the following research questions:

+ What is the likelihood to see (LTS) static paper and digital OOH advertising
(static digital, partially animated and full motion video)?

« What is the difference in LTS between static and digital OOH, and across the
forms of digital OOH advertising?

* Are there significant differences in attention differentials between drivers and

pedestrians?




DEFINITION LIST

Below is a list of definitions for terminology that will be used frequently throughout this
paper

UUH I Out of home: this refers to advertising focused on marketing to consumers in

media formats that are accessible to them when they are ‘on the go’

LTS I Likelihood to see: a quantitative measure of proportion of individuals that are

likely to see adverts in pre-defined environments

S D I Static digital screens
AD I Animated digital screens
FM I Full motion video

S P I Static paper

AIC Akaike Information Criteria: an estimator of the relative quality of statistical

models for any given set of data



TECHNICAL METHODOLOGY

Understanding the attention given to out of home advertising presents some unique challenges.

Other media tend to be consumed in relatively constant and stable contexts — newspaper ads

within a newspaper, digital ads on websites, and TV ads within ad breaks — whereas OOH

advertising appears in numerous different environments, including train stations and roadside,

shopping malls, where people do radically different things — they could be driving, waiting for a

bus, or finding their way to a train platform. This variety in environment and audience

behaviour gives rise to significant research challenges, especially as it cannot be assumed that the

relative performance of digital OOH versus static paper is equal across all these different

environments. A measurement system with important pricing implications requires a solution

with good coverage of this variety to be accepted by media markets.

Some other important considerations bear upon the decision over approach:

Consistency with existing research: Data on attention to static paper posters is already
widely used to adjust poster audiences for their "realistic likelihood to see". New data
should complement rather than replace existing measurement systems. The outputs need
to be able to layered into existing metrics seamlessly and logically. Ultimately, what is
required is a set of indices to be applied to existing data to adjust for the relative
performance of digital

Realism and experimental validity: While test environments need to reproduce the key
features of real life, the critical factor in deciding upon methodology is that the test
needs to be experimentally valid. Since this research is focused on understanding the
relative performance of digital OOH vs static, absolute realism is not required, and in
fact may inhibit test validity as the real world is full of confounding factors. Rather, the
most important consideration is whether our methodology provides a fair test

Elimination of confounding factors: Conducting a fair test involves ensuring that the
target factor of interest - the impact of digital versus static posters - is the only variable
being changed for a measurement. Confounding factors need to be controlled for as
much as possible, including creative

Variety: The measurement systems needs to be applicable to a variety of environments,
frame sizes, and with different audience eccentricities (head on/parallel). The
environments, sizes and eccentricities need to provide sufficient coverage and marry with
existing the existing visibility adjustment parameters

Scalability: The measurement systems needs to be capable of being used with a
sufficiently large sample to ensure statistical validity for all the measurements required

International: The system needs to be capable of being deployed across multiple
markets



Broadly speaking, three main options were considered at the outset.

1. EYE TRACKING GLASSES

One obvious approach would be to use eye tracking glasses with people in real world situations. This would
mean the test environment had a high degree of realism, as study participants would be exposed to posters in

almost exactly the manner of the real world. Studies such as these are still subject to research effects:
participants would be have to be given routes to walk so that researchers could collect sufficient data across a
given number of OOH frames, which might impact the realism of the research. Wearing the glasses
themselves might also impact the realism of the approach. While there has been a significant miniaturisation
of eye tracking technology in recent years, the experience of wearing which might cause some differences in
behaviour on occasions. However, while realistic, approaching data collection in this way has some severe
limitations. There are 2 major problems: (i) the high degree of realism in this approach also makes it
extremely difficult to conduct a fair test, and (ii), scalability.

In order to conduct a fair test, one needs to hold all potentially confounding factors constant across the
dimension of interest. In this case, as we wish to understand the impact of digital vs static OOH, we would
like to be able to create samples of frame contacts that are otherwise exactly the same other than the poster
format. This would be extremely challenging to conduct at scale in the real world. The best that could be
achieved would be to conduct research at sites that were converted from one day to the next from static into
digital, placing creative from the same campaign within the frame on both days. This would then need to be
repeated in multiple locations, across markets. The practical implications of achieving this would be
extremely complex to coordinate, and even then, many other factors remain out of control. Weather
conditions in particular could change from one day to the next, which could have important effects on
participant behaviour, and on how well the frames stand out in their environments due to differences in the
light. This is particularly important for our research as one factor thought to contribute to digital posters
performance is the way they are illuminated differently to traditional static poster light boxes. Additionally,
any individual participants experience of the study could easily be interfered with by other variable outside
our control — the traffic in the environment, other pedestrians could all interact differently with participants
and draw their eye in different ways.

These confounding factors could be believed to average out if sufficient data were collected. However,
conducting this kind of research at scale is hard. Aside from the need to conduct research over multiple days,
the processing of eye tracking data is time consuming. Eye tracking glasses record a video of each person’s
experience and overlay their eye fixations. As each participant has a different experience, each person’s data
has to be processed individually. Some machine learning can be used to speed up this process, but even so a
single participants response take considerable time to encode and validate.

These limitations clearly make a completely realist approach unfeasible. The complexity and cost of collecting
and processing the data would be extremely high, and even then, the resulting data would likely suffer from
confounding factors that could mask and interfere with the measurement we are interested in — the relative
performance of digital vs static posters.
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Screen-based eye tracking provides data that is typically much quicker and simpler to process and is often
easier to conduct tightly controlled experiments with. In screen-based eye tracking, an eye tracking device is
attached to a desktop or laptop computer (usually via USB), and participants eye movements are recorded
while they view some stimulus. As each participant is exposed to exactly the same stimulus (or slight
variations thereof), it is much easier to process the data in bulk. Recording data is also considerably easier,
as the measurement system is portable in its entirety.

Aside from its scalability and low cost in providing large samples, screen-based eye tracking also provides
researchers with the ability to conduct controlled experiments which isolate the impact of individual
factors, by showing study participants versions of stimulus which are identical apart from a difference in a
particular factor of interest. For our purposes, this entails creating stimulus which in one version has a static
poster ad, and in another a digital ad, with the ad from the same campaign.

Previous research by Route in the UK used a screen-based approach to take advantage scalability and
experimental robustness. In this research, images of scenes were presented to respondents for 6-second time
periods, and it was then observed how quickly and how likely participants were to see poster of different
sizes and in different environments. Clearly, the limitation with replicating this exact approach is that often
digital posters have movement in them — and in fact this is likely one of their major advantages over static
paper in getting attention. A similar approach for digital would be to use video scenes where people are
exposed to posters of different kinds.

The difficulty with this approach lies in creating test and control stimulus. To be able to compare digital vs
static frames while keeping all other things equal, we would require participants to be shown films that were
identical except for the presence or absence of digital OOH frames. Replacing static frames with digital
frames within live video is no easy matter. Just as with the real world eye tracking glasses approach, there
would be considerable complexity in coordinating the recording of these films around refitting poster sites
as digital, and similar problems with being unable to control for other factors like the weather, and other
activity in the films.




THREE ALTERNATIVES

J. VIRTUAL ENVIRONMENTS

A@\

The issues in creating a tightly controlled study outlined above led to the solution of creating virtual

environments of scenes. The great advantage of virtual environments is that one is able to edit them to
exactly the needs of the research, allowing tight and systematic control of both the factor of interest and
confounding factors. Virtual environments can also be integrated with eye tracking directly, with fixations
directly associated with 3D objects within the environments, making for fast and easy processing of the
data. This setup therefore was best suited to our needs: it enables large scale data collection across multiple
markets, and gives us the control to edit the scenes to isolate the factors of interest.

One consideration in using virtual environments was whether to allow study participants to explore the
virtual environments using a controller of some kind, or whether the passage of individual in the
environment was fixed and “on rails”. In order to provide the tight control of participant experience
necessary we elected to fix the individuals path in the environment. If participants were given control over
their path through the environments, it is likely some study participants would struggle to navigate the
environment naturally, no matter what the control device used, and there would be no way of ensuring
participants were exposed to all the different frame locations. It would also be likely that different frame
approaches would influence attention dramatically.

The drawback of using virtual environments is that they are of course somewhat superficial. This however is
always the case in any experiment. What is important is not that the real world is created exactly in an
experiment, but that the experimental environment is sufficiently realistic so that the findings from the
study can be applied to the real world. This involves taking careful steps to ensure the factors that we are
holding consistent in our virtual environment — the weather conditions, the lighting levels, traffic levels,
walking and driving speeds, other signage in appropriate languages, etc., as well as just the general look and
feel of them, are representative.



THREE ALTERNATIVES

3. VIRTUAL ENVIRONMENTS (CONTINUED)

The Virtual Environments were built by Buzz3D. 5 main environments were made: 2 drives, each of

which involved a section of motorway and town driving, or 3 walks, each either in a shopping mall, a
rail station or a metro station.

RAILWAY METRO

HIGHWAY TOWN

MALL

Figure 1: Stills of the 5 distinct, generated environments as indicated in the above labels
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THREE ALTERNATIVES

3. VIRTUAL ENVIRONMENTS (CONTINUED

%\

Soundtracks were also made for each of the environments, in order to make the participant experience

even more immersive.

During the research (including in pilot phases which were built into the research to confirm the
approaches validity), all study participants were asked whether they thought the environments were
realistic. A large majority of respondents thought the environments were realistic, with only 3% of the
sample thinking they were not, predominantly due to misrepresentative low levels of litter.

The video you just saw was computer generated. Do you think that the places in
the video look similar to how they would look in real-life?

It was not very similar
atall, 3%

[t was somewhar similar

to real-life, 19%
Yes, I thought it looked
very similar to real-life,
34%

It was fairly similar to
real-lite, 44%

Figure 2: Percentage split of respondents, grouped by how similar they felt in the simulated environments
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

The great advantage of using virtual environments for this kind of research is the ability to readily create
edits of the environment to test the impact of particular factors of interest — and to carefully and tightly
control for confounding variables.

TARGET VARIABLE:
AD FORMAT

The research was focused on isolating the
impact of digital OOH. There are few aspects
of digital OOH that were thought to be
important in influencing attention: the
additional illumination that comes from the
digital screens themselves, and the
opportunities for movement that digital
screens offer. The study was designed not
simply to compare static paper (henceforth,
SP) to digital generally, but to digital of
different kinds: static digital (SD), animated
digital (AD - where the creative lightly
animates) and full motion video (FM - which
employs actual video recorded footage in some
way in the creative).

The general principle of the research was to
expose participants to ads in different formats
in the same locations, with the same levels of
traffic, lighting conditions, sounds, etc. —
everything held constant except for the ad
format. Once the environments had been
designed and built, different versions of the
environments were made such that at each
location, there was one version of the
environment with a static paper poster,
another in SD, another in AD and another in
FM.

Figure 3: Examples of OOH ads shown in various media formats in3

sample environments (town drive, railway & metro)
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

DIMENSIONS OF INTEREST

In order to understand whether the relative performance of digital vs static varied at all, the
environments were populated with poster locations of different sizes and eccentricities, representing the
most common kinds of OOH contacts.

. 0.2
Size (m2) 2 12 (Escalators)
Hea Para Hea Par
Eccentricity d el d el Parallel
on on

Drive Y Y Y Y
e ‘v
Mall Y Y Y
Railway station Y Y Y Y Y

Metro station Y Y Y Y Y

Table 1: Dimensions of interest
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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

POTENTIAL CONFOUNDING VARIABLES

The research took into consideration the potential for confounding variables to bias the results,
including creative, advertiser category, ad viewability, audiences, order effects, participant fatigue and
interpretation and the fieldwork environment.

In order to mitigate any creative effects, adverts were sourced from campaigns that were available in all 3
formats — i.e. static, animated and full motion. A particular campaign was allocated to each frame
location in the environments, so that the “target” creatives were shown in different formats to different
cell groups in exactly the same locations. As the research was pan-European, international brands were
chosen, across a mix of advertiser categories. Each target ad was exposed only once to each participant.
Additionally, there were multiple locations to represent each contact type (e.g. 2m head-on driver), so
that the overall effect for each measurement would come from a mix of creatives.

An important aspect of digital OOH is the way that ads typically occur on a loop that includes other
adverts. While there are some variations in precisely how this occurs in terms of the number of ads on
loop, and their duration, generally speaking, ads are 10” in duration, and often in a loop of 6 ads. Since
this is the most common deployment in European markets, this is how target adverts appeared on the
digital screens in our environment. Filler ads were inserted around the target creatives, again from a mix
of brands and advertiser categories. The moment of transition when the target ad came into view
differed between the screens, in order to ensure that different levels of viewability were created for target
ads; sometimes they transitioned into view when the frames were far away while other times they were
very close. This meant the full 10” was not always in view, just as in real life. The transitions were
however always timed to commence within the visibility distances that are applied by Route in
calculating audiences, namely 63m for 2m? posters and 100m for 12m? posters.

Participants were recruited to be nationally representative groups with a mix of genders and age groups.
Order effects were mitigated as the sequence of different contact types in the environments were mixed
up rather than clustered in different types, and the ad format exposed was randomised and rotated
across the study cells. The different versions of the environments were not edited such that there was an
environment for each of the 4 formats (i.e. a SP cell, a SD cell, and so on), but rather each respondent
would see every format, but in different sequences. The full cell structure is shown below in Table 2.

In order to mitigate participant fatigue, each would only see a selection of the environments. Each
participant was allocated one of the driving environments, one of the roadside sections, and one of the
internal environments. Ultimately, this produced 12 cells, with 3 sets of environment sequences, each
with 4 different sets of format rotations, as shown in Table 1. All participants were all tested in identical
conditions, on identical hardware (see figure 4) and given the same set of instructions. Each recording
booth isolated participants field of view to minimise distractions from the outside world, and each was
given a set of headphones to listen to the sound track.

14



EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

Figure 4: Still of the test environment

Studies were conducted with Tobii X2 eye trackers, with a frequency of 30hz. Distinct fixations are
defined the above parameters: unique gaze points lasting for at least 100ms within an area of 34
pixels. The fixation definition used in this research was chosen to match previous definitions used
by Route, with a suitable adjustment for screen size on the pixel threshold.

Respondents were recruited via in street intercepts, weight to be nationally representative. The total
sample was 468, split across the UK, France, Switzerland and Sweden:

*  Reading, UK: 114 (October 2016)

e Paris, France: 124 (March 2017)

e Winterthur, Switzerland: 109 (March 2017)
e Stockholm, Sweden: 121 (March 2017)

15



EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

CELL ROTATIONS

4 versions of each environment were made, each a different sequence of ad formats

Environment Location code Size (m2) Eccentricity Creative A 8 C D
Drive 1 Loc01 12 Parallel Stella Artois sD SP AD
Drive 1 Loc02 2 Head on Chanel sP AD SD
Drive 1 Loc03 12 Parallel Air New Zealand AD sD SP
Drive 1 Loc4 2 Head on Bad Neighbours sD SP AD
Drive 1 Loc05 2 Head on Burberry
Drive 1 Loc06 2 Head en Taylor Swift
Drive 1 Loc07 12 Head on Shell
Drive 1 Loc08 12 Head on Netflix
Drive 1 Locl0 2 Parallel Coca-Cola Si AD
Drive 1 Locll 12 Head en Jaguar SP
Drive 1 Locl2 2 Head on Thierry Mugler - Angel ﬁ- AD SD
Drive 1 Locl3 12 Parallel KFC AD SD SP
Drive 1 Locl4 2 Head on H&M English D s I o
Drive 1 Locls 12 Head on Grey Geose Vodka - AD SD SP

Walk to Mall Locl3s 2 Parallel Amazon Kindle SD SP AD

Walk to Mall Locl38 2 Head on Heineken AD SD SP

Mall Locl4d 2 Head on Estee Lauder SP AD SD
Mall Locl4l 2 Head on BMW SD SP AD
Mall Loc136 2 Head on vicorarolf  [ENMM A0 SO sp
Mall Loc142 2 parallel 8ell &Ross AD D se [INERE
Mall Loc140 2 Parallel Miss Dior | ) D sp
Mall Locl43 2 Head en Robinson Crusoe AD SD SP -
Mall Locl37 2 Head on Mango
Mall Locl3s 12 Head on Cadbury

Drive 2 Loc230 2 Parallel Coca-Cola

Drive 2 Loc231 2 Head on BMW

Drive 2 Loc232 12 Head on Grey Goose Vodka

Drive 2 Loc233 12 Parallel Stella Artois

Drive 2 Loc234 2 Head on Chanel

Drive 2 Loc235 12 Parallel Air New Zealand

Drive 2 Loc236 2 Head on Amazon Kindle

Drive 2 Loc203 12 Head on Shell

Drive 2 Loc202 2 Head on Estee Lauder

Drive 2 Loc237 2 Head on Mange

Drive 2 Loc200 2 Parallel H&M English

Walk to Rail station Loc200 2 Head on Bad Neighbours AD
Walk to Rail station Loc201 12 Head on Netflix SD SP AD

Railway Entry Loc300 2 Head on KFC [ sD sp

Railway Entry Loc301 12 Parallel Jaguar AD SD SP

Railway Entry Loc302 2 Headon Bell & Ross SP

Railway Entry Loc303 0.2 Parallel Heineken sD

Railway Entry Loc304 0.2 Parallel Miss Dior AD SD

Railway Entry Loc305 2 Head on Thierry Mugler - Angel sSD SP

Railway Entry Loc306 2 Parallel Robinson Crusce AD SD

Railway Entry Loc307 2 Parallel Taylor Swift - AD SD SP

Railway Entry Loc308 12 Parallel Corona AD sD sp

Railway Entry Loc309 12 Head on Cadbury SD SP

Railway Exit Loc308 12 Head on Hennessey AD SD SP

Railway Exit Loc310 2 Parallel Burberry SP AD SD

Railway Exit Loc306 2 Head on Boucheron AD SD SP

Railway Exit Loc31l 0.2 Parallel Nobody's Child AD SD SP

Railway Exit Loc312 0.2 Parallel SkyRide SP AD SD

Railway Exit Loc313 2 Head en Tarzan AD SD SP

Railway Exit Loc314 12 Head on National Geographic SP AD sSD

Walk to Metro Loc200 2 Head on Bell &Ross
Walk to Metro Loc201 12 Head on Netflix

Metro Entry Loc204 2 Head on Bad Neighbours

Metro Entry Loc210 2 Parallel Taylor Swift

Metro Entry Loc211 2 Parallel SkyRide

Metro Entry Loc212 2 Parallel Nobody's Child

Metro Entry Loc213 2 Parallel Burberry

Metro Entry Loc214 0.2 Parallel Miss Dior

Metro Entry Loc220 0.2 Parallel Heineken

Metro Entry Loc226 12 Parallel Jaguar SP

Metro Entry Loc227 12 Parallel National Geographic sSD SP

Metro Entry Loc228 12 Parallel Corona AD SD

Metro Entry Loc225 2 parallel Cadbury . o sD sp

Metro Exit Loc227 12 Head on KFC SD SP

Metro Exit Loc226 12 Parallel Dom Perignon SP

Metro Exit Loc220 0.2 Parallel Bulgari sD SP

Metro Exit Loc214 0.2 Parallel Kung Fu Panda AD SD

Metro Exit Loc213 2 Parallel Thierry Mugler - Angel - AD SD SP
Metro Exit Loc212 2 Parallel Tarzan SD

Metro Exit Loc211 2 Parallel Calvin Klein sD SP

Metro Exit Loc210 2 Parallel Prada AD SD
Metro Exit Loc205 2 Parallel RSM sD sP

Table 2: All cell rotations

PARTICIPANT CELLS

Cell 1 2 3
Envir Drive 1
onm Walk 1
ents Mall

Rotat
. A B C
on

Table 3: Participant cells, environments and rotations

6
Drive 2
Walk 2

Railway
B

C

9

10 11
Drive 3
Walk 3

Metro

B C

12
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RESULTS

LIKELIHOOD TO SEE

The primary metric under investigation in the research was the percentage of ‘target ads’ that are seen by
participants. Digital screens allow media owners to show a number of ads in rotation on the same screen
(a typical rotation is a loop is six ads, each shown for 10 seconds). For instance, if a screen is viewable
for 60 seconds as a pedestrian walks in a mall, they might be exposed to six separate ads via the same
digital screen. In contrast, static frames necessarily show the same ad for the whole of the time
available. But if a specific ad in a rotation in a digital frame (the ‘target ad’) is only available to be seen
for 1/6% of the time available, does that mean that it only gets by 1/6t of the audience?

The answer is no. Target ads in digital rotations are almost as likely to be seen as static posters by

pedestrians, and more likely to be seen drivers. Likelihood to see frame
Looking across all frame sizes and 80%

67% 69% 71% 74%
57%

eccentricities, figure 5 shows the results for 0% s 6%
. . . 40%

drivers and pedestrians across the different 0%

formats, firstly, the likelihood to see the frame 20% I

at all (regardless of which ad is playing, if it is a 0%

L Sp AD EN AD FM
digital frame), and then to see the target ad Driver Pedestrian
within the frame.

Likelihood to see target ad
Overall, digital frames are more likely to be o 67% o 5%

55%

60% 49%, y
seen than static paper posters, for both S o —— 7%
pedestrians and drivers. Where static posters are s

30%
seen by 40% of drivers, even a static digital 20%

. . 10%
frame is seen by 51%. These views do not 0%

. by Y SD AD FM AD FM
entirely go to the target ad — but almost s i
everyone who sees the frame sees the target ad
(49%). Figure 5: Likelihood to see across drivers & pedestrians

This is because the passage duration of a driver is relatively quick, meaning that for the period that the
screen is within the Route visibility distance, the target ad is necessarily mostly shown. Interestingly,
animated digital ads perform similarly to static digital in terms of likelihood to be seen. The small
decrease in LTS for animated digital is not statistically significant. Full motion video does have a
significant benefit beyond static digital though, increasing the LTS the target ad to 55%. This implies
that for drivers are 35% more likely to see full motion digital ads that they are exposed to. This effect is
due to the combination of the greater visibility of a digital screen that comes from its illumination, and
the additional movement and opportunity for more engaging creative that full motion video ads are

afforded.

Similar effects are seen for pedestrians. As with drivers, digital frames are more likely to be seen than
static paper posters, with larger effects for full motion video. One difference however with drivers
however is that pedestrians are slightly less likely to see the target ad. This is because pedestrians have
much longer passage durations than drivers. A static poster may be visible for up to minute, assuming a
full passage at normal walking speed to a large poster. This gives a long “opportunity to see”. Digital ads
have a smaller window of opportunity to get noticed. During this window they are more likely to be
noticed than if they were paper, with this effect offsetting the fact that there is less time to see the ad.

17



RESULTS

LIKELIHOOD TO SEE (CONTINUED)

To illustrate this point further, figure 6 shows the dwell times people spend looking at frames at
different distances. For drivers, an ad may be visible from quite some distance. However, they tend to
actually engage with it only when it is quite close: attention to advertising is bunched towards the end
of the viewable duration time, with digital screens getting significantly more attention than static
panels. Pedestrians, on the other hand, are more likely to attend to ads as soon as they become visible,
and attention is more evenly distributed across the time available. As with drivers, digital screens are
more likely to be noticed at every stage.

Drivers 12m Head on

=DIGITAL *=™PAPER

—
N

o

o
N

=

next 10" of passage (seconds)

Average dwell dme on frame in

60 58 56 54 52 50 48 46 44 42 40 38 36 34 32 30 28 262422201816 141210 8 6 4 2 0

Seconds to frame

Mall 12m Head on

next 10" of passage (s)

60 58 56 54 S2 50 48 46 44 42 40 38 36 34 32 30 28 26 24 22201816 141210 8 6 4 2 0

Average dwell time on frame in

Seconds to frame

Figure 6: Ad dwell times for drivers & pedestrians by seconds to frame
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RESULTS

LIKELIHOOD TO SEE (CONTINUED)

Table 4 shows the likelihood to see the target ad for each type of contact of interest, across all the

different combinations, as well as the implied indices of digital performance based against static paper.

Driver Internal Roadside pedestrian
Head on Parallel Head on Parallel H:id Parallel
0.2
2m 12m 2m 12m 2m 12m 2m | 12m m 12m 12m 2m
Sp 49 59 4% 22 77 75 57 65 65 63 75 84
% % % % % % % % % % %
LTS D 58 63 99 42 66 74 39 50 62 67 63 82
targ % % ’ % | % % % | % | % | % % %
et AD 54 59 66 68 44 61 58 77 76 83
ad % % % % % % % % % %
M 66 67 78 75 44 61 67 83 71 88
% % % % % % % % % %
Ind SD |1.18 1.07 0.86 0.99 0.68 0.77 1097 |1.06 0.83 0.98
:: AD [1.09 1.01 0.86 0.90 0.78 10.93 (0.90 1.21 1.01 0.99
SpP :Refac 1.33 1.14 1.01 1.00 0.77 1094 |1.05 [1.32 0.95 1.04

This research demonstrates that digital advertising is significantly more eye catching than static posters.
Each digital ad in a rotation is almost as likely to be seen as static poster ad in the same location, despite
their lower time in view to the audience. For drivers, the LTS of target ads on digital screens is in fact
higher than static ad. Full motion digital screens gain a third more attention than static paper for both
drivers and pedestrians.
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RESULTS

STATISTICAL TESTING

Statistical analysis has been performed over the data in order to determine robustness of the findings, and give
guidance on which factors are important influencing the relative impact of digital vs static.

Table 5 shows p-values: for statistical tests of LTS target ad for the 3 digital formats, each versus the null
hypothesis of equivalence to static paper. This supports the overall robustness of the research, with highly
statistically significant results for drivers and internal pedestrians, and weakly significant results for roadside
pedestrians. The weaker results for roadside pedestrians are mainly generated by the sample sizes involved
(there were fewer roadside contacts in the environments), rather than the size of the effect. As statistical
significance should not be confused with economic significance, the roadside results can be understood as
valid to be applied, with their directional similarity to the internal pedestrians supporting the likelihood that
similarly robust differences would occur at larger samples.

Driver Internal Roadsi.d €

pedestrian

wew e 000 00s2
SP vs. FM 0.048 0.045

Table 5: P-values of tests of difference in LTS target ad

In order to understand which of the factors under investigation have an influence on the size of the digital
impact — and therefore which will be important for pricing decisions - alternative specifications of regression
models were built and compared. A batch of Generalised Linear Regression models were created using a Logit
link function as appropriate for proportions like likelihood to see. Different models can be evaluated
according to their “Akaike Information Criteria’ (similar to an R2, but appropriate for modelling
proportions). A lower AIC indicates an improved model specification, in the

sense that the information in the data is being used more efficiently.

Model AIC

General model with all interactions 15193

Static and Animated digital equivalent 15172

Static, Animated and Full motion equivalent 15192

Digital effects equivalent across sizes 15167

Digital effects equivalent across sizes and approaches (differing by environment only) 15172
Digital effects equivalent across sizes and environments (differing by approach only) 15224

Table 6: Statistical modelling across AIC numbers

I Note: A p-value of less than 0.01 means significant at 99% confidence, p<0.05 is 95% confidence, and so on 20



RESULTS

STATISTICAL TESTING

The most general model includes all possible interactions between the factors. This model assumes that it is
necessary for all combinations of poster size, environment, eccentricity and ad format to be distinctly measured,
with no equivalence in effects across any dimensions. As can observed in the tables below, animated digital
tends to perform similarly to static digital, and this is supported by a lower AIC for a model that assumes they
work equivalently. Further reduction in the model could be achieved by assuming that the relative effects of the
different formats are equivalent across the different sizes of ads. This is as simplified as the model could be
however; simplifying further by assuming that the uplifts were equivalent for different eccentricities or for
different environments raised the AIC, indicating that these simplifications left some important information in
the data unused.

The analysis supports the ultimate use of 12 indices, as below

Final LTS indices
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Figure 7: LTS across vantage points
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RESULTS

IMPLEMENTATION

The research provides indices of the relative attention given to digital ads versus static posters for those who are
exposed to them. This is however only part of the story. In order to implement these indices it is necessary to also
include in the calculations a measure of the viewability of digital ads. Because digital ads appear on rotation with
other ads, and audience passages can be shorter than the full loop of all the ads on a screen, only a fraction of the
overall frame audience will be exposed to the ad. Its only for this fraction of the audience that benefits from the
increased attention from digital screens and full motion creative.

Unlike viewability for internet advertising, viewability for OOH can be understood without recourse to
experimental or tracking data. For static posters, audience measurement protocols ensure viewability is 100%.
Audiences are only counted if they are exposed to both sides of a poster, and if obstructions never obscure more
than 10% of an ad. For digital OOH ads, the situation is slightly more complex ads, as typically ads are on
rotation with others, meaning not all of the total frame audience will be exposed to a particular ad. Fortunately, a
relatively simple formula can be applied to calculate the viewability of an ad in a digital OOH site. This factors
in the length of the ad, the number of ads on rotation, and the passage duration for audiences.

™ . I AANTT - 1 1. 17

) . _Passage duration + Spot duration — 2
W Vipaatiei= min( Loop duration

, 100%)

The intuition behind this formula is explained in figure 8. To begin with, we assume that a frame’s audience will
pass the frame at different points in the loop of the ads, and that there is an equal chance that an individual’s
passage will start at any given moment in the loop. Assuming the loop is 60” long, there is a 1 in 60 chance that
an individual will start their passage in any particular second in the entire loop. Our aim now is to understand
the chance that an individual’s passage will occur such that they will be exposed to at least 17 of the target ad.
Any passage that begins at most 1 second less than the total passage duration before the target ad will be exposed
to at least 1” of the ad, as will any passage that begins before the final second of the target ad.

Naturally, viewability cannot go over 100%, so it is capped at this level, should the passage be long enough for
people to be exposed to some ads more than once.

1%t passage who is exposed Last passage who is exposed
to at least 1” of the ad to at least 1” of the ad
Loop duration
G o o — - D == - - ——— — — -
(e.g.60”)
Ad duration
(10”)

Passage duration + Ad duration - 2

Figure 8: Ad exposure chronology flow
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RESULTS

IMPLEMENTATION

The previous viewability formula in Figure 8 can be combined with the denies for the uplift in LTS, as well as
existing visibility adjustment figures for static paper in the following way.

Applying the indices:
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g ads are seen? ads are seen? ads are seen?
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a research equation

Figure 9: Method for collating effectiveness differentials between media
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RESULTS

» LOWTY DOEST METE

STYLE MATTERS

IMPLICATIONS

This research has demonstrated that, broadly speaking, advertising that appears on digital screens is as

likely to be seen as ads that appear as static posters - despite the fact that the window of opportunity to
see a digital ad is shorter than that for a static ad. It has also shown that full motion digital advertising

is significantly better at gaining the attention than either static posters or any other form of digital
advertising tested in the study.!

These learnings have three implications:

Advertisers should invest in digital out of home inventory. Digital screens offer advertisers many

advantages in terms of flexibility and targeting. But they also offer advertisers increased
attention — the basic purpose of advertising.

Advertisers should develop full motion OOH creative. Full motion digital creative significantly
outperformed all other forms of creative tested in this study. Advertisers should see this as the
default creative approach to OOH, not the cherry on top. Adapting and utilising creative
elements used in digital and social advertising may offer a cost-efficient means for advertisers to
take part in the full motion revolution.

Advertisers should apply LTS calculations across all media, not just OOH. This study has
adopted a tougher criteria to judge the reach of advertising than is commonly used in media
buying. Instead of estimating what people could see (their ‘opportunity to see’ or OTS), it has
attempted to calculate what people did see (their ‘likelihood to see’, or LTS). The out of home
industry has been aware of the difference between OTS and LTS for some time. It is time that
the other media channels caught up, and applied LTS measures to their OTS figures to give
media buyers a true representation of the reality of attention across media.

! Note: Any views occurring beyond the visibility distance have been removed from the analysis entirely. It is

assumed that any views beyond this distance are unlikely to be effective for a brand, as the ad is not discernible
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