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Sporting Goods
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Average Index Score
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Second Quarter

Apparel

Grocery and Pharma

73

30

49




50

The gap between bad to average
and good scores widened significantly
from 40.4 in Q4 2015 to 50 in Q2 2016.

The number of firms with a score below 30
doubled from 4 in Q4 2015 to 8 in Q2 2016.





The Wish List and the ability to access Purchase History
continue to be the largest indicators of firms more likely to be in the top 10.

Some of the largest merchants in the market saw a
decrease in their index scores, showing that the size
of each merchant isn’t a significant value when trying
to better understand their customers.
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Omnireadi Index Score by Merchant Segment

77

75


Sporting Goods

73

49

Apparel

Grocery and Pharma

Average
Index Score

Mass Merchants

69

Sporting Goods segment continues to lead all merchant segments in omnireadiness
Average Index Score of 69 (decrease of 2.82% from last index)

Omnireadi Index Most and Least Ready

Top 10: 15%

from Q3 2015 to Q2 2016

Bottom 10: 29%
from Q3 2015 to Q2 2016

Why Omnireadi Matters – A Comparison of Top 10 and Bottom 10 Merchants

90% / 60%
Have an app

90% / 0%

Show purchase history

80% / 0%
Price matching

Feature comparison (top 10 scoring merchants / bottom 10 scoring merchants)
The Top 10 merchants ensured their online and in-store experiences are as consistent as possible
– and are addressing increasingly mobile-dependent consumers

Overview Trends
The in-store experience is lagging
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Online is driving in-store

Omnichannel is enabling
greater personalization
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Overview of the Q2 2016 OmniReadi IndexTM
Welcome to the Q2 2016 installment of our OmniReadi IndexTM. It measures “Omnichannel Readiness” —
“Omnireadi” for short. As competition for consumers’ shopping dollars continues, we measure how effectively
retailers are meeting consumers’ needs in a consistent and fluid way across online, in-store and mobile
channels. To do this, we have constructed a representative sample of 101 of the largest 500 retailers in the
country; those 500 retailers account for about half of all retail sales.
Here’s the big news: There’s still enormous spread between merchants that are most and least omnichannel
ready (“omnireadi”) — and that spread is still getting bigger. Some merchants should start worrying that they
are going to be left behind by the small portion of merchants that are making the omnichannel experience
great for consumers. The bottom 10 percent are not only way behind but they keep losing ground.
When it comes to which industry has it most together, or least together, nothing has changed since last
December. Sporting goods is in the lead, and Grocery/Pharma continues to pull up the rear.
This time we didn’t give our shoppers money to finish the buying process, so we won’t be able to see any
improvement or change regarding it. Until we do that again, we’ll suppose that, at least, none of the analyzed
merchants worsened their payment processes.
Index Score,
by Category and the Date of the Research

Percentage changed in the
Number of Payment Types Accepted¹

¹ Bottom 10 merchants had a 100% decrease in their number of payment methods.
However, this was due to only one of them having any payment method during the previous quarter.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Before we do a deep dive, let’s remind you what we are doing and how we are doing it.
The PYMNTS.com OmniReadi IndexTM, powered by Vantiv, is based on two key components:
•

the degree that the online and in-store experiences are consistent for consumers; and

•

if a merchant is adding value through mobile – through an app or mobile site

There is little debate that the consumer path to purchase is changing. The question is how is it changing
and how will merchants best capture this change to optimize the experience across multiple channels?
There is likely no one path. It is all about reducing friction and being connected throughout the shopping
journey, whether it’s on a laptop, a mobile device or face-to-face in a physical store. Which means delivering
a complete solution, however the consumer wants to “shop.”
This is our goal with the OmniReadi IndexTM – to measure how well merchants are providing a consistent,
frictionless experience to allow consumers to have that availability whenever and however they choose.
In addition, is it a great experience? For example, is the app meaningful or does it actually detract from
the experience or process?
The Index includes in-depth research on a stratified random sample of about 101 retailers across the U.S.
About half of our merchants are in the Top 100, the remaining in the Top 101-500 based on total sales volume.
We evaluated over 145 attributes for each and every merchant across two channels – App, and in-store.
These attributes fall into one of the following categories:
•

Have what I want. Can I actually buy stuff on the website and if so, is the product available?

•

Make the process easy. Are you providing me access to information that I need to make a buying decision
and let me pay with my favorite method?

•

Solve my problems. If I have a question, can it be answered immediately? Will the merchant stand behind
product problems from any channel?

•

Know who I am and value me as a customer. Does the merchant provide access to understand the
customer from any channel? Their preferences, their past shopping history, their rewards dedication.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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We evaluated the breadth of retail segments, including:

Home Furnishings
and Office Supplies

Electronics
and Entertainment

Grocery
and Pharma

Specialty Stores
(e.g., Auto Parts, Jewelry)

Home
Improvement

Hardware

Apparel

Mass Merchants


Sporting Goods

The research for the current edition was conducted primarily in April 2016. We conducted similar
research in June 2015 (reported in July), September 2015 (reported in October) and December 2015
(reported in January 2016).
We are interested in your feedback on this report and where we take it over time. Please send us your
thoughts, comments, or questions at omnireadi@pymnts.com.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved

5

Overview

Key Insights

Feature Article

Methodology

About

Key Insights
Omnireadiness has not grown in the first quarter of 2016. Our April 2016 results overall are very close to
our December 2015 findings. However, the lowest tier keeps sliding. That’s what stands out in looking at
what happened in comparison to most of 2015.

Index Score,
by the Quarter in which the Data was Collected

Here’s what’s clear:
• Omnichannel readiness on average didn’t increase, showing that on average merchants haven’t had any
improvement since the end of the 2015 shopping season.
•

The best performing retailers continue to increase their leads over everyone else. The spread between
the best and the worst performers is increasing. That has potentially enormous implications for
competitive position.

•

The best omnireadi merchants do a bunch of things during the checkout process, in their brick-and-mortar
stores, that improve omnireadiness. The others, not so much. It goes to show, though, that making brickand-mortar work hand-in-hand with online and mobile may separate the winners from the losers in the
omnireadi race.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Observation #1
Omnichannel readiness keeps rising, retail reinvention in full throttle
It used to be that not much changed in retail. From year to year, checkout was the same at brick-and-mortar
stores. Same old, same old. Maybe the pages looked slicker, but not much changed from year to year online
either. And not much of anything was happening with mobile.
No more — and our OmniReadi IndexTM shows it. Things are happening over the space of a few months.
Retailers are reinventing themselves by making it easier for consumers to shop how they want and when
they want.
The average score fell slightly from 69.5 during Q4 2015 to 69 in Q1 2016. That means that merchants have
stopped improving between Christmas and April, when we did the survey, but haven’t worsened significantly.
Considering that since Q2 2015 they saw an improvement of 15.6%, one might say that the industry is finishing
a wave of enormous improvements.
Across the major attributes, the percent change in the Index over the last 4 months has ranged from -5% to
25%. These are small values compared to what happened between Q2 2015 and Q1 2016, where changes
were between -12% and 512%:
•

Live Help increased to an average of 3.8 index points per merchant, from 3.6 in Q4 2015 and an average
of 1.7 in Q2 2015.

•

Guarantee Or Refund decreased an average of 0.4 index points per merchant from an average of 7.6
index points in Q4 2015 to 7.2 points in Q1 2015 (-5.3%). However, it had an increase of 14% since
Q2 2015, when it reached a score of 6.3.

•

Free Shipping index increased an average of 1.23 (21%) between Q2 2015 and Q1 2016, reaching
an average of 7.13. Since Q4 2015, it saw a minimal decrease of 0.01 index points (0.1%).

•

Purchase History increased an average of 0.99 index points (109%) per merchant from 0.4 index
points in Q1 2015, reaching an average of 1.9 index points. Since Q4 2015, it only had an increase
of 0.02 index points (1%).

•

Wish List increased an average of 0.78 index points (194%) per merchant from an average of 0.4
index points in Q2 2015 to 1.2. It only increased 1% since Q4 2015, and it now reaches an average
of 1.19 index points.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Quarterly Percentage Change in the Attribute Score

Yearly Percentage Change in the Attribute Score

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Attribute Scores by Research Date
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Observation #2
While the best keep getting better, the have-nots still struggle
Everyone knows that brick-and-mortar retailers are facing serious challenges. Since the first of the year, major
chains such as Sports Authority have announced they are closing down, while many other chains are closing
stores. Meanwhile, earnings season so far has been pretty difficult for brick-and-mortar retailers. We‘ve already
had to replace Radio Shack, one of the retailers in our initial sample, because it became so hard for our team
of researchers to find its physical stores; the company is shedding brick-and-mortar stores as it goes through
bankruptcy and restructuring.
For retailers worried about facing shutdown, or just the wrath of investors, the race is as much about
reinvention as it is omnireadiness. Those who succeed might well make it to the other side of the great
retail disruption of the 2010s. Those who don’t could go the way of Blockbuster, which famously turned
down an offer to buy Netflix.
The OmniReadi IndexTM showed(ed) some worrisome trends for retailers in 2015. To us, it sounds the alarms
to retailers that they better pick up their game — and real fast.
Here’s the story of the haves and have-nots in 2015 in three charts. Between Q2 2015 and Q1 2016, the average
score for the Top 10 retailers increased from 75.7 to 87.2 — a whopping 15.2 percent. The bottom 10 went
up from 33.1 percent to 23.4 (-29.5%). However, Bottom 10 values keep oscillating, with a maximum average
of 40.7 points in Q3 2015. So you can look at that as pretty much no change from June to December 2015 or,
more troubling, you can look at that as an almost 20-percent decrease from September 2015 to April 2016.²

Data on next page



² Merchants continually strive to maximize profits. There is a natural conflict between maximizing profits and minimizing costs. Many of the features
increase the likelihood of consumers purchasing products from a merchant, but there are costs associated with making the features available. We see
features come and go on a regular basis as a result of companies either changing availability or by making features more difficult to find (e.g. if can be
hard to find phone numbers).

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Index scoring range of the best and worst performing merchants, by date of the research

Q2 2015

Q3 2015

90
78 76
74

78

81

90
77

62

53

48
33

Top 10
Highest
Score

68
41

26

Bottom 10
Average
Score

28

26

Overall
Lowest
Score

Top 10
Highest
Score

Q4 2015

89 87
85

Bottom 10
Average
Score

28

Overall
Lowest
Score

Q1 2016

89

89 87
85

89

71

69

45

41

33
15
Top 10
Highest
Score

Bottom 10
Average
Score
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Detailed Results
Just to remind you, we are looking at a stratified random sample of 101 of the largest 500 merchants.
We are giving you a statistical portrait of the larger merchants that account for around half of total retail sales.
Index results - overall
There’s another way to see how merchants are progressing toward becoming really omnireadi. Our Index
scores every merchant on a scale of 0-100 — with 100, you guessed it, being a perfect score, and 0 meaning
you are probably just taking cash at a brick-and-mortar store. Over time, we can track how merchants are
moving up the rankings.
Here, the results we reported in December were amazing. Take a look at the number of retailers that scored
80 or above. In June 2015, not a single merchant achieved that score. Three months later, in September,
five retailers had improved so much they entered that elite category. And four months later, in December, a
whopping 25 merchants had graduated to the elite category. So roughly 25% of the retailers improved so much
over 7 months that they reached that high score. The same story holds for merchants scoring 70 or above.
The percent increased from 28% in June, to 57% in September to 68% in December.
But, remarkably, the last several months, looked at this way, show a great deal of flux. In Q2 2016, as top
companies decreased the ability for consumers to access their wish list by 10 percent, no companies were
found entering the top scorer category of 90-100, so we continue to have not a single firm A’cing it. Meanwhile,
there are four fewer firms in the next tier (80-90) than there were in December, as fewer companies price
matched products for their customers than they did in December 2015.
Then, toward the bottom, one firm has fallen into the bottom of the bottom — 0-10 — and the number of firms
with a score below 30 doubled from 4 in December 2015 to 8 in April 2016.
Year over year, though, the results are still great but the backsliding in the last four months from the flattening
growth, even though the average index has changed much, is worrisome. Perhaps more so given the declining
sales observed in May 2016.

Data on next page
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Index Score Range

Q3 2015

Q4 2015

Q1 2016

Q2 2016

0–10

0

0

0

1

10–20

0

1

2

2

20–30

4

1

2

5

30–40

5

5

2

1

40–50

4

2

6

3

50–60

20

6

1

4

60–70

41

29

21

18

70–80

28

52

43

46

80–90

0

5

25

21

90–100

0

0

0

0
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So How Are the Merchants Doing?
The top 30% of merchants are doing great, the rest not so much
To see what’s happening in more detail, we’ve broken the merchants down into five categories based on their
rankings. We have two groups of 10 — the Top 10 and the bottom 10. Then we’ve broken down the 80 between
the 10 worst and best into Upper, Middle, and Lower. For each of those groups, we’re going to show you the
average score for key aspects of being omnireadi and how that’s changed over 2015.
Index Score, by Category and the Date of the Research

To begin with, let’s see what’s happened with each category. The average score has increased and then
stagnated for every group except the bottom 10, where it actually went down. As a result, the gap between
bottom 10 merchants to middle ones has widened significantly from 40.4 in December 2015 to 50 in April
2016. The score from the bottom 10 percent has declined by 42.6 percent from September 2015 to April 2016
and by 29.5 percent from December 2015 to April 2016.
We get more insights by looking at the percent change in the overall score over the full twelve-month period. The
most improved category are the retailers in the Top 10 Category. They improved their score an average of about
15%, compared with a decrease of 29.5% from December to April in the lower tier and an increase of 10.8%.
Yearly Percentage Change
in the Index Score 2016, by Category³

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Now, let’s dive into the details. These three charts show what has happened for five key attribute groupings
in every quarter.
What’s visually striking from these charts, is that every group but the lowest looks like they are getting better.
But, in particular, the Upper Group is beginning to look pretty solid while the Middle and Lower groups still
seem to be very far away from being omnireadi. In fact, the two things that really separate the Upper and
Top merchants now is the ability to access purchase history and the ability to access a wish list — where top
merchants are still far ahead.
Looked at this way, the top 30% of merchants — the 10% in the top and the next 20% in the Upper —look well on
their way to being omnireadi. But the remaining 70% — and remember these are out of the Top 500 merchants
in the U.S. — are still far behind.
Social sharing presents itself as an item that is quite high among the Top 10 and upper categories, but low
among the others. Matching competitor prices is also now very similar between the Top 10 and Upper, and
then disappears. The Wish List and the ability to access purchase history continue to be the largest indicators
of firms more likely to be in the Top 10.

Data on next page



³ The bottom 10 companies score diminished by about 30%. We didn’t include them in the chart simply because of a scale problem.
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April 2016

December 2015

September 2015

June 2015

For most features, including “ability to access purchase history” and “ability to access a wish list,” the Top
10 companies showed improvement quarter over quarter. Whereas, for companies in the middle and bottom
group, features such as "quick checkout” and “match competitor prices” showed little to no improvement at all.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Does Size Matter?
You might be wondering whether it is the biggest retailers that are making the biggest improvement. After
all, they have the greatest resources. The answer we gave in the last report was a resounding “no,” and that
continues to be the answer. We have grouped our list of 100 merchants according to their annual revenues. We
grouped merchants into six groups with roughly the same number of merchants: (1) revenues of less than $1
billion;
(2) revenues from $1 billion to $2 billion; (3) revenues from $2 billion to $3.5 billion; (2) revenues from $3.5
billion to $10 billion; (2) revenues from $10 billion to $20 billion; and (3) revenues of $20 billion or more.
Then we’ve calculated the average score for each size category and the percent improvement between
June 2015-April 2016.

Average Index Score, by Revenue of the Merchant

Growth in the Average Index Score from June 2015 to December 2015,
by Revenue of the Merchant

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved

17

Overview

Key Insights

Feature Article

Methodology

About

In Q1 2016, the average index score is 69. As shown on the chart, the highest score belongs to the $2 billion
to $3.5 billion category and the lowest to the $10 billion to $20 billion group. Since Q2 2015, the overall index
score has increased 11% from 62 to 69. The growth rates are lowest among the firms in the $10 billion to $20
billion range, firms in the $20 billion and above range and in the $1 billion to $2 billion range.
It’s interesting to see that some of the largest merchants in the market saw a decrease in their index scores
(however, not larger than 6%). That shows that the size of each merchant isn’t a significant value when trying to
know their comfort for the customers.
But, overall, when it comes to progress toward being omnireadi, the answer to “does size matter” is: not really
all that much. That is hugely important in putting the recent travails of the retail industry in context. You might
think that the biggest retailers would have the resources to make themselves omnireadi, to counter the growth
of pure online, but on average bigger retailers aren’t executing omnichannel strategies systematically better
than smaller retailers.
What’s Behind the Decrease in Omnireadiness
The 12-month increase is driven by four factors that have increased and have a high enough weight in the
overall scoring system to create movement in the index values:
•

Purchase History (perhaps due to going through checkout)

•

Wish Lists (perhaps due to going through checkout)

•

Price Matching (identified more frequently by researchers)

•

Quick Checkout Features (identified more frequently by researchers)

Data on next page
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Percentage of Merchants that Offer the Feature both Online and In the Store

All the scores have improved, but the most noteworthy improvement is in quick checkout. That has increased
from 4% in Q2 2015 to 7% in Q3 2015, with a massive jump to 25% in Q4 2015, and, again, a slight improvement
to 27% in Q1 2016. The most common feature available online and offline now, however, is purchase history —
reaching 31.7% of all merchants in Q4 2015.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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What’s Happening by Industry
Sporting goods retains the lead, grocery/pharma takes the rear
It sort of makes sense. Sporting goods is winning the race despite the recent closures of Sports Authority
and City Sports. And food is plodding along at the rear. Of course in our calculations Grocery includes Pharma,
so the analogy doesn’t work entirely.
In fact, there’s a pretty consistent improvement in every industry with the exception of Grocery & Pharma.
The percentage improvement from June 2015 to December 2015 ranges from 18% percent to 1%. Grocery/
Pharma has slipped.

Index Score, by Industry

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Comparing Sporting Goods and Grocery/Pharma provides insight into what separates the racers from the
laggards. Grocery/Pharma is highly deficient in several features: it had the worst score among all industries in
Purchase History, Coupons, the ability to purchase products, Product Selection, Product Prices, Price Matching,
Payments, Product Details, Product Reviews (with no reviews at all), Free Shipping, the chance to Skip Data
Entry, the existence of Guarantees or Refunds and Purchase Returns. It only scored above average in Quick
Checkout (which is reasonable, given its complete lack of features). Basically, it underscored in every feature
except for one.

Grocery & Pharma Industry in Comparison

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Conversely, Sporting Goods had the best performance of all industries in every feature except for
Purchase History, Social Sharing and Purchase Returns, and it only was below average in Purchase History
and Purchase Returns.
While one can understand that these industries are really different, one can think that merchants from
the Grocery and Pharma industry could gain a significant advantage over their competitors if they improved
their online stores. So far, only one company from that industry made it into the Top 20 companies.

Feature Comparison of the Best and Worst Scoring Industries

100

100

7

100

6

83

6.3

5

71

4

59
41

3
2

29

2.5

1
0
Product
purchases

Guarantee
or refund

Best
(Sporting goods)
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Information is key
The feature that most distinguishes top tier merchants from low tier is the presence of a purchase history.
This may seem unimportant at a first glance, but merchants that keep track of their customer purchases will
be able to customize future offers for that client. If not, at least show the resources put into the online store.
Price matching with competitors is also a factor of differentiation, and, as before, that’s an indicator of a
merchant having precise info about its competitors, which allows him to compete better with them.

Top 10

Upper

Middle

Lower

Bottom 10

Have an app

90%

90%

50%

55%

60%

Allow purchases

90%

85%

35%

40%

0%

Geo aware

20%

40%

20%

5%

10%

Check-in

0%

20%

5%

5%

0%

Purchase history

90%

60%

0%

15%

0%

Price matching

80%

30%

40%

5%

0%

App Strategy of the Top 10 Merchants

Current (2016 Q2)

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Have an app
Allow purchases
Geo aware
Check-in

2016 Q1

Have an app
Allow purchases
Geo aware
Check-in
Top 10
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Statistical Deep Dive
Since our inception, the OmniReadi Index has consistently identified the Sporting Goods sector as a top
performer and the Grocery and Pharma sector as among the worst. It raises the question about why certain
sectors are where they are and how the companies within those sectors perform as a whole.
So why is this?
The Grocery and Pharma sector has a median score of 52.3, which implies that there is no real urgency of
the companies within this sector to do much to improve their eCommerce services, and it might reflect real
problems in translating the physical store’s model to an online sales model. At the same time, a Sporting
Goods company scoring 73.2 is at the very minimum of its industry, and, therefore, has to improve its online
sales service in order to compete in the eCommerce sector.
If one sees the problem through that lens, there is no doubt that the Grocery and Pharma industry still has a
lot to do, but it also raises alarms on how companies are performing within their own sector. We looked at the
companies with the Grocery and Pharma sector and in the Sporting Goods sector and analyzed how the firms
in each sector perform relative to the industry segment as a whole.
For each sector, we identified the best and worst performing company for each index factor. We then
calculated the average score for all companies in an industry for each factor. Then, we computed the
percentage in which the industry had gone between 0 and the best performing industry, taking the best
performing industry as 100%. For example, the top performing industry regarding purchase returns had
an average of 3 points (which is, actually, the maximum of possible points) Therefore, the Sporting Goods
industry, with an average of 2.5, went 83.3% of the way between 0 and 3 points.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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Average Merchant Performance Relative to Max and Min Performance in its Industry

When we do that, it’s interesting to notice that the Grocery and Pharma industry has very low scores relative
to the index leaders, with an average of 45.5 points. More importantly, Grocery and Pharma trail sporting goods
in every single category. On the other hand, Sporting Goods excels in almost every feature. Using averages,
it only fails to achieve maximum scores in three features.
We’d like to be able to associate bad performance with the lack of certain characteristics. Our problem was
that bad performing industries perform badly in almost every possible feature. However, there seems to be
a standard regarding the publication of prices, the ability to actually purchase products, the presence of help
during the purchase, the existence of a Guarantee or Refund Policy, the possibility of free shipping and, last
but certainly not least, the ability to select the products.
Finally, it’s interesting to notice that good performance in the Sporting Goods sector wasn’t related to some
of their companies achieving incredible performance, but with most of them achieving more than decent
performance. Only one of the companies of that sector was among the Top 10 performers, but all of them
were on the top 50% best companies, and most of them were among the Top 25 companies.

© 2016 PYMNTS.com all rights reserved
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We also took into account the performance of each company related to its industry, and what we found
was that the relative score of each feature inside industry was of about 80% for Sporting Goods and of 43%
inside Grocery/Pharma.
As a final point of emphasis, in the chart above we evaluated how these industries did in the 17 factors
we test as part of this index. Not only did Grocery and Pharma perform worse than sporting goods in every
instance, the Grocery and Pharma industry was the worst performer in 13 of the 17 factors (76%). On the
other hand, the sporting goods industry was the top performer in 14 of the 17 factors (82%).

Grocery/Pharma

Sporting Goods

Purchase History

23.5%

66.7%

Wish List

11.8%

100%

Social Sharing

0%

36.1%

Coupons

0%

100%

Purchase Products

0%

100%

Product Selection

0%

100%

Product Prices

0%

100%

Price Matching

0%

100%

Quick Checkout

92.4%

100%

Total Payments

0%

100%

Product Details

0%

100%

Product Reviews

0%

100%

Free Shipping

0%

100%

Skip Data Entry

0%

100%

Guarantee or Refund

0%

100%

Purchase Returns

0%

76.4%

Live Help

52.9%

100%

As we can see, most Grocery/Pharma companies fail even to go through the path from bad to good
performance. That is, even when the best of them only got as the top 18th merchant, most of them failed
to achieve half of its features. Not only is Grocery/Pharma a bad industry, but it’s also an unequal one.
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“

Enter the rise of third-party

”

store-to-door delivery apps.

In Favor Of Delivery: The Growing Omnichannel Store-To-Door Ecosystem
For years, food delivery options in many cities could be boiled down to two dominant categories: pizza and
Chinese. Saddled with growling stomachs and empty fridges, as well as no motivation to leave the comfort
of their homes, delivery was all about convenience, despite the lack of options.
However, as smartphones ascended to ubiquity – and on-demand sharing services like Uber (launched in
2009) became the norm – new options began to emerge. After all, if consumers could make a town car appear
at their doorstep with a swipe of their finger, why couldn’t they conjure up a burrito? Or an iced coffee? Or, for
that matter, even a lobster dinner?
Enter the rise of third-party store-to-door delivery apps. These programs — which include apps like GrubHub,
Foodler, Favor, Seamless and DoorDash – operate independently of merchants, acting as middlemen between
in-home consumers and various eateries. Typically, the programs charge a delivery fee of around $5-$10 in
exchange for bringing a wealth of delivery options to consumers’ doorsteps. Many of these apps also offer
store-to-door services beyond food as well. Favor, for example, will deliver everything from prescriptions
to dry cleaning.
Since emerging on the scene and opening up culinary choices for diners across the U.S., these services have
gained notable traction with customers who are hungry for fare with flair.
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Recent market research performed by the NPD Group revealed that delivery traffic outside of pizza has
expanded by 33 percent since 2012. That’s a hearty slice of the delivery pie.
Also, Mintel’s Foodservice Trends 2016 report found that 77 percent of Americans said they would use online
food delivery services. Of those who already utilize these store-to-door programs, the study found that 51
percent order meals from casual dining restaurants.
Besides a desire for diverse delivery choices, the central factor in store-to-door app adoption is the evergrowing push for streamlined convenience. According to Mintel, one-third of online delivery users would even
be willing to accept higher delivery fees if it meant receiving their food faster. This demand for timeliness
and simplicity is evidenced by the demographics with which third-party delivery services are being most
enthusiastically embraced: millennials, parents with children under 18, and city dwellers.
But while store-to-door, on-demand delivery services may have broken gastronomic ground when they first
gained widespread use, their current pervasiveness means each program must reflect the omnichannel
experience that customers have come to demand – and in many cases expect – from a growing number
of industries.
PYMNTS recently caught up with Keith Duncan, Senior Vice President of Sales and Business Development for
Favor, a store-to-door service officially launched in 2013, to find out more about the digital delivery space and
its role in bringing restaurants into the omnichannel ecosystem.
Satisfying consumers’ cravings for convenience
With the desire for seamless omnichannel experiences eclipsing
cost as the most important factor in food delivery, it’s no wonder
that store-to-door apps aim to provide simple yet secure payment
processes to stay competitive. In Favor’s case, the service is
completely cashless, as all transactions take place directly
in the app.
“When you order your first Favor, you’ll enter the payment
information, which we store securely. You only need to enter
your payment info once,” Duncan said.

“

F
 or third-party delivery
apps, customer service
is another area where
omnichannel technology
is in demand.”

Favor then offers consumers the ability to personalize their payments – if they so choose. In the name of
convenience, the program resorts to a default payment setting after a short window of inactivity.
“After you place a Favor, you will have a short time after it’s been processed to proactively pay. During this time,
you can add a promo code, change the suggested runner tip, and choose which card you’d like to use. After this
short time, we will automatically charge your payment methods with suggested tip – minimum of $2,” he said.
For third-party delivery apps, customer service is another area where omnichannel technology is in demand.
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After all, consumers who order and pay in one app also expect that
app to be a resource for their questions and complaints. According to
Duncan, Favor fields inquiries surrounding both its own operations and
mishaps that are the restaurants’ responsibilities. The app’s customer
support team handles all facets of complaints, including negative
merchant reviews, for which it reaches out to
stores on the customer’s behalf.
“The customer, food safety and quality comes first. It is our passion
to provide the best service possible so we constantly need to evolve
our process and system to meet the demand of our ecosystem (the
customer, runner and merchant.) All three need to work in balance in
order to make the service perfect. Especially when it comes to food,
expectations across the board are high. We need to be an extension
of our partners’ service and brand.”

About

“

...restaurants that
continue to trail behind
the omnicommerce
movement will face
difficulties in an
integrated world.”

It’s easy to understand why Favor and its counterparts continue to gain users – ultimately, consumers can
stomach a $5 fee when it comes with a multitude of menu options and the promise of home delivery.
For merchants, however, the relationship with third-party services is a bit more complex.
Bridging the gap between restaurants and technology
While consumer demand for convenience has prompted numerous industries to expedite their embrace of
technological integration, the food and beverage sector – a sector that drives many consumers to Favor has been notoriously late to the omnicommerce party.
The National Restaurant Association’s “Restaurant Technology Survey 2016,” recently revealed that 80
percent of restaurant operators are aware that technology can increase sales, boost productivity and give
them a competitive advantage. However, 40 percent of table-service restaurant operators and 42 percent
of independent restaurant operators consider their stores to be lagging in technology.
According to Duncan, restaurants that continue to trail behind the omnicommerce movement will face
difficulties in an integrated world.
“They need to embrace the shift in consumer behavior enabled by mobile and the expectations the on-demand
economy have created. [Favor’s] ultimate goal is to show how you can reach new customers and incremental
sales without cannibalizing their existing business or causing more work,” he said. “If anything, embracing
omnichannel should help increase margins and make their business more profitable. Restaurateurs are
passionate about their food and their business. We want to enable them to focus on that.”
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The main obstacles preventing them from evolving into omnichannel merchants? Cost of implementation (63
percent), lack of infrastructure (50 percent), service and repair (49 percent), per transaction costs (49 percent),
customer acceptance (48 percent) and staff training (44 percent).
Duncan explained that omnichannel delivery apps like Favor are helping eateries offer consumers a cuttingedge service unmitigated by these issues.
“Most local restaurants and merchants do not have the resources or time to offer comprehensive Store-toDoor solutions so we try to do the heavy lifting for them and provide a delivery option without the headaches
or upfront costs,” he said. “We bring both the audience and the workforce. We also offer a solution and process
that this is frictionless to their day-to-day operations so our orders are seamless and no different than any
other customer.”
Flour, a Boston-based bakery with multiple locations across the city, is among the eateries Favor users can
order from. According to its owner, Tanya Li, the bakery’s menu is available on multiple third-party delivery sites,
and she typically sees around 10 to 15 orders get picked up by these services each day.
While consumers enjoy a seamless omnicommerce bond with store-to-door programs, the merchant/
app relationship within these solutions is still being ironed out. Although on-demand delivery apps bring in
additional orders to restaurants like Flour, which relies heavily on foot traffic, the two factions occasionally
run into communication issues.
Li explained that her restaurants have ever-changing menus featuring made-to-order dishes, and it’s not
uncommon for Flour’s most popular items to run out before the day is over. Minute discrepancies like these
can easily be resolved in direct orders, but there’s currently no system in place to alert third-party apps of these
hour-to-hour differences that are quite common in the fast-paced restaurant world.
While the omnichannel experience offered by third-party services to consumers has yet to fully reach the
merchant side of the operation, apps like Favor do offer some benefits to restaurants, especially those with
no plans to pour resources into an in-house delivery team.
Although Flour has its own group of drivers for internal deliveries and
major catering events, the bakery would need to hire additional couriers
and purchase more vehicles – a major initiative Li currently has no
plans to invest in. Similar fast-casual and sit-down eateries that may
want to expand their clientele without breaking their budgets could
leverage store-to-door services as a method of reaching consumers
they’d never get in person.
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Stepping into the future of store-to-door
For now, third-party services are helping to fill a vital role in the journey toward comprehensive omnicommerce.
Favor’s goal of helping customers “discover the best local places and experience dining in new, convenient
ways” has, in many ways, become a reality, as diners across the country continue to embrace the app and
its counterparts. Even the services’ imperfections are raising important questions about omnichannel
implementation in fast-paced, personalized industries.
As a growing number of store-to-door services are released, however, the digital delivery space will likely look a
lot different in the next five to 10 years.
“The market is still new and exploding … clear winners are yet to be decided,” Duncan explained. “Building trust
as the go-to platform means a lot of things. Constantly exceeding customer expectations and focusing on
building an amazing product is a good place to start.”
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What is the Index?
The PYMNTS.com OmniReadi IndexTM, powered by Vantiv, was designed to quantify the consistency between
the Web and in-store shopping experience and determine if the mobile channel is helping, hurting or simply
neutral to the overall situation.

Research Approach
The Index includes in-depth research on more than 100 retailers across the U.S. We researched a breadth
of merchants in the Top 500 based on total U.S. revenue in the following merchant segments:

Home Furnishings
and Office Supplies

Electronics
and Entertainment

Grocery
and Pharma

Specialty Stores
(e.g., Auto Parts, Jewelry)

Home
Improvement

Hardware

Apparel

Mass Merchants


Sporting Goods

Researchers in Boston; Chicago; Charlottesville, Virginia; and Seattle shopped merchants across three
channels – web, app, and in-store. They captured data on over 130 attributes. We tell researchers to research
as a typical consumer, which means if something is too hard to find act as if they do not have it. In this way, the
feature might be existent but was made too hard to find so a retailer might lose credit for it.
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Scoring
We utilized regression analysis to narrow the list of all attributes captured to 17 factors which truly affect
a customer’s ability to have a consistent shopping experience across multiple channels. Weights for each
factor were determined based on the output of the regression analysis, validating and adjusting where
needed with analyst assessment and industry expertise of PYMNTS.com and Vantiv. The scores of the
index range from 0-100, with 0 referring to the worst omnireadi capability and 100 referring to the ultimate
omnireadiness of a merchant. Industry scores were estimated by calculating the simple average of the scores
of each of the companies in their respective industry. Industry scores would rise or fall depending on how
companies performed quarter over quarter in that industry. The final Index score is the sum of two parts:
•

Consistency between online and in-store, including commerce enablement,
payment methods, pricing, and product details

•

Impact of the mobile strategy including app development and/or the use of mobile
and mobile-optimized websites

Category

Examples

Do you have what I want?

Can I actually buy stuff on the website?
Is the product available?
Is the stuff in-store the same as what I can buy online?
Are prices the same between in-store and online?

Make the process easy.

Can I use my favorite payment type both online and in-store?
Can I easily find or see product informationand details?
Do I get reviews and recommendations both in-store and online?
Can I get what I want easily sent to my home – wherever I buy it?

Solve my problems.

If I have a question, can it be answered immediately?
Will the merchant stand behind product problems,
no matter where I purchased the product?
Can I make a return to a store if I bought it online?

Know who I am and
value me as a customer.

Can you tell me the past things I’ve bought,
both online and in the store?
Can I find my wish list in both places?
Do you recognize me as a loyal customer no matter where I shop?
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Meet the Research Team
Rahul – Boston, MA
An extreme sports lover, Rahul loves to shop, wine and dine.
“Whether it’s grocery or clothing, I usually spend some time of my weekend buying things in-store or online. It’s
fascinating to effectively interact with an app inside a store. I think beacons are bound to completely change
the way we shop in stores in the coming years.”
Ashleigh – Seattle, WA
Ashleigh likes to spend time outdoors, taking her dogs on hikes.
“I enjoy stores that are well organized and easily laid out, however, I prefer to do most of my shopping online.
The only time I tend to use a smartphone in a store is when I want to check prices with Amazon. I don’t tend to
use coupons too much.”
Jackie – Chicago, IL
Jackie attends university in Chicago with an eye towards a career as a pediatrician. She likes to travel, go
hiking, and attend music festivals.
“I do most of my shopping online since it is convenient. It allows me to easily shop around my schedule
without having to travel. However, when I do shop in-store, I prefer stores that are well put together and allows
me to easily go in and purchase what I need.”
Chelsea – Charlottesville, VA
John – Charlottesville, VA
Madelyn – Chicago, IL
Brendan – Chicago, IL
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Vantiv
Vantiv is making payments smarter, faster and easier for all of its partners, as well as the consumers
they serve. From the largest retailers in the U.S., to the coffee shop down the street, to the online business,
Vantiv is leading the transformation in payments through chip-enabled cards, mobile wallets, eCommerce,
and technology solutions for businesses of all sizes. The company is focused on high-growth channels,
including integrated payments, merchant services for financial institutions and eCommerce, while continuing
to securely process payments for more than one-third of the Top 100 retailers. Visit www.vantiv.com, or follow
the company on Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn, Google+ and YouTube.
PYMNTS.com
PYMNTS.com is where the best minds and the best content meet on the web to learn about “What’s Next”
in payments and commerce. Our interactive platform is reinventing the way in which companies in payments
share relevant information about the initiatives that shape the future of this dynamic sector and make news.
Our data and analytics team includes economists, data scientists and industry analysts who work with
companies to measure and quantify the innovation that is at the cutting edge of this new world.
Feedback
We are interested in your feedback on this report and where we take it over time. Please send us your
thoughts, comments, or questions at omnireadi@pymnts.com.
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The OmniReadi IndexTM may be updated periodically. While reasonable efforts are made to keep the content
accurate and up-to-date, PYMNTS.COM: MAKES NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES OF ANY KIND,
EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, REGARDING THE CORRECTNESS, ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, ADEQUACY,
OR RELIABILITY OF OR THE USE OF OR RESULTS THAT MAY BE GENERATED FROM THE USE OF THE
INFORMATION OR THAT THE CONTENT WILL SATISFY YOUR REQUIREMENTS OR EXPECTATIONS. THE
CONTENT IS PROVIDED “AS IS” AND ON AN “AS AVAILABLE” BASIS. YOU EXPRESSLY AGREE THAT YOUR
USE OF THE CONTENT IS AT YOUR SOLE RISK. PYMNTS.COM SHALL HAVE NO LIABILITY FOR ANY
INTERRUPTIONS IN THE CONTENT THAT IS PROVIDED AND DISCLAIMS ALL WARRANTIES WITH REGARD
TO THE CONTENT, INCLUDING THE IMPLIED WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY AND FITNESS FOR A
PARTICULAR PURPOSE, AND NON-INFRINGEMENT AND TITLE. SOME JURISDICTIONS DO NOT ALLOW THE
EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN WARRANTIES, AND, IN SUCH CASES, THE STATED EXCLUSIONS DO NOT APPLY.
PYMNTS.COM RESERVES THE RIGHT AND SHOULD NOT BE LIABLE SHOULD IT EXERCISE ITS RIGHT TO
MODIFY, INTERRUPT, OR DISCONTINUE THE AVAILABILITY OF THE CONTENT OR ANY COMPONENT OF IT
WITH OR WITHOUT NOTICE.
PYMNTS.COM SHALL NOT BE LIABLE FOR ANY DAMAGES WHATSOEVER, AND, IN PARTICULAR, SHALL
NOT BE LIABLE FOR ANY SPECIAL, INDIRECT, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR INCIDENTAL DAMAGES, OR DAMAGES
FOR LOST PROFITS, LOSS OF REVENUE, OR LOSS OF USE, ARISING OUT OF OR RELATED TO THE CONTENT,
WHETHER SUCH DAMAGES ARISE IN CONTRACT, NEGLIGENCE, TORT, UNDER STATUTE, IN EQUITY, AT LAW,
OR OTHERWISE, EVEN IF PYMNTS.COM HAS BEEN ADVISED OF THE POSSIBILITY OF SUCH DAMAGES.
SOME JURISDICTIONS DO NOT ALLOW FOR THE LIMITATION OR EXCLUSION OF LIABILITY FOR
INCIDENTAL OR CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, AND IN SUCH CASES SOME OF THE ABOVE LIMITATIONS
DO NOT APPLY. THE ABOVE DISCLAIMERS AND LIMITATIONS ARE PROVIDED BY PYMNTS.COM AND ITS
PARENTS, AFFILIATED AND RELATED COMPANIES, CONTRACTORS, AND SPONSORS, AND EACH OF ITS
RESPECTIVE DIRECTORS, OFFICERS, MEMBERS, EMPLOYEES, AGENTS, CONTENT COMPONENT PROVIDERS,
LICENSORS, AND ADVISERS.
Components of the content original to and the compilation produced by PYMNTS.COM is the property of
PYMNTS.COM and cannot be reproduced without its prior written permission.
You agree to indemnify and hold harmless, PYMNTS.COM, its parents, affiliated and related companies,
contractors and sponsors, and each of its respective directors, officers, members, employees, agents, content
component providers, licensors, and advisers, from and against any and all claims, actions, demands, liabilities,
costs, and expenses, including, without limitation, reasonable attorneys’ fees, resulting from your breach of
any provision of this Agreement, your access to or use of the content provided to you, the PYMNTS.COM
services, or any third party’s rights, including, but not limited to, copyright, patent, other proprietary rights, and
defamation law. You agree to cooperate fully with PYMNTS.COM in developing and asserting any available
defenses in connection with a claim subject to indemnification by you under this Agreement.
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