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Abstract

Background

Since 23 March 2020, social distancing measures have been implemented in the UK to reduce
SARS-CoV-2 transmission. We conducted a cross-sectional survey to quantify and characterize
non-household contact and to identify the effect of shielding and isolating on contact
patterns.

Methods

Through an online questionnaire, the CoCoNet study measured daily interactions and mobility
of 5143 participants between 28 July and 14 August 2020. Negative binomial regression
modelling identified participant characteristics associated with contact rates.

Results

The mean rate of non-household contacts per person was 2.9 d-. Participants attending a
workplace (adjusted incidence rate ratio (alRR) 3.33, 95%Cl 3.02 to 3.66), self-employed (alRR
1.63, 95%Cl 1.43 to 1.87) or working in healthcare (alRR 5.10, 95%Cl 4.29 to 6.10) reported
significantly higher non-household contact rates than those working from home. Participants
self-isolating as a precaution or following Test and Trace instructions had a lower non-
household contact rate than those not self-isolating (alRR 0.58, 95%Cl 0.43 to 0.79). We found
limited evidence that those shielding had reduced non-household contacts compared to non-
shielders.

Conclusion

The daily rate of non-household interactions remains lower than pre-pandemic levels,
suggesting continued adherence to social distancing guidelines. Individuals attending a
workplace in-person or employed as healthcare professionals were less likely to maintain
social distance and had a higher non-household contact rate, possibly increasing their
infection risk. Shielding and self-isolating individuals required greater support to enable them
to follow the government guidelines and reduce non-household contact and therefore their
risk of infection.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Summary box
What is already known on this subject?
¢ The introduction of social distancing guidelines in March 2020 reduced social contact
rates in the UK.
e Evidence of low levels of adherence to self-isolation.

What does this study add?

e This study provides quantitative insight into the social mixing patterns in the UK at the
beginning of the second wave of SARS-CoV2 infection.

e Healthcare professionals and individuals attending their workplace in-person were
less able to follow social distancing guidelines and made more contact with people
outside their household than those working from home.

e Shielding individuals did not make fewer non-household contacts than those not
shielding.

INTRODUCTION

On 31 January 2020, the first two cases of COVID-19 were recorded in the United Kingdom
(UK), followed by a rapid rise in identified cases and hospitalised patients. On 23 March 2020,
a range of social distancing measures were implemented across the UK (lockdown), aiming to
reduce interpersonal contact between households and reduce transmission of SARS-CoV-2.
Schools were closed to pupils, with the exception of children of key workers. People were
only allowed to leave their homes to shop for basic necessities, to exercise once a day, for
medical reasons, and to travel to work if working from home was not possible.[1] By July 2020,
many businesses, including shops, restaurants and pubs, had reopened. Support bubbles had
been introduced, allowing for a single-adult household to interact with another household of
any size.[2] International travel was permitted, following the introduction of travel corridors
on 10July 2020, which enabled passengers to travel to England from certain countries without
self-isolating.[3] The UK government’s ‘Eat Out to Help Out’ scheme, which ran from 3 to 31
August 2020, encouraged people to dine out.[4] Some social distancing restrictions remained
in place, including maintaining a 2 metre distance between individuals (excluding household
members or members of a support bubble), the wearing of face coverings on public transport
and in shops, and limits on how many people could meet indoors and outdoors. [5—8] Whilst
some people in the UK began to return to work, schools remained closed. A marked decrease
in case incidence was seen during April 2020, and cases remained low until the onset of the
second wave in August 2020.

Epidemics are largely driven by social mixing patterns and their quantification is useful for
transmission modelling purposes, as well as assessing adherence to regulations and
identifying sociodemographic factors associated with heterogeneities in contact rate.[9-11
The apparent association between social distancing restrictions and reduced case incidence
indicates that a nuanced understanding of how individuals’ contact patterns vary could
inform behavioural interventions for the remainder of the outbreak. Previous contact studies
have provided estimates for age-specific contact rates in Great Britain and the UK.[11-13] A
cross-sectional survey of UK adults early on during the lockdown beginning in March found a
substantial reduction in daily contact between people.[14]
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88 We conducted a cross-sectional online survey between 28 July and 14 August 2020 to
89  measure the mobility of people living in the UK, which locations people were frequenting, and
90 the number of non-household contacts people were making. We aimed to quantify non-
91  household contact behaviour and adherence to self-isolation and shielding guidance. The
92  study period coincided with the start of the second wave of SARS-CoV-2 infection in the UK,
93  when hospital admissions for COVID-19 were at their lowest rate since April.[15]
94
95 METHODS
96
97  Survey Methodology
98 Data collection was conducted through an anonymous online questionnaire; the study was
99 branded the CoCoNet (COVID-19 Contact Network) survey. The survey was open to anyone
100 living in the UK at the time of the survey. There was no lower age limit for participation, with
101  children under 13 required to complete the survey with a parent or guardian. The inclusion
102  criteria for participants were that they completed the question on residency location and that
103  they were resident in the UK at the time of the survey.
104  The survey was promoted through a university press release, engagement with the media,
105 and posts on social media directing potential participants to the study website:
106  https://www.lancaster.ac.uk/health-and-medicine/research/coconet-study/.
107
108 Demographicinformation from participants, including age, sex, ethnicity, home location (first
109 part of postcode) and their employment or school situation, was collected. Participants were
110  asked about their household size, as well as the formation and size of support bubbles they
111 may belong to. Participants were asked about their activities on the previous day (the contact
112  reporting day), including whether they left their household and the number and
113  characteristics of non-household contacts encountered. The questionnaire is presented in
114  Supplementary Material.
115
116  To reduce participant burden, a triage question on how many people participants had met
117  the previous day determined the level of information collected on contacts. Participants
118 reporting fewer than 15 contacts were asked to estimate the age of each contact they made,
119  whether they met the contact indoors or outdoors, and if anyone from their household had
120 also met that contact the same day. Participants who reported 15 or more contacts were
121  asked to estimate the number of contacts made with different age groups, and whether they
122 had met most of their contacts indoors or outdoors.
123
124  Responses recorded between 00:00BST 28 July and 18:00BST 14 August 2020 were included
125 in the analysis. Partial responses to the survey were analysed if the first compulsory question
126  asking which part of the UK a participant resided in was answered. If a participant exited the
127  online survey early, we used their responses up to and including the last question they saw.
128
129  Primary and secondary outcome measurements
130  Our primary outcome was non-household contact rate. A non-household contact was defined
131  as someone with whom the participant had a face-to-face conversation with, excluding
132 members of their own household. A participant who remained at home could still make non-
133  household contacts by having visitors to their home.
134



https://www.lancaster.ac.uk/health-and-medicine/research/coconet-study/
https://www.lancaster.ac.uk/health-and-medicine/research/coconet-study/
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.22.21265371
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.22.21265371; this version posted October 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (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 .

135  Secondary outcomes were whether contacts occurred indoors or outdoors, propensity to
136 leave home over a 7 day period, ability to socially distance, locations visited, furthest distance
137  travelled from home, and membership of support bubble.

138

139  Descriptive analysis

140 Representativeness was assessed by visual comparison of participant demographics with
141  respective Office for National Statistics (ONS) 2019 mid-year estimates.[16,17] The mean
142  number of non-household contacts was calculated and stratified by age, sex and household
143  size, and was compared to reported values from other social contact surveys. Adherence to
144  social distancing guidance was assessed by calculating the proportion of participants who left
145 home in the past 7 days, the distribution of furthest distance travelled in the past 7 days, and
146  the proportion of participants who felt able to maintain a recommended physical distance
147  during contact with others. Non-responses were excluded from analyses.

148

149  Predictors of contact frequency

150 Toidentify characteristics of the participant associated with their rate of daily non-household
151  contact we fitted a negative binomial model to the daily number of non-household contacts
152  reported by participants. Explanatory variables included in the model a priori were: age; sex;
153  ethnicity; nation of residence (England, Northern Ireland, Scotland or Wales); household size;
154  dwelling type; whether the contact reporting day was a weekend or week day; whether the
155  participant had left their home on the contact reporting day; participant’s working situation;
156  participant’s COVID-19 circumstance. To support our hypothesis-driven choice of model
157  parameters, we also conducted a forward stepwise model selection process, with our
158 previously selected explanatory variables used as candidate variables; see supplementary
159  materials. Statistical analyses were conducted using R version 4.0.2.[18]

160

161  Ethics Statement

162  This study was approved by the Faculty of Health and Medicine Ethics Committee at Lancaster
163  University (reference FHMREC19135). Participation in the study was voluntary, with each
164  participant (and where appropriate parent or guardian) giving their consent before
165  proceeding.

166

167  RESULTS

168

169  Participant demographics

170  We received 5,383 survey responses recorded between 28 July 2020 and 14 August 2020;
171 5,143 responses met our inclusion criteria.[19] Most participants were aged 40-59 (55.3%,
172 2813/5090); Table 1, Figure 1A. We recorded fewer responses from participants in the
173  youngest age groups, 0-9 year olds (0.1%, 5/5090) and 10-19 year olds (0.7%, 38/5090), and
174  inthe oldest age group, aged 80+ (0.4%, 21/5090). Males, non-white ethnicities, and residents
175  of Northern Ireland and Wales were under-represented in our sample.
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176  Mobility

177  We found 33.7% (95% confidence interval (Cl) 32.4 to 35.0) of participants left their home
178 everydayover a 7-day period; Table 2. Over the same time period, most participants travelled
179 less than 10 miles from home, but some longer-range travel (50+ miles) occurred.

180

181 Non-household contacts

182  Atotal of 14,388 non-household contacts were recorded by 5,037 participants. The mean rate
183  of non-household contacts was 2.9 d+ (95%Cl 2.7 to 3.0). This is a notably lower rate of non-
184  household contact than recorded from pre-pandemic surveys; Table S2. We found 33.4%
185  (95%Cl 32.1 to 34.7) of participants made no non-household contacts. The degree distribution
186  of non-household contacts has a long right-hand tail (95th percentile: 10 contacts d-,
187  maximum 130 contacts d+); Figure 1B. We also quantified the non-household contact rate of
188  household members of participants; see supplementary materials.

189

190 Mean non-household contact rate varied by age and was highest among 10-19 year olds
191 (mean 3.6, 95%Cl 1.6 to 6.5); Figure 1C. We found moderate assortative mixing by age, in line
192  with both current and pre-pandemic contact studies; Figure S1A. We found that the mean
193  daily non-household contact rate by participant age group was substantially lower when
194  compared to pre-pandemic POLYMOD study; see supplementary materials, Figure S1B. A
195 notable decrease in contact rate was found between people aged under 60 mixing with others
196 aged under 60, with the largest reduction in contact rate seen across all age groups when
197  mixing with 0-19 year olds; Figure S1B.

198

199  Participant characteristics and non-household contact rate

200 We identified the association of participant characteristics with the rate of non-household
201  contact using a multiple regression model; Figure 2, Table S3. We found no association of
202  non-household contact rate with sex or day of the week. Contact rate varied by participant
203  age: participants aged 30-39 (adjusted incidence rate ratio (alRR) 0.86, 95% Cl 0.76 to 0.97),
204  aged 40-49 (alRR 0.90, 95%CI 0.82 to 1.00) and those aged 60-69 (alRR 0.89, 95%Cl 0.79 to
205 1.00) reported a lower rate of contact than participants aged 50-59. We found that Asian and
206  Asian British participants had a lower rate of contact than White participants (alRR 0.54,
207  95%Cl 0.36 to 0.82). Participants residing in Scotland had a lower contact rate than those
208  living in England (alRR 0.80, 95%Cl 0.68 to 0.95), whereas participants in Wales had a higher
209  contact rate (alRR 1.22, 95%Cl 0.99 to 1.50).

210

211  Leaving home was associated with a higher non-household contact rate than staying at home
212  (alRR 5.58, 95%Cl to 4.92 to 6.33). Attending a workplace (alRR 3.33, 95%Cl 3.02 to 3.66),
213  being self-employed (alRR 1.63, 95%Cl 1.43 to 1.87) or working in healthcare (alRR 5.10,
214 95%Cl 4.29 to 6.10) was associated with a significantly higher rate of non-household contact
215 than working at home.

216

217  Social distancing characteristics of shielding and self-isolating individuals

218  There were 353 (6.9%, 353/5073) participants who reported their COVID circumstance to be
219  shielding, either due to being a vulnerable individual or living with a vulnerable individual.
220  Additionally, 136 (2.7%, 136/5073) participants reported their COVID circumstance as self-
221  isolating. Shielding individuals tended to be older than non-shielding individuals; Table S4.
222
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223 Shielding and self-isolating participants were less likely to leave their home compared to
224  those reporting their situation to be ‘not self-isolating or shielding’: 58.6% (95%Cl 53.2 to
225 63.8) of shielding individuals, 52.6% (95%Cl 43.8 to 61.2) of self-isolating individuals, and
226  82.7% (95%Cl 81.6 to 83.8) of other participants reported leaving their home during the
227  contact day; Table S4. The majority of shielding and self-isolating participants adhered to
228 contemporary social distancing guidelines: 70.1% (95%Cl 62.5 to 76.9) of shielding
229  participants and 73.6% (95%Cl 59.7 to 84.7) of self-isolating participants reported maintaining
230  social distance at all time with contacts met the previous day; Table S4.

231

232 Shielding and self-isolating individuals made fewer contacts per day outside of the household
233 thannon-shielding orisolating individuals. The unadjusted rate of non-household contact was
234 1.3 d+ (95%Cl 1.1 to 1.5) amongst shielding participants, 1.2 d+(95%Cl 0.7 to 2.1) for self-
235  isolating participants and 3.1 d+ (95%Cl 2.9 to 3.2) for participants who were not self-isolating
236  orshielding. After adjusting for other variables, we found vulnerable individuals shielding had
237  amarginally lower non-household contact rate than those not shielding or self-isolating (alRR
238  0.82, 95%Cl 0.66 to 1.01). Those self-isolating as a precaution or under Test and Trace
239  instructions had a lower non-household contact rate than individuals not shielding or self-
240 isolating (alRR 0.58, 95%Cl 0.43 to 0.79); Figure 2. Individuals who reported as self-isolating
241  with symptoms had a higher rate of non-household contact than those not self-isolating or
242  shielding (alRR 4.05, 95%Cl 1.94 to 9.72). However, a single participant in this group reported
243  a very large number of contacts on their contact day. This is not necessarily an example of
244  non-adherence to social distancing guidance, as contact day and current day are different
245  days. Our questionnaire design asked about contact on the day prior to completing the
246  survey, which would be the day of their current COVID-19 situation. When we exclude this
247  individual from our analysis we found no significant difference in contact rate; see Table S5.
248

249  Ability to maintain social distancing

250  Participants were asked how much of the time they were able to maintain social distance
251  from everyone they had met the previous day, excluding members of their household and
252  support bubble. We found 58.8% (95%Cl 57.1 to 60.5) of participants felt able to maintain
253  social distancing at all times, while 2.7% (95%Cl 2.2 to 3.4) felt unable to maintain social
254  distance at any time. We found that age and employment situation were associated with
255  being able to ‘maintain social distance more than half of the time’; Table S6. Participants aged
256  30-39 felt less able to maintain social distance more than half of the time compared to 50-59
257  year olds (adjusted odds ratio (aOR) 0.66, 95%Cl 0.46 to 0.95). Healthcare professionals (aOR
258  0.26, 95%Cl 0.17 to 0.40) and those attending their workplace in-person (aOR 0.71, 95%Cl
259  0.53 to 0.96) were less likely to be able to maintain social distance than those working from
260 home.

261

262  Location of encounters

263  Transmission risk of SARS-CoV-2 is thought to be greater in enclosed, non-ventilated spaces
264  and lower in outdoor environments.[20] To assess how interactions may be distributed by
265 these settings, we asked participants reporting fewer than 15 individual contacts whether
266  each contact was made indoors or outdoors, and asked all participants if they met all or the
267  majority of contacts indoors or outdoors. The distribution of contacts by indoor/outdoor
268  setting was bimodal: nearly half of participants reported meeting all of their non-household
269  contactsindoors (48.8%, 95%Cl 47.0 to 50.6), while 33.7% (95%CI 32.1 to 35.4) of participants
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270  reported meeting all of their non-household contacts outdoors. We also explored the non-
271  household contacts of participants that remained at home (visitors); see supplementary
272  materials.

273

274  DISCUSSION

275

276  We found the daily rate of social contact was considerably lower than that measured prior to
277 2020, despite our study period corresponding to a time when the COVID-19 pandemic social
278  distancing restrictions were at their most relaxed during 2020 in the UK.[11-13,21] The Comix
279  study of UK social contact rates reported a greatly reduced rate in March 2020 which
280 increased during summer 2020, with the highest rate of contact recorded in August remaining
281  markedly lower than pre-pandemic contact rate estimates.[22] A similar increase in contact
282  rate following lockdown was observed by Latsuzbaia et al. in Luxembourg.[23]

283

284  Contact rates and ability to follow social distancing guidelines was associated with age and
285  occupation. The older age groups (70-79, 80+), those at highest risk of severe COVID-19
286  outcomes, had the lowest non-household contact rates, and they mixed most often with 20-
287 59 year olds. Individuals attending a workplace, or those self-employed or working in
288  healthcare, had a higher daily non-household contact rate than those working from home,
289  representing additional potential infection risk. A small proportion of participants reported
290 making a large number (more than 50) of non-household contacts; these were exclusively
291  participants who reported their employment situation as either attending their workplace in-
292  person or working as a healthcare professional. Although the UK government was
293  encouraging people to return to work at this time, we found that a high proportion of
294  employed individuals (70.0%, excluding healthcare workers and those self-employed)
295  continued to work from home.[24] In contrast to pre-pandemic contacts surveys, we found
296  no association between non-household contact rate and day of the week.[11,13]

297

298  Black and Asian individuals have been shown to be at increased risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection
299  in comparison to White individuals, possibly due to larger households, being more likely to be
300 employed as essential workers, and less able to work from home.[25,26] However, after
301 accounting for home-working, we found that individuals of Asian and Asian British ethnicity
302 had a significantly lower non-household contact rate than White participants. This suggests
303 that workplaces may be more dominant as a source of infection for these individuals than
304  previously thought. [27]

305

306 The majority of participants reported being able to maintain social distance from others more
307 than half of the time and very few participants reported failing to maintaining social distance
308 at all, a similar observation made in a UK behavioural cohort.[28] Healthcare professionals
309 and employees attending their workplace in-person were less able to maintain physical
310 distance from people they encountered than people working from home. This highlights the
311 increased risk of infection that some workers may face; occupations which require employees
312  tointeract closely with a large number of people are associated with an increased likelihood
313  of exposure to COVID-19 and clusters of cases developing at a workplace.[29-31

314

315 We found some evidence of non-adherence to self-isolating and shielding guidelines, with a
316  high proportion of self-isolating and shielding participants leaving their home the previous


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.22.21265371
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.10.22.21265371; this version posted October 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this
preprint (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 .

317 day. Smith et al. also found low adherence to isolation instructions among the UK population
318  during March through August 2020.[32] We found that a large proportion of self-isolating and
319 shielding participants (including those living with vulnerable individuals) made non-
320 household contacts, suggesting shielding and self-isolating individuals needed greater
321  support to further reduce their number of interactions and to minimise infection risk.

322

323  Participants who were self-isolating as a precautionary measure, or after having been
324  contacted by Test and Trace, reported fewer contacts than those not shielding or self-
325 isolating. However, participants self-isolating due to experiencing symptoms or when a
326 member of their household had symptoms did not have reduced contact rate, possibly due
327  tothe small number of participants reporting these circumstances. Participants who reported
328 ‘not sure’ as their COVID circumstance had a significantly lower non-household contact rate
329 than those not self-isolating or shielding. This may have been due to a pause in shielding
330 guidance coinciding with the release of the survey, which may have left participants unsure
331  of their current circumstance.[33—35

332

333  This survey captured the point in time where cases were starting to consistently rise for the
334 first time since March 2020, with the reproduction number estimated to be between 0.8 and
335  1.1.[15,36—38] The level of social mixing in the UK at the time of this survey enabled epidemic

336  growth.

337

338  This study was likely subject to recruitment bias, as the survey was online and open to anyone
339 living in the UK with no active recruitment process. The survey was under-represented by

340 children, teenagers, young adults and the very elderly, as well as ethnic minorities. In
341  particular, underrepresentation of the very elderly (80+) limited our ability to gain insight into
342  mixing patterns of the age group at highest risk of severe COVID-19 disease. Additionally, as
343  we asked participants to report their contact rate, the study may have suffered from recall
344  bias. If a participant reported meeting 15 or more contacts, information was asked about their
345  contacts collectively rather than as individual interactions. When grouping contacts into age
346  groups, participants could select up to 20+’ contacts for each age group, which may have led
347  to us underestimating some participant’s non-household contact rates; see supplementary
348 materials. Participants were asked about their current COVID circumstance and contact
349  behaviour for consecutive days (contacts were those made the previous day), which may bias
350 the association of contact rate with COVID circumstance.
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Figure 1. (A) Age and sex distribution of participants with ONS 2019 mid-year estimates. (B) Degree distribution of non-zero contacts. (C)
Distribution of reported non-zero contact rate by age group. Note, log scale of x-axis in B and C.
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Figure 2. Adjusted incidence rate ratios for number of non-household contacts reported for selected variables.
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Table 1: Participant demography and UK ONS 2019 mid-year estimates. N is the number of

participants who provided a response to the question.

Number of
participants (%)

UK ONS mid-year
estimates (2019)"

Age group (N = 5,090)"

0-9 5(0.1%) 12.0%
10-19 38 (0.7%) 11.4%
20-29 256 (5.0%) 13.0%
30-39 598 (11.7%) 13.3%
40-49 1183 (23.2%) 12.6%
50-59 1630 (32.0%) 13.6%
60-69 1065 (20.9%) 10.7%
70-79 294 (5.8%) 8.4%
80+ 21 (0.4%) 5.0%
Sex (N = 5,090)"

Female 4017 (78.9%) 50.6%
Male 1051 (20.6%) 49.4%
Prefer not to say 22 (0.4%) -
Ethnicity (N = 5,090)

White 4880 (95.9%) 86.0%
Mixed/Multiple ethnic groups 49 (1.0%) 2.2%
Asian/Asian British 50 (1.0%) 7.5%
Black/African/Caribbean/Black British 11 (0.2%) 3.3%
Other ethnic groups 7(0.1%) 1.0%
Prefer not to say 16 (0.3%) -
No response 77 (1.5%) -
Nation (N = 5,143)"

England 4714 (91.7%) 84.3%
Northern Ireland 33 (0.6%) 2.8%
Scotland 254 (4.9%) 4.7%
Wales 142 (2.8%) 8.2%
Household size (N = 5,073)"

1 878 (17.3%) 29.5%
2 1911 (37.7%) 34.5%
3 987 (19.5%) 15.4%
4 907 (17.9%) 13.9%
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Number of UK ONS mid-year

participants (%) estimates (2019)"
5 287 (5.7%) 4.5%
6+ 103 (2.0%) 2.1%

497 T Ethnicity estimates from 2011 census data.
498 " Question required a response from participants to progress through the online survey.
499
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500 Table 2: Ability of participants to social distance, membership and size of support bubbles,
501 locations visited and mobility of participants. N is the number of participants who provided

502 aresponse to the question.

Maintaining social distance yesterday (N = 3,249)"

Number of participants (%)

All of the time

1910 (58.8%)

More than half of the time

934 (28.7%)

Less than half of the time

296 (9.1%)

None of the time

89 (2.7%)

Not sure

20 (0.6%)

Part of a support bubble (N = 5,066)"

Yes

2029 (40.1%)

No

3037 (59.9%)

Support bubble size (N = 2,011)

1 866 (43.1%)
2 560 (27.8%)
3 229 (11.4%)
4 201 (10.0%)
5+ 155 (7.7%)
No response 18
Frequency of leaving home in past 7 days (N = 4,896)

0 days 82 (1.7%)
1 day 281 (5.7%)
2 days 518 (10.6%)
3 days 605 (12.4%)
4 days 568 (11.6%)
5 days 650 (13.3%)
6 days 537 (11.0%)
7 days 1650 (33.7%)
Not sure 5(0.1%)
No response 30

Locations visited yesterday (N = 4,034)

Someone’s home

615 (15.2%)

School or workplace

612 (15.2%)

Doctor’s surgery or healthcare facility

182 (4.5%)

Supermarket or convenience store

1473 (36.5%)

Other shops or retail spaces

596 (14.8%)
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Number of participants (%)

Restaurant, café or pub

553 (13.7%)

For a walk or exercise

2178 (54.0%)

Other

808 (20.0%)

No response

0

Furthest distance travelled in past 7 days (N = 4,913)

Under 2 miles

886 (18.0%)

2 -9 miles 1682 (34.2%)
10 - 19 miles 848 (17.3%)
20 - 49 miles 669 (13.6%)
50+ miles 828 (16.9%)

No response

13

" Question required a response from participants to progress through the online survey.
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