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Abstract

Background

Within-household transmission of COVID-19 is resgibfe for a significant number of infections.
The risk of within-household infection is greathcreased among those from Black Asian and
minority ethnic (BAME) and low income communiti€dforts to protect these communities are
urgently needed. The aim of this study is to expltie acceptability of provision of accommodation

to support isolation outside the home among atpeghulations.

Methods

Our study used a mixed methods design structuresldarphases. In phase 1, we conducted a survey

study of a sample of volunteers from our existiagptdase of 300 individuals who had provided

consent to be contacted about ongoing researcbgtsdpto reducing infection transmission. In phase

2, we conducted semi-structured interviews witlpa&icipants from BAME communities and low
income communities recruited through social media.

Results

Many participants from both the survey and interview phase of the study viewed the provision of
accommodation to support isolation as both important and necessary to protect the household and
control the virus. Factors influencing likely uptake of accommodation included perceived 1)
vulnerability of household 2) exposure to the virus and 3) options for isolation within the home.
Barriers to isolation outside the home included 1) being able to isolate at home 2) not wanting to be
apart from family 3) caring for others 4) concerns about the implications of isolation for mental
wellbeing 5) upheaval of moving when ill and 6) perceived risk to and from others in the building.
Participants raised a series of issues surrounding the provision of accommodation outside the home
that should be addressed before it could be offered. These included questions regarding who should
use temporary accommodation and at what stage to effectively reduce transmission in the home,
and how infection control in temporary accommodation would be managed. Concerns were also

raised among those with caring duties and responsibilities.
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Conclusion

This research provides evidence that the provision of accommodation to support isolation outside

the home is viewed as acceptable, feasible and necessary by many people who are concerned about
infection transmission in the home. We explore ways in which isolation outside the hanight be
offered to suit the needs of people in differentwinstances. In particular, vulnerable memberbef t
household could be protected if accommodationfexred to individuals who are informed through
test trace and isolate that they have been in cowiith the virus.

Key words: COVID-19; self-isolation; BAME commurds; infection control; participatory research
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Introduction

Human behaviour is central to the transmission@V@-19. To reduce transmission in the absence
of pharmaceutical interventions, a series of behawi interventions have been suggested and
implemented (1). Whilst the introduction of sodd@tancing behaviours can reduce the spread of
COVID-19 within the community (2), people with sytoms of the virus are instructed to remain in
the home; potentially with cohabiting families dniends. This has led to clusters of infection wvith
households (3), and within household transmiss@ngohighlighted as a dominant route of infection
(4, 5). In order to avoid within household transsioa of COVID-19, excellent infection control
measures are needed (4). This includes introdugiggene protocols, appropriate use of personal
protective equipment (e.g., face mask use whenssacg), and within household distancing and
segregation — or ‘self-isolation’ - of infected ividuals (5-7). Although effective for reducing Wi
household transmission (2, 8), there is substavdigtion in the extent to which the public aréeab
and willing to adhere to these behavioural sol#i(911).

There is little doubt that COVID-19 is exposing amdening existing inequalities within society.
Data have shown that those from Black, Asian, ambrity ethnic (BAME) communities have a
markedly higher risk of infection (12, 13) and wedinical outcomes, including intensive therapy
unit (ITU) admission and mortality (14, 15). Likesgi those living in the most deprived areas are
more likely to be diagnosed with COVID-19, and haxarse outcomes than those living in the least
deprived areas (15). The reasons underpinningisipeagortionate impact of the virus on these
populations are multiple and complex, but includeréased risk of occupational and geographical
exposure (12, 15-17) paired with reduced oppoiigsibr social distancing and self-isolation (9).
Indeed, a recent survey highlighted that the gtiititself-isolate was lowest among low income
households and those from BAME communities (9) pRefsom these communities were also
considerably less likely to be able to work rempt&inovative solutions to prevent the spread ef th
virus within BAME and low income group households therefore urgently required.

One potential solution to preventing the transmoissif the virus within the home is self-isolation

outside the home. Centralised — as opposed toithail/- isolation has been suggested (3) and
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implemented successfully in locations such as CaimthKorea (18). In Wuhan, for example, existing
public venues were rapidly converted into whattarmed ‘Fangcang shelter hospitals’. Individuals
with symptoms of COVID-19 would isolate within tleeshelters, away from friends and family. In
addition to providing food and medical care, thiesations ensured adherence to isolation guidance,
keeping the families and household members ofrtfeeted individual safe from infection, and
provided social engagement, reducing psychologiistitess associated with self-isolation (19).
Indeed, a key difference between Fangcang sheltetsnakeshift or emergency hospitals is the
social space provided, allowing residents to engegkesocialise with others during the self-isolatio
period (19). However, although cost effective aockeptable to residents living in Wuhan, the
substantial differences in culture and living cdiotis mean that Fangcang style accommodation may
be less likely to be accepted by individuals in ynBaropean countries.

A small number of European countries have howeaanyerted some hotels, hostels, dormitories or
specialised facilities into special isolation faik to accommodate people (20). In the United
Kingdom, National Health Service (NHS) workers weftered, on a voluntary basis, the option of
staying in NHS reimbursed hotel accommodation thénthem to continue to work if they were
living with others who may be vulnerable. Thisagtigy has not been widely implemented, and most
of Europe and the United States continue to engeuraividuals to self-isolate within the home.

For those who can afford it, self-funded luxurydidfjuarantine packages” are available (21-23), but
funded accommodation has not yet been offeredeituti to individuals or communities outside the
NHS, who may be at risk.

Whilst the offer of funded accommodation within ainito self-isolate is a potentially viable strategy
it is critical that options for self-isolation acelturally appropriate and acceptable to the comtias
that they serve to protect. This requires extenisipat from target users to understand the
environmental and cultural context within which th&ervention could be introduced, as well as the
psychological and social factors likely to influengptake (9).

The aim of this research is therefore to understemether or not offers of self-isolation

accommodation would be acceptable and feasiblpgople concerned about reducing infection
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transmission in the home, and among BAME and Iaeiime communities, and to elicit discussions

regarding what we can do to improve advice andagmgtres to self-isolation.

Methods

Study design

Our study used a mixed methods design structureslarphases. In phase 1, we conducted a survey
study of a sample of volunteers from our existiatphase of 300 individuals who had been recruited
through their engagement with Germ Defence, a welgning to reduce infection risks in the home
(Supplement 1). These individuals had provided eohto be contacted about ongoing research
projects. In phase 2, we conducted semi-structuntedviews with 19 participants from BAME and
low income communities. These interviews were desigo help us explore further concepts
identified in phase 1, and to elicit discussiorgarding how isolation outside the home could best b

utilised.

Phase 1

Data collection

A convenience sample of volunteers who had prelyquevided consent to be contacted and invited
to take part in research were recruited via emsitidution lists. Participants were invited to
complete a confidential online survey regardingrthbility and willingness to self-isolate withihe
home, and the acceptability of accommodation thiselate outside the home. Informed consent was
collected online before starting the survey.

Data analysis

Frequencies and descriptive statistics are presdotelosed survey questions. Free text answers
were used to offer further insight into, and explaoms for, answers given to closed survey question
We identified barriers and facilitators relatedte provision of accommodation with qualitative
content analysis in three stages (24, 25). Fespanses to the survey were coded by two authors
independently. During stage two, codes were caisggbinto a unique list of barriers and facilitator
which were discussed and refined by the same twwesl Data were then assigned to each category,
and counts of text assigned to each category warergted.

6



135 Phase 2

136  Data collection

137  Volunteers from BAME and low income communities eveecruited via existing contacts with

138 community groups, social media advertisements sangvball sampling. Interested individuals

139  responded to an invitation take part in researaintierstand experiences and interpretations of self
140 isolation and protection during the pandemic. Bgrdints were over the age of 18 years and residing
141  in the UK. We purposely sampled for diversity irykactors, including ethnicity, living

142  arrangements, occupation, and vulnerability. Sarsizke was informed by the concept of

143  ‘information power’, (26) with analysis and sampgliconducted in parallel and continuous

144  assessment of the suitability of the informatiothim the sample with regard to study objectives.
145  Potential participants contacting the research te@ane provided with a study information sheet and
146  given an opportunity to ask any questions. Paditip were informed of the voluntary nature of

147  participation in the study, and assured of the idemtiality of the data collected. As all intervisw

148  were conducted via the telephone or online, awgtionded (rather than written) verbal consent was
149  obtained.

150  The semi-structured topic guide (Supplement 2) wimsmed by data collected during phase 1 as
151  well as existing literature, and conversations weitperts in public health, behaviour change and
152  intervention development. Questions were desigoexplore participants’ current living situation,
153  their experiences of self-isolation within the homperceptions relating to self-isolation outside th
154  home, and suggestions regarding how self-isolaiidaide the home may be used and facilitated.
155  Interviews lasted between 21 and 55 minutes (meaatidn 38 minutes).

156  Analysis

157  Data from the interviews were analysed using a #tenapproach aimed at identifying issues raised
158 by the participants and ways in which these issugg be mitigated (27). Following the stages of
159 thematic analysis, two researchers independerdly transcripts to assign codes to the data and
160 identify possible themes. These themes were dieduamsd refined through discussion. An initial

161 framework was developed, checked against the dathrefined as necessary. Charts were developed
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for each theme in the framework, and relevantfiexnh the transcripts were be copied or summarised
under each theme in the chart. Charts were thehtossompare data within and between individuals.
Participants were invited to discuss the analysisiaterpretations with the researchers via skype o

email.

Results

Phase 1

A total of 110 respondents completed the survepl@la). Of all respondents, 24 (22%) stated that
they would accept an offer of accommodation if dsvavailable, 25 (22%) said that they would
probably accept, 21 (19%) said they would probalblyaccept and 39 (35%) said that they would not
accept. Of the 85 (77%) participants who said tlwege not able to isolate at home, 24 (28%) said
they would accept, 23 (27%) said that they woultbpbly accept, 18 (21%) said that they would
probably not accept, and 16 (18%) said they wooldacept. Of those unable to isolate at home, and
who also considered themselves to be of high figlely catch the virus (N = 36) or living with
someone who is high risk (N 18), a total of 19 (35%id that they would accept, 12 (22%) would
probably accept, 14 (26%) would probably not accapd 8 (14%) would not accept.

Three factors were coded as facilitators influegadgcisions to accept an offer of accommodation to
support self-isolation (Table 2). These were tdgmbothers within the household, to control the
virus, and to avoid using shared spaces. Seveietsato accepting the offer of accommodation
included 1) the ability to isolate within the hon2¢ not wanting to be apart from family 3) having
caring responsibilities (4) concerns about the ichpéisolation on mental wellbeing and
relationships (5) concerns about the upheaval ofimgowvhen ill, (6) perceived risk of catching or
spreading coronavirus if leaving the building, §Adunfeasible for unspecified reasons (Table 2).
Phase 2

A total of 19 participants took part in the inteawis from Black African (N=2), Black British (N=1),
Mixed White / Black Caribbean (N=1) Indian (N=5Y),itish Indian (N=2) Asian (N=1) British Asian
Pakistani (N=1) and White (N=6) ethnic groups (Eab). Only two participants reported that they

would be unlikely to accept the offer of accommaatabutside the home. Six participants said that
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they would accept as a last resort, four saidttiet would have accepted the offer had it been
needed, and six participants said that they woeltikiely to accept. One participant had moved a
family member out of the home for 11 weeks durtmg pandemic.

Protecting the household

Participants were positive about the idea of accodation being offered to support isolation outside
the home. It was considered to be a highly effeatvay of preventing the spread of the virus among
those who were unable to isolate within their corf@mes.

“If | was offered accommodation which meant thatfenpily were kept safe, then absolutely | would,
I would welcome it” (Participant 14, White, female)

Critically, participants thought that it had thelgntial to save lives:

“Wow that would probably have saved a lot of liaesually. Yeah” (Participant 03, British Asian
Pakistani, male).

Risk

The decision to accept, or not, the offer of accamiation appeared to be influenced by how at risk
the person considered themselves or their houséhdle. Perceived risk was influenced by how
vulnerable the participant (or their household)eveerceived to be, level of exposure to the virus,
and level of contact with household members.

Vulnerability

Eight participants considered themselves or a mewittheir household to be vulnerable, and this
was strongly influential in the decision to isolateh within and outside the home. One patrticipant,
whose husband had moved out of family home for &&ks over the pandemic, explained how
keeping her vulnerable daughter safe was their amity:

“It’s just something that has to be done, you kreowd, he actually didn’t come back inside the house,
he left for work that morning and then didn’t cobaek for 11 weeks. His bags were packed, his bags

were packed and the hotel was booked by the evanmhgone” (Participant 18, White, female).
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Participants who did not consider themselves (eir thousehold) to be vulnerable reported that they
would be more willing to accept the offer of accoadation outside the home if they or their family
were vulnerable:

“Yeah maybe if | had my older relatives with me| bad somebody who um, you know had any
underlying health condition, probably yeah | woblalve offered to go out, but in the current situatio

I wouldn’t have, so. If | had somebody who wasiwvith me who was over 65 years old or who had
heart disease or was diabetic, | would offereddmgt yes of the house” (Participant 06, Indian,
female).

Due to the severity of the virus, any one couldster themselves to be vulnerable, regardlessef ag
and health status:

“I even read on the net or so, I'm not sure if tmfrmation is credible or not, but still what&w on
the net is even if you get the virus even if yeover from it, it can have detrimental consequerures
your health. For example | read somewhere on thé read that if you have the virus it can damage
your lungs, like, forever, it can have impact omirylings forever, so this bit of information is i

scary” (Participant 07, Indian, female).
Exposure to the virus

Accommodation was considered to be particularlydartamt for those who are in situations in which
there is potential for high exposure to the vifllsere was wide understanding that those from BAME
and low income communities were more likely to situations in which exposure to the virus is
probable:

“Lots of people of colour, and not just, Bangladestcetera, who work in jobs where they have no
choice but to go in. You know, if someone saidispthey would say ‘well how will | feed my
family?’ They have to go in. So they're in jobs wehey have to go in, they have to mix with the
public” (Participant 11, Black African, female).

Participants even described situations in whiclpfefsom BAME communities were asked to leave

accommodation due to increased exposure to ths:viru

10
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“When he got back [from work] the door locks wehaoged and she [the landlady] said ‘I'm really
sorry but | can’t have you in here because I'mfiaghtened, you're a cab driver, you're seeing all
these people you're going to infect the whole hguaseknow, I'm sorry | can't have you in here™
(Participant 11, Black African, female).

Whilst recognising the value of accommodation, &0 were not exposed to the virus thought that
accommodation would be unnecessary for their haldeh

“If 'm not taking the precaution for example, ihhve to go to work, then yeah | would suggest for
him to isolate somewhere else because | might tmeveirus in transfer it to him, so yeah. But my
case is different because | work from home andhbtngoing out and I’'m not meeting people, so

yeah. There would be no point for him to self-isnBomewhere else when I'm not going out”

(Participant 07, Indian, female).

Contact with household members

Accommodation was viewed as being important foséhwho are unable to isolate from their
household due to the size of the house and / sitleeof the household. Participants described how
they would be willing to move out of the home as #mount of shared space would make isolation
within the home difficult:

“Well personally, | wouldn’t have been any choit#ink it's the best way to prevent either him or
me from getting the virus because living in thees&wuse, it would be, uh the risk would be very hig
because we are sharing the same bathroom, the kchen, uh you know, so it would be very
difficult” (Participant 07, Indian, female).

Among BAME communities in particular, this was cioiesed to be a substantial problem as many
within the community would live in multigeneratidrieouseholds:

“That idea was a very good idea. | mean in [homa&rpthere are areas where you have three
generations living in a terraced house, grandpasepirents and the children yeah. Okay yeah now
the reason why there is such a high rate of thesvirere in [home town] is because of the housing
here. Yeah outdated housing, and you know, be¢hadamily unit is very good, they look after each

other, but because of COIVD it's come back to hasritig time” (Participant 12, Asian, male).

11
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However, even those who had sufficient space fdai®n highlighted difficulties in containing the
virus and preventing the spread of viruses withanhousehold:

“I think personally that's a really really good ide Because going back to what | was saying about
infection control | know how hard it must be toitiexposure if one of you’s got a virus, not just

COVID, but any virus” (Participant 14, White, feraal
Key concerns

Participants raised a series of issues and consarrsunding the provision of accommodation
outside the home that should be addressed befoheasscheme could be offered. Participants were
keen to understand who should use temporary accdamma, at what stage, and for how long.
Concerns were also raised among those with caritiggdand responsibilities, and questions were
asked regarding who would fund the scheme.

Timing and duration

Participants wanted clarification regarding thestat which people should move into temporary
accommodation, and for how long. Participants werecerned that it would be too late to move out
of the home once symptoms had presented.

“It's, the, to me, because all the guidance anfdimation that we've had is that you're contagious
before you start showing symptoms, | wouldn't vianbecause in my opinion if that is all true, you
would already been exposed to it, he'd have alrdeatyit or already have it, um it just it feelsdik
that would be too late” (Participant 15, White, fal®).

Despite concerns about leaving it too late, pgodicts were not willing to isolate for long and
unspecified periods of time:

“I will be very very reluctant to go and live somewéhelse. If it's for about a week or something |
don’t mind, but uh, but still yes it's just a matté change because we have always lived in our
houses, so to go out and live somewhere elseliits g bit of a change” (Participant 13, Indian,
male).

In the case of the extremely clinically vulneralthes duration was deemed necessary to protect the

family:

12
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“You've just got to get through it, and it was dikg, well it could have been 12 weeks, but in a
lifetime it's not that long, really” (Participant8, White, female).

Who should use temporary accommodation

Participants raised questions about whether tleatioin would be for symptomatic persons or
vulnerable persons to leave the home for temp@ecpmmodation. Concerns were expressed
regarding the potential of infected individualsfread the virus should they leave the home tg stay
for example, with a family member:

“I think I would probably self-isolate too at my awouse, rather than, because | might already have
symptoms unknowingly, and then if | go to anotloerskhold | might spread it to say, like my mum,
so | think | would actually stay put” (Participaf@, Mixed White/ Black Caribbean, female).

In addition, concerns were also raised regardiegtitential for those who are not infected to catch
the virus in temporary accommodation:

“Again | would kind of feel | would be safer at hemYou go into somewhere else that | couldn’t
guarantee would be as clean as | would you knowglaaning it” (Participant 17, White, female).
Participants suggested schemes in which exposekkvgowere asked to isolate as a preventative
measure, thus saving infection from entering theskbold in the first place:

“I think almost, you're better offering it to theonkers who might go back, so like, a lot of pepik
worked throughout, where they couldn’t, so actyallgre they the ones taking it back into their own
homes, so actually would it be better targetingwloekers and saying right if this happens again, if
you are a key worker and you've got people at haha you go to the hotel, like the NHS staff did,
rather than let's have it for people who are si¢Rarticipant 19, White, male).

For healthy individuals moving out to protect vulalgle residents, the ability to continue to workswa
important, and accommodation with internet access/ @r within commuting distance of their work
site would be necessary:

“You know, if you were the person who was COVIR frad leaving your family in the house, | don’t
know which way round you suggest because if | vi@€lD free I'd still want to work, so it would

have to be close to wdrkParticipant 14, White, female).

13
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“If it was me going to self-isolate, for examplepuand | work from home you know, | would want,
you know, | would like to be able to still have imgrnet and be able to carry on with my work”
(Participant 01, Black African, female).

Caring responsibilities

Among those who had caring responsibilities or wikngendent on others, concerns were raised as to
who would care for the family in their absence:

“Um, it would be hard and difficult because youursed to living with each other you're reliant on
each other as a family, you know, | do the shopfnghe house most of the time so you know,
cooking and things like that, so if | wasn’t these my husband wasn't there, you know, because of
the kids and all that” (Participant 04, Black B, female).

Participants described defined roles and respditigbifor each household member, and removal of
key persons was viewed as problematic:

I'm just wondering now what would have happenesthé [participant’s wife] had the COVID 19,
because she is the main person who drives the hbesause she does the cooking and looks after my
mum, so if she was made to go out and live someveise then my mum would have problems, we
would have problems(Participant 13, Indian, male).

Among BAME communities in particular, the need aegire to care for family members was a
considerable cause for concern. Allowing othersati@ for their relatives was something that was
only to be considered as a last resort:

“I wouldn’t like to move out from my house, buit i really essential then | would move, but | vaou
try to fight it off (laughs) yeah, and | guess iillit, happened to my mum then my mum would be the
same, she wouldn't like to live elsewhere, this n&rshome for the last 40 years. So because, with
Indians we are very close knitted families, we tenstick by each other, so to her it would prolyabl
do more damage going away from us than uh, anduaheges, than living not here” (Participant 13,
Indian, male).

Concerns were raised about having to leave vulteerabmbers, potentially putting them at increased

risk of exposure to the virus:

14
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“I'f I worked within the NHS and | was a key workethiait respect then possibly, but | still think just
would be very difficult for me to leave the fanigme because of [son’s nhame] and again, husband
and his medical condition, because he wouldn'tlde o look after my son, our son the way | would
like, picking up food and medication and what aoij then he’d have to, if | wasn’t there he’'d have
to take the lift and sort of opening up more rigkie’d be more in contact with people too, so lildo
say no in that respect” (Participant 17, White, fda).

However, there was recognition that despite bdsttefcarers may contract the virus and participant
had started to make tentative plans for how theylevoope should this happen:

“But that was constantly at the back of my mine likam going to the shops and say if | caught the
virus on the handle of a trolley and then | toucghmose or my eyes and | have caught the virus now
and will | have to relocate or move to my bothevase and who would care for my mother? And
these were all questions at the back of my mindl, #a know my house is a 4 bedroom house and |
could have self-isolate in another room and notmutmother to more risk or more harm... | would
go into a separate room in the house and then stedpe bed and then ideally move, um, not have
any contact at all with my mother in the house eallmy brother and ask him to intervene”
(Participant 05, British Indian, male).

Social and emotional support

Despite recognising the value and need for accomatimdoutside the home, participants struggled
with the idea of having to leave the family and leom

“If you're forced to stay at home at least you halleof your belongings, all things that bring you
comfort and people around you. But if you're inaidh room by yourself with just the TV and yeah, |
would be so bored | think. Probably very anxiousvali and quite upset. I'm such an over thinker as
well so | would just be overthinking everythingt Biso at the same time if it meant that my partner
doesn’t catch it, then | think that's probably tmain thing on my mind, if it's temporarily a sotui
and hopefully that would stop the spread so | wayldo look at the positive side of things, but if
was more than two weeks then yeah | really dorétwkhow | would deal with that” (Participant 02,

Mixed White/ Black Caribbean).
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It was thought that it would be emotionally chaliarg to be in isolation in unfamiliar surroundings:
“I think that would be quite scary like having to,dike | mean | can’t imagine having to do this
entire lockdown period by myself, like, obviouslyould have to manage but there would have been a
lot of different struggles with that kind of thiagd | know people who have done it have been lonely
and it would have taken a while to adapt, it woodreally difficult” (Participant 10, Asian British
female).

Participants highlighted the need for facilitieetwable them to continue to communicate with their
friends and family throughout:

“l have a lot of, all my social stuff is now onlise,my theatre group, we rehearse online, we have
various support groups and stuff, so for me it widag very important to still be able to have that”
(Participant 01, Black African, female).

Essential requirements

Whilst all participants reported requiring only thasics, further detail regarding food, washing and
cleaning facilities were needed:

“I think a room with internet, and uh a bathroomdatinen just an understanding of how the uh meal
system will work” (Participant 08, Indian, male).

Food in particular was a key concern:

“Um, to be able to cook my own food, for me foodesy important to me, it is to everybody, but not
everyone has the kind of attention to what theyledin't eat meat, um, so um, you know, | eat fish
but I, yeah | like to have my own space to cookaog” (Participant 01, Black African, female).
Indeed, there were reports of food related comfddiom other locations within which this system is
widely implemented:

“Well in the beginning they [residents in isolatifacilities in [country]] were really complaining
about the food that they were getting in the cemtreand yeah after one or three weeks, | mean, |
guess maybe they changed the types of food theygsgmg” (Participant 07, Indian, female).
Those who had experienced isolation outside theehidescribed how they had had to work hard to

ensure food and cooking facilities were available:
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“He had local chip shops offering to cook him foedpecially in the early days when we didn’t really
know, we hadn'’t really found our routine, so like tocal fish and chip shop were feeding him, to be
fair the people who run the hotel were feeding tiegause they live on site, he had work colleagues
bringing him plates of food, people dropping hirmd®ff, and then we kind of found routine,
somebody gave him a microwave, somebody else gawefnidge, somebody else gave him a
toaster. It was a real community effort. Yeah aftieout 3 or 4 weeks he fell into a routine and he
could cook himself stuff so it wasn’t so bad” (Rafdant 18, White, female).

Those in temporary accommodation could also protdadgible support for vulnerable members of
the family isolating at home:

“So for that rocky stage when people were strugg[io secure priority slots], yeah | had a little
servant on the outside” (Participant 18, White, &a).

Participants also described a need for outsideesimaimaintain physical and emotional health:

“I'd need to be able to get outside, to have, liege | have a garden here, so it's just to be abje

you know, even when it's raining | walk out to gaeden just to get some air” (Participant 01, Black
African, female)

Indeed, outside space for physical activity wassiered invaluable to those who had experienced
isolation outside the home:

“He runs. A lot. An awful lot. So yeah that is hbevcoped. Yeah, and like initially we thought iswa
going to be a lot harder the lockdown, so the fiveek he thought I'm just going to run when | can
because we thought exercise was going to be stoffpelge kind of hit the 50 mile a week mark, and
then it didn't stop, so he just kept that up reallyst running every day” (Participant 18, White
female).

Funding

Participants were concerned about costs assodidtiedemporary accommodation. Participants were
unable to cover the costs themselves, and the amieipant who had experience of isolation outside
the home described how her husband was only ahitiise accommodation because it was

originally offered free of charge. Although the towere later covered by the National Health
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Service (NHS), she described how it would not Haeen possible to pay for accommodation without
the goodwill of the community:

“He was really lucky because | know a lot of NHSkeos had to wait to move out because NHS
trusts and health boards took a while to get tisggtem working, but one of the local hotels, bezaus
we live in quite a small area, one of the localdt®bffered free rooms, so he was actually able to
move out straight away, on that very first Mondaywas out. So, yeah. And the health board did pay
in the end, but it was right at the end that thegided they were going to pay for it, but the hotel
would have given him free room for like 10 weeRs 11 weeks” (Participant 18, White, female).
Despite the lifesaving potential of the scheme,ynaere unconvinced that it would be funded by the
current government:

“I mean, in all honesty | would be like incredildyrprised if um that was like, if this current
government were offering that to people” (Partianp®3, British Asian/ Pakistani).

“Yeah. So that is a very splendid idea if that ypassible, but economically it's not viable islit® a
good option but economically | don’t think this gavment would go for it anyway. But yeah it's a

very good system that if it was in place. Yeahdr{leipant 12, Asian, male).

Discussion

Summary of findings

To our knowledge, this is the first study to haxplered issues surrounding isolation outside the
home in vulnerable households. This work reveasttie offer of accommodation outside the home
to protect vulnerable households is viewed poditibg many people who feel their household is at
risk. Data collected from both survey and intervigavticipants highlighted concerns regarding the
spread of the virus within the household, and alrieesolutions to prevent this. Interviews provdde
insight into populations who would be likely to apt and benefit from the offer; and it was
suggested that those who are vulnerable, are ltkdhe exposed to the virus, and who are unable to
isolate within the home would benefit most. Papticits who met one or more of these criteria
appeared very willing to accept the offer of accadation compared with those who consider

themselves or their household not to be vulneratdee not employed in public facing occupations,
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and/or had capacity to isolate within the home.diadly, and in line with existing research (12)ose
from BAME and low income communities were considei@be more exposed and less able to
isolate than those from high income backgrounds.

Participants questioned who should use temporamgramodation and at what stage, with legitimate
concerns being raised regarding the utility ofasiolg outside the home once symptoms are present.
In locations in which accommodation has succegshden used to support self-isolation outside the
home, it is often the symptomatic persons who #ererd accommodation for isolation (19, 20). In
the UK, NHS staff who are living with vulnerablevfdy members have been offered accommodation
to protect the family whilst allowing those nothégh risk to continue to work (28). Our study
suggests that both approaches could be feasiblacegtable to high risk audiences, but the offer o
accommodation must be timely, and appropriate tidfeacontrol measures must be in place.
Different households will have different requirerteenthere is no ‘one size fits all'. However, as
lockdown restrictions are lifted, and test, trand &olate becomes a key strategy in controlliry th
virus, making support available to allow certaidiuiduals to isolate safely could make a poteniall

valuable contribution to reducing transmission, londity and mortality.
Implications of this study

This study revealed some important issues thatavoeéd to be addressed to ensure the acceptability
and feasibility of any offer of accommodation fbose who need it. Drawing together findings from
the survey and interviews we consider below sonta@bptions available, key concerns associated
with isolating outside the home, and ways in whitdse may be mitigated.

In locations in which accommodation is providedtpport isolation outside the home, it is the
individual with the virus who would isolate outsittee home in order to protect vulnerable household
members (20). Participants were concerned thahdyime symptoms were evident, transmission of
the virus to other household members would alrdedy occurred. However, with a test, trace and
isolate system firmly in place, it would be possifdr those who have been in contact with viruseo
offered accommodation to self-isolate before symstemerge. Indeed, individuals who are

informed that they have been in contact with tmas/imay not be willing to return to their homes to
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await test results if they are living with vulnelabelatives. The offer of accommaodation for
individuals in this situation could be highly eftee.

A second option for isolation outside the home Ime@s moving vulnerable people out of the home
should household members become symptomatic. Adtinthis was seen as a viable option, again,
there were concerns that it would be too late tkemsse of temporary accommodation at the stage at
which infected persons are showing symptoms. Tiseénewever, emerging evidence to suggest that
viral load is associated with disease severity,(@8) initial viral load is likely to be a contriting

factor (30). Interventions aiming to reduce expedorthe virus in the home have been successful
(31, 32). However, it is not easy to avoid contaith infected individuals, and more needs to beedon
to support vulnerable people (33). In particularinerable individuals living in large householdsyma
be at risk of exposure to a high viral load fromitiple sources if support is not available. In such
situations, offering accommodation to vulnerablividuals, with appropriate care and support,

could substantially reduce their exposure to thasvi

Participants recognised the significant practicel amotional challenges associated with isolating
outside the home, and it is critical that those wahmisolating outside (and inside) the home are
adequately supported. Both practical (e.qg., food) @motional support will be required, for example
through community support networks, similar to #htdsat were established at the start of the
pandemic. Participants also raised critically int@ot concerns about exposure to infection in
temporary accommodation that must be addressexte§ies must be put in place to ensure that those
in temporary isolation are not exposed, or exposthers, to the virus.

There were concerns over who would fund accommondasind indeed, it would not be cost effective
to provide accommodation for all populations. Hoarwe suggest that offering accommodation in a
targeted way to those who are vulnerable, expasétktvirus, and/or unable to isolate safely within
their home would reduce these costs, and could le@ehto a potential reduction in healthcare cibsts

the number of vulnerable individuals exposed tovihgs is reduced.
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Limitations

The main limitation associated with this work is #xtent to which the views of our sample are
representative of the UK population. Our recruittrfen phase one occurred via a mailing list of
individuals who had previously used and providestifeack on a website aiming to reduce infection
within the home. This is therefore likely to berawp of individuals who are highly motivated to
engage in infection control behaviours and thedma may not be representative of the wider
population. However, those who took part in themiew phase of the study had not shown any prior
interest in infection control practices. Whilseey effort was made to recruit a diverse sample of
participants for interviews, our primary use ofigbmedia to recruit participants may have resulted
in individuals with very relevant voices being exaéd. For example, those from non-English
speaking communities, those without internet ag@ess those without social media would have been
missed. Despite attempts to recruit participantsigfn existing networks with community group
leaders, engagement through these networks wamaliand could not be pursued further due to the
need for timely completion of this initial study.

The rapidly changing nature of the pandemic anagguowent advice limits the interpretation of our
findings. As perceptions of risk within and outstdie home change, the acceptability of
accommaodation to support isolation outside the horag also shift. Our findings must be interpreted

with this in mind.
Conclusions

Within-household transmission is likely to be adieg cause of morbidity and mortality as we move
out of lockdown (31) and we present just some efvilays in which isolation outside the home may
be viewed and utilised. We recognise the compkexitissociated with these options, and
acknowledge that different households will requieey different provisions. However, we suggest
that offering accommodation to vulnerable househ@idtiowing a potential exposure to the virus, or

during the early stages of an outbreak within theé could be acceptable and feasible.
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Table 1: Participant characteristics

Phase 1 (N=110)

Phase 2 (N=19)

Age

18-25 0 2
26-40 2 8
41-60 35 8
61-70 41 1
Over 70 30 0
Missing 2 0
Gender

Male Missing 7
Female Missing 12
Ethnic group

White 104 6
Mixed / multiple ethnic groups 1 1
Asian / Asian British 0 9
Black / African / Caribbean / Black Britishj 1 3
Missing 4 0
L eaving full time education

Before finishing school 1 1
After finishing school 42 4
After finishing university 36 4
After postgraduate studies 28 1
Missing 3 9
Experience with COVID-19

| am at increased risk 48 1
| live with someone high risk 19 7

28




666

667

| have had the virus
| live with someone who had the virus
None of the above

Missing

32

10
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Table 2: Facilitators and barriers to the uptakaafommodation for isolation — results of the cohsmalysis of survey text

Description Example quote N
Facilitators
To protect others in my

Includes both actual and hypothetical comments| If it was a case of protecting my wife, | would lpably leave like
household/if someone at 25

about having someone at high risk at home. a shot if it was to her advantage.
home was high risk

Includes broader social sense of doing the right
To control the virus | would be motivated by the compulsion to saversthe 5

thing.
To avoid using shared I live in a big enough house to keep apart, buyame bathroom,

To avoid needing to use shared rooms in the home 1
areas so because of shared shower facility might go disesv
Barriers
Can self-isolate where | Includes having enough space to self-isolate at

We live in the countryside and we are able toiselfate 28

am home, or living alone
Not wanting to be apart | doubt if we could manage apart from each otheaneso

Unwilling to be away from family 10
from family interdependent on each other.

Having caring responsibilities at home, including| Someone who is dependant on me. | would not be@blegpport
Caring for others 4

children, spouse, parent or pets. Excludes

them in any way if | were somewhere else.

30




comments where alternative caring options were

considered (see below).

Concerns about
implications of isolation
for mental well-being

and relationships

Worried about negative impact on mental well-

being, including loneliness and boredom, or

missing family members

Self-isolating can be lonely without contact withey people but
doing it in your own home is more comforting wittuyown

things around you

Upheaval of moving
when ill/want to be in

own home whenill

Preference for being at home when feeling ill

Would be better for others to be removed and Is&keperson in

familiar surroundings

Perceived risk from

others in the building

Concerned about risk of catching the virus from

others in self-isolation accommodation

Definitely would not accept accommodation situated building
designated for multi occupancy or in an area witjhler numbers

of fatalities or cases.

Unfeasible for

unspecified reasons

Self-isolation elsewhere is perceived as unfeasik

but no reason is given as to why

I&here are no circumstances in which | could fegs#allf-isolate

away from home.

Dependent on:
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Location of accommodation, focused on proximit

yit would need to be relatively close by so thabusth my son neeg

Location of
to home to allow the person both to receive and | care, | could return home as | would not want hinbbé on his 22
accommodation
provide care to those still at home. own if he became ill and we have no other suppestioy.
Facilities Would depend on the quality of the facility - | Weboot like it to
Includes requirements for accommodation e.g.
available/suitability of be Spartan, uncomfortable, with poor Wi-Fi, nowheear a good| 11
comfort, outside space.
accommodation hospital
Includes considerations about what support would
Support provided for It would depend on whether someone else who wal woilld
be provided for children, spouses or parents they 9
those left at home be available to look after my son
care for
Consideration of medical care available and wha
Medical care available | would isolate elsewhere especially if a closeclhan a nursing
could look after them, either due to Covid-19 oe dlu 7
at accommodation capacity was available for me and other isolati@mtizipants
to other health conditions.
Needing Wi-Fi for staying in touch with people, or
Access to Wi-Fi | would want to be able to use my PC, phone ankgtab 6
running business
Hygiene and cleanliness Concerned about germs in the self-isolation I am more confident in the cleaning regime | haveg own
5

of accommodation

accommodation

home than trusting it to someone else. | wouldoeotomfortable
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living anywhere that | hadn't cleaned myself toawy high

standards.

Special dietary needs

being met/access to fog

Unsure about how and what food would be

tprovided

| would also want vegetarian food, or ability tat gegetarian

(ideally vegan) food.

Taking my pet with me

Wanting to take a pet into self-isolation

accommodation

Whether | could take my dog with me

How much fun it would

be

Considering how much fun it would be

Where it was, what facilities were available, wieethd be able

to get food, and how much fun it would be.

Whether | have
confirmed Covid-19 or

just possible exposure

Considering how necessary it is to self-isolate
depending on whether a confirmed diagnosis of

virus has been given.

If | had been given a positive CV19 test result aad being

asked to isolate remotely to protect my familypuld do so. |
theould not, however, go into precautionary remotéiselation in

a setting where CV19 was known to be present ieradsidents

simply on the basis of suspected contact with a9Qtrier.
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