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1. Introduction
Planet earth has a dynamic and often fragile environment, historically the earth has experienced periods of extreme environmental change due to natural phenomena that have significantly affected the liveability of the planet and influenced the course of history on earth long before the advent of human civilisation. Increasingly the phenomena of anthropologically influenced environmental change on earth is being observed and understood. The influence that human behaviour has on the earths environment has varied significantly throughout the dawn of the industrial revolution up to the present day. It is becoming increasingly apparent that significant developments and disruptions within humanity as a global community have the facility to significantly influence our interaction with and effect on the earth’s environment. Baring this in mind, on the 13th of March 2020, the World Health Organization (WHO) declared the novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19) a global pandemic (Cucinotta & Vanelli, 2020). This would launch humankind into an ongoing global crisis, unique in the context of recent history, due to its spatial extent, rapid onset and complexity of consequences.

The COVID-19 pandemic has and continues to have an unprecedented impact on society as a whole across the globe. As a global pandemic of great magnitude and wide reaching effect on human health and behaviour, this presents a dynamic and challenging situation for all aspects of society, as such, it would be incredibly difficult to find a person or organisation on the planet that has not had to overcome challenges posed by the pandemic in some capacity. Throughout the past 12 months the response to the pandemic from governments across the world has varied both geographically and chronologically, this has led to the guidelines that businesses and NGO’s (non-governmental organisations) are expected to follow continually changing as the situation develops. The nature of guidelines and restrictions being given to the public and businesses has not been consistent from a national level, further exacerbating the complexity of managing operational procedures that may be impacted by changes in government guidelines. In many countries, such as the UK, government guidelines and levels of enforcement have varied dependent on a ‘tier system’. The complexity and variety of restrictions implemented by governments across the world present a demanding situation for enterprises to deal with from the perspective of strategic management, particularly in the case of enterprises that operate trans-nationally. Due to the volatility of legislative and economic activity during a global crisis of such scale, adaptability and diligence in reacting to contemporary challenges posed by the pandemic has been imperative in order to allow businesses, NGO’s and governmental bodies to continue operating as efficiently as possible (Obrenovic, et al., 2020). Organisations not only have a responsibility to handle the risks posed by a pandemic from a financial perspective, but from the moral perspective of protecting their employees and the wider community from the health related risks posed by a contagious virus. Contingency measures related to preventing the transmission of COVID-19 can fundamentally change the manner in which an organisation operates, as a result this can have significant implications for its associated environmental impact. In addition to government advice and in-house adaptability to COVID-19 measures, trade policy measures and the reaction of stakeholders and competitors from a business perspective also influence global value chains and the environmental impact of economic activity. As a direct result of lockdown measures, global production has fallen, foreign import supplies have been disrupted and demand for non-essential products has seen a significant decrease due to the global economic crisis caused by the pandemic (Simola, 2021).
The forecast of the World Trade Organization predicted that global trade volume would plummet from between 12.9% to 31.9%, while the International Monetary Fund (IMF) predicted that the global economy was expected to shrink by 3% in 2020 (Amaro, 2020). According to the fund’s chief economist, the total loss to GDP over 2020 and 2021 due to the COVID-19 pandemic would be around 9 trillion dollars. Across the globe, stock markets lost almost one third of their market value during the significant outbreak periods between February 2020 and the end of March 2020 (FitzGerald, et al., 2020). As a result of such a drastic economic downturn, this led to the IMF describing the event as the most severe economic decline since the Great Depression of the 1930s (Amaro, 2020)
        The substantial economic, legal and societal impacts caused by the pandemic and associated restrictions have led to environmentally related implications. Such widespread and observable changes in human behaviour will inevitably result in environmental consequences, for better or worse. This report will explore the challenges posed by the pandemic whilst acknowledging the potential for both positive and negative consequences for the environment as a direct result of COVID-19. Examples of how the pandemic has affected organisations impacts, policy and commitments in environmental terms will be explored in order to discuss whether the pandemic has had a positive or negative relationship with environmental matters of varying attributes. The potential of long term effects of the pandemic to influence global environmental issues will also be explored. Will environmental action become empowered by the lessons learned during this crisis or will the scale and severity of devastation in economic and human wellbeing terms require prioritisation of efforts and funding in a manner that could thwart sustainable development? By analysing examples of both positive and negative environmental impacts during the pandemic, along with how the crisis has exposed the interconnected dependencies of social and economic behaviours on the environment, valuable lessons can be learned as a global community moving forwards.


2. The environmental implications of changes in economic activity and production

Across the world, economic activity and the associated production, consumption and use of commodities has a direct relationship with anthropogenic impacts on the natural environment and the generation of greenhouse gases (Munksgaard, et al., 2000). Technological and societal development has influenced our demands on the planet through the consumption of raw materials and manufacture of commodities to satisfy both affluence driven consumer desires and basic human needs. Throughout the COVID-19 pandemic observable impacts on economic activity and consumer demands can be observed, this has been driven by a number of factors such as restrictions of movement, influences on human behaviour and the economic stresses and insecurity experienced by people throughout the world. Within the UK for example, significant implications for particular manufacturing industries can be observed due to the outbreak of the coronavirus and subsequent lockdowns following February 2020. According to the Office For National Statistics (ONS), most manufacturing industries had reduced production rates in October 2020 compared to February 2020. This period represented a significant decline in production volume following the announcement of the first lockdown on March 23rd 2020 and subsequent restrictions placed on industry and society as a whole in the months preceding October.

Figure 1: ONS manufacturing production volumes by industry sector
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(Office for National Statistics – Index of Services, 2020)


2.1 The disparity in production impacts by industry sector as a result of the pandemic and the associated environmental implications

According to the Office for National Statistics, the top 5 manufacturing sectors by reduction in production by volume (February 2020 compared to October 2020 data) were as follows;

1. Repair & maintenance of aircraft & spacecraft (-36.3%)
2. Manufacture of weapons and ammunition (-24.8%)
3. Manufacture of air & spacecraft related machinery (-22.4%)
4. Manufacture of coke and refined petroleum products (-22%)
5. Printing and reproduction of recorded media (-19%)
  
Intriguingly, the top 4 manufacturing sectors that have reduced in activity the most during this period can be considered some of the more damaging to the environment in relation to both their production and lifecycle use of the products produced. However, according to a study based on input-output life cycle assessments (IO LCA) conducted in US manufacturing sectors from 1970-2011, the top 5 manufacturing sectors based on carbon intensity compared to value added to the economy when onsite and supply chain emissions are accounted for (metric ton CO2-equivalent emissions per $M economic activity), were as follows:

Type of Manufacturing.                     

1. PCPM  (Petroleum & Coal Products Manufacturing) = 11.066 Mt/M$
2. ACM    (Agricultural Chemicals Manufacturing)       = 9.465   Mt/M$
3. BCM    (Basic Chemicals Manufacturing)                  = 9.095   Mt/M$
4. FM       (Food manufacturing)                                     = 7.501   Mt/M$
5. LAPM  (Leather & Allied Product Manufacturing)    = 7.136   Mt/M$

(Egilmez, et al., 2017)

The environmental impacts of different manufacturing sectors can be considered using a variety of methods. The total contribution of greenhouse gas emissions by each distinct sector in isolation of economic contribution could also be considered, along with considering the estimated life cycle impacts of the products produced by each sector through usage and eventual disposal/recycling in order to determine the greatest contributors to environmental harm. In another study, the IO LCA methodology was applied to the Transport Manufacturing Nexus in the USA using the ‘Tools for Reduction’ and assessment of chemical and other environmental impacts. The results of the study in question indicated that the top ten manufacturing sectors account for 55 percent of the environmental impacts in each category. (Egilmez & Park, 2015). Independent of how the contribution to environmental damage is categorised in manufacturing, it is clear that there is a disparity in the measurable environmental impact of different manufacturing sectors.
      Reductions in production output for manufacturing sectors such as transportation, heavy machinery and petroleum refinement have not been limited to the UK. Similar impacts on such industries can be observed across the globe, putting intense economic pressure on certain manufacturing sectors whilst others have been able to capitalise on the impacts of the pandemic.
    The enterprise revenues for some industrial sectors have reduced drastically, putting their sustainability in question, leaving many established corporations on the brink of bankruptcy. According to the estimations of the China National Bureau of Statistics on 24 April 2020, circumstances have severely affected corporate giants such as JCB and carmaker Nissan, with car sales in China dropping by 48% per cent in March 2020. (FitzGerald, et al., 2020)
Whilst the production of complex and energy intensive products such as vehicles decreased, the production of most basic necessities such as food and clothing were either not significantly affected or in some cases, managed to experience growth.




Figure 2: The impact of the COVID-19 outbreak on Chinese manufacturing
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(Richter, 2020)

As the table of data sourced from the National Bureau of Statistics of China illustrates, The initial outbreak of the virus had a significant impact on the rates of production in all sectors related to transportation manufacture in China, this is similar to the impacts experienced within the UK.



By analysing data collected by the Society of Motor Manufacturers & Traders (SMMT), the impact of the pandemic on British car manufacturing can be established. For comparisons sake, when considering the entirety of 2020, the automotive manufacturing sector experienced its lowest level of production since 1984 in the UK. The automotive manufacturing sector experienced a reduced total production value of 29.3%, meaning that 382,207 less cars were produced in the UK in 2020 compared to the previous year.
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Table 1: 2020 total production by car manufacturer in the UK compared to 2019

(Batchelor, 2021)

















[image: ]Figure 3: SMMT Monthly car production totals by month from June 2019 to January 2021 in the UK




















(Society of Motor Manufacturers & Traders (SMMT), 2021)

The data collected by the SMMT illustrates that the government sanctioned shutdown of all car manufacturing plants in April 2020 was responsible for a significant amount of vehicle production loss in 2020, as only 197 vehicles were produced in this month. However, whilst production restarted later in the year, monthly total production values were still significantly lower than recorded in previous years. 
  The general trends in the decline of production of complex manufactured goods such as vehicles could be perceived as an environmental benefit when the reduction in energy and resource use associated with such industrial processes is considered, however the long term implications of such severe economic challenges in these industries as a result of the pandemic is yet to be established. As some of the leading technological and engineering advancements across the world often originate in industries such as aviation and automotive, it could be argued that a decline in these sectors could result in a reduced pace of technological development, limiting the advancement of cutting edge technological applications in the mitigation of environmental risks.
        Despite the uncertainty of some of the long term impacts of altered production capacity and economic activity on the environment, it is clearly observable that there has been a disparity of impacts on distinct manufacturing sectors and this will inevitably result in an environmental impact of significant proportion when considered as a global issue. As operational procedures and working conditions in manufacturing workplaces have been required to adapt in order to mitigate the risk of transmission of COVID-19, it is also worth considering the potential for reduced operational efficiency as a result of attempts to reduce close contact between employees. As maintenance and critical engineering projects often rely on spatially close collaboration between colleagues, restricting the ability of the workforce – to work effectively could result in increased lead times for projects and longer down times during required maintenance. As highlighted in the COVID-19 workplace guidelines for a UK based manufacturing facility, in many facilities the protection of employees from the risk of the virus rightly took precedence over maintaining operational efficiency- “where not necessary to be less than 2m please stay 2m apart from others, this includes where a task can be completed by a single person taking longer.” (Berry Superfos, 2020). From an environmental perspective, this could have a negative impact where the efficiency of energy intensive industrial processes such as in manufacturing facilities is affected. If changes to operational procedures manifest in an increase in energy consumption per unit of saleable product produced (kWh/unit of saleable product), this can be considered a negative, albeit in terms of COVID-19 restrictions temporary, redaction in industrial efficiency. (Rainer, et al., 2017)
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3. The rise in demand and the negative environmental impacts associated with PPE

In an attempt to mitigate the risk of transmission of the coronavirus, PPE and sanitisation products such as gloves, face masks, face shields and disinfectant wipes have been utilised prolifically across the world. Face masks in particular have experienced a significant increase in demand, but their usage has also been surrounded in controversy. More than 50 countries are reported to have made it compulsory to wear a face mask in public places, including Venezuela and Vietnam, which were among the first to act. The Czech Republic was the first European nation to mandate masks, on 18 March 2020. (Broom, 2020)
  This has manifested in requirements in workplaces, educational facilities, private businesses such as restaurants and shops, hospitals and other healthcare related facilities etc. This led to a significant global demand for the production and supply of such products- ‘some factories have transformed their production lines to make personal protection equipment or medical equipment, such as facial masks and medical ventilators, to mitigate such effects. (Chen, et al., 2020). In addition to controversy surrounding the efficacy of face masks in preventing the transmission of the virus, the environmental impact of such widespread use and disposal of what are often non-recyclable goods has also been a matter of concern.
          Throughout the pandemic, images of PPE related pollution within the natural environment across the world have raised awareness to the environmental risk posed by improper use and disposal of PPE;

Figure 4: Masks and gloves found in the Mediterranean
               By French non-profit conservation 
               Group “Opération Mer Propre”
[image: Covid waste: Conservationists warn that the coronavirus pandemic could  spark a huge surge in ocean pollution - Oceanographic - Oceanographic]













(Oceanographic, 2020)











Figure 5: COVID-19 related personal protective equipment (PPE) debris found in Toronto, Canada during March 2020: (A-C) disposable facemasks and, (D-E) disposable nitrile gloves.
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(Ammendolia, et al., 2020)

Due to the unprecedented increase in demand for PPE during the COVID-19 pandemic, the contribution of PPE related items to the already critical global environmental challenge of plastic pollution and microplastics continued to grow. (Tanveer M., 2020) To put the scale of demand into perspective, single-use face mask production in China soared to 116 million per day in February, about 12 times the usual quantity. Ma Zhaoxu, vice minister of foreign affairs, stated that from March through May, China exported 70.6 billion masks, for comparisons sake the entire world produced about 20 billion throughout the entirety of 2019
 (Bradsher, 2020). It is also estimated that there could be a monthly use of 129 billion face masks and 65 billion gloves globally (Joana, et al., 2020). Improper disposal of PPE does not only pose a risk to animals and ecosystems in the form of microplastics (particles under 5mm), but poor management of these wastes may create clogging in waterways (e.g., municipal drain, canal, etc.) enhancing the environmental pollution load. This issue could become particularly prevalent in poor urban areas with vulnerable flood management and water treatment infrastructure. 













3.1 The specific challenges to the environment posed by PPE pollution

Disposable face masks have been recognised as a particularly damaging form of plastic pollution. Disposable face masks tend to be produced from polymers such as polypropylene, polyurethane, polyacrylonitrile, polystyrene, polycarbonate, polyethylene, or polyester. Due to their fibrous construction they can break down into microplastic pollution in relatively short periods compared to other plastic pollutants, particularly in aquatic environments. A ‘Fourier-Transform Infrared Spectroscopy’ (FT-IR) analysis was carried out on multiple disposable face masks of differing stages of degradation,
The spectra showed peaks of a polypropylene for the outer layer and polyethylene high density for the inner layer, providing evidence that such masks are capable of contributing to the issue of microplastic pollution within a relatively short time period.

Figure 6: Face masks of differing stages of degradation due to exposure to the environment and typical FT-IR spectra of the degrading fibres, outer layer (a) and inner layer (b).
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(Oluniyi O & Okoffo D., 2020)



Adding to the complexity of strategically managing the environmental hazards caused by widespread PPE use, used PPE by its very nature inherently offers some additional challenges in its ability to be safely processed in a manner that does not pose a health risk.

Figure 6: The environmental and public health risk of improper disposal of personal protective equipment (PPE) and other healthcare related wastes.
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(Islam, et al., 2020)

Additionally, as it has been established that SARS-CoV-2 can be carried on plastic (Neeltje, et al., 2020) such as indiscriminately disposed items of PPE, the risk of transmission of infection to those dealing with littered PPE could be deemed unacceptable, limiting the capacity of those able to mitigate the issue. As a result, the US Centres for disease control and prevention recommends the general public use washable masks, made from natural fabrics that are more breathable for extended use as this can reduce litter and reduce the risk of transmission through discarded masks. Surgical masks (N95), respirators are recommended for health care practitioners in direct contact with Covid19 patients. (Shetty, et al., 2020).
Promoting the use of washable face masks can be an effective method of reducing the generation of PPE related pollution, hence reducing the impact of the pandemic on the environment, however, there exists challenges in implementing this as a guideline from the perspective of a government authority or senior management within an organisation.
       
 Limitations in the efficiency of non-surgical washable face masks in the filtration of aerosols have been discovered in multiple experiments, an Australian study compared the filtration efficiency of multiple fabric face masks against N95, surgical and disposable masks. The results of the study provided evidence that the efficiency of reusable face masks varied significantly dependent on material and structure, however all masks tested did filter over 50% of the aerosols of average size 6.0m
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Table 2: Average viral filtration efficiency (VFE) of different types of fabric masks compared with N95, surgical, and disposable masks determined using ASTM F2101-14 standard method with bacteriophage MS2 as the challenge virus. (Whiley, et al., 2020)




As the results suggest that surgical and disposable masks have a greater ability to reduce the transmission of a virus than many of the reusable masks tested, this must be considered if organisations wish to encourage the use of such masks from the perspective of reducing environmental impact. Clearer guidelines, particularly from a government perspective, surrounding what type of face masks are effective at reducing the risk of transmission of COVID-19 whilst having a reduced impact on the environment could be an effective way of managing the issue of PPE related pollution.

4. The impact of lockdowns on conservation and habitats

As countries across the world entered lockdowns in an attempt to curb the spread of the virus, restrictions on all but essential travel and work were implemented, drastically altering the behaviour and therefore environmental impacts of large numbers of the global population. 
Within the UK for example, data suggests that following the lockdown imposed by the British government on the 23rd of March 2020, overall road traffic dropped by 81% at its lowest point.

Figure 7: Weekly movement by transport type in the UK following the first lockdown (Apple mobility data)
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(Natural History Museum , 2020)

Such drastic changes in human activity led to a variety of positive impacts for the natural environment and animals in particular. Reductions in traffic led to reduced air and noise pollution, improving air quality and reducing the impact of vibrations on animals sensitive to noise such as song birds, particularly in urban areas. Reduced maritime traffic also reduced disturbances for aquatic eco-systems, the reduction in noise being particularly beneficial for marine mammals. Air traffic was also significantly reduced, by April 2020 global air traffic had declined by around 63% compared to January levels (Flightradar24, 2021).










As people across the world were staying at home during this period, changes in animal behaviour and increased animal interactions within built up areas were observed. Stories that gained traction in the media include goats roaming around the Welsh village of Llandudno, wild boars ‘taking over’ the city of Haifa in Israel and cougars found wandering the streets of Santiago, Chile (BBC, 2020). Whilst there have been numerous positive outcomes for conservation as anthropogenic impacts on animals and their habitats appeared to decrease during lockdowns, the impact on the ability for conservation and environmental organisations to function and remain economically viable during this time has led to some important organisations becoming vulnerable and reduced in capacity. Strict restrictions throughout this period meant that many conservation organisations both governmental and non-governmental were unable to interview, hire and train seasonal staff, of which many of these organisations are reliant upon. Universities, fieldwork, research and laboratory experiments have been closed, reducing the ability to identify critical conservation challenges along with the monitoring and protection of endangered species. (Corlett, et al., 2020). The People’s Trust for Endangered Species (PTES)  has warned that a lack of emergency funding is putting conservation organisations under threat and communities that are dependent on eco-tourism could be forced to resort to poaching as income is lost due to travel restrictions. Observations in Brazil have also found that giant anteaters are crossing roads more regularly since the pandemic, leaving them vulnerable to harm when roads regain pre-pandemic levels of traffic (PTES, 2020). In the UK the heritage and conservation charity ‘National Trust’ announced that due to income loses caused by the coronavirus crisis, 514 compulsory redundancies and 782 voluntary redundancies, along with £41 million worth of budget cuts, will be made in order to allow the organisation to survive economically. (National Trust, 2020)



5. Conclusion

The impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the environment have been widespread, complex and dynamic. Restrictions on travel have had some observable, albeit mostly temporary, positive environmental impacts in terms of reducing air pollution and lessening the disturbance of anthropogenic activity on habitats and wildlife. Reduced demand for complex and energy intensive manufactured products can be perceived as a net positive in terms of reduced energy and resource consumption, but at a significant cost to organisations such as car manufacturers that are large scale employers and contribute to technological development. The unprecedented rise in demand for PPE, masks in particular, is contributing significantly to the already severe issue of plastic pollution, further putting fragile eco-systems and endangered species at risk. The full extent of the damage caused by the widespread increase in the global production and disposal of PPE will likely not be fully understood for several years. The challenge of strategically managing the risk posed to the environment against the most effective solution to reducing the risks posed to human health during a global crisis such as a pandemic is a complex one. More transparent information regarding the efficiency of different items of PPE in preventing the risk of transmitting the virus along with their potential environmental impact should come from government bodies, allowing for clear and effective advice for the general public. Although draconian measures in regards to restricting freedom of movement have had some undeniable positives from an environmental perspective, the resulting economic devastation and impact on human wellbeing cannot be justified in the absence of a contagious and deadly virus. The reduced capacity of critical conservation organisations as a result of the economic hardship caused by the pandemic are a serious cause for concern, this impact alone has the potential to undo any positive progress made in regards to the impacts lockdowns had on wildlife and the natural environment. Whilst the past 12 months have been tumultuous, some key lessons have been learned and opportunities have been created to foster a more sustainable world. As lockdowns exposed clearly the impact that anthropogenic activities have on the air that we breathe and the nature surrounding us, post pandemic, the experiences shared during this time can be used as a springboard to emphasise the importance of reducing our impact on the environment as a global community.
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Chinese Manufacturing Heavily
Affected by COVID-19 Outbreak

Change in value added by selected manufacturing sectors
of China in Jan-Feb 2020 vs. 2019

Motor Vehicles -31.8%

General Machinery _ -28.2%
s S erospace NN
Aerospace 2ot
Fabricated Metal Products _ -26.9%
Rubber and Plastics Products _ -25.2%
Electric Machinery
and tqupment IR 27
Special-Purpose Machinery _ -24.4%
-21.1%

Nonmetal Mineral Products

Foods -18.2%

Processing of Food from -16.0%

Agricultural Products

Computer, Communication -13.8%

Equipment

Chemical Raw Material
and Chemical Products

-12.3%

Medicines -12.3%

Non-Ferrous Metals -8.5%

Ferrous Metal Smelting
and Pressing I -2.0%

Source: National Bureau of Statistics of China

©@®O impact  Statista 2a
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Manufacturer Model range Location 2018 2020 %
change g
Jaguar Land Rover © F-type, F-Pace,XE,XF, | CastleBromwich/ © 385197 | 243,908 0  -36.7%

XJ, Discovery, Halewood /

Discovery Sport, Solihull

Range Rover Evogue,

Range Rover,

Range Rover Sport,

{ Range Rover Velar

Nissan i Juke, LEAF, Sunderland 36535 | 245649 | -29.1%

Qashqai
MINI i MINI, MINI Clubman Oxford 221928 | 175,73 -208%
Toyota : Corolla Bumaston-Derby 148,106 © 116,261 -21.5%
Honda i Ciic Swindon 108876 © 69,366 -363%
Vauxhall i Asta i Ellesmere Port 61737 | 3223 -47.8%
Others* 30756 37,774 228%
All makes 1303135 920,928 -203%

*includes Citroen and Peugeot products made at IBC Luton and Suzuki product manufactured at Toyota Bumaston
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Car Manufacturing
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Average Viral Filtration
Efficiency for an

Average Viral Filtration Efficiency
Calculated with the Larger Aerosols

Mask Average Acrosol Size of  Excluded to Give an Average Aerosal Description !
60um (VFEp ) (%) Size of 26 pm (VFEqyg ) (%)
[Range] [Range]
999 993 ol dovi
Nos Pon a0 Peesn] KNS5 (nonmedical device GB2626-2006)
Level 1 single use surgical mask
(according to AS 4381:2015 Nelson
999 995 ¢ 8
Surgical 1 iy Laboratories, USA, bacterial lration
1898-100] 1887-595) efficacy (BF) average 98.2%, minimum
97.1% as per ASTMFIB62)
995 985 R 2
Surgical 2 [95993] o2 sas] Surgical face mask (99.9% BFE %)
999 997 Disposable face mask (nonmedical
Disposable 1 199.9-100] 1997-999] ‘GBIT32610.2016)
Fabric1 514 &8 Three layered masks made of 100%
[543-546] 1641-676] cotton
Fabric2 73 909 Denim face mask—double layer
e [548-92.1] [86.5-943] stretchy cotton
100% hemp outer layer, poly membrane
936 8.0
Fabric3 218631 1560505] mid layer, and nrg‘:;:l:'dmseclnd\ inner
503 6
Fabric 4 o2 A Two layers of 100% Mulberry Silk
‘Washable fabric face mask with pocket
519 9332 "
Fabric5 [ A Bes 7] fo llr made rom cfion and poplin
Fabric5 + dried baby 985 976 Fabric 5 with a dried baby wipe
wipe 1977596 1970-985] inserted into the pocket
Fabric 5 + vacuum 995 988 Fabric 5 with a section of a vacuum
cleaner bag 1989-599] 1969-99.3] cleaner bag inserted into the pocket
Made using the Victorian DHHS design
Fabrice 986 991 [13]. Two layers of reusable shopping
abric 197.7-99.6] [98.3-99.7] bag (nonwoven polypropylene) and one

layer of cotion





image11.png
Movement index

How much did lockdown slow us down?
Weekly movement in the UK by transport type
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Soutces: Apple mobility data (accessed 26/07/20), PRA. Notes: Weekly movement index is an average of the daily movementindex,for weeks commencing on
Maondays. The daily movementindex i change in movement compared to a baseline of 13 January 2020. Days are in Pocifc time, equivalent to 8am-8pm GMT.
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