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CONSULTATION RESPONSE TO MAYOR OF LONDON'S PROPOSED BAN ON FOOD AND DRINK 

ADVERTISING ACROSS THE TRANSPORT FOR LONDON ESTATE 

By email to: 

londonfood@london.gov.uk 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 The out-of-home advertising industry that we represent welcomes action on childhood 

obesity. We recognise the seriousness and urgency of the issue and support the Mayor's 

commitment to addressing it. We also believe the industry has a positive role to play in 

delivering the kind of behavioural change that is needed to tackle the problem of childhood 

obesity. 

1.2 We consider the consultation to be a welcome first step in that direction. However, more 

work is needed: as drafted, the proposed total ban on the TfL estate of all advertising for 

food and drink that is high in fat or salt or sugar ("HFSS") and the ban on "brand only" 

advertising by all food and drink companies, are disproportionate, unclear and unworkable 

measures that will not achieve the Mayor's legitimate objective.  

(a) The bans would have a number of unintended, adverse consequences, such as 

diverting HFSS advertising spend to other forms of media, where children's 

exposure to the advertising could — perversely — be higher. 

(b) There would be a severe impact on our members' business, as the affected outdoor 

advertising space could not simply be resold for alternative products.  The likely 

reduction in revenue for the industry would be £375m over the next 5 years. This 

would (i) undermine our ability to invest in targeted measures to reduce childhood 

exposure to advertising and (ii) reduce our ability to commit current levels of funding 

to investments such as the installation of bus shelters and the provision of free WIFI. 

In addition to this significant adverse impact on the public interest, there would also 

be knock-on consequences for jobs and investment in local communities in London. 

(c) As drafted, the measures lack sufficient clarity and would be very complex and 

difficult to implement in practice, for both our members and their customers.  

1.3 A total ban should not be the only option under consideration. There are a range of 

alternative, more effective, options open to the Mayor that have not been canvassed in this 

consultation.  They should be subject to further, evidence-based assessment, consultation 

and development.  That work is essential to achieving a set of proposals that are legally 

and practically robust and based on evidence of their impacts — positive and negative.  

1.4 There is now  an opportunity for the industry, in partnership with the Mayor, to develop and 

deliver a wider reaching and high impact healthy living campaign that harnesses the power 

of outdoor advertising to improve public education and awareness of nutrition and exercise. 

This would provide lasting behavioural change that is key to tackling the root causes of 

obesity across London, and allow the Mayor to deliver one of Lord Darzi’s key 

mailto:londonfood@london.gov.uk


- 2 - 

 

 

 

 

recommendations.1 It is also consistent with research2 and the experience of public health 

interventions elsewhere in the world3, that demonstrate the need to take a holistic approach, 

including, for example, directly addressing the strong link between public education and 

childhood obesity. We stand ready to seize that opportunity by working together to identify 

and assess workable and effective options and to implement them appropriately. We invite 

the Mayor to take this work forward in collaboration.  

2. BACKGROUND 

2.1 Outsmart is the UK trade body for the Out of Home ("OOH") advertising industry. Our 

members include the biggest sellers of OOH advertising in the UK: Clear Channel UK, 

Exterion Media, JCDecaux, Ocean Outdoor, Outdoor Plus and Primesight.  

2.2 As outlined in our letter, dated 4th June 2018, we welcome this consultation as an initial 

formative stage in your policy-making process.  It is a crucial opportunity to elicit evidence 

and ideas from various stakeholders to inform the next steps in a robust process of 

consultation and policy design on a package of detailed proposals.  

2.3 However, it is alone not sufficient to be a sound basis for a final policy decision.  That will 

require a further opportunity for the Mayor to consider, and consultees to respond 

intelligently to, particulars on proposals for design and implementation and evidence-based 

reasons for the proposals made.  

2.4 We are confident that, by working together with stakeholders in the coming months, the 

Mayor can identify and implement measures that will allow London to lead the way in 

tackling this issue. For our part, we hope to work with the Mayor further to assess the 

evidence of the effectiveness and impact of a range of different options for intervention.  

3. BUILDING ON EXISTING MEASURES TO TACKLE OBESITY 

3.1 Our members already make positive contributions to combatting childhood obesity as well 

as many other related good causes, including public health education. 

3.2 As you will already know, the current UK rules for advertising of HFSS are among the 

strictest in the world. From 1 July 2017, HFSS advertisements became subject to the 

Committee of Advertising Practice ("CAP") media placement restrictions, as set out in the 

CAP Code, and must not be directed at people under 16 through the selection of media or 

the context in which they appear. 

3.3 The CAP advises advertisers that it usually considers OOH advertising to be directed at the 

general population, not at people under 16. However, working with Public Health England 

("PHE"), Outsmart voluntarily took steps (in July 2017) to restrict OOH marketing of HFSS 

products in areas most likely to be seen by children, by preventing HFSS advertising being 

placed on static OOH sites within 100 metres of school boundaries (the "Schools 

Exclusion"). The industry takes its social responsibilities very seriously, and we have an 

outstanding record of compliance with all regulatory standards. 

3.4 As recognised by the CAP, the Schools Exclusion is not an explicit requirement under the 

CAP Code. The measure has now been in place for a year and we consider that it is too 

early to take an evidence based decision about whether further measures are needed to 

reduce children's exposure to HFSS OOH advertising.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                        
1 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better_health_for_london.pdf (see page 27) 
2E.g.https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Economic%20Studies%20TEMP/Our%20Insights/H

ow%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/MGI_Overcoming_obesity_Full_report.ashx 
3 Such as the public health campaign in Amsterdam, referenced in the Mayor's Food Strategy Paper.  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/better_health_for_london.pdf
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Economic%20Studies%20TEMP/Our%20Insights/How%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/MGI_Overcoming_obesity_Full_report.ashx
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Economic%20Studies%20TEMP/Our%20Insights/How%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/MGI_Overcoming_obesity_Full_report.ashx
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3.5 A significant amount of investment in terms of time and software were undertaken 

voluntarily by the industry to put the Schools Exclusion in place. The initiative applies in 

relation to all schools across the UK. In Greater London alone, it resulted in HFSS 

advertising being removed from over 10,000 OOH advertising sites, 14% of all sites.   

3.6 We took this step, going beyond our existing regulatory requirements, because we 

considered it to be a targeted and proportionate response that removed HFSS advertising 

in particular areas where children are most likely to be exposed to it, and when they are 

most likely to make choices around meal times.  

3.7 We recognise that our industry has a part to play in tackling childhood obesity and welcome 

the opportunity to identify and discuss similarly targeted measures as part of this 

consultation process.  

4. THE CHALLENGE OF CHILDHOOD OBESITY AND THE NEED FOR PROPORTIONATE AND EVIDENCE-

BASED POLICY RESPONSES 

4.1 The Mayor's Food Strategy Paper sets out the Mayor's objective to use every means at his 

disposal to help tackle child obesity and states that one method to achieve this aim is to 

stop children and young people being exposed to advertisements for unhealthy products.  

Obesity is one of the most pressing public policy challenges that the UK is facing today. We 

consider therefore that this consultation presents the Mayor with an opportunity to lead the 

way by developing a targeted and evidence based approach to reducing exposure of 

children to HFSS advertising, allowing that model to be replicated widely at both local and 

national levels.  

4.2  The Paper presents a binary choice to consultees between: 

(a) a wholesale ban on all advertising connected to HFSS food and drink product 

across the entire TfL estate; or  

(b) doing nothing at all. 

We do not agree with that binary choice and urge the Mayor to consider a wider range of 

options that would be more effective and proportionate in delivering the objective of reduced 

obesity. 

4.3 Whilst we consider that that there may be merit in further developing the rules around HFSS 

advertising, proposals for measures that would restrict the ability of businesses and 

consumers to communicate with each other and would have a substantial commercial 

impact will only be justified if they are, when put in context of existing and other possible 

measures: 

(a) supported by evidence of effectiveness; 

(b) proportionate, in that they are targeted to achieve the specific legitimate objective 

identified and minimise adverse or unintended consequences; 

(c) clear in their scope and application; and 

(d) workable in practice. 

We address each of these points in turn below for the Mayor’s proposed ban, before turning 

to potential alternative options that could deliver results effectively.   

Evidence-based 
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4.4 There is insufficient evidence demonstrating the efficacy of a wholesale ban, for such a ban 

to be justified as a proportionate means of reducing childhood obesity, at least without 

considering other options which are likely to have less of an adverse impact on the 

commercial interests of our members, advertisers and others. To our knowledge, there has 

been no impact assessment or piloting that would allow the proposals to be informed by a 

thorough understanding of their potential effectiveness or the adverse impact they may 

have on businesses and the wider public interest. One of our members, JCDecaux, is 

currently in discussion with Lewisham Borough Council with regard to the possible 

implementation of a pilot scheme in the Borough of measures designed to tackle childhood 

obesity. The data obtained from this trial would inform the policy choices made by the 

Council. We consider this approach to be essential to ensuring that the effectiveness and 

adverse impact of different measures are properly understood before the introduction of 

any permanent intervention.    

4.5 We do not consider that a ban relating to the TfL estate is likely to be effective in significantly 

reducing the exposure of children to HFSS advertising.  

(a) Only a small proportion of the users of TfL services are under 16. The National 

Travel Survey (conducted by the Office of National Statistics) shows that trips in 

England to and from school per child (aged 5-16 years) per year, using local bus 

services, fell from 16% in 2010 to 12% in 2016 across England. Estimates of the 

proportion of children that use the London Underground to travel to and from school 

range from 1-3%. Therefore, schoolchildren would make up a very small proportion 

of the people impacted by a ban of HFSS across the entire TfL estate. 

(b) Most advertisers would likely redistribute marketing budgets to other forms of media 

that may increase children’s exposure to inappropriate marketing content.  This is 

particularly true of online channels. It is well-known that advertising revenues for 

social media sites are growing rapidly while they have remained static for the OOH 

sector for a number of years4. The usage of social media and online video content 

via mobile phones accounts for a huge proportion of the exposure of children to 

advertising. Ofcom reports that 74% of 12-15 year olds have a profile on a social 

media or a messaging site or app. 5 Online advertising of HFSS cannot be targeted 

at children under the CAP Code. However, Ofcom reports that 43% and 50% of 11 

and 12 year-olds respectively have social media profiles even though sites such as 

Facebook and Instagram have a minimum age requirement of 13. Therefore, by 

diverting HFSS advertising to forms of media that are more readily accessed by 

children, the ban risks having the perverse effect of increasing the exposure of 

children to HFSS advertisements. There is also some evidence to suggest that 

digital channels are particularly effective in influencing children’s behaviour and 

food choices6. 

(c) The risk of unintended consequences also applies to print advertising. Children 

using TfL services would still be potentially exposed to HFSS advertising, including 

promotional discount vouchers for fast food in newspapers available at stations, 

such as the Metro and Evening Standard. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                        
4 See p.10 of the House of Lord's Report: UK Advertising in a Digital Age  
5 https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/108182/children-parents-media-use-attitudes-2017.pdf  
6 See Who's Feeding the Kids Online, and extensive study conducted in Ireland. While Ireland did not apply restrictions on adverts 

targeted at Children at the time of the study, the evidence is relevant in showing how a 13 year old who registers a social media 

account as a 17 year old could be influenced in the UK.  

 

https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201719/ldselect/ldcomuni/116/116.pdf
https://www.ofcom.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/108182/children-parents-media-use-attitudes-2017.pdf
https://irishheart.ie/wp-content/uploads/2016/12/web__whos_feeding_the_kids_online_report_2016.compressed.pdf
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(d) To be clear, we are not criticising other advertising channels. All advertising 

channels are appropriately regulated. We are merely seeking equity in regulation 

across the media mix in the reduction of Childhood Obesity. 

4.6 While advertising is effective, it is just one of many factors driving sales of food and drink 

products. An independent 2014 report from McKinsey ranked media restrictions as one of 

the least effective of a range of possible interventions to reduce childhood obesity.7 Portion 

control, reformulation and education by schools and parents were all found to be 

significantly more effective.  

4.7 Even if there were no displacement of adverts to other channels, advertising restrictions 

are likely to be effective only when they are introduced in co-ordination with a package of 

other measures and not in isolation. For example, the Amsterdam Metro ban that is 

referenced in the Food Strategy Paper was introduced, as part of a "whole measures 

approach", alongside other initiatives such as investment in education campaigns, dietary 

advice and exercise and sporting activities. The Amsterdam Metro advertising ban came 

into force in January 2018 and the data on obesity rates which showed a 12% reduction in 

childhood obesity refer to a 2012 – 2015 period8. The reduction cannot therefore be 

attributed to the advertising restrictions. A study by the Obesity Policy Research Unit points 

out that the Amsterdam approach requires further analysis and piloting before application 

to UK cities. It would not be helpful to simply implement a series of actions drawn from 

individual elements of the programme.9  

4.8 Bans in isolation do not work well and an outright ban is not the only option that the Mayor 

has to use advertising to combat childhood obesity. A more proportionate and more 

effective solution would involve harnessing the power of advertising to deliver behavioural 

change by promoting healthy eating and lifestyle choices, i.e. behaviour that will reduce 

childhood obesity.  This is something that our members are well placed to assist with 

because it is our area of expertise (see paragraph 5.5 below). 

4.9 It is also critical that measures are not prematurely rushed into force by the Mayor's Office 

before all relevant evidence has been taken into account. For example, for the purposes of 

the proposed ban, "unhealthy food and drink" will be any HFSS product, as defined by the 

Nutrient Profiling Model ("NPM"), developed by the Department for Health and Social Care 

("DHSC") and the Food Standards Authority. This definition covers a broad range of food 

and drink, including but by no means limited to, "fast food". The NPM is currently subject to 

an ongoing consultation as Public Health England ("PHE") has been asked by DHSC to 

review the NPM and bring it in line with current UK dietary recommendations.  

4.10 A new NPM is expected in 2019 and the definition of HFSS is expected to change. The 

effectiveness and impact of measures that are reliant on the NPM can only be properly 

developed after the results of PHE's review have been taken into account. If the definition 

of HFSS broadens, the impact of a wholesale ban may be considerably more severe. 

4.11 DHSC has announced its own plan for tackling childhood obesity which outlines a number 

of proposed measures. The Government has committed to carrying out a full consultation 

on these proposals by the end of this year. The Mayor must take into account all relevant 

evidence from that process and any measures introduced in relation to the TfL estate must 

                                                                                                                                                                                                        
7E.g.https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Economic%20Studies%20TEMP/Our%20Insights/H

ow%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/MGI_Overcoming_obesity_Full_report.ashx 
8 https://www.bmj.com/content/361/bmj.k2534 
9 https://www.ucl.ac.uk/obesity-policy-research-unit/sites/obesity-policy-research-unit/files/what-learned-from-amsterdam-

healthy-weight-programme-inform-policy-response-obesity-england.pdf  

https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Economic%20Studies%20TEMP/Our%20Insights/How%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/MGI_Overcoming_obesity_Full_report.ashx
https://www.mckinsey.com/~/media/McKinsey/Business%20Functions/Economic%20Studies%20TEMP/Our%20Insights/How%20the%20world%20could%20better%20fight%20obesity/MGI_Overcoming_obesity_Full_report.ashx
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/obesity-policy-research-unit/sites/obesity-policy-research-unit/files/what-learned-from-amsterdam-healthy-weight-programme-inform-policy-response-obesity-england.pdf
https://www.ucl.ac.uk/obesity-policy-research-unit/sites/obesity-policy-research-unit/files/what-learned-from-amsterdam-healthy-weight-programme-inform-policy-response-obesity-england.pdf
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complement nationwide initiatives introduced by the Government to ensure consistency 

and minimise the impact on industry. 

Proportionate 

4.12 A wholesale ban on the advertising of products that are HFSS (as defined by the current 

NPM model), would reduce the OOH sector's annual advertising revenue by 10-15%. For 

London, the region attracting the highest share of OOH sector advertising revenue (45% 

share or £515m), the impact of banning HFSS would be as much as around a £75m 

reduction in annual revenue. Our members' contracts tend to run for 5-10 years and 

therefore, over this period, the impact on revenue could be £375m-£750m.10 This figure 

does not account for the further impact on revenue that would result from downward 

pressure on our members' pricing brought about by the fall in demand for their services. 

The figure also excludes the very significant potential impact of a "brand-only" ban that 

applies to all food and drink companies, as described in the consultation papers. As 

explained at paragraph 4.25 below, the scope of the brand-only ban is very unclear and we 

are therefore unable to properly assess its impact on revenue. Our members will explain 

the impact on each of their individual businesses in their individual consultation responses.  

4.13 Based on our analysis of demand for OOH advertising in London, we consider it to be very 

unlikely that the sites currently used by HFSS advertisers would simply be replaced by other 

forms of advertisement, as the majority of our members have unsold and unused inventory 

at any one time. We also consider that there would be a knock-on effect on revenues for 

TfL and local authorities. There would be a significant reduction in TfL's revenue from 

advertising on its estate.  

4.14 The significant loss of revenue for our members would inevitably result in cost saving 

measures, including a reduction in investment in, and the renewal of, public infrastructure, 

and job losses for London.  

4.15 The OOH sector also employs approximately 4500 people in the UK and a proportion of 

these jobs would be put at risk as a result of a wholesale ban. 

4.16 There would be a reduction in the revenue available for the investments made by our 

members that go to improving London's public services and economy by:  

(a) supporting local job creation and investment through the installation, maintenance 

and cleaning of street furniture; 

(b) renewing tens of thousands of bus shelters nationally; 

(c) providing live bus timetable information at bus shelters – via NFC & Bluetooth tech; 

(d) unlocking public funds for other projects by reducing the need for governments to 

invest in street clutter reduction and giving back valuable pavement space through 

renewal projects; and 

(e) paying business rates that ensure OOH advertising sites make an ongoing financial 

contribution to the local area.  

4.17 Further, our members have used revenue to implement a number of measures that benefit 

local communities including: 

                                                                                                                                                                                                        
10 This estimate is based on a number of assumptions and on the level of detail provided in the consultation papers regarding the 

proposed measures. 
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(a) providing access to free maps/wayfinding information, free emergency and charity 

calls  (services that are accessible to all users, regardless of physical or 

technological capabilities); 

(b) providing free WIFI and thereby assisting in reducing economic and social 

inequalities associated with the digital revolution; and 

(c) displaying on street furniture council, community, and other local content (our kiosk 

sites display 1,000 hours of Council content per year to promote local initiatives, 

news, and events – acting as a community notice board); and 

(d) funding other charitable projects (one member alone has spent £800,000 on 

community tree planting projects over the past 2 years, largely in London, and 

donated free media space to 30-40 charities worth in excess of £20m and totalling 

more than 10% of available advertising inventory). 

4.18 Our members are clear that the impact of a comprehensive ban will prevent them from 

being able to commit in the future to many of the above investments that are currently 

included in their contracts and have significant benefits for Londoners. We consider that, 

as a result, a blunt wholesale ban would have a net detriment to the public interest. 

4.19 The brands that invest in advertising space on the TfL estate themselves make a valuable 

contribution to London’s thriving economy. While it is difficult to quantify the impact that 

OOH advertising has on London’s high street and night time economy, we think it is 

important that businesses and consumers are allowed to communicate with each other. 

Taking account of the risk of public harm, we believe that the right solution is to strike a 

balance between the aims of reducing exposure of children to HFSS advertising and 

allowing for adult consumers to make informed choices about the products they wish to 

buy. 

4.20 We note that other HFSS advertising restrictions, such as the Amsterdam Metro ban, 

Ofcom broadcasting restrictions on television advertising and restrictions on non-broadcast 

advertising in the CAP Code, all restrict advertising that is aimed at or more likely to be 

seen by children, either because of its nature, location or the time at which is shown. 

4.21 Given the severe impact a wholesale ban would have on our members, their customers 

and commercial freedom of speech as well as the knock-on adverse effects on the wider 

public interest, thorough consideration of alternative solutions that are targeted at the 

specific aim of reducing the exposure of children to HFSS marketing is required. 

Clear 

4.22 The parameters of the proposed ban are unclear and, as currently described in the Food 

Strategy Paper and the two-page proposal paper ("Proposal Paper"), could be very wide 

in scope. It is not possible for Outsmart, or other stakeholders, to meaningfully respond to 

the consultation without a greater level of detail on the intent, basis and scope of the ban. 

4.23 Further, if there is no clear methodology for advertisers to be able to determine whether or 

not an advertisement is compliant, they will simply see the OOH medium as too complicated 

and difficult and may decide to use other advertising media, rather than trying to comply. 

This outcome is most likely in the case of SMEs and food and drink start-ups as they will 

not have the resources of large companies to be able to conform to difficult rules. 
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4.24 In relation to the brand only advertising ban, it is not clear whether this ban is proposed to 

cover all food and drink companies, any food and drink company that sells one or more 

HFSS products or only food and drink companies that sell predominantly HFSS products.  

4.25 As described in the Food Strategy Paper and Proposal Paper, the ban appears to cover all 

food and drink companies. This is unjustifiably broad as it would cover brand-only 

advertising by a vast range of companies such as supermarkets, food delivery providers, 

restaurants, coffee shops and e-commerce brands, including the likes of trusted high street 

brands such as Marks & Spencer Food and Pret a Manger.  It would also inevitably cover 

companies with product ranges that are largely or even completely free from HFSS food 

and drink. We cannot therefore understand how it would meet its intended objective. In fact, 

the ban would have the perverse result of covering companies that are actively promoting 

the consumption of healthier food.  

4.26 We consider that, if a brand-only ban is to be introduced, there should be a well-defined 

test for determining which advertisers are covered by it. The CAP Code prohibits brand 

advertising that has the effect of promoting a HFSS product but this applies only to the use 

of brands or branding that is synonymous with a specific HFSS product. We think that, in 

line with our position on the need for evidence based and proportionate policy, the 

definitions that underpin any restrictions need to be tightly drawn and focused on the 

highest risk products. 

4.27 We are unable to assess fully the impact the ban would have without further clarity and 

unless greater detail is given to stakeholders, they cannot help to develop a policy which 

strikes the correct balance between competing interests.   

Workable 

4.28 Restrictions cannot be brought into force without proper consultation on how they would be 

implemented and enforced in practice. This is not addressed in the current consultation.  

4.29 We have a number of serious concerns with regard to the implementation of any proposed 

restrictions and can foresee a number of challenges that must be resolved before a decision 

can be made on the adoption of any measures.  

4.30 To the extent that any advertising restrictions on HFSS food and drink are introduced on 

the TfL estate, our members cannot be made responsible for ensuring compliance. 

4.31 Our members are media owners and do not employ nutritional experts. On that basis, it 

would be inappropriate for them to make assessments as to whether advertisements for 

particular food and drink products are covered by any restriction introduced by the Mayor's 

Office.  

4.32 Moreover, media campaigns are planned months in advance and most of our members 

have ongoing (in many cases, multi-year) contractual commitments with advertisers who 

are likely to be caught by the proposed ban. The proposals must ensure that our members' 

existing property rights remain protected following the adoption of any intervention. The 

proposals do not appear to envisage any transitional arrangements that would allow for 

existing contractual commitments to be met without risking non-compliance. Transitional 

arrangements would be a vital part of the implementation of any new measures and would 

need to be devised in conjunction with industry.  

4.33 Practical and effective arrangements for transition and implementation cannot simply be 

devised by the Mayor's Office alone and require significant stakeholder input over the 
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coming months. We are happy to work with the Mayor to find constructive solutions to these 

challenges.  

4.34 We urge further stakeholder engagement on practical considerations to ensure that any 

measures are practicable and unintended consequences are minimised.  

5. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS FOR MORE TARGETED AND PROPORTIONATE SOLUTIONS  

5.1 The OOH sector is keen to work with the Mayor's office and all relevant stakeholders to 

develop proposals that are more targeted at the issue of childhood obesity so that the 

Mayor’s objectives can be achieved without as great an adverse impact as the 

comprehensive ban currently proposed. We want to work with you to assess the evidence 

of the effectiveness and impact of a number of ideas so they can be developed further.  

5.2 While the TfL estate is significant in London OOH, the OOH industry advertises on other 

private estate which could also potentially be used to promote these sorts of initiatives. The 

more consistently the initiatives are applied across OOH estate, as well as on other media, 

the more likely they are to be effective. Where targeted and proportionate measures are 

introduced, we would be willing to discuss their wider application beyond London’s transport 

network.    

5.3 The options set out below would require proper consultation and further development but 

we have included them here as potential alternative options that could be explored in 

partnership with the industry.  

(a) The use of unsold OOH inventory on the TfL estate to allow TfL to promote healthy 

eating and lifestyle messages, such as promoting the use of stairs rather than 

escalators or campaigns such as the "Daily Mile Campaign" (see Appendix 1). We 

note that this accords with one of the key recommendations in a report written by 

Lord Darzi, Chair of the London Health Commission, and evidence given by the 

Food Foundation to the Health and Social Care Select Committee. The use of 

healthy living campaigns is also an important pillar of Amsterdam’s successful 

strategy. 

(b) A requirement for a proportion of each HFSS advertisement to be dedicated to 

promoting healthy lifestyle and/or nutritional information. This could take the form 

of "traffic light" labelling or a ‘Food Aware’ Compliance Notice such as “Be 

Treatwise”11, with direction to online nutritional information, similar to the 

"DrinkAware" and "BeGambleAware" notices on alcohol and gambling advertising. 

This would take industry best practice in other sectors and apply it to food and drink. 

(c) A voluntary initiative, applied either by advertisers or the OOH sector, providing for 

a levy, imposed in direct proportion to spending by HFSS advertisers. The income 

generated could be reinvested into the promotion of healthy food messaging. Such 

a model would require a light touch in terms of management time and cost for the 

GLA/TfL and could be adopted more widely in other parts of the country. 

(d) A reasonable and proportionate extension of the school exclusion of HFSS 

advertising from 100 metres, increasing the number of OOH sites in greater London 

that are HFSS-free from 10,228 (14% of OOH sites). Additionally, other sites more 

likely to be seen by children (such as those around theme parks, leisure centres 

etc.) could be made HFSS free. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                        
11 https://betreatwise.net/  

https://betreatwise.net/
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(e) The use of restrictions that focus on the nature of advertising rather than the 

underlying product alone. For example, restrictions could be targeted at particularly 

harmful forms of marketing, such as aggressive price promotions of fast food, 

building on progress already made by restrictions on advertising expressly targeted 

at children.  

(f) The use of digital out of home sites (which account for 50% of total OOH sector 

advertising revenue) to ensure that, where technologically feasible, HFSS ads are 

not shown at times when children are most likely to use TfL services (e.g. around 

school opening and closing times). We consider that, in relation to OOH advertising, 

there is ample data (e.g. on the times at which children are more likely to travel) to 

enable effective targeting of HFSS advertising restrictions at digital OOH sites.  

5.4 Given that obesity rates among young people vary significantly across the UK and as the 

Food Strategy Paper rightly points out, increased rates correlate strongly with areas with 

increased social deprivation, the targeted use of OOH advertising to promote positive health 

and lifestyle messaging, (e.g. the use of OOH sites in more socially deprived areas that are 

vulnerable to childhood obesity) could be particularly effective in meeting the London Food 

Strategy's aims. We are aware that TfL has access to data on the use of its services that 

would assist in the implementation of a targeted approach. An example could be to have 

no HFSS advertising in the top 10 stations used by children or to exclude central London 

stations (where usage by children is very low) from any restrictions.  

5.5 There is precedent for the creative use of our members' OOH inventory to promote public 

health messaging and encourage positive behavioural change to the benefit of Londoners. 

We set out some examples below. 

(a) As part of the television programme “Britain's Fat Fight”, the chef Hugh Fearnley-

Whittingstall used posters and stickers to prompt users of the Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Metro system to take the stairs to the station exit rather than using the escalator. 

The results showed a 35% increase in people using the stairs during peak travel 

times. 

(b) One of our members worked with PHE to promote the Change4Life campaign, 

using digital screens to change eating habits through targeted, contextual 

advertising (see Appendix 2). The member was able to incorporate sales data at 

store level to display relevant advertising during periods of peak sales for certain 

products. At times of peaks sales of sugary products, warnings about health risks 

and messages encouraging low sugar alternatives were displayed. During the 

campaign, there was a 4% reduction in the sales of sugary cereals and 5% increase 

in the sales of diet soft drinks.  

(c) Since 2012, Missing People, a UK charity dedicated to bringing missing children 

and adults back together with their families has been supported by Outsmart. 

Missing People advertising was run on digital OOH sites across 15 different media 

owners (who together represent 95% of all OOH revenue). In its first year, the 

campaign delivered 4.9M transmissions across 4,000+ panels equal to £10M+ of 

media value.  Inbound contacts with the charity increased by an astounding 226%, 

from 2940 emails and SMS being received by the charity in 2009 (prior to 

Outsmart’s involvement), to 9596 being received by the end of 2013 as a result of 

the campaign. 
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6. ONGOING ENGAGEMENT 

Our members support the Mayor's goal of reducing childhood obesity and we believe that 

the OOH sector has a part to play in further action towards this goal. This is why we are 

keen to engage positively with you while your policy is still at a formative stage, in 

coordination with other stakeholders. 

We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our ideas for the 

development of effective solutions to further the important objectives and priorities set by 

the Mayor's London Food Strategy.  We will participate fully in any further consultation on 

developed proposals so that robust measures can be put in place.   

Please direct any correspondence about the contents of this response to Outsmart Out of 

Home Ltd, for the attention of Tim Lumb, at the following address: 

Post:  Email: 

Outsmart 
3rd Floor 
33 Golden Square 
London 
W1F 9JT 

tim@outsmart.org.uk 
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