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INTRODUCTION RESULTS A main sustainability issue is the possible mental RESULTS continued

QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS health impacts caused by sustained high workload
and prolonged working from home that could

The emergence of SARS-CoV-2 triggered a chain of public health responses that radically changed encourage e-presenteeism and lead to job burnout. MODELLED EFFECT OF THE RISK MITIGATION MEASURES

our ways of living and working. Non-healthcare sectors, such as the supply chains play a key role in a This sector has implementegl d widg range of RMMs,
country’s pandemic preparedness, whilst understanding about implementation of non- with each company developing their own portfolio of

pharmaceutical interventions (NPI) in these sectors are so far limited. measures. Contact-free delivery was the most commonly
implemented measure and perceived effective. Process

evaluation identified facilitators of rapid responses
including capacity to develop interventions internally,
localized government support, strong external mandates,
effective communication, leadership support and )
AIMS AND OBJECTIVES financial support for self-isolation, while barriers with HoC at the centre. Includes work-related contacts and DIVES g
included unclear government guidance, shortage of car/household sharing.

The aim of the project was to understand the role of the Key Publications testing capacity and supply, high costs and diversified ONLINE SURVEV DATA Prob.ab.ility of imfection base.d on o
language and cultural backgrounds. proximity, duration and setting. Customers

logisti tor an livery workers in the UK’s COVID-1 0 - Lot :
ogistics sector and delivery workers e UK's CO 9 C. Whitfield et al (2022) Modelling the impact of 5.3% of workers in the logistics sector reported Measures evaluated in the context

. ) . . . .

response, in order to strengthen the UK’s pandemic non-pharmaceutical interventions on workplace working while having symptoms of COVID-19 or of repeat introductions. Fig 3. Left: Sketch of the different routes of workplace contact simulated, with
preparedness. transmission of SARS-CoV-2 in the home-delivery with a member of their household having a dashed lines showing less common contacts. Note that carpooling and house-
Our key objectives were: sector. MedRixv. doi: | - suspected or confirmed case of COVID-19. sharing contacts are included in the model but not shown. Right: Example

imol ted t tect staff and " _ warehouse staff and green are office staff.
Implemented to protect staff and customers. H. Wei et al (2022) Agility and sustainability: A symptoms of COVID-19 or due to a member of their Fig 4. Top: Cumulative impact of

To estimate the impact of risk-mitigation measures usin ot : ' '
_ P _ g € | qualitative evaluation of COVID-19 Non- household having a suspected or confirmed case of different intervention measures - Nom oot momsaros i
mathematical modelling. pharmaceutical Interventions (NPIs) in the UK COVID-19. on the number of secondary

To develop a set of recommendations for the sector to logistics sector. MedRixv. doi: _— cases in the workplace per new
protect from similar future threats. https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.28.22270013 | T8 introduction. Measures are
applied left to right and applied

M ETHODS S to the large-items delivery
' \ | workplace. Bottom: Number of
| isolation days per number of =
Nine semi-structured interviews with 11 company representatives were conducted between July work days observed inthe Conditions Conditions
and August 2020, and May and June 2021. Interviewees represented six companies occupying a simulations given the cumulative

range of positions in the UK’s logistics sector, including takeaway food delivery, large and small interventions shown.
goods delivery, home appliances delivery and installation, as well as logistics technology providers.

We have provided a schematic diagram to illustrate Models of contacts in parcel delivery Shared

the important findings in Fig 2. It highlights the key and large-items delivery workplaces pifice
characteristics of rapid responses, grouped into five based on consultations, surveys and —
domains (interventions characteristics, external assumptions (Fig 3 and 4). indoor

spaces
environment, organizational setting, and Agent-based network model with
sustainability), with the implemented NPIs matched time-since infection dynamics. '-

This project investigated how the UK logistics sector responded to the COVID-19 pandemic, including
the risk management measures introduced, facilitators and barriers to implementation and other
impacts the pandemic and relevant public health policies had on the business.
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QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS : \

Table 1: HoC analysis — COVID-19 RMMs implemented by the logistics companies for E;;Z’;‘::;:gfﬁ;";’g}f

. . delivery workers Unprecedented collaboration within the industry
We adapted the Hierarchy of Control (HoC) evaluation of a MoCheassres —— TFoodl [Parcal  [Parc  [bael  [Lagez | i

1. Elimination: Physically remove risk of workplace infection

collection of COVID-19 risk mitigation measures (RMMs) | Nons practical | | | | | Organizational setting

E]]gi]]eeri]]g 2. Substitution: Replace work procedures that create work contact with ones that do not Effective communications

implemented in the UK logistics sector, with a focus on EC Controls Contact-free delivery EEE [+ [+ [+ Safety culture

3. Engineering Controls: Isolate workers from work contact g2y = a S
¥ Facilitating implementation climate

de“VEI’y workers (Flg 1) Thematic ana'VSiS of the nine Ei?i:liﬁml:ugsmmm Discussed but not | + March-June 2020° Leadership commitment for implementation
. . . . adopted
interviews was completed using NVivo12. AC Insiall physical barriers . + . ¥ Intervention

Re-layout workplace + + + + . 4o

: o . . . . characteristics

Restricted or discontinued services <k Temporarily | + Temporarily | + Installation | + RoC" suspended March-May M M

suspended customer | suspended customer | service suspended | 2020; Initially failed deliveries if A : gasures gasures

M AT H E M ATI c AL M 0 D E L LI N G collection collection March-May 2020 | customers reported symptomatic Source of 3 ' :
P P or self-isolating interventions: N ~

Ventilation in buildings Believed lack of | Deemed sufficient | Deemed sufficient | + Open windows i contact-Ire:

airflow in winter External and Implementation process

was a cause of mternal EC: phy VEa S Rapid response, full Sustainability

We developed a network-based model of workplace contacts outbreaks e engagement, strong (long-term

. . ] . . . . 4. fidministrative controls: Change the way of working to reduce work contact Quality of AL T e \ cxccuwtion and comim;ous eﬁects)

based on the data collected from the consultations and the ~ E: Physically remove risk of workplace infection i.e. WFH Fae and ues (cofors) z z z L evidence: Gistsneimg. | reflecting & evaluating KEY RECOMMENDATIONS
[

(not practical for delivery workers) e e B+ : - > Developed

logistics companies. We used these in stochastic simulations . replace procedures that create work contact with psiive or coss contac ; ) i capacity s Fixed pairings (for close-contact work) can limit the number of high-risk
. . . . ope . . Wed WO e P i .
of disease transmission to predict the probability of ones do not i.e. contact-free delivery ST FOpenindows | Tomted windows 173 o B, _ PP: face coverings contacts in the workplace
. H H and recirculation turned o $ R . . . . .
workplace outbreaks in delivery settings. EC: Isolate workers from work contact i.e. physical Hy giene measures - s a J Identifying moderate and high-risk contacts (car-sharing, house sharing,

barriers Information Instruction & Training (IIT)

AC: Change the way of working to reduce work contact ﬁ:ﬁﬁﬂﬁiﬁdﬁmammm ‘ close-proximity working) and deploying group isolation of them

ONLINE CONTACT SURVEY i.e. social distancing e e . Workplace testing can be effective if adherence rate is high, particularly if

PP: Personal protection depending on expert risk Workplace infection monitoring
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+ Testing
+ Testing

+Office WFH ||| .

+ Distancing ||| -
+ Distancing
+Office WFH

+ Fixed Pairings .|I|.- e
+ Fixed Pairings .||.|- -

+ Cohort Isolation
+ Cohort Isolation

Symptom |solation only |I||- -
+Improved Adherence |I||- -
+ Car Share |solation
Symptom Isolation only |I||. -
+Improved Adherence -|I||- £
+ Car Share Isolation

+ House Share |solation .I|.. -
+ House Share |solation -|I|- »

Workplace testing + Deployed 3rd | Had concerns about | Had concerns about | Some sites used LFD for paired Wlth Sma” grOUp iSO|atIOn measures.
i i i i had outbreaks | LFD* testing LFD festing _ o _ Isolating larger low-risk groups can be inefficient and costly.
In coIIaborajuon WI'Fh Lancaster Unlver§|ty, we coII'ected d.ata e e E L Fig 2: Qualitative evaluation of non- glarg group y
from an online social contact survey aimed at delivery drivers Kl T T + - - pharmaceutical interventions in non-healthcare
workers Gloves T T -
. . . measures were not ticked by certain companies, it meant that this measure was neither applicable to the company s situation nor discussed during the . . This ro'ect was fu nded b the UK Resea rch and Innovation UKRI and National Institute for Health Resea rch
from the workers involved in the delivery of small packages interviews during COVID-19 pandemic Pro) y ( )

assessment i.e. fa ce cove rings party testing at sites | regular workplace | regular workplace | warchouse staff
Fi g 1: HOC — ada pted for COVID-19 and delive ry 5. Personal protection: Protect workers with certain equipment, depending on expert risk assessment®
In the U K’ Wthh rece IVed 170 respo nses (104 Of Wh iCh were + indicates the measure was reported as implemented. This table is not a complete list of RMMs implemented by the companies. When some of the sector: an examp|e of the UK |OgiStiCS sector
a. Time period was estimated by the interviewers during analysis. b. RoC: room of choice ¢. Lateral Flow Device d. Neither face coverings nor normal gloves .
an d/O r Ia rge |te m S) were considered PPE. They were issued to prevent transmission rather than protecting workers from getting infected. ( N I H R)) G ra nt Ref' M C_PC_19083 .
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