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Table S1 Composition of measured advertisements

Overall adverts Adverts subject to the
restrictions?
n % n %
Bristol
All Council owned advertising spaces 861 100% 97 11.3%
Type of advertised products:
Drink 32 3.7% 2 6.3%
Food 178 20.7% 94 52.8%
Gamble 1 0.1% 1 100%
Other 626 72.7% 0 0%
No ad 24 2.8% - -
South Gloucestershire
All Council owned advertising spaces 112 100% 1 0.9%
Type of advertised products:
Drink 6 5.4% 0 0%
Food 16 14.3% 1 6.3%
Gamble 0 0.0% - -
Other 69 61.6% 0 0%
No ad 21 18.8% - -
Overall
All Council owned advertising spaces 973 100% 98 10.1%
Type of advertised products:
Drink 38 3.9% 2 5.3%
Food 194 19.9% 95 49.0%
Gamble 1 0.1% 1 100%
Other 695 71.4% 0 0%
No ad 45 4.6% - -

! For 59 (33%) food adverts in Bristol and 12 (75%) food adverts in South Gloucestershire, the
nutrient profile score could not be calculated due to missing information on portion size or
composition data; these were assumed not to be subject to the ban.




Figure S1: Reporting ratios of the association between self-reported exposure and measured
advertising exposure of HFSS products- subgroup analyses
(a) HFSS adverts in any outdoor space
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(b) HFSS adverts only on bus stops
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Figure S2: Reporting ratios of the association between self-reported exposure and self-
reported consumption for any HFSS adverts- subgroup analyses
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Figure S3: Reporting ratios of the association between self-reported consumptions and self-
reported exposure of any HFSS adverts - subgroup analyses
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