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Abstract
Background The Covid Collab study was a citizen science mobile health
research project set up in June 2020 to monitor COVID-19 symptoms
and mental health through questionnaire self-reports and passive wearable
device data.
Methods Using mobile health data, we consider whether a participant is
suffering from long COVID in two ways. Firstly, by whether the participant
has a persistent change in a physiological signal commencing at a diagnosis
of COVID-19 that last for at least twelve weeks. Secondly, by whether
a participant has self-reported persistent symptoms for at least twelve
weeks. We assess sociodemographic and wearable-based risk factors for the
development of long COVID according to the above two categorisations.
Findings Persistent changes to physiological signals measured by com-
mercial fitness wearables, including heart rate, sleep, and activity, are
visible following a COVID-19 infection and may help differentiate people
who develop long COVID. Anxiety and depression are significantly and
persistently affected at a group level following a COVID-19 infection. We
found the level of activity undertaken in the year prior to illness was
protective against long COVID and that symptoms of depression before
and during the acute illness may be a risk factor.
Interpretation Mobile health and wearable devices may prove to be a
useful resource for tracking recovery and presence of long-term sequelae to
COVID-19. Mental wellbeing is significantly negatively effected on average
for an extended period of time following a COVID-19 infection.
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Introduction
There have been over 500 million confirmed severe acute respiratory syndrome
coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2) infections as of April 2022 [1]. Despite the develop-
ment and successful rollout of vaccinations and treatments, COVID-19 remains
a danger both in terms of the acute illness, chance of death, long-term illness
following infection, and the possibility of problematic variants developing.

Persistent symptoms following a SARS-CoV-2 infection, often termed long
COVID or Post Acute COVID-19 syndrome, are thought to affect a significant
number of patients. The presence of these long-term effects was largely illumi-
nated early in the pandemic through subjective accounts from patients of the
disease [2]. While there has been a flurry of research starting to address the preva-
lence, clinical features, and risk factors [3] of long COVID, our understanding of
the condition remains sparse.

Attempts have been made to categorise long COVID (LCOVID) on the basis
of symptomatology, time periods, and aetiology, but it remains a loosely defined
syndrome with multiple associated terminologies [4]. In the United Kingdom,
the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) suggest the use of
Acute COVID-19 for symptoms up to four weeks, Ongoing symptomatic COVID-
19 for symptoms from four to twelve weeks, and Post-COVID-19 syndrome
for symptoms continuing past twelve weeks[5]. Symptoms have been reported
across a wide range of organs and body systems, including cardiorespiratory,
neurological, psychological, musculatory, gastrointestinal, and systemic[6, 7].
Common symptoms include but are not limited to fatigue, dyspnea, anxiety,
sleep disorders, pain, dizziness, and anosmia.

Prevalence estimates for LCOVID vary, partially with respect to study cohorts,
terminology, and study design. Many studies recruit from hospitalised popula-
tions and therefore select for severe cases of COVID-19. A recent large-scale
community study on self-reported symptoms estimated [3.1-5.8]% of participants
experienced at least one persistent symptom for over 12 weeks following a COVID
infection [3].

The pandemic has been a focal point for the greater emergence of digital
health technologies in research and healthcare. Within COVID-19 research, there
are multiple large studies using digital health and ’big data’ approaches to better
understand trajectories of, diagnose, and estimate the prevalence of COVID-19
and its long-term sequelae. Mobile health (mHealth) data modalities can offer
an insight into LCOVID complementary to existing studies. As a scalable and
continuous data collection method, passive mobile health sensing provides an
objective measure of health. Additionally, long periods of historical data is often
available from wearable fitness devices. The availability of wearable data outside
of medical care pathways grants an avenue to observe people who may otherwise
be missed. For example, significant burdens to health and function in people
with flu who do not seek medical care because of the sub-clinical nature of their
illness have been demonstrated by making use of commercial wearable sensor
data [8].

Covid Collab is an observational mHealth study which began in June 2020.
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Participants enrolled through the study app, Mass Science, and were prompted
to complete regular surveys on COVID symptoms experienced, vaccination
and diagnosis status, mood, and mental well-being. Participants were able to
share existing and prospective wearable data through their Fitbit and Garmin
accounts[9]. We collect wearable data covering a period prior to the pandemic,
giving a historic baseline against which to compare. Additionally, we regularly
prompted for the completion of self-reported questionnaires on current symptoms
and mental health throughout the study, providing a contemporaneous account
of mental wellbeing and COVID-19-associated symptoms before, throughout,
and after any COVID-19 infection.

We queried Pubmed from inception up until 01 Jul 2022 for studies on
LCOVID that use wearable or mHealth technologies using the string ’((COVID*
OR SARS-COV-2) AND (long OR persistent OR hauler OR post OR sequelae))
AND (mHealth OR wearable OR telemedicine OR app)’. Of the 2144 results,
the vast majority of returned studies concerned the role of telemedicine in
delivering care of other conditions since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic.
A number of studies relate to the monitoring, detection, or diagnosis of acute
COVID-19. Others use digital technology or telemedicine in the treatment or to
assess the impact of rehabilitation courses. Eight studies investigate LCOVID
through remote digital technologies. Of those, six used self-reported questionnaire
data collected through televisits or apps to characterise symptomatology and
trajectories of LCOVID, including a large-scale community study from the
ZOE COVID Symptom app. Three studies use passively collected data from
commercial or experimental wearable sensors to describe how heart rate, sleep,
and activity change in a COVID-19 positive population following infection. Two
of those show a pattern of bradycardia and tachycardia in resting heart rate,
with a persistent change in some cases lasting over four months.

Covid Collab provides a unique viewpoint for quantifying the features and
risk factors of LCOVID. This study incorporates survey data alongside pervasive
wearable sensor data. Participant self-reported questionnaires included regular
mental health measures as well as physical COVID-19 related symptoms. The
study population was recruited remotely and openly throughout the pandemic.
It therefore includes non-hospitalised participants and those with a mild response
to acute COVID-19 infection, with data often collected prior to infection which
does not rely on participant recall and the inclusion of historic wearable data
from prior to enrolment. Software and data collection infrastructure have been
open sourced to facilitate the reuse of this system for future digital epidemiology
research or monitoring programmes.

The aims of this paper are to: (1) Quantify the prevalence and severity of
long-term symptoms across collected mHealth metrics including heart rate, sleep,
physical activity, and self-reported symptoms and mood. (2) Identify risk factors
for the severity and duration of persistent symptoms. Accordingly LCOVID
(LCOVID) is considered here as persistent changes or symptoms at and beyond
the twelfth week post-diagnosis.
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Methods
Study design and participants
The study is a longitudinal self-enrolled community study administered through
a smartphone app. As of August 2022, 17,667 participants had enrolled. Partici-
pation was open to any adult greater than or equal to 18 years of age. However,
enrolment was skewed towards those based in the United Kingdom (UK) and
of female gender (N=12137, 68.7%) [Table 1]. Recruitment was carried out via
the study app, media publications, and promotion within the UK version of the
Fitbit app between August 2020 and May 2021.

Participants were included in the analysis if they reported a COVID-19
diagnosis (with antibody or PCR tests) before 2022/02/01. In total, 1,743
participants were included. Different numbers of participants were included
in different aspects of the analysis because of the differing rates of completion
between modalities. A group of age-, sex-, and time-matched controls (N=3,600)
were selected from participants with high questionnaire completion rates who
had not reported a COVID-19 diagnosis.

A detailed explanation of the study protocol in Covid Collab has previously
been published [9]. The development of the pandemic and our changing under-
standing of the disease and requirements of the study led to some amendments to
the protocol, including an extended socio-demographics questionnaire building
on the initial registration questionnaire. Additionally, participants were able to
donate from different sources of data, but were free to provide as much as they
chose. Because of those two reasons, there are differences in data availability
between participants. Of the participants included in this study, 759 (43.5%)
had completed the extended socio-demographic questionnaire.

Study metrics
There are two major categories of data in this study: passive and active data
(Table 2). Active data refers to questionnaires delivered in-app that require
conscious participant engagement. The questionnaires include the PHQ-8 scale
of depression[10], the GAD-7 scale of generalised anxiety[11], a visual analog
scale for arousal and valence[12], and a COVID-19 symptoms questionnaire.
In addition, participants are able to submit COVID-19 diagnosis (antigen,
PCR, or symptom determined) and vaccination events. Passive data refers to
data collected from instruments that do not require any conscious participant
involvement. In this study, the passive metrics consist of heart rate, heart rate
variability, sleep, step counts, and activity logs provided through the participant’s
sharing of commercial wearable sensor data.

Group analysis
A comparison of passive and self-reported metrics between case and control
groups was carried out. Group-wide resting heart rate (RHR), heart rate
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Demographic category Cases Controls

Initial questionnaire
Age [min-max] 44.78ś13.18 [15.0-87.0] 48.30ś13.28 [15.00-88.00]
Sex = f 1247 (76.1%) 2682 (74.5%)
Height [min-max] (cm) 168.24ś9.83 [118.0-220.0] 168.59ś9.79 [100.00-212.00]
Weight [min-max] (kg) 78.45ś18.43 [26.50-146.20] 77.14ś17.57 [31.70-148.30]

Smoking
Non-smoker 917 (56.71%) 2118 (58.87%))
Ex-smoker 461 (28.51%) 1030 (28.63%))
Current smoker 239 (14.78%) 450 (12.51%))

Comorbidities (Extended questionnaire, cases n=759, control n=2229)
Asthma 173 (22.79%) 395 (17.72%)
Hypertension 83 (10.94%) 256 (11.48%)
Diabetes 31 (4.08%) 88 (3.95%)
Depression 173 (22.79%) 532 (23.87%)
Anxiety 136 (17.92%) 356 (15.97%)

Employment (Extended questionnaire)
Full time 411 (54.15%) 1079 (48.41%)
Part time 125 (16.47%) 321 (14.40%)
Retired 97 (12.78%) 448 (20.10%)
Student 22 (2.90%) 72 (3.23%)
Unemployed 19 (2.50%) 57 (2.56%)

Marital and family status (Extended questionnaire)
In a relationship 592 (78.72%) 1697 (77.17%)
Single or separated 156 (20.74%) 498 (22.65%)
Unknown 4 (0.53%) 4 (0.18%)
With children 553 (73.54%) 1413 (64.26%)

Living Situation (Extended questionnaire)
Alone 61 (8.04%) 306 (13.73%)
With partner 454 (59.82%) 1428 (64.06%)
With family 255 (33.60%) 523 (23.46%)
With children 204 (26.88%) 411 (18.44%)
With adult children 122 (16.07%) 240 (10.77%)
Houseshare 20 (2.64%) 57 (2.56%)

Sociodemographic data from initial enrolment and an extended questionnaire across the COVID-
positive cohort and the control group of COVID-negative participants.

Table 1: Sociodemographic statistics in Covid Collab
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Category Metric Frequency Description

Questionnaires PHQ-8 14 days [10]
GAD-7 14 days [11]

Arousal-Valence Ad-hoc / twice-
weekly [12]

Symptoms relating
to COVID-19

Ad-hoc / twice-
weekly

Diagnosis Ad-hoc Self report diagnosis by Antigen,
PCR, Symptom

Fitbit Heart rate Daily Daily resting heart rate provided
by Fitbit Web & API.[13]

Heart rate variabil-
ity

Daily Daily root mean square of suc-
cessive differences (RMSSD) pro-
vided by Fitbit Web API[14]

Sleep duration Per-sleep Estimated duration of a sleep[15]
Sleep efficiency Per-sleep Fitbit calculates an ’efficiency’

score for each recorded sleep.[15]
Step count Daily [15]
Activity log Ad-hoc [15]

Table 2: Active and passive mobile health metrics collected in this study.

variability (HRV) measured as the Fitbit daily root mean square of successive
differences (dailyRMSSD), sleep duration, sleep efficiency, step count, PHQ-8
score, GAD-7 score, and self-rated valence and arousal are compared at acute
(<4 weeks), ongoing (4-12 weeks), and post-COVID (>12 weeks) syndrome
periods, as defined in NICE guidelines[5], following a self-reported diagnosis of
COVID-19 to a time-matched group of control participants. Analysis is carried
out in Python. A Brunner-Munzul test was carried out between the two groups
for each set of metrics using the statsmodels library[16]. Self-reported symptom
counts, severity and durations were visualised to understand the symptomatology
of COVID-19 and to explore long lasting symptoms.

Risk factors for LCOVID
To test risk factors for LCOVID it is necessary to define a candidate group of
participants who are likely to have LCOVID on the basis of the data that we
have available. We consider two approaches.

Firstly, we consider using the change in resting heart rate over a period of
12 weeks post-COVID-19 infection as a proxy for LCOVID (the RHR-LCOVID
cohort), where a greater change compared to a baseline would indicate a more
likely case or greater severity of LCOVID. In this categorisation, we do not
explicitly group participants but instead use the change in heart rate as a
continuous outcome variable. To do so, we need to estimate a baseline predicted
heart rate that the participant would be expected to have if they did not have
a COVID-19 infection. To estimate an expected resting heart rate, we fit a
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Bayesian structural time series model on each participant’s resting heart rate
up until the date of diagnosis using the CausalImpact library[17]. The model
comprises a local-level model, a seasonal model with a period of 28 days, and
a regularised regression on a set of 500 participants who were not otherwise
involved in the analysis. The change in resting heart rate at 12 weeks is used as
the outcome in a linear regression with age, sex, historic activity, historic sleep
duration, and the change in RHR between the baseline and acute phase. The
historic activity and sleep duration are taken from Fitbit data between one and
two years prior to diagnosis. The historic activity is the average duration of time
in minutes spent in the Fitbit ’high activity’ level per day. The sleep duration
is the average time spent asleep per day. The ’historic’ period is taken as the
period two years until half a year before diagnosis of COVID-19. The baseline to
acute change in RHR is defined as the difference between the average RHR 1-4
weeks prior to a COVID-19 diagnosis and 0-4 weeks after a COVID-19 diagnosis.

Secondly, we consider participants who have self-reported symptoms for
an extended period following a self-reported diagnosis of COVID-19. The
self-reported symptoms submitted by all participants who reported a positive
diagnosis were used to determine length of illness and split the diagnosed cohort
into short- and long- COVID groups. If at least one symptom was reported at
least once per week for at least twelve weeks, the participant is assigned to the
symptom-based LCOVID group (Lsymp). Participants were otherwise assigned
to the symptom-based short COVID group (Ssymp). Risk factor assessment
using logistic regression was performed on the Ssymp and Lsymp groups based on
demographics, baseline passive data, and mental health scores during the acute
phase of COVID infection.

Results
Group-wide analysis
Passive wearable device metrics and self-reported mental health survey scores
were compared between case (COVID-19+) and control groups at three time
points (Table 3). The ’acute’ period was defined as between the date of diagnosis
and four weeks post-diagnosis. The ’ongoing’ period took values between four
weeks and eight weeks post-diagnosis. The ’post-COVID’ period took values
between twelve and sixteen weeks post-diagnosis. For each period and metric, a
comparison of the case and control distributions of the mean values for each of
the constituent participants was carried out. A Brunner-Munzul two group non-
parametric test[18] was calculated to compare each distribution. Significance was
determined with a p-value cutoff of 0.05 after Benjamini-Hochberg correction[19].

Considering first the passive metrics, resting heart rate significantly increased
in the COVID-19 positive case group compared to the control group in every
period. The difference in heart rate in the acute phase (0.58bpm) is less than the
following ’ongoing’ period (1.1bpm) and similar to the post-COVID syndrome
period after twelve weeks (0.46bpm). This apparent subdued change during
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the acute infection is because taking the mean does not properly reflect the
non-monotonic changes to resting heart rate during this period. The general
group-wide pattern is a peak during the first week of infection, followed by a
trough in heart rate during the second week, and finally another, longer lasting,
increase (Figure 1). This may imply two acute sub-phases on a shorter timescale
than 4 weeks. Step count is also significantly negatively affected during the acute
period, but is not significantly changed afterwards. The two sleep metrics show
an increase in sleep duration and decrease in efficiency in both case and control
groups. There is not a significant difference in duration, but sleep efficiency is
significantly decreased throughout all three periods.

All of the self-reported measures of mental health were significantly negatively
affected during every period. The mean difference between case and controls
for each mental health metric did decrease over time. For example, from a
+2.74 (<4 weeks) to +0.98 (>12 week) difference in the average PHQ-8 score.
The increased average level and high variance suggests a subset of people suffer
persistent symptoms of depression, anxiety, and fatigue (inferred from arousal)
for at least twelve weeks.

Metric Acute (<4w) Ongoing (4-12w) Post-COVID (>12w)
Case Control p-value Case Control p-value Case Control p-value

RHR 0.69
± 3.44

0.11
± 3.15

6.97e-05 1.17
± 3.35

0.07
± 3.19

1.17e-16 0.63
± 3.44

0.17
± 3.28

3.62e-04

RMSSD 13.58
± 0.38

13.58
± 0.39

0.79
13.67
± 0.43

13.68
± 0.44

0.75
13.62
± 0.39

13.62
± 0.39

0.99

Steps −1478
± 3635

39.44
± 3572

6.74e-37 −49.2
± 3820

128
± 3630

0.42
288
± 3828

464
± 3691

0.93

Sleep
efficiency

−1.34
± 7.09

−0.83
± 6.30

5.05e-06 −1.11
± 6.75

−0.81
± 6.47

0.03 −1.23
± 7.72

−0.98
± 6.58

1.29e-03

Sleep
duration

5.98
± 63.06

4.88
± 56.07

0.67
6.90
± 65.34

4.53
± 59.25

0.73
2.81
± 70.34

2.49
± 60.78

0.90

PHQ-8 7.96
± 6.00

5.22
± 5.30

4.90e-29 6.98
± 6.00

5.29
± 5.35

1.13e-07 6.21
± 5.57

5.23
± 5.48

1.53e-03

GAD-7 5.88
± 5.36

4.49
± 5.02

1.03e-10 5.34
± 5.27

4.60
± 5.07

1.47e-03 5.10
± 5.37

4.39
± 4.97

0.03

Arousal −0.18
± 0.44

0.13
± 0.41

5.57e-68 0.01
± 0.45

0.13
± 0.41

5.15e-07 0.05
± 0.44

0.14
± 0.44

1.42e-03

Valence −0.003
± 0.36

0.18
± 0.39

3.18e-35 0.11
± 0.41

0.17
± 0.39

3.07e-03 0.15
± 0.40

0.21
± 0.40

0.01

Mean value comparison between case and control groups at acute (up to 4 weeks), ongoing (4-12 weeks after diagnosis), and post-COVID
(over 12 weeks after diagnosis) time points. There is no significant difference between case and control groups in any metrics in the period
8 weeks to 4 weeks before diagnosis. Resting heart rate (RHR), sleep efficiency, sleep duration, and step count were calculated relative
to a baseline level taken as a mean 12 weeks prior to diagnosis. Uncorrected p-values are reported, but emboldened p-values indicate
significance after Benjamini/Hochberg correction.

Table 3: Group-wide Comparisons
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Figure 1: Passive and self-reported measures of mental health across the COVID
positive cohort
Dates range from 16 weeks prior to 24 weeks post diagnosis of COVID-19. The shaded area

corresponds to the 95% confidence interval taken over 14-day windows.
a) Daily resting heart rate provided through Fitbit Web API. b) Heart rate variability. c)
Change to daily step count from baseline. d) Change in sleep duration from baseline. e)

PHQ-8 and f) GAD-7 scores. g) Arousal and h) valence scores, which are reported on a visual
analogue scale and range from -1 to +1.

HRV: Heart rate variability. RHR: Resting heart rate
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Risk factors for LCOVID
LCOVID through passive wearable data

A multiple linear regression (Table 4) was carried out to determine whether pre-
diagnosis historic fitness wearable data could be used as a risk factor for persistent
elevated RHR at 12 weeks post diagnosis (as a proxy for LCOVID). Participants
were included if a baseline RHR could be determined in the month prior to
diagnosis, if there was at least 4 days of RHR data in the twelfth week, and if
they had at least 7 days worth of sleep duration and activity data in the ’historic’
period. In total, 597 participants had passive data available across the whole
time period. The outcome variable was the change in resting heart rate between
baseline (-4 to -1 weeks) and 12-weeks post-diagnosis among the COVID-positive
cohort. The change in RHR between the baseline and acute phase was included
as an independent variable to account for the initial change. That is, given a
certain change in the acute phase, what variables are significantly associated
with that change persisting. Greater historic activity, the mean duration of time
spent taking part in heavy activity between one and two years prior to diagnosis,
was negatively correlated with an increase in the outcome variable. These results
suggest a slight protective effect against LCOVID for younger and more active
people. Female sex was positively associated with persistent LCOVID but not
significantly so.

Variable Coefficient Std Err p-value [0.025 0.975] CI

Intercept -1.9786 1.078 0.067 [-4.097 0.139]
Age 0.0274 0.011 0.017 * [ 0.005 0.050]
Female sex 0.5577 0.337 0.098 [-0.104 1.219]
Historic activity -0.0166 0.007 0.015 * [-0.030 -0.003]
Historic sleep 0.0027 0.002 0.160 [-0.001 0.007]
Acute ∆RHR 0.2805 0.039 1.80e-12* [ 0.204 0.357]

A linear regression of change in heart rate between baseline and 12 weeks post-diagnosis against age,
sex, historic activity, historic sleep, and change in resting heart rate between baseline and acute.
P-values are reported uncorrected, but significant results after Benjamini-Hochberg correction are
emboldened and marked with an ’*’

Table 4: Risk factor regression of Long-COVID based on passive wearable data

Long COVID through self-reported symptoms

Self-reported symptoms data are visualised using a heatmap in Figure 2. The
colourbar on 0.10, the heatmap represents counts (number of reports) while the
severity is denoted by the 3 levels (mild, moderate, severe) on the right y-axis.
While most symptoms have highest counts and severity around the diagnosis,
some symptoms, such as fatigue, persist for longer with a moderate to high
severity. Cough and breathing problems also persist for longer periods but with
mild severity.
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Figure 2: Self-reported symptom heatmap
A heatmap showing counts of self-reported symptom severity among the COVID positive

cohort around the date of diagnosis. Counts are displayed on a log scale.

11

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 27, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.27.22280404doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.09.27.22280404
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


To further explore how chronic or acute symptoms of COVID-19 and subse-
quently how these may relate to LCOVID, durations of various symptoms were
plotted (Figure 3). This shows fatigue is typically the longest-lasting symptom,
with some exceptional cases reporting fatigue for more than 140 days. The
duration of the combined category of any symptom shows that some participants
have symptoms lasting over 300 days.

Symptom stratification
As discussed in the methods section, the Lsymp and Ssymp groups were derived
using symptom data, with Lsymp participants defined as having reported per-
sistent symptoms for at least 12 weeks. Of the 1327 total diagnosis reported
12.13% (161) reported persistent symptoms and were classified as Lsymp, with
the remaining participants (1104, 83.19%) classified as Ssymp.

Stratification of the symptom-based cohorts over various socio-demographic
factors was carried out (Table 5). There is a significant difference in age between
the two cohorts, with the Lsymp cohort associated with the older age group.
The percentage of participants with certain comorbidities, including asthma,
hypertension, diabetes and depression, was higher in the Lsymp group, but not
significantly so. A higher percentage of people in the Lsymp group were employed
in part-time roles or were retired while the Ssymp cohort had a higher percentage
of participants with full-time employment. Lsymp also had a higher percentage
of participants who were married and had children compared to Ssymp. No
differences can be seen in smoking between the two cohorts.

To visualise the differences between the Ssymp and Lsymp cohorts around
diagnosis, various metrics were plotted as shown in Figure 4. Resting Heart
Rate (RHR) was higher in the Lsymp cohort and stayed high for a longer period.
The pattern of elevated and reduced heart rate in the acute phase are also more
pronounced in the Lsymp cohort. There appear to be some inherent differences
in step count between Lsymp and Ssymp (<100 days before). Interestingly, the
Lsymp cohort has a greater step count and the difference in the rate of drop in
steps approaching the diagnosis date, whereas the recovery of steps appear more
similar. Sleep duration was higher in the Ssymp cohorts over the whole time
period but the difference in durations between Lsymp and Ssymp peaked close to
the diagnosis date.

A series of Multiple Logistic Regressions were performed to establish the
likelihood of having LCOVID based on the effects of sociodemographic, wearable,
and mental health survey covariates. Each regression was on a single explanatory
variable and adjusted for age, gender and ethnicity. The p-values were adjusted
using the Benjamini-Hochberg correction for multiple testing.

Features for various independent variables were calculated based on the mean
value over the year prior to diagnosis, the mean value during the acute phase
(diagnosis + 14 days). Of the 1327 participants with a positive COVID diagnosis,
1213 [1060 Ssymp and 153 Lsymp] were included after exclusion of participants
with missing data for the required variables. The inclusion criteria for continuous
variables was based on a completion rate of at least 60% in the baseline and
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Figure 3: Self-reported symptom duration
A box plot representing average duration of symptoms (from the diagnosis date) for

participants diagnosed with COVID-19. For clarity 13 most reported symptoms are included.
The Any Symptom is an occurrence of any one of the symptoms. LS
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Variable Short Covid (>3d) Long Covid (>12w)

General demographics
Gender [%F, %M] [76.23, 23.03] [75.16, 24.84]
Age (Mean, std, [IQR]) 43.85 ± 12.52 [34.0 53.0] 49.51 ± 10.47 [41.3 57.8]
Bmi (Mean, std, [IQR]) 27.26 ± 4.84 [23.5 30.9] 28.29 ± 5.48 [24.3 32.9]

Mental Health
Depression (%) 19.87 25.66
Anxiety, nerves, or generalised anxiety
disorder (%)

8.27 6.64

Physical Health
Asthma (%) 17.01 23.45
Hypertension or high blood pressure (%) 6.04 8.41
Obesity (%) 3.66 3.98
Diabetes (Type 2) (%) 2.86 4.87
Cancer (%) 3.66 0.44

Employment
Full time (%) 54.21 47.79
Part time (%) 12.08 19.03
Retired (%) 9.54 15.49
Self employed (%) 5.88 7.08
At home carer (%) 2.54 3.54
Unemployed (%) 2.23 2.21

Marriage and children
Married (%) 53.42 61.06
Single (%) 13.67 17.7
Living with partner (%) 13.99 10.62
Living apart from partner (%) 3.34 3.1
Divorced (%) 3.82 2.21
Separated (%) 3.18 1.77
Children - y (%) 65.59 74.34
Children - n (%) 28.46 22.12

Smoking
Smoker - never (%) 55.03 56.52
Smoker - ex (%) 30.04 31.06
Smoker - 1-10 (%) 2.93 2.48
Smoker - ecig (%) 3.02 2.48
Smoker - 11-20 (%) 1.46 1.86
Smoker - <1 (%) 1.74 0.62

Table 5: Sociodemographic stratification for S-LCOVID and S-SCOVID cohorts
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Figure 4: Passive metrics across symptom-based short and LCOVID cohorts
Comparison of passive and self-reported symptom measures for Ssymp and Lsymp cohorts,

ranging from 16 weeks prior to 24 weeks post diagnosis of COVID-19. The shaded area
corresponds to the 95% confidence interval taken over 10-day windows.
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Figure 5: Logistic regression odds ratio for variables across symptom-based short
and long COVID cohorts

Odds Ratio with 95% confidence interval, adjusted for age. The red colours show that the
dependent variable has a significant effect (p-value < 0.05) on the independent variable.
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acute phases. More participants may have been excluded in different regressions
because of missing data per variable.

The logistic regression results are given in Table 6. The significant Benjamini-
Hochberg corrected p-values (p-value < 0.05) are marked with a * and in bold.
Furthermore, a forest plot was generated to visualise the effects of the variables
(Figure 5) with significant effects shown in orange. Age ranges were used to assess
the effect of age on developing LCOVID and these were the most prominent
risk factors for LCOVID. Age Range (10-30) was used as the reference for other
categories. All other age ranges had a significant effect with a rise in the odds
ratio at each level, suggesting that the odds of developing LCOVID increases
with an increase in age. The 50-60 age group was 6.5 times more likely and
the oldest group (60+) was 6.4 more likely to have LCOVID than the reference
group. Female gender (with reference as male) did not show a significant effect.
Comorbidities, such as asthma, hypertension, and diabetes, did not show a
significant effect (p-value < 0.05) on the presence of LCOVID, but the odds ratio
were greater than one. Passive features and self-reported questionnaires were
also considered as risk factors for LCOVID. Acute and Baseline phase PHQ8
scores had a significant effect.

Discussion
In this study we investigate persistent symptoms of and recovery from COVID-19
through the lens of mobile health data. We find a signal for LCOVID in both
passive and active metrics, as well as associates to comorbidities, physiological
metrics, and prior behaviour.

At a group-wide level, several wearable and mental health metrics are sig-
nificantly changed during the acute COVID infection, some of which remain
significantly different from the control group for longer than twelve weeks (Figure
1). Resting heart rate is the wearable metric with the longest lasting noticeable
change. We estimate the proportion of participants with a long-term change to
their heart rate coinciding with COVID-19 infection to be 7% on the basis of
the BSTS model fit of heart rate data prior to infection, somewhat less than
another study in which 13.4% of participants had a RHR of five bpm or more
at twelve weeks [20]. Depression, anxiety, and self-rated arousal-valence remain
negatively affected in the LCOVID phase.

As has previously been reported[20, 21], we observe a pattern of transient
RHR elevation from COVID-19 infection onset for a week, followed by a period
of transient reduced RHR from the second to third week, and finally a chronic
or long-lasting increase in resting heart rate in some participants which can
last several months or longer (Figure 4. This pattern of acute elevation and
subsequent reduction is more prominent in the LCOVID cohort compared to
the short COVID cohort, as shown in Figure 4.

The changing nature of the pandemic not only led to a changing understanding
of what should be monitored in a study of this type, but importantly led to large
societal and public health interventions[22]. Many of those will also have had an
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Dependent Variable OR P-value * 2.5% 97.5%

Age 1.03037 0.01113* 1.01262 1.04844
Bmi 1.01509 0.47034 0.98541 1.04567
Asthma 1.35638 0.37109 0.83104 2.21382
Hypertension 1.68335 0.29906 0.82024 3.45471
Diabetes 1.35638 0.37109 0.83104 2.21382
Gender Female (reference = Male) 1.08099 0.8061 0.66169 1.766
Age Range [30-40) (reference = [10-30)) 3.4188 0.16243 0.9475 12.33587
Age Range [40-50) (reference = [10-30)) 5.43478 0.04354* 1.57941 18.70117
Age Range [50-60) (reference = [10-30)) 6.57051 0.02487* 1.94017 22.25143
Age Range Above 60 (reference = [10-30)) 6.41026 0.02745* 1.83102 22.44179
Ethnicity Others (black, asian, others) (reference=White) 0.97608 0.96288 0.35207 2.70609
Current Smoker (reference = never) 0.85398 0.8061 0.35404 2.05987
Ex Smoker (reference = never) 0.89694 0.8061 0.56322 1.42839
Baseline steps 0.99999 0.8061 0.99993 1.00005
Acute phase steps 0.99997 0.47034 0.99991 1.00003
Baseline resting heart rate 1.03403 0.20396 0.99418 1.07547
Acute phase resting heart rate 1.03569 0.07045 1.00583 1.06644
Baseline activity minutes 0.99497 0.5177 0.98343 1.00665
Acute phase activity minutes 1.001 0.8061 0.99404 1.00801
Baseline sleep minutes 1.00386 0.15988 1.00003 1.00771
Acute phase sleep minutes 1.00165 0.47814 0.99818 1.00514
Baseline sleep efficiency 0.99664 0.8061 0.97753 1.01612
Acute phase sleep efficiency 0.98888 0.47034 0.96697 1.01129
Baseline PHQ8 score 1.09338 0.04436* 1.02267 1.16898
Acute phase PHQ8 score 1.09489 0.00301* 1.046 1.14606
Baseline GAD7 score 1.05617 0.29906 0.97874 1.13972
Acute phase GAD7 score 1.06283 0.05935 1.01249 1.11568
Baseline symptom severity 1.26064 0.16243 0.98573 1.61222
Acute phase symptom severity 0.93129 0.20396 0.85717 1.01181
Acute phase number of symptoms 0.86327 0.16243 0.74269 1.00342

The values in bold and marked with * show that the variable has a significant effect on the outcome of having long COVID.

Table 6: Multiple logistic regression for Lsymp.
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effect on mental well-being and physical health. For instance, lockdown measures
coincide with increased infection levels and also have an effect on activity[23,
24], sleep[25, 26], heart rate[26], and mental health[25, 27]. Therefore, when
monitoring recovery in COVID-19 through mobile health, we should also consider
the wider societal context. By time matching the control group we try to account
for those changes, however, the impact of events concurrent to COVID-19
infection could be investigated in more detail.

An advantage of requesting existing wearable data from users of commercial
fitness wearables is the ability to create a longitudinal dataset covering a period
prior to enrolment, in some cases for many years. A higher level of historic
physical activity is negatively correlated with development of the passive marker
of LCOVID, the persistent increased RHR at twelve weeks post-diagnosis. To
our knowledge, no other study considers the effect of historic activity or fitness
level on LCOVID, but it has been demonstrated to reduce the severity and
risk of hospitalisation in acute COVID[28]. Sleep duration was not significantly
associated, but may be worth further investigation alongside other markers of
historic health in larger datasets. Age was significantly positively associated, in
agreement with multiple other studies[3, 29, 30] and the symptom-based findings
in this study. Female sex was not significantly different to male sex, but did have
a positive coefficient and a fairly low p-value. It seems likely that in a larger or
more powerful dataset, female sex would be a risk factor for LCOVID, in line
with previously published research[3, 29–31].

Symptom Findings
The estimated prevalence of LCOVID in the literature is diverse. Our finding
of the proportion of people in the Lsymp group, after reporting a diagnosis and
having persistent symptoms for 12 weeks (12.13%), is consistent with results
from UK government Office for National Statistics (13.7%) in a study involving
20,000 participants[32]. However, studies have reported different prevalence
rates for LCOVID at twelve weeks, from 2.6%[30] to 14.8% [33] and 37% [3].
Variance could be explained through sociodemographic differences across cohorts,
methodological differences in the collection of symptom data, or how LCOVID
is defined based on collected symptom data.

Our results show fatigue is the longest lasting symptom, with several par-
ticipants experiencing fatigue for more than 140 days, which is consistent with
previously published research[3, 30, 34, 35].

In agreement with previous studies[3, 29, 30] and the RHR-based regression,
age was found to be a significant risk factor for LCOVID (Lsymp cohort) with
ages greater than 50 at very high risk. BMI (and obesity) was not a significant
factor in our study. Other studies have shown that the female sex had a positive
association with LCOVID[3, 29–31] but this was inconclusive in our study. A lack
of power in this cohort reduces our ability to educe significance. Comorbidities like
asthma, hypertension, and diabetes are potential risk factors for LCOVID, with
non-significant p-values, which would agree with previous findings[29, 30]. This
is not conclusive, as the Lsymp cohort was defined through persistent symptoms
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which could also be caused by chronic illnesses, not necessarily COVID-19.
Investigation of passive metrics from wearables and self-reported question-

naires revealed that while a depression comorbidity was not significantly associ-
ated, the average PHQ8 score over the year prior to a COVID-19 diagnosis and
during the acute phase of the disease was positively associated with LCOVID,
indicating that a period of low mood before and during the disease could be
a risk factor for LCOVID. Further resting heart rate in the acute phase of the
disease also had a positive relation to LCOVID, with a low but non-significant
p-value of 0.07, and could be a potential risk factor. The persistently increased
RHR in the Lsymp cohort, as visualised in Figure 4, also demonstrates a level of
coherence between the two approaches to determining LCOVID.

Strengths and weaknesses
This study brings together COVID-19 self-reported symptoms, passive wearable
data, and regular mental health surveys in a population who are not necessarily
hospitalised. Both the symptom and passive approaches demonstrate that age
is a risk factor for LCOVID. The availability of historic wearable data enabled
the development of a long duration baseline with which to compare subsequent
changes during COVID-19 infection. Increased historic activity, which suggests
a participant who had previously engaged in more exercise, is protective against
the passive-based proxy for LCOVID.

The passive data approach uses existing data which is highly available
among those who own wearable devices, is unbiased by subjective rating and
identification of symptoms, and doesn’t burden participants, but is limited in
symptom scope to what a wearable device can measure. Meanwhile, the symptom
self-report based methodology allows reporting of a wider range of symptoms
than would be captured through wearable sensors and more concrete labels in
the absence of a robust LCOVID classification algorithm for passive data, but
relies on engaged and persistent participants.

There are multiple limitations to this study. Firstly, the definition of a
LCOVID group on the basis of self-reported symptoms or by using resting heart
rate as a proxy measure are weak approximations of a true diagnosis label. While
we were able to show group-wide differences during the post-COVID period in
self-reported mental health measures and passive wearable device biosignals,
the use of the change in resting heart rate in the post-COVID period is non-
specific and the effect of COVID-19 can be overwhelmed by natural variability
in the individual case. Self-reported symptom monitoring requires time and
commitment on the part of the person monitoring their COVID-19 recovery,
which may be unrealistic to expect, especially given the increased prevalence of
depression and fatigue. In both cases we assume a consistent deviation from a
healthy baseline. However, symptoms of LCOVID may fluctuate or show signs
of relapse and remission. Developing a model to identify LCOVID in mobile
health data using another, labelled, dataset to then stratify COVID-19 recovery
in datasets without explicit labelling may be an approach worth following, with
a similar approach demonstrated recently in an electronic health records study
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of LCOVID[36].
Secondly, the nature of mobile health studies in general and of a community-

sourced study, which relies on motivation and interest by participants, can lead
to sporadic completion rates. Data completeness is reliant on what a participant
is able and willing to share and on their continued engagement with the study.
Meanwhile, the open remote enrolment paradigm biases the groups participating
to those who have the studies published in a way that reaches them and that are
self-motivated to take part. For example, the proportion of female participants
is notably higher, a pattern that is seen across similar studies [24, 37]. This may
be partially addressed through larger-scale studies or a meta-analysis including
the similar studies that are running across various countries.

Conclusion
In conclusion, we demonstrate a measurable difference in measures of mental
wellbeing and in biosignals from commercial wearable devices between COVID-
19 positive and non-diagnosed participants during the sixteen weeks following
diagnosis. Two methods of inferring the presence of LCOVID are compared.
One method is based on persistent changes in resting heart rate and the other on
persistent self-reported symptoms of COVID-19. For the self-reported symptoms
method, the LCOVID risk factors were explored using demographics, self-reports
and passive wearable data, and compared with results from existing literature.
In the future we plan to assess the feasibility of combining studies to create
larger datasets or meta-analyses, to develop a LCOVID detection algorithm
for use in mobile health data, and to investigate the additional effect of public
health and safety measures.
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