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An Analysis of Factors on Google Ads Performance

[bookmark: _Toc56061182]Introduction
In this research I will be analysing a range of factors that lead to a conversion on an eCommerce website in the Business to Business (B2B) wholesale giftware sector.
When a person clicks on a paid advert on Google, a lot of information is tracked to help both Google and the Advertiser learn what leads to a conversion. Conversions mean different things depending on the website, the sector, and the action the marketeer wants the user to take, but in a generic term, the user has completed an action.  Typically, in eCommerce, a website selling a product, the conversion is when a purchase is completed.
To provide context on the user journey for the website being analysed; a user, typically a business owner or someone in procurement, would have gone onto Google, searched for something like “wholesale father’s day mugs”, would have seen a paid search advert (example shown below) from the business in the results, clicked on it and gone on to complete a purchase on the website. A purchase must have taken place to be included in the data analysed.
[image: ]
This is an example and not related to the business analysed in this research.
The data available from Google Ads related to a conversion is the Location of the user, Age, Gender, and what kind of Device they were using to convert, the purchase in this context. Research by many academics (Richmond et al, 2017) suggests that the internet has enabled businesses to compete on a national basis unlike any time in history, so I’ll be analysing this data to see if there are any trends to support this concept.
The full data available in the supplementary documents shows the number of Impressions (when an advert is shown on the Google Search Results), Clicks (when a user clicks on the advert) giving the Click Through Rate (CTR), the Average Cost Per Click (Avg. CPC) and the calculated total cost, the number of Conversions (purchases in this case) and a calculated Cost per Conversion and Conversion Rate. Whilst there is a multitude of metrics available, I will be specifically analysing the Number of Conversions that have taken place, the Conversion Rate, Click Through Rate, and Average Cost Per Click.
In total there are seventeen research questions which I will test with hypothesis to draw conclusions on the key factors impacting conversions.

[bookmark: _Toc56061183]Literature Review
The topic of Digital Marketing is very broad and also relatively new over the last decade. This report focuses on a very specific area, pay per click advertising on google search and as such academic research is limited in this area. “Despite the popularity of search engine advertising among practitioners, academic research on this topic is quite scarce.” (Haans et al., 2013).
There are some interesting papers around this area which are of interest to this study. The concept of buyer behaviour and their place in the buying journey could be linked to the factors of age and device. “We find that statistical evidence and expert evidence result in higher click-through rates compared to causal evidence, while causal evidence results in more conversions than expert evidence and statistical evidence.” (Haans et al., 2013). The research by Haans et al. found that those buyers who are expert and have undertaken a lot of market research will have a higher CTR, yet the more browsing buyers have a higher conversion rate. We may see trends linked to a user’s device or age in this study and conversion rate, for example younger, mobile based users may be higher converters.
“One of the key variables that impacts important search engine advertising metrics such as click-through rates (CTRs), conversion rates and CPC is the ranking of advertisements (Ghose and Yang, 2009; Yoo, 2012). An early research found that the ordinal ranking of firms in an ordered listing on Amazon’s online marketplace is strongly related to a consumer’s likelihood of clicking on the links to the firms’ offerings in the listing and purchasing from it (Smith and Brynjolfsson, 2001). Search engines, more specifically SERP, also create an environment where the order in which content is presented limits the freedom and flexibility of a consumer while browsing organic and paid content.” (Sharma et al., 2018).
The research by Sharma et al. is of interest because of the algorithms Google uses to decide which advert is shown at any time in an instant bidding auction. Google is using the data collected on Conversions which is being analysed in this report to understand how users interact with the ads displayed. Google will show adverts where the user is more likely to convert because it makes the advertiser happy, generates income for the advertiser and Google and also satisfies the end user, giving them the right website for their search. So, by marketeers understanding the factors that influence conversion, the adverts, website and keyword strategy can be improved to aid conversion rates, thus benefiting Google and being rewarded with higher search positions, more clicks and more conversions and so the cycle continues.
“Effective e-commerce deployment thus means that enterprises are no longer restricted by geographical locations and are able to compete in new national and global markets, both for customers and suppliers” (Pickernell et al., 2013)
One of the key benefits or eCommerce is the ability for small local businesses to compete on a wider geographical scale, either regionally, nationally, or internationally. As highlighted by Pickernell et al. amongst many others over the years, this research will analyse if this wider geographical market is being capitalised upon.

[bookmark: _Toc56061184]Research Methods
I approach research from a pragmatic paradigm. This research is driven by quantitative data, however context is important, so I will be analysing the statistical data to draw informed conclusions. 
The data is secondary and extracted via the Google Ads reporting tool. I have taken data from a period of a calendar year to the 30th September 2020 for one business running paid advertising campaigns resulting in approximately 600 conversions. Data has been extracted from different reports in Google Ads for Location, Age, Device and Gender. Due to restrictions in Google’s data collection due to privacy laws, the number of conversions vary on each report.
There is no relationship to physical users and the only contextual insight into the business behind the adverts is Ad Group, which has been anonymised. 
In terms of validity and reliability, this data is from a B2B eCommerce website, the same data can be extracted from Google for any business using Google Ads, over any time period, however it is likely that the results would differ in Business to Consumer (B2C) and by business sector.
As the data is numeric, I will be using descriptive and inferential statistics to analyse the data. The analysis was undertaken in Microsoft Excel.
[bookmark: _Toc56061185]The location data is based on UK counties, to make this data more suitable for analysis, an additional column of Distance has been added. Using Google’s map tools, I have calculated the approximate distance from the location of the business to an arbitrary central point in the region, for example “Devon, England, United Kingdom”.

Data Analysis
My analysis will be tailored to the category of data for the research question being analysed as follows.
As analysed later in the report, some high figures were detected on certain data sets, Ad Groups Y and N in the original data, however when these were removed and tests rerun, there was no significant difference, so the data was left in its original format.


Location 
Location data can be questionable due to the infrastructure of the internet in the UK. The BT Openreach network which powers Internet Providers such as BT, PlusNet, Vodafone, TalkTalk runs through key data centres in London and Birmingham which can give rise to spikes in data from those areas. However, the cable providers, such as Virgin are more accurate, and Google invests heavily into understanding the true location of users based of information entered when signing up for Google services like Gmail, and based on a user’s search activity, for example “plumbers in Swansea”.
The reasoning behind this research is to see if there is any relationship between where the user is in relation to the business. 
To visually interpret this data, a scatter plot will be used with a regression analysis to provide inferential statistics so the p-value can be used to determine significance for the following research questions and hypothesis.
Q1) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and number of conversions? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q2) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the conversion rate? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q3) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the click through rate? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q4) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the average cost per click?
		H0 There is no relationship

Age
This data is calculated by Google, not necessarily provided by the user, so the accuracy cannot be guaranteed. However, Google invests heavily into profiling users based on provided profile information and search activity, so it is deemed a reliable source.
It will be interesting to see if there are any relationships between the users age with their interaction with the adverts and ultimately conversions. The people using this website are likely to be business owners or purchasing managers, however they could be young home-based entrepreneurs or more mature owners of established national chains of businesses, so the user base is likely to be diverse in demographic.
Pie and bar charts will be beneficial to visually interpret this data with Single Factor ANOVA analysis (due to the multiple groups of data) to provide inferential statistics so the p-value can be used to determine significance for the following research questions and hypothesis.
It should be noted that in the original data export, an additional category of age, unknown, was present. This is due to the way in which Google calculates this information and restrictions due to privacy settings on a user’s browser. This has been removed from subsequent analysis.
Q5) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and number of conversions?
		H0 There is no relationship
Q6) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the conversion rate?
		H0 There is no relationship
Q7) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the click through rate?
		H0 There is no relationship
Q8) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the average cost per click? 
		H0 There is no relationship

Device
This data is obtained by Google by detecting the user’s internet browser which contains device information. 
It will be interesting to see if there are any relationships between the user’s choice of device and their interaction with the adverts and ultimately conversions. The people using this website could be accessing the website from a desktop/laptop computer, tablet or mobile while in the office, on the shop floor, traveling, or at home.
Pie and bar charts will be beneficial to visually interpret this data with Single Factor ANOVA analysis (due to the multiple groups of data) to provide inferential statistics so the p-value can be used to determine significance for the following research questions and hypothesis.
Q9) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the number of conversions? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q10) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the conversion rate? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q11) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the click through rate? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q12) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the average cost per click? 
		H0 There is no relationship



Gender
This data is calculated by Google, not necessarily provided by the user, so the accuracy cannot be guaranteed. However, Google invests heavily into profiling users based on provided profile information and search activity, so it is deemed a reliable source.
It will be interesting to see if there are any relationships between the user’s gender and their interaction with the adverts and ultimately conversions. The people using this website are likely to be business owners, purchasing managers, however they could be young home-based entrepreneurs or more mature owners of established national chains of businesses, so the user base is likely to be diverse in demographic.
Pie and bar charts will be beneficial to visually interpret this data with t-Test analysis (due to the two groups of data) to provide inferential statistics so the p-value can be used to determine significance for the following research questions and hypothesis.
It should be noted that in the original data export, an additional category of gender, unknown, was present. This is due to the way in which Google calculates this information and restrictions due to privacy settings on a user’s browser. This has been removed from subsequent analysis. Google only provides Male and Female categories along with “unknown” which is where the data is not present.
Q13) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the number of conversions? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q14) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the conversion rate? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q15) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the click through rate? 
		H0 There is no relationship
Q16) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the average cost per click?
		H0 There is no relationship

Age/Gender Combination
A separate export is available from Google combining Age and Gender information where available.
The same limitations apply as above, however this data set will allow for a chi test to be undertaken to provide inferential statistics so the p-value can be used to determine significance for the following research questions and hypothesis.
Q17) Is there a relationship between the age/gender of the customer converted? 
[bookmark: _Toc56061206]		H0 There is no relationship



Results

[bookmark: _Toc56061186]Location

[bookmark: _Toc56061187]Q1) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and number of conversions?

H0 There is no relationship



	Regression Statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiple R
	0.201917287
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R Square
	0.040770591
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	0.030456296
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard Error
	4.805434744
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	95
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	

	Regression
	1
	91.27941233
	91.27941233
	3.952823903
	0.049732872
	
	
	

	Residual
	93
	2147.574887
	23.09220308
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	94
	2238.854299
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	3.268754908
	1.334428221
	2.449554691
	0.016175662
	0.618844926
	5.91866489
	0.618844926
	5.91866489

	X Variable 1
	0.012479793
	0.006277022
	1.988170995
	0.049732872
	1.48714E-05
	0.024944716
	1.48714E-05
	0.024944716



Looking at the scatter plot, conversions take place across the country, with the higher number of conversions taking place between 100 and 300 miles away, and there is a high density of lower conversions in the 100 – 200 mile area.
Undertaking a regression analysis to look for statistical significance gives a p-value of 0.049732872 which is less than 0.05 and would show the null hypothesis is to be rejected and confirming a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and number of conversions. However, 0.0497 is very close to 0.05, so we do need to look at the context of this further.
Looking at a map of the UK below, I’ve plotted 100, 200 and 300 mile radial markers and we can see that 100 – 200 miles away from the businesses base in Wales does cover the majority of the country, so it is logical that there is a dominance in this area. With a business such as this, although it started as a local business, eCommerce has allowed them to build a national customer base with sales predominantly from England.

[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc56061188]Q2) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the conversion rate?

H0 There is no relationship



	Regression Statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiple R
	0.100014203
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R Square
	0.010002841
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.00064229
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard Error
	0.016693575
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	95
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	

	Regression
	1
	0.000261861
	0.000261861
	0.939663492
	0.334878703
	
	
	

	Residual
	93
	0.025916817
	0.000278675
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	94
	0.026178678
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.021671475
	0.004635663
	4.674945747
	9.92241E-06
	0.012465966
	0.030876984
	0.012465966
	0.030876984

	X Variable 1
	-2.11376E-05
	2.18057E-05
	-0.969362415
	0.334878703
	-6.44395E-05
	2.21642E-05
	-6.44395E-05
	2.21642E-05



From the scatter plot, we again see a cluster around the 100 – 300 mile mark in line with typical eCommerce conversion rates of 1%. There does not seem to be any correlation between the distance, for example we are not seeing any higher conversion rates in a particular part of the country.
Undertaking a regression analysis gives a p-value of 0.334878703 which is much greater than 0.05, so we can accept the null hypothesis and concur there is no statistically significant relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the conversion rate.

[bookmark: _Toc56061189]Q3) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the click through rate?

H0 There is no relationship



	Regression Statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiple R
	0.329715952
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R Square
	0.108712609
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	0.099128873
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard Error
	0.008217414
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	95
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	

	Regression
	1
	0.000765977
	0.000765977
	11.3434485
	0.001102866
	
	
	

	Residual
	93
	0.006279908
	6.75259E-05
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	94
	0.007045885
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.038070959
	0.002281906
	16.68384326
	1.04017E-29
	0.033539546
	0.042602371
	0.033539546
	0.042602371

	X Variable 1
	3.61517E-05
	1.07339E-05
	3.368003638
	0.001102866
	1.48364E-05
	5.7467E-05
	1.48364E-05
	5.7467E-05



With CTR, these figures are typical of those expected with a cluster around 4 – 5% and once again in the 100 – 300 mark. There is no correlation visually with distance, although when a trendline is added one is shown. With a regression analysis a p-value of 0.0000148364 is determined, which is far less than 0.05 meaning the significant evidence of the alternate hypothesis of a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the click through rate.
All we can draw from this is that there is a strong 4 – 5% CTR in England, but due to the scale of distance, in context to the size of the UK this would be expected.

[bookmark: _Toc56061190]Q4) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the average cost per click?

H0 There is no relationship



	Regression Statistics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Multiple R
	0.06705827
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	R Square
	0.004496812
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Adjusted R Square
	-0.006207524
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard Error
	0.027695873
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Observations
	95
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	df
	SS
	MS
	F
	Significance F
	
	
	

	Regression
	1
	0.000322237
	0.000322237
	0.420092553
	0.518487923
	
	
	

	Residual
	93
	0.071336711
	0.000767061
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	94
	0.071658947
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	Coefficients
	Standard Error
	t Stat
	P-value
	Lower 95%
	Upper 95%
	Lower 95.0%
	Upper 95.0%

	Intercept
	0.261473143
	0.007690908
	33.99769618
	3.0186E-54
	0.246200525
	0.276745762
	0.246200525
	0.276745762

	X Variable 1
	2.34481E-05
	3.61773E-05
	0.648145472
	0.518487923
	-4.83928E-05
	9.52891E-05
	-4.83928E-05
	9.52891E-05



[bookmark: _Toc56061191]The average CPC sits around 25 – 30 pence with no visual variation over distance. This is confirmed by a regression analysis and a p-value of 0.518487923 confirming our null hypothesis of no relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the average cost per click.

Age

[bookmark: _Toc56061192]Q5) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and number of conversions?

H0 There is no relationship



	18 - 24
	25 - 34
	35 - 44
	45 - 54
	55 - 64
	65+

	21
	94.17
	53.5
	54.41
	17.66
	6.09

	9.87
	31.23
	50.35
	41.23
	13
	4

	6
	23.25
	22.52
	23.86
	5.61
	2.17

	4
	12.2
	13.37
	11.53
	3
	1

	1.11
	3.02
	4
	3
	2
	1

	1
	2
	2.07
	3
	1.64
	1

	1
	2
	2
	2.22
	1
	0.91

	0.86
	1.18
	2
	2
	1
	

	0.14
	1
	1.43
	2
	1
	

	
	1
	1
	1.49
	1
	

	
	1
	1
	1.17
	0.9
	

	
	1
	1
	1
	
	

	
	1
	1
	1
	
	

	
	1
	1
	1
	
	

	
	0.79
	1
	1
	
	

	
	0.78
	1
	1
	
	

	
	0.13
	0.51
	0.94
	
	

	
	0.12
	
	0.78
	
	




	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	18 - 24
	9
	44.98
	4.997777778
	46.20101944
	
	

	25 - 34
	18
	176.87
	9.826111111
	518.8550958
	
	

	35 - 44
	17
	158.75
	9.338235294
	289.9015529
	
	

	45 - 54
	18
	152.63
	8.479444444
	241.7290173
	
	

	55 - 64
	11
	47.81
	4.346363636
	32.50476545
	
	

	65+
	7
	16.17
	2.31
	4.0454
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	526.3118194
	5
	105.2623639
	0.425947088
	0.829197485
	2.338277631

	Within Groups
	18287.28298
	74
	247.1254457
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	18813.5948
	79
	 
	 
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc56061193]From a visual inspection of the pie chart of this data, it would appear that there are slightly more conversions from certain age groups, however when undertaking a Single Factor ANOVA, the p-value is 0.829197485 which is much greater than 0.05 showing our null hypothesis is accepted and there is no statistically significant relationship between the age of the customer and number of conversions.

Q6) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the conversion rate?

H0 There is no relationship


	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	18 - 24
	9
	0.1555
	0.017277778
	0.000224482
	
	

	25 - 34
	18
	0.6592
	0.036622222
	0.002463144
	
	

	35 - 44
	17
	0.7197
	0.042335294
	0.00444951
	
	

	45 - 54
	18
	0.916
	0.050888889
	0.00310071
	
	

	55 - 64
	11
	0.6624
	0.060218182
	0.00299372
	
	

	65+
	7
	0.8289
	0.118414286
	0.037639818
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	0.047740636
	5
	0.009548127
	1.668978375
	0.152710593
	2.338277631

	Within Groups
	0.423349648
	74
	0.005720941
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	0.471090284
	79
	 
	 
	 
	 



Looking at the bar chart of this data, there does seem to be a relationship with the age and average Conversion Rate, increasing with Age. There are a lot fewer conversions in the 65+ age range and a very high conversion rate for one of 54.36%. Again, in context for eCommerce, a 1% increase in Conversion Rate is significant. The 25 – 34 group average at 3.66% and the 55 – 64 group at 6.02%, which has important ramifications in online sales.
Undertaking a Single Factor ANOVA provides a p-value of 0.152710593 which while closer to 0.05 still confirms our null hypothesis of no statistically significant relationship between the age of the customer and the conversion rate.
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Q7) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the click through rate?

H0 There is no relationship

	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	18 - 24
	9
	1.1841
	0.131566667
	0.003105895
	
	

	25 - 34
	18
	2.6972
	0.149844444
	0.002944818
	
	

	35 - 44
	17
	2.2302
	0.131188235
	0.002686576
	
	

	45 - 54
	18
	2.9153
	0.161961111
	0.006351087
	
	

	55 - 64
	11
	1.6917
	0.153790909
	0.003361191
	
	

	65+
	7
	1.119
	0.159857143
	0.004723296
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	0.012157901
	5
	0.00243158
	0.625183797
	0.681019228
	2.338277631

	Within Groups
	0.287814451
	74
	0.003889384
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	0.299972352
	79
	 
	 
	 
	 




	18 - 24
	25 - 34
	35 - 44
	45 - 54
	55 - 64
	
	65+

	22.96%
	22.59%
	12.79%
	13.35%
	12.34%
	
	10.85%

	11.95%
	12.30%
	23.93%
	23.17%
	22.11%
	
	21.89%

	19.14%
	19.08%
	18.71%
	12.93%
	17.51%
	
	9.30%

	11.20%
	12.39%
	12.61%
	18.56%
	10.43%
	
	22.64%

	15.78%
	14.14%
	9.76%
	9.72%
	11.41%
	
	12.59%

	5.37%
	22.15%
	12.86%
	12.95%
	11.71%
	
	25.00%

	12.69%
	6.49%
	6.04%
	8.28%
	20.00%
	
	9.63%

	6.57%
	13.49%
	8.98%
	15.48%
	26.92%
	
	

	12.75%
	15.79%
	14.33%
	17.08%
	12.50%
	
	

	
	26.97%
	7.11%
	20.75%
	16.55%
	
	

	
	16.67%
	22.07%
	29.22%
	7.69%
	
	

	
	12.64%
	12.49%
	12.16%
	
	
	

	
	9.30%
	6.04%
	19.44%
	
	
	

	
	17.26%
	10.34%
	37.50%
	
	
	

	
	13.33%
	12.03%
	15.15%
	
	
	

	
	18.05%
	17.74%
	8.76%
	
	
	

	
	8.16%
	15.19%
	13.25%
	
	
	

	
	8.92%
	
	3.78%
	
	
	




When looking at the bar chart for this data, there does seem to be consistency of CTR between age groups when looking at averages. This matches with our p-value from a Single Factor ANOVA which is far greater than 0.05 at 0.681019228 confirming our null hypothesis of no statistically significant relationship between the age of the customer and the click through rate.
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Q8) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the average cost per click?

H0 There is no relationship


	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	18 - 24
	9
	2.74
	0.304444444
	0.018352778
	
	

	25 - 34
	18
	5.83
	0.323888889
	0.008189869
	
	

	35 - 44
	17
	5.64
	0.331764706
	0.010765441
	
	

	45 - 54
	18
	6.06
	0.336666667
	0.013211765
	
	

	55 - 64
	11
	3.85
	0.35
	0.02008
	
	

	65+
	7
	1.68
	0.24
	0.000966667
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	0.064002941
	5
	0.012800588
	1.064920361
	0.386766971
	2.338277631

	Within Groups
	0.889497059
	74
	0.012020231
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	0.9535
	79
	 
	 
	 
	 



The pie chart of Average CPC shows a relatively equal spread amongst age groups and this is confirmed with the Single Factor ANOVA giving a p-value of 0.386766971 which is much greater than 0.05 confirming our null hypothesis of no statistically significant relationship between the age of the customer and the average cost per click.
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Device

[bookmark: _Toc56061197]Q9) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the number of conversions?

H0 There is no relationship



	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	Computers
	25
	192.55
	7.702
	255.1699333
	
	

	Mobile
	30
	424.11
	14.137
	1385.788539
	
	

	Tablet
	9
	43.54
	4.837777778
	53.43814444
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	878.9243894
	2
	439.4621947
	0.573545328
	0.566533366
	3.147791213

	Within Groups
	46739.45119
	61
	766.2205112
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	47618.37558
	63
	 
	 
	 
	 




Visually there are a lot more conversions on a mobile phone and the average number of conversions are also higher. However, when analysing the conversions on device, using a Single Factor ANOVA the p-value is 0.566533366 which is much greater than 0.05, so there is no statistically significant relationship, and our null hypothesis is accepted between the device of the customer and the number of conversions. 
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Q10) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the conversion rate?

H0 There is no relationship



	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	Computers
	25
	1.1108
	4.44%
	0.002411631
	
	

	Mobile
	30
	0.5195
	1.73%
	0.000389341
	
	

	Tablet
	9
	0.5905
	6.56%
	0.010706426
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	0.020032675
	2
	0.010016338
	3.946459162
	0.024447543
	3.147791213

	Within Groups
	0.154821465
	61
	0.002538057
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	0.17485414
	63
	 
	 
	 
	 



Visually mobile phones have the lowest conversion rate on average at 1.73% and there is a difference of 2.71% between computers and mobiles which is very significant in eCommerce.
When a Single Factor ANOVA is carried out on the data a p-value of 0.024447543 is obtained with our alternate hypothesis accepted with a relationship found between the device of the customer and the conversion rate. So, users are less likely to convert on a mobile phone.

[bookmark: _Toc56061199]Q11) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the click through rate?

H0 There is no relationship


	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	Computers
	25
	1.6806
	0.067224
	0.002129
	
	

	Mobile
	28
	1.6938
	0.060493
	0.003505
	
	

	Tablet
	9
	0.4839
	0.053767
	0.002877
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	0.001353
	2
	0.000676
	0.236475
	0.79015
	3.153123

	Within Groups
	0.168741
	59
	0.00286
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	0.170094
	61
	 
	 
	 
	 



There is a slight variation visually and the averages are similar with a total variation of 0.013457% between computers and tablets.
This is confirmed with a Single Factor ANOVA test giving a p-value of 0.79015 confirming our null hypothesis with no statistically significant relationship between the device of the customer and the click through rate.

[bookmark: _Toc56061200]Q12) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the average cost per click?

H0 There is no relationship


	Anova: Single Factor
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SUMMARY
	
	
	
	
	

	Groups
	Count
	Sum
	Average
	Variance
	
	

	Computers
	25
	10.99
	0.4396
	0.017454
	
	

	Mobile
	28
	7.74
	0.276429
	0.005461
	
	

	Tablet
	9
	2.81
	0.312222
	0.039044
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ANOVA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	0.364693
	2
	0.182346
	12.24366
	3.57E-05
	3.153123

	Within Groups
	0.878694
	59
	0.014893
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	1.243387
	61
	 
	 
	 
	 



[bookmark: _Toc56061201]Computers seem to have a higher average CPC, and this is confirmed with a Single Factor ANOVA giving a p-value of 0.0000357 confirming our alternate hypothesis where there is a relationship between the device of the customer and the average cost per click. We can see here that mobile phones and tablets give a lower CPC than computers. This is most likely due to Google’s knowledge that users are less likely to convert on a mobile device.

Gender

[bookmark: _Toc56061202]Q13) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the number of conversions?

H0 There is no relationship



	t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
	
	

	
	
	

	 
	Female
	Male

	Mean
	16.62064516
	4.434736842

	Variance
	2042.776666
	54.4642152

	Observations
	31
	19

	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	

	df
	33
	

	t Stat
	1.46954162
	

	P(T<=t) one-tail
	0.075577973
	

	t Critical one-tail
	1.692360309
	

	P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.151155947
	

	t Critical two-tail
	2.034515297
	 



Visually there are far more conversions by Females than Males, indeed there are 12.185908318 more Conversions on average by Females.

However, when undertaking a t-Test the p-value is 0.151155947 which is greater than 0.05 so the null hypothesis is accepted showing there is no statistically significant relationship between the gender of the customer and the number of conversions.
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Q14) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the conversion rate?

H0 There is no relationship



	t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
	
	

	
	
	

	 
	Female
	Male

	Mean
	2.30%
	7.03%

	Variance
	0.05%
	1.42%

	Observations
	31
	19

	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	

	df
	19
	

	t Stat
	-1.713121267
	

	P(T<=t) one-tail
	0.051480478
	

	t Critical one-tail
	1.729132812
	

	P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.102960956
	

	t Critical two-tail
	2.093024054
	 



When analysing the Conversion Rate, Males seem to have a much higher percentage, there is indeed a difference of 4.73% which is considerable in eCommerce terms.

When undertaking a t-Test, the p-value given is 0.102960956 which is greater than 0.05 so our null hypothesis is accepted meaning there is no statistically significant relationship between the gender of the customer and the conversion rate.

[bookmark: _Toc56061204]
Q15) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the click through rate?

H0 There is no relationship



	t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
	
	

	
	
	

	 
	Male
	Female

	Mean
	0.129294737
	0.1464

	Variance
	0.004909324
	0.003035916

	Observations
	19
	31

	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	

	df
	32
	

	t Stat
	-0.9061722
	

	P(T<=t) one-tail
	0.185808877
	

	t Critical one-tail
	1.693888748
	

	P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.371617754
	

	t Critical two-tail
	2.036933343
	 



Visually it seems that Females are far more likely to click on an advert in the first place with a much higher CTR, however it is important to note the scale and the actual difference being 0.017105263 percent.

When undertaking a t-Test the p-value is 0.371617754 which is greater than 0.05 so our null hypothesis is accepted meaning there is no statistically significant relationship between the gender of the customer and the click through rate.

[bookmark: _Toc56061205]
Q16) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the average cost per click?

H0 There is no relationship


	t-Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
	
	

	
	
	

	 
	Male
	Female

	Mean
	0.351052632
	0.328387097

	Variance
	0.012454386
	0.009087312

	Observations
	19
	31

	Hypothesized Mean Difference
	0
	

	df
	34
	

	t Stat
	0.735896668
	

	P(T<=t) one-tail
	0.233420231
	

	t Critical one-tail
	1.690924255
	

	P(T<=t) two-tail
	0.466840463
	

	t Critical two-tail
	2.032244509
	 



Visually, it would seem that it costs the advertiser more to attract a Male to the website than it does a Female, however it is important to analyse the scale on the chart and note the actual difference is 0.022665535 pence.
When undertaking a t-Test, the p-value is 0.466840463 which is greater than 0.05 so our null hypothesis is accepted meaning there is no statistically significant relationship between the gender of the customer and the average cost per click.



Combination
Q17) Is there a relationship between the age/gender of the customer converted?

	Count of Gender
	Column Labels
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Row Labels
	18 - 24
	25 - 34
	35 - 44
	45 - 54
	55 - 64
	65+
	Grand Total

	Female
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	24

	Male
	2
	4
	3
	4
	3
	2
	18

	Grand Total
	6
	8
	7
	8
	7
	6
	42

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Row Labels
	18 - 24
	25 - 34
	35 - 44
	45 - 54
	55 - 64
	65+
	Grand Total

	Female
	3.429
	4.571
	4.000
	4.571
	4.000
	3.429
	24

	Male
	2.571
	3.429
	3.000
	3.429
	3.000
	2.571
	18

	Grand Total
	6
	8
	7
	8
	7
	6
	42

	Proportion
	0.143
	0.190
	0.167
	0.190
	0.167
	0.143
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	p-value
	0.97842904
	
	
	
	
	
	



Finally, looking at the relationship between Age and Gender on Conversions using a Chi Test, the p-value is 0.97842904 which is greater than 0.05 so our null hypothesis is accepted meaning there is no relationship between the age/gender of the customer converted.
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Discussion

Location
Q1) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and number of conversions?
Yes – Weak Significance
Q2) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the conversion rate?
No
Q3) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the click through rate?
Yes 
Q4) Is there a relationship between the distance of the customer from the warehouse and the average cost per click? 
No 
In summary of this section on the impact of location on conversions, it can be said that the distance does not have any significant impact on the eCommerce performance. Conversions take place across the country, at a similar Conversion Rate, with a similar CTR and at a similar Cost. Google does not appear to favourite the location of the consumer in proportion to the business in a positive of negative manner. We do not see any linear relationship with a reduction with increased distance.

Age
Q5) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and number of conversions? 
No
Q6) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the conversion rate? 
No
Q7) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the click through rate? 
No 
Q8) Is there a relationship between the age of the customer and the average cost per click? 
No 
In summary of this section on the impact of age on conversions, it is evident that there is no statistically significant relationship between age and eCommerce performance. While the age groups 25 – 34, 35 – 44 and 45 – 54 are more active in terms of number of transactions, there is no correlation that a specific age group is performing better in response to the advertising on Google, except that the 65+ age group is more likely to convert but this could be down to a single spike on one Ad Group with a Conversion Rate of 54.36%.
It is worth noting however that a 1% gain is favourable in eCommerce, so if the 25 – 34 and 35 – 44 groups could be increased in conversion rate by 1% this could be hugely beneficial to the business. It is likely consumer behaviour is having an effect here, although we lack the data for comparison, it is likely that the younger demographics are using mobile devices more, in which we see a lower conversion rate. There could be an impact of gender and device here also and it would be interesting to undertake further analysis.

Device
Q9) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the number of conversions? 
No
Q10) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the conversion rate?
Yes 
Q11) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the click through rate? 
No
Q12) Is there a relationship between the device of the customer and the average cost per click? 
Yes 
In summary of this section on the impact of device on conversions, there does seem to be a spike in conversions on mobiles from a female audience, but across age groups as shown below. This could have been down to a specific campaign on Ad Groups Y and N, our potentially erroneous data, targeting a product more suited to a Female audience, however the data is inconclusive and when removed and tests re-run, it made no difference to the overall outcomes.
	Device
	Ad group
	Impr.
	Clicks
	CTR
	Avg. cost
	Cost
	Conversions
	Cost / conv.
	Conv. rate

	Mobile Phones
	Y
	53,979
	11,631
	21.55%
	0.16
	1867.54
	173.49
	10.76
	1.49%

	Mobile Phones
	N
	199,523
	7,900
	3.96%
	0.25
	1980.26
	106.43
	18.61
	1.35%



	Gender
	Ad group
	Impr.
	Clicks
	CTR
	Avg. cost
	Cost
	Conversions
	Cost / conv.
	Conv. rate

	Female
	Y
	45,492
	10,486
	23.05%
	0.18
	1918.6
	207.01
	9.27
	1.97%

	Female
	N
	64,064
	8,270
	12.91%
	0.3
	2482.64
	145.35
	17.08
	1.76%

	Female
	H
	31,391
	5,986
	19.07%
	0.25
	1511.78
	58.86
	25.68
	0.98%

	Female
	D
	36,654
	4,570
	12.47%
	0.23
	1059.03
	47.08
	22.5
	1.03%

	Male
	N
	14,648
	1,662
	11.35%
	0.31
	513.27
	28.69
	17.89
	1.73%

	Male
	Y
	6,905
	1,560
	22.59%
	0.2
	315.27
	17.73
	17.78
	1.14%



We can see from the data a significant issue around device as a factor with many more conversions coming through mobile devices, however a much smaller conversion rate, a difference of 2.71% between mobiles and computers which highlights a major issue in terms of useability on mobile devices. With the CTR remaining consistent, it would imply people are clicking on the advert on Google in a similar manner on all devices, however much more traffic is required, at considerable cost to get a high number of conversions at a much lower conversion rate. This is also reflected in a lower CPC on mobile devices which would highlight a general industry issue with conversion rates on mobiles.

Gender
Q13) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the number of conversions? 
No 
Q14) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the conversion rate? 
No 
Q15) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the click through rate? 
No 
Q16) Is there a relationship between the gender of the customer and the average cost per click? 
No 
In summary of this section on the impact of gender on conversions, it would seem that females are converting more than males, although there is no statistical significance, there is a large difference in the averages. It would appear conversely that males have a higher conversion rate. Their CTR is lower and the cost higher.
For males, it would seem that it is more expensive to get them to click on an advert and fewer do, but of those that do, they convert at a significantly higher rate by 4.73%. Females on the other hand are much cheaper to get the initial click, are much more likely to click, but with a lower conversion rate at just 2.3% a lot more are required to reach a high number of conversions.

Age/Gender Combination
Q17) Is there a relationship between the age/gender of the customer converted? 
No 

Conclusion
From this study it would appear mobile devices have the most significant impact on the performance of a Google Ads campaign. The usability of a mobile device in the conversion process, for example the checkout process must be a priority for advertisers to investigate to improve conversion rates and subsequent return on investment.
A 1% gain in conversions is very favourable in eCommerce, as we’re typically dealing with low percentages as metrics. So, understanding how location, age, device, gender impacts on conversions is vital for marketeers to make a different to a campaigns return on investment. 
We have seen that mobile phones and tablets give a lower CPC than computers. This is most likely due to Google’s knowledge that users are less likely to convert on a mobile device. This is a key element to consider, is that Google in analysing this information too and using it to decide if an advert will be shown at all, where on the page and to who. Every user potentially will see a different set of ads when searching on Google for the same term. So, a 24-year-old female in the North East of England on a mobile phone should see a different set of adverts to a 58-year-old male on a Desktop Computer in the South West. Advertisers understanding the impact of these factors and designing campaigns accordingly will aid conversion rates.
It appears Location has no impact, which is good and build on prior research that eCommerce has removed geographical boundaries for small businesses. The key factor as mentioned before is mobile, however this will be linked to age and gender due to buyer behaviour and technology adoption in different demographics. Attention spans are shorter in a younger audience, who will be heavier mobile users again compounding the issue of mobile conversion.
It would be interesting to see this research undertaken on a larger sale with data from B2C as well as B2B and from varying sectors within eCommerce trade. Would the issue with mobile conversion be exacerbated with B2C transactions as mobile usage is higher with consumer transactions? Also, further investigation into the relationships between gender and device, and age and device.
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Distance/Avg. CPC

Avg. CPC	258	215	223	258	232	240	135	240	174	186	266	223	175	233	325	160	169	158	232	201	135	215	233	341	191	160	341	115	201	277	141	164	233	267	301	183	205	229	115	136	201	232	233	115	277	223	266	194	107	107	150	191	194	200	266	267	463	158	205	156	369	101	107	107	156	174	325	201	37	37	164	166	186	232	229	115	73	73	80	80	108	136	150	153	153	165	183	200	223	266	369	463	175	160	160	0.24	0.23	0.25	0.3	0.24	0.25	0.22	0.35	0.22	0.24	0.25	0.23	0.24	0.26	0.23	0.26	0.25	0.25	0.28000000000000003	0.24	0.26	0.28999999999999998	0.28000000000000003	0.32	0.24	0.25	0.23	0.26	0.3	0.31	0.25	0.24	0.3	0.24	0.24	0.24	0.23	0.24	0.28999999999999998	0.27	0.24	0.26	0.28000000000000003	0.28000000000000003	0.25	0.32	0.27	0.27	0.28000000000000003	0.25	0.27	0.28000000000000003	0.24	0.25	0.24	0.28999999999999998	0.24	0.28000000000000003	0.3	0.24	0.23	0.26	0.28999999999999998	0.28000000000000003	0.3	0.26	0.28999999999999998	0.27	0.28000000000000003	0.24	0.28000000000000003	0.25	0.24	0.28000000000000003	0.27	0.28000000000000003	0.31	0.28999999999999998	0.27	0.24	0.23	0.27	0.3	0.27	0.26	0.24	0.3	0.28000000000000003	0.28999999999999998	0.34	0.3	0.32	0.27	0.28999999999999998	0.27	


Avg Conv

18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 44	45 - 54	55 - 64	65+	4.9977777777777774	9.8261111111111106	9.338235294117645	8.479444444444443	4.3463636363636367	2.3099999999999996	

Average of Conv. rate by Age




Total	18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 44	45 - 54	55 - 64	65+	1.7277777777777781E-2	3.6622222222222223E-2	4.2335294117647061E-2	5.08888888888889E-2	6.0218181818181817E-2	0.11841428571428571	


Average of CTR by Age




Total	18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 44	45 - 54	55 - 64	65+	0.13156666666666667	0.14984444444444445	0.13118823529411766	0.16196111111111111	0.15379090909090909	0.15985714285714286	


Avg Cost

18 - 24	25 - 34	35 - 44	45 - 54	55 - 64	65+	0.30444444444444441	0.32388888888888884	0.33176470588235291	0.33666666666666667	0.35	0.24	

Conv / Device

Computers	Mobile Phones	Tablets	192.54999999999998	424.11000000000007	43.54	

Avg Conv / Device

Computers	Mobile Phones	Tablets	7.7019999999999991	14.137000000000002	4.8377777777777773	


Average of Conv. rate by Device




Total	Computers	Mobile Phones	Tablets	4.4431999999999992E-2	1.7316666666666668E-2	6.5611111111111106E-2	


Average of CTR by Device




Total	Computers	Mobile Phones	Tablets	6.7224000000000006E-2	6.0492857142857161E-2	5.3766666666666664E-2	


Avg. CPC

Computers	Mobile Phones	Tablets	0.43959999999999999	0.27166666666666661	0.31222222222222223	


Avg Conv

Male	Female	4.4347368421052638	16.620645161290323	


Avg Conv Rate

Male	Female	7.0310526315789476E-2	2.3025806451612903E-2	


Avg CTR

Male	Female	0.12929473684210527	0.1464	


Avg Cost

Male	Female	0.35105263157894739	0.32838709677419353	


Distance/Conversions

Conversions	258	215	223	258	232	240	135	240	174	186	266	223	175	233	325	160	169	158	232	201	135	215	233	341	191	160	341	115	201	277	141	164	233	267	301	183	205	229	115	136	201	232	233	115	277	223	266	194	107	107	150	191	194	200	266	267	463	158	205	156	369	101	107	107	156	174	325	201	37	37	164	166	186	232	229	115	73	73	80	80	108	136	150	153	153	165	183	200	223	266	369	463	175	160	160	22	19.52	17	16	15.86	15.78	15.75	15.22	15	14.44	13.64	12.64	12.5	12	11	9.8800000000000008	9.56	9.15	9.14	8.48	8	8	8	7.93	7.52	7.24	7.07	7	7	6.34	6	6	6	6	6	5.84	5.17	5.13	5	5	5	5	5	4.6900000000000004	4.66	4.3600000000000003	4.3600000000000003	4.16	4	4	4	4	4	4	4	4	4	3.85	3.83	3.48	3.04	3	3	3	3	3	3	2.4	2	2	2	2	2	2	1.87	1.31	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	1	0.5	0.31	0.12	
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Ad - www.rexiondontrade com/wholesale/gifts

Any Occasion Wholesale Gifts - From Rex London Trade
‘Wholesale Gifts & Homeware. Trade Pricing With No Minimum Orders. Free Delivery

Available. Create Beautiful In-Store Displays That Celebrate The Joy Of Giving. Become A
‘Stockist Now. Original Designs. Competitive Trade Pricing. New Products Weekly.

Become A Stockist Today Bulk Buy Stocking Fillers
Free Delivery & No Minimum Order Buy Wholesale Stocking Fillers
New Gift & Home Products Weekly From Rex London Trade

www.gemimports.co.uk > buy > TATETS Ay 550 ~

Wholesale Fathers Day Mugs | Gem Imports
These Father's Day Mugs are constructed from quality porcelain and feature a printed father's
day slogan that includes "Daddy You're My Hero" and.





