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Abstract

In Canada, lower income households and essential workers and were disproportionately at risk
of SARS-CoV-2. Early in the pandemic, stay-at-home restriction policies were used to limit virus
transmission. There remains an evidence gap in how changes in mobility, in response to the
policies, varied across socioeconomic measures in Canada. The study objective was to
describe the variability in mobility change to two restrictions, by neighborhood-level income and
by proportion essential workers across five regions in Ontario, Canada. The first restriction was
implemented on March 17, 2020 in all five regions; and the second restriction was implemented
in November 23, 2020 in two of the regions. Using cell-phone mobility data aggregated to the
census tract, we compared the average mobility (% of devices that travelled outside their
“primary location”) three weeks before and after each restriction. We defined the adjusted
mobility change via pre-restriction mobility subtracted from post-restriction, adjusted for 2019
levels. We used difference-in-differences analysis to quantify effect modification of the second
restriction’s effect by socioeconomic measures. With the first restriction, crude mobility fell from
77.7% to 41.6% across the five regions. The adjusted mobility change to the first restriction was
largest in the highest-income neighborhoods (-43.3% versus -38.4%) and in neighborhoods with
the fewest essential workers (-44.5% versus -37.6%). The overall adjusted mobility change to
the second restriction was small: -0.96% (95% confidence intervals, -1.53 to -0.38%). However,
there was evidence of effect modification by socioeconomic measures (less pronounced
decrease in lower-income neighborhoods and more essential workers). The findings suggest a
temporal saturation effect of restrictions over subsequent waves, and a saturation effect by
income and occupation, leading to prevention gaps across populations by socioeconomic
measures. Findings highlight the need for tailored approaches at the intersections of income

and occupation when addressing epidemics of novel and resurging respiratory pathogens.
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Introduction

In Canada, as within countries across the world, SARS-CoV-2 infections were disproportionately
concentrated among people and communities experiencing social and economic marginalization
[1]. The response during the first year of the pandemic centered on public health measures to
reduce contact rates as a means to halt the spread of SARS-CoV-2. Measures included
mandates to close non-essential business alongside limits on indoor gatherings and activities.
These restriction policies were met with early concerns about whom these policies could and

could not reach [2, 3].

At the start of the pandemic, 60% of working-age adults in Canada were employed in jobs which
could not be done remotely [4]. The front-facing jobs were also more likely to be lower-paid,
classified as essential services during the pandemic, and included jobs in sales, trades,
agriculture, manufacturing, transport, and the food industry [5]. The public health measures
were designed as a universal policy, but individuals working in essential services would have to
go to, and spend time at, their place of onsite work [1]. Estimating the direction and magnitude
of mobility changes to restriction policies, at different pandemic phases, could offer insights into
not only what worked —but for whom. In doing so, results could offer insights into future
pandemic planning, shaping the implementation of swift non-pharmacological responses to

mitigate spread but without amplifying health inequities.

Across countries, emerging data suggest socioeconomic differences in mobility and measures
of ability to uptake, or “adhere to0”, restriction policies. Huang et al. refer to the phenomena as
the “luxury of social distancing” [6]. Among the earliest studies that used area-level mobility
metrics from cell-phone data were in the United States [7, 8]. These studies found that lower-
income areas and counties were associated with smaller reductions in mobility following the
policies [7, 8]]. Findings were similar in the province of Ontario (Canada): higher levels of area
economic dependency (a composite measure with age-structure, work-force participation, and
dependency on social assistance) was associated with reduced responsiveness to restrictive
policies implemented during the first year of the pandemic [9]. However, this Canadian study did
not have the available data to account for expected differences in baseline mobility across
socioeconomic factors; nor to compare regions in the province with and without restriction
policies [9] — an important comparator used in other studies to better attribute mobility changes

to specific policies [8]. Finally, composite measures of socioeconomic factors are commonly
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used because they capture clustering or latent features, but raw measures such as household
income may provide further clarity when drawing inference. For example, pathways by which
restriction policies take effect could be masked with a composite exposure measure (e.g.
restriction policies would work differently for younger versus older individuals supported by
social assistance). For the same reason, raw measures are commonly used to characterize
patterns of SARS-CoV-2 risks [1, 10].

To address these knowledge gaps, we used area-level cell-phone based mobility and
socioeconomic data in five regions in Ontario (Canada) to: (1) describe variability in the mobility
response by income and by occupation in essential services following two restriction policies;
and (2) estimate the extent to which these two area-level socioeconomic measures modified the
mobility response, accounting for expected differences over time in the absence of restrictions

using regions without restrictions as the control group.

Methods
Study design, setting, and population

We conducted a retrospective, observational study in accordance with the STROBE
(Strengthening the Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology) recommendations [11]
(S1 Checklist). The study population comprises all census tracts in the five public health units
(Toronto, Peel, Halton, York, and Durham [12], 81 Fig) in Ontario, Canada’s most populous
province and epicenters of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic. The five public health units make up the
Greater Toronto Area (population over 7.1 million [13]) which is the largest metropolitan area in
Canada. Census tracts are Statistics Canada geographic units that are only used within
metropolitan areas [14]. The province of Ontario is served by a single-payer, province-wide
health care system and COVID-19 related policy measures, including the restrictions, were
implemented at the level of the public health unit [15]. Our analyses were conducted at the unit

of census tract. We excluded census tracts with missing population size or mobility data (S2
Fig).

The first case of COVID-19 was reported on January 23, 2020 in the Greater Toronto Area [16].
The first province-wide restrictions were implemented on March 17, 2020 and thus, across all
five public health units (Fig 1) [17]. Restrictions were eased over the subsequent months. The

second restriction was implemented on November 23, 2020 in only two public health units

4
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(Toronto, Peel; total population 4.1 million) [18]. S1 Table details the nature of the restriction

policies.

Fig 1. COVID-19 epidemic curve and the timing of the restrictions for the Greater Toronto
Area between February 23, 2020 and December 13, 2020. The vertical dashed lines depict
the timelines for two restriction policies. The first restriction was enacted March 17, 2020 across
all five public health units (Toronto, Peel, Halton, York, and Durham) in the Greater Toronto
Area. The second restriction enacted on November 23, 2020 in Toronto and Peel public health
units and in the remaining public health units on December 14 or 26, 2020. The shaded areas in
blue represent the three-week periods used in the analysis before the restrictions, and the
shaded areas in red represent the three-week periods after the respective restriction was
enacted. The week in which each restriction policy was enacted was excluded from the
analyses. The weekly cases comprise diagnosed cases, and exclude cases among residents of

long-term care homes.

Data sources and measures

Mobility metric (crude and adjusted)

We used the aggregate mobility data made available by the Ontario Ministry of Health through
the COVID-19 Ontario Modelling Consensus Table [19], generated by BlueDot from the data
vendor Veraset (81 Text). Veraset data comprises geographic position system location data
across apps on different platforms with users’ consent on the use of their anonymized data, and
reflects approximately 13% of the Canadian population [20]. BlueDot averaged mobility data by
epidemiological week from the daily mobility metric and aggregated the data at the census-tract-
level, resulting in a census-tract-level weekly average mobility metric, capturing weekly average
proportion of devices that went outside their “primary location” for at least 30 minutes in a day,
within each census tract. S1 Text details how the mobility metric was spatially and temporally

aggregated.

We used the census-tract-level weekly average mobility metric (hereafter referred to as crude
mobility metric) as one of our primary outcomes of interest. To account for the potential
seasonal fluctuations, we generated an adjusted mobility metric in 2020 as another primary
outcome of interest, by subtracting the crude mobility metric in 2019 from the crude mobility
metric in 2020.
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Pre-restriction and post-restriction periods

We defined pre- and post-restriction periods as three weeks before and after policy
implementation, respectively; and excluded the week of implementation [8]. Consistent with
previous studies, we selected a three-week period to capture potential lags between policy
implementation and ability of individuals to respond [7]. Thus, for the first restriction, pre-
restriction period captures February 23 to March 8, 2020; and post-restriction period captures
March 22 to April 5, 2020. For the second restriction, pre-restriction period captures November
1 to November 15, 2020 and post-restriction period captures November 29 to December 13,
2020.

Socioeconomic measures

Other primary covariates of interest included two census-tract-level socioeconomic measures,
generated using 2016 Canadian census data and Postal Code Conversion File Plus: income
(defined by the after-tax income per-person equivalent) and the proportion of essential workers
(defined based on national occupation categories and to include occupations that were not
amenable to remote work: trades, transport, and equipment operation; sales and services;
manufacturing and utilities; and resources, agriculture, and production [1, 10]; S2 Table). We
excluded the health care category as it encompasses a wide range of professions with
heterogeneous socioeconomic strata, and our rationale for the study was to characterize

mobility patterns in the context of lower-wage essential services.

The socioeconomic measures were categorized into quintiles by ranking census tracts across
the five public health units, weighted by census tract population size (S3 Fig). Each quintile
therefore has similar population size and a different number of census tracts (S3 Table). For the
income measure, quintile 1 refers to the highest income group. For the essential worker

measure, quintile 1 refers to the lowest proportion of essential workers.

Other data sources

To describe the epidemic curves of COVID-19 cases, we used anonymized, person-level data
on laboratory-confirmed cases (excluding residents of long-term care homes) from the provincial
surveillance data (Ontario’s Case and Contact Management) between February 23, 2020 and
December 13, 2020 (details in S2 Text) [19].
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Ethical approval

The University of Toronto Health Sciences Research Ethics Board (protocol no. 39253)

approved the study.

Descriptive analysis: mobility change and epidemic curves

We first examined the representativeness of the mobility metric by socioeconomic measures by
comparing the average census tract-level mobile device coverage across each socioeconomic

measure.

To contextualize mobility changes in the context of the local epidemic, we visualized the
epidemic curve alongside the crude mobility metrics overall and for each socioeconomic
quintile. For the epidemic curve, we calculated weekly new lab-confirmed COVID-19 cases
between February 23 and December 13, 2020. We plotted the weekly crude mobility metric for

the corresponding calendar weeks in 2019 and 2020, respectively.

We examined the overall average mobility change across census tracts following each
restriction by calculating the absolute difference in the mobility metrics pre- and post- each
restriction. For the second restriction, we limited our analysis to Toronto and Peel only. We first
calculated a weekly average mobility within each census tract (averaged over the three weeks)
for each period (pre and post). We then subtracted the pre-restriction weekly average mobility
from the post-restriction mobility to obtain mobility change for each census tract. We finally
calculated the mean mobility change across census tracts. We repeated this for both the crude

and adjusted mobility metrics.

We then examined the absolute mobility change (for crude and adjusted metrics, respectively)

stratified by socioeconomic measures.

Difference-in-differences analysis: overall impact of the

second restriction on mobility

First, we conducted a difference-in-differences analysis [21] to estimate the overall influence of
the second restriction on mobility in all five public health units using a mixed-effect linear model

(Model 1) (S3 Text). We leveraged data from Halton, York, and Durham (regions without
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restriction) as the control group to account for expected mobility change over time in the
absence of a restriction. Toronto and Peel which received the second restriction were treated as
the ‘intervention’ group. The outcome was the adjusted mobility metric within each census tract
for each epidemiological week (a total of 6 weeks data: 3 weeks pre-restriction and 3 weeks
post-restriction). S4 Fig displays the timing of the second restriction and periods that we used
for the difference-in-differences analysis. We included the following fixed effects in the model:
the week index as a categorical variable reflecting each of the six weeks; the intervention
indicator as a binary variable which was set to one for census tracts within ‘intervention’ group
(Toronto, Peel), and set to zero for the census tracts within the control group (Halton, York,
Durham). The time-dependent restriction indicator as a binary variable which was set to one if a
given census tract was under restriction in a given week, and otherwise set to zero. We
accounted for variances clustered at the levels of the census tract and at the public health unit

by including random intercepts at the census tract and public health unit, respectively.

Difference-in-differences analysis: impact of the second

restriction on mobility stratified by socioeconomic measures

To examine the effect modification by socioeconomic measures on the relationship between the
second restriction and mobility, we fitted two additional difference-in-differences mixed-effect
linear models to examine the effect modification by census-tract-level income (Model 2A), and
census-tract-level proportion of essential workers (Model 2B), respectively (S3 Text). In each
of Model 2A and Model 2B, besides fixed and random effects already shown in Model 1, we
added socioeconomic quintiles as an additional covariate, the its interactions with every other
covariates in Model 1. We conducted the two-way analysis of variance to test whether there
was evidence of effect modification on the restriction effect by socioeconomic measures. We

herein refer to a census tract as a neighborhood in the following sections.

Results

The five public health units in the current study include 1,261 census tracts, with population
sizes ranging from 484 to 23,401. We excluded 7 census tracts with missing population size
data and another 14 census tracts with missing mobility data (S2 Fig). Of 1240 census tracts
included, the mean device coverage was lower in neighborhoods with the lower income (S4
Table).
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Epidemic curves

Following the first restriction, the epidemic rapidly diverged along socioeconomic quintiles such
that neighborhoods with lower-income and neighborhoods with higher proportion essential
workers experienced higher number of COVID-19 cases (Fig 2A-B). In August 2020, the
number of weekly new lab-confirmed cases were small across all socioeconomic quintiles
before diverging by mid-September 2020, with the highest number of cases in lowest-income
neighborhoods and in neighborhoods with highest proportion of essential workers. The number
of cases remained divergent along socioeconomic quintiles prior to and following the second

restriction.

Fig 2. Epidemic curves and mobility change stratified by neighborhood-level income and
essential worker quintiles in the Greater Toronto Area, Canada (February 23, 2020 to
December 13, 2020). Panel A and B describe weekly new lab-confirmed COVID-19 cases
(excluding residents of long-term care homes) by neighborhood-level income quintile (Panel A)
and proportion of the working population engaged in essential services (Panel B). Panel C and
D depict the weekly crude mobility metric by neighborhood-level income quintile (Panel C) and
proportion essential workers (Panel D). The horizontal dashed lines in Panel C and D represent
2019 mobility as pre-pandemic mobility reference, while the solid lines represent 2020 mobility
data. The vertical dashed lines depict the two COVID-19 restriction policies under examination:
the first restriction enacted March 17, 2020 across all five public health units (Toronto, Peel,
Halton, York, and Durham) in the Greater Toronto Area; and the second restriction enacted
November 23, 2020 in Toronto and Peel public health units within the Greater Toronto Area.
Income reflects the per-person equivalent income in the household. Essential services include:
trades, transport, and equipment operation; sales and services; manufacturing and utilities; and
resources, agriculture, and production. Neighborhood level is defined at the level of the census

tract. Quintiles are weighted by neighborhood-level population.

Descriptive analysis: mobility change following the first

restriction

Higher-income neighborhoods consistently demonstrated greater mobility throughout 2019 and
2020 (Fig 2C). In 2019, the crude mobility ranged between 80-90% in the highest-income

neighborhoods and 70-75% in the lowest-income neighborhoods. In early 2020 (pre-restriction
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301  period), the crude mobility was higher in higher-income neighborhoods (e.g., 80.6% in the
302  highest-income and 73.7% in the lowest-income neighborhoods) (Table 1).

303

304 Table 1. Mobility metric of pre-restriction? and post-restriction® periods for the first
305 restriction in Greater Toronto Area° stratified by neighborhood-level? socioeconomic

306 measures.

Mobility®
Pre-restriction Post-restriction Mobility changef
Cruded Adjustedh Crude Adjusted Crude Adjusted

Overall 77.7 2.2 41.6 -38.8 -36.1 -41.0
Income' Quintiles’

Q1 (highest) 80.6 2.8 421 -40.4 -38.5 -43.3
Q2 79.5 2.9 42.6 -38.9 -36.9 -41.8
Q3 78.1 27 42.0 -38.5 -36.1 -41.2
Q4 76.6 2.1 415 -38.3 -35.2 -40.4
Q5 (lowest) 73.7 0.8 40.1 -37.6 -33.7 -38.4
% Essential

workerk Quintiles

Q1 (lowest %) 78.5 2.1 39.0 -42.3 -39.5 -44.5
Q2 79.1 2.8 40.9 -40.6 -38.2 -43.4
Q3 78.3 2.2 43.1 -37.5 -35.2 -39.7
Q4 77.6 2.6 42.7 -37.4 -34.9 -40.0
Q5 (highest %) 75.3 1.6 42.6 -36.1 -32.7 -37.6

307

308 2Pre-restriction = three weeks before restriction implementation, and excluded the week of
309 implementation (i.e. February 23 to March 8, 2020 for the first restriction);

310 bPost-restriction = three weeks after restriction implementation, and excluded the week of
311 implementation (i.e. March 22, 2020 to April 5, 2020 for the first restriction);

312  c°Greater Toronto Area comprised of five public health units (Toronto, Peel, Halton, York, and
313  Durham);

314  dNeighborhood-level variables are at the level of census tract;

315  eMobility = average % of devices that went outside “home” location;

316  'Mobility change = the post-restriction mobility metric minus the pre-restriction mobility metric;
317  9Crude = mobility metric in 2020;

318  "Adjusted = crude mobility in 2020 minus crude mobility in 2019;

10
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319 iIncome = after-tax income per-person equivalent in the household, aggregated at neighborhood
320 level;

321 IiQuintile (Q) was calculated across five public health units, weighted by neighborhood-level
322  population in terms of the socioeconomic variables;

323 k% Essential worker = proportion of the working population engaged in essential services.

324  Essential services include: trades, transport, and equipment operation; sales and services;

325 manufacturing and utilities; and resources, agriculture, and production.

326

327  The overall crude mobility declined sharply at the onset of the first restriction from 77.7% to
328 41.6% (S5 Fig; Table 1; S6A-B Fig). All income quintiles experienced a decline in mobility

329 following the restriction; however the higher-income neighborhoods experienced larger

330 reductions than lower-income neighborhoods (Fig 2C). In the post-restriction period, the crude
331 mobility was similar across income quintiles (ranging from 40.1% to 42.6%). After accounting for
332  seasonal fluctuations, the adjusted mobility change (reduction) following the first restriction was
333  43.3% in the highest-income and 38.4% in the lowest-income neighborhoods with a dose-

334  response pattern (Table 1).

335

336  The mobility pattern for proportion essential workers mimicked (inversely) the pattern with

337 income (Fig 2C-D). The adjusted mobility reduction was 44.5% and 37.6% in neighborhoods
338  with the lowest and highest proportion essential workers, respectively.

339

340 Descriptive analysis: mobility change following the second

341 restriction

342  After the large reduction following the first restriction, mobility resumed steadily since early April
343  and reached a plateau in July through November 2020 across the five public health units (S5
344  Fig). During this plateau, mobility remained the lowest in the lowest-income neighborhoods (Fig
345 2C).

346

347  Following the second restriction in Toronto and Peel, the overall crude mobility experienced a
348  small reduction (-2.8%) (Table 2; S6C-D Fig). After accounting for seasonal fluctuations, the
349  adjusted mobility reduction in these two public health units were small (-0.8%) (Table 2). The
350 adjusted mobility reduction was larger in the higher-income neighborhoods (-2.7% in the

351 highest-income neighborhoods and -0.1% in the lowest-income neighborhoods). The patterns in

11
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mobility change by essential worker quintiles were similar, with the largest reduction in adjusted
mobility observed in the neighborhoods with lowest proportion essential workers (-2.3%).
However, we did not observe a clear dose-response pattern across other essential worker
quintiles (Table 2).

Table 2. Mobility metric of pre-restriction? and post-restriction® periods for the second
restriction in two public health units (Toronto, Peel) stratified by neighborhood-level®

socioeconomic measures.

Mobilityd
Pre-restriction Post-restriction Mobility change®
Crudef Adjusteds Crude Adjusted Crude Adjusted

Overall 61.7 -16.5 58.8 -17.3 -2.8 -0.8
Income' Quintiles’
Q1 (highest) 63.5 -17.4 59.3 -20.1 4.2 2.7
Q2 63.8 -17.0 60.5 -18.2 -34 -1.1
Q3 62.1 -16.9 59.0 -18.0 -3.1 -1.1
Q4 61.5 -16.8 58.9 -17.1 -2.6 -0.2
Q5 (lowest) 59.8 -15.1 57.9 -15.2 -2.0 -0.1
% Essential
workerk Quintiles
Q1 (lowest %) 60.2 -19.3 55.9 -21.6 -4.2 -2.3
Q2 61.5 -17.7 58.7 -18.0 2.7 -0.3
Q3 63.0 -15.8 59.3 -17.7 -3.7 -1.9
Q4 62.3 -15.6 60.2 -15.7 -2.1 -0.1
Q5 (highest %) 62.0 -14.2 60.4 -13.9 -1.6 0.3

aPre-restriction = three weeks before restriction implementation, and excluded the week of
implementation (i.e. November 1 to November 15, 2020 for the second restriction);
bPost-restriction = three weeks after restriction implementation, and excluded the week of
implementation (i.e. November 29 to December 13, 2020 for the first restriction);
°Neighborhood-level variables are at the level of census tract;

dMobility = average % of devices that went outside “home” location;

"Mobility change = the post-restriction mobility metric minus the pre-restriction mobility metric;
¢Crude = mobility metric in 2020;

"Adjusted = crude mobility in 2020 minus crude mobility in 2019;
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iIncome = after-tax income per-person equivalent in the household, aggregated at neighborhood
level;

iQuintile (Q) was calculated across five public health units, weighted by neighborhood-level
population in terms of the socioeconomic variables;

k% Essential worker = proportion of the working population engaged in essential services.
Essential services include: trades, transport, and equipment operation; sales and services;
manufacturing and utilities; and resources, agriculture, and production.

Difference-in-differences analysis: mobility change following

the second restriction

The difference-in-difference analyses in Model 1 showed that after accounting for seasonal
fluctuation, and expected changes over time in the absence of the restriction, the second
restriction was associated with a small overall reduction in the adjusted mobility: -0.96% (95%
confidence interval (Cl): (-1.53; -0.38)).

There was effect modification by income quintiles (p < 0.05 in Model 2A) and by essential
worker quintiles (p < 0.05 in Model 2B) on the relationship between the second restriction and
adjusted mobility. Neighborhoods with lower income and higher proportion essential workers
dampened the magnitude of adjusted mobility change, consistent with the descriptive findings.
However, given the small magnitude of the associations, a consistent dose-response pattern

was not observed (Fig 3; S5 Table).

Fig 3. Adjusted mobility change following the second restriction by neighborhood-level
socioeconomic measures in the Greater Toronto Area. Panel A shows the estimates of the
adjusted mobility change following the second set of restrictions by income quintiles. Panel B
shows the estimates of the adjusted mobility following the second set of restrictions by essential
worker quintiles. The error bars represent the 95% confidence interval. The Greater Toronto
Area comprised of five public health units (Toronto, Peel, Halton, York, and Durham). Income
reflects the per-person equivalent income in the household. Essential services include: trades,
transport, and equipment operation; sales and services; manufacturing and utilities; and
resources, agriculture, and production. Neighborhood level is defined at the level of the census

tract. Quintiles (Q) are weighted by neighborhood-level population.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.29.24301938
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.29.24301938; this version posted January 30, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint

403

404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412
413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421
422
423
424
425
426
427
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435

(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Discussion

Using an ecological study of neighborhood-level mobility measures in Ontario, Canada during
2020, we found that the first COVID-19 restriction led to large (30-40%) reductions in crude
mobility. Reduction in mobility following the first restriction was largest in the highest-income
neighborhoods and neighborhoods with the fewest essential workers. In contrast, a very small
(<1%) reduction in mobility could be attributed to the second restriction. However, there was still

evidence of effect modification by income and proportion essential workers.

The large effect of the first restriction followed by a much smaller effect of the second restriction
is consistent with findings that demonstrate a similar temporal saturation effect of public health
measures over subsequent COVID-19 waves [22, 23]. The first restriction occurred during a
time of large uncertainty. Then, even as some elements of the restrictions were lifted, there
remained an overall — and relatively stable — level of mobility that was a third lower than levels in
2019. This “new normal” in 2020 reflected a shift from in-person to online shopping, education,
socializing, and especially working — via occupations amenable to remote work and across
businesses that were able to shift to largely remote production [24]. This time-period was also
marked by a 4.8% loss of employment in the province [25]. When the second restriction was
implemented to try and mitigate rising cases of COVID-19 during Ontario’s second epidemic
wave, it had very little effect on mobility in the context of the “new normal” that had been
established. For example, workplaces that could transition to remote work had already done so.
A similar saturation effect of increasing levels of stringency of COVID-19 measures on cases
was observed across multiple provinces in Canada, with little effect of stringency measures
during the second COVID-19 waves that occurred between August and December 2020 [23].
Taken together, the findings highlight the importance of anticipating how the timing of
restrictions and the wider context of what is already in place could influence the impact of the

restriction.

The mobility changes to the first and second restriction varied by income and by occupation,
and suggest a saturation effect of restrictions by socioeconomic characteristics. The mobility
change was lower in lower-income neighborhoods, and in those with higher proportion essential
workers. This finding was consistent with prior studies from the United States, Italy, and Canada
that had examined income [7, 9, 26, 27], and from survey data in Canada that similarly reported

lower levels of ability to “shelter in place” among lower-income households [28]. Our study
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separated the analyses of income from that of occupation, and confirmed a similar pattern with
occupation to that of income. That is, as hypothesized, neighborhoods with higher proportion
essential workers experienced a smaller mobility change to the restrictions. This smaller mobility
change occurred against a pre-pandemic background wherein neighborhoods with more
essential workers, and lower income, already had lower levels of mobility. The 2019 mobility
patterns capture non-occupational travel, including travelling outside the home for shopping and
recreation and suggests that people living in lower-income have less access to the latter at
baseline [29]. This baseline difference means that individuals in lower-income neighborhoods
and in neighborhoods with higher proportion essential workers may have already had fewer
non-occupational activities to limit when restrictions were put into place. Indeed, mobility data
from the US suggest that although people living in lower-income neighborhoods were more
likely to work outside the home during the pandemic, they were less likely to have access to and
visit recreational venues such as parks [29]. Such findings [29] may help also explain why
despite variability in the mobility change by income and occupation, the magnitude of difference
between socioeconomic levels was small — especially after the second restriction. That is, in
addition to baseline lower levels of mobility (presumably from non-occupational travel),
individuals may have reduced mobility in other ways to make up for having to work onsite.
Although neighborhood-level income and proportion essential workers are somewhat correlated
[10], they represent related but distinct social determinants of mobility. For example, the
pathways by which the restriction acts (i.e. its “mechanisms of action”) on mobility across
income levels is complex and, in addition to occupation-related travel, can also be related to
household size (larger households offer more opportunities for cellular signals of travelling
outside the home), caregiver roles (intergenerational household dependents who may require
healthcare visits), access to services (e.g. grocery chains for home delivery) and access to
household greenspace (backyards). Taken together, baseline (pre-pandemic) variability in
mobility combined with differences in one’s ability to transition to remote work by income and by
occupation highlight the saturation effect of restrictions by socioeconomic characteristics [8].
This socioeconomic saturation effect stems from the extent to which a policy or intervention is

designed to reach and work across subsets of the population.

Our study was not designed to quantify the impact of differential mobility change on differential
rates of SARS-CoV-2 cases. However, the small magnitude of difference in mobility reduction
by socioeconomic characteristics, especially after the second restriction, suggests that

differential mobility may be insufficient to explain the difference in SARS-CoV-2 cases by
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socioeconomic characteristics in the region. The implication would be residual risks of
exposures and transmission that were not addressed by the restrictions in 2020, including
onsite workplace exposures intersecting with high-density and multigenerational households [1,
30]. The findings surrounding extant but small differences in mobility change alongside large
disparities in SARS-CoV-2 cases suggests the need for additional, tailored approaches to
address residual risks, such as outreach testing and comprehensive isolation support,

vaccination, and changes in policies such as paid sick leave [31, 32].

Our study has several limitations. First, our outcome of interest was a mobility metric, which
served as a proxy for contacts between people. The metric (proportion of devices that travelled
outside “primary location”) undervalues contacts within households (an important space where
transmission occurs) and simultaneously overvalues what happens outside the home (i.e.
leaving home but not coming into close contact with others). The restriction was only designed
to reduce contacts outside the home. If our metric is a proxy for contacts outside the home, then
our study may have underestimated the magnitude of variability in mobility reduction by
socioeconomic levels. For example, our metric for mobility may be more likely to capture travel
for onsite work among individuals living in lower-income neighborhoods as compared to
individuals living in higher-income neighborhoods, where our metric may be more likely to
capture mobility for non-occupational travel. If that were the case, and mobility for onsite work is
related to more workplace contacts than travel outside the home for other reasons, then there
may exist an even larger socioeconomic difference in contacts outside the home than our
analyses would suggest. Data are emerging from self-reported data on contacts between
people and their correlation with area-level mobility metrics derived from cell-phones. [33]; these
correlations, particularly if they differ by socioeconomic levels, offer an opportunity for potential
bias-adjustment or correction factors when using cell-phone mobility metrics to evaluate the
impact of restriction policies on mobility changes, or downstream outcomes such as SARS-CoV-
2 cases [34]. A second limitation that could underestimate variability in our outcome of interest
stemps undersampling of mobility measures in lower-income neighborhoods. We also restricted
our study to a mobility metric commonly used across prior research and public health teams
[35]. Future work could benefit from examining other mobility measures, such as proportion of
time away from home. The magnitude of change in contact rates (and thus, its proxy — the
mobility metric) that is needed to reduce transmission depends on the underlying transmission
potential at the time. That is, how much of a reduction is needed is different at different stages

of an epidemic and in different contexts of underlying risks. A smaller reduction in contacts may
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be needed among high-income households with less crowding and lack of occupational SARS-
CoV-2 risks. Finally, we were restricted to neighborhood-level aggregated information. This
means that both the socioeconomic variables and the mobility metrics were averaged over a
population and may not reflect individual-level patterns. However, individual-level survey data
suggest the ecological findings from our study are consistent with self-reported data on income

and mobility in response to public health restrictions in Canada [28].

In summary, restrictions used in the COVID-19 public health response in 2020 demonstrated a
temporal saturation effect over subsequent waves. Restrictions also demonstrated a saturation
effect by income and occupation. However, the magnitude of difference between socioeconomic
levels was small — especially after the second restriction. At the same time, there was a
consistent and large difference in SARS-CoV-2 cases by socioeconomic characteristics which
suggest residual transmission risks along socioeconomic margins. Findings highlight the need
for additional approaches to reduce health inequities at the intersections of income and

occupation when addressing large epidemics of novel and resurging respiratory pathogens.
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S5 Table. Difference-in-differences analysis of the second restriction with mixed-effect
modeling in Greater Toronto Area by area-level socioeconomic measures.

S$1 Fig. Five public health units consist of census tracts within the Greater Toronto Area.
S2 Fig. Flow diagram for data process and for descriptive analyses and difference-in-
differences analyses by mixed-effect model.

S3 Fig. The geographic distribution of income quintiles and essential worker quintiles at
the census tract level in five public health units within the Greater Toronto Area.

$4 Fig. Epidemic curve and the restriction policy timing for the intervention group
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S5 Fig. Mobility trajectories for 2019 and 2020 with the timing of two restrictions in the

Greater Toronto Area.
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654  before and after 2" restriction in Toronto and Peel public health units.
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Adjusted mobility change following restriction
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