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We propose a new modeling framework for evaluating the risk of disease transmission during a pandemic
in small-scale settings driven by stochasticity in the arrival and service processes, i.e., congestion-prone
confined-space service facilities, such as grocery stores. We propose a novel metric (R0sys ) inspired by R0 , the
“basic reproduction number” concept from epidemiology, which measures the transmissibility of infectious
diseases. We derive the R0sys metric for various queueing models of service facilities by leveraging a novel
queueing-theoretic notion: sojourn time overlaps. We showcase how our metric can be used to explore the
efficacy of a variety of interventions aimed at curbing the spread of disease inside service facilities. Specifically, we focus on some prevalent interventions employed during the COVID-19 pandemic: limiting the
occupancy of service facilities, protecting high-risk customers (via prioritization or designated time windows),
and increasing the service speed (or limiting patronage duration). We discuss a variety of directions for
adapting our transmission model to incorporate some more nuanced features of disease transmission, including heterogeneity in the population immunity level, varying levels of mask usage, and spatial considerations
in disease transmission.
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Introduction

Research on the spread of COVID-19—and efforts to curb it—have so far focused primarily on
two categories of processes: (i) the biological and physical processes that govern the spread of
viral particles (e.g., through fomites, respiratory droplets, and aerosolized particles) and (ii) the
positioning and movement of humans throughout and across their communities, as they fulfill their
various wants and needs (e.g., to work, shop for groceries, seek healthcare, etc.). Key efforts to
mitigate the spread of disease have focused on both fronts. Attempts to directly interfere with the
spread of viral particles when people are in close proximity to one another include the installation of
transparent barriers, use of air filters, and wearing of masks. Meanwhile, social/physical distancing
interventions attempt to reduce the extent to which people are in close proximity to one another
altogether. Examples of such interventions in service facilities, including retail stores, are managing
traffic flow through one-way movements in the isles, restricting the number of customers (for
example, one in, one out admission policies), and facilitating a minimum distance of six feet between
customers (for example, by using floor stickers) (Bove and Benoit 2020).
To date, little analytic work has emerged that explores the interplay between these two categories of processes—(i) and (ii) mentioned above—in small-scale (as opposed to community- or
population-level) settings. We fill this gap by interweaving quantitative descriptions of these two
categories of processes into stochastic models that aid decision makers in the assessment of transmission risks in congestion-prone service facilities under a variety of interventions. For example,
consider what a simple quantitative description of (i) the process of viral transmission might look
like in a grocery store. A function could describe the likelihood that an infectious customer will
transmit enough aerosolized viral particles to a susceptible customer so as to eventually infect the
latter, given that their sojourns in the store overlapped for some duration of time. Meanwhile, a
quantitative description of (ii) human movement might consist of the stochastic pattern by which
both infectious and susceptible customers arrive to the store over time and how long each customer spends in the store. Our work shows how one can deduce relevant transmission risk measures
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(e.g., the average number of transmissions in this store per month) from these two quantitative
descriptions.
In developing our models, we must take into account the fact that human movement patterns
exhibit idiosyncratic or stochastic variation. The grocery store described above may be particularly
busy at 10 A.M. on a given Tuesday—not because that time of day is typically popular for shopping on Tuesdays (systematic variation)—but because it just so happened by chance that many
shoppers decided to visit the store around 10 A.M. on that particular Tuesday (stochastic variation). Such variation suggests that the store runs long periods of time without any transmissions,
but then occasionally exhibits significant transmission events where a single infectious customer
(or staff member) infects multiple susceptible individuals. Such an infection pattern is consistent
with observations that SARS-CoV-2 transmission exhibits a significant degree of overdispersion:
most of those who are infected in turn infect very few (if any others), but a small minority of the
infected are responsible for the bulk of all transmission, often infecting a number of others in the
same environment at roughly the same time (Adam et al. 2020, Althouse et al. 2020). Meanwhile,
the fact that some service systems have transitioned from accepting walk-in customers to running
by appointment (Burstein 2020) suggests an awareness that stochasticity can drive infection. Nevertheless, very little analytic work has been devoted to capturing these effects. Our work is a step
toward filling this lacuna.
For many decades, the mathematical discipline of queueing theory has in large part been concerned with studying the impact of stochastic variation in both arrival and service patterns on
waiting time. Our work illustrates how queueing-theoretic notions can also be adapted to study
the effect of stochasticity on each customer pair’s sojourn time overlap—the duration of time that
a pair of customers are both present in the system. We then leverage our analysis of sojourn time
overlaps to obtain expressions for R0sys —a new measure of risk that we propose as the service-center
specific analogue of the basic reproduction number R0 taken from the epidemiological literature—
under a variety of classical queueing systems.
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Throughout this paper we take classic queueing models (i.e., the M/M/1, M/M/c, and M/M/c/k
queues) that will serve as exemplars, allowing us to demonstrate the computation of our novel R0sys
metric in relatively simple settings. These models highlight the ways in which our approach can
evaluate the efficacy of a variety of interventions, including limiting the occupancy of service facilitates and prioritizing the service of high-risk customers. Therefore, the primary contribution of this
paper is the introduction of and elaboration on a modeling framework consisting of (i) the introduction of new metrics (e.g., R0sys ), (ii) a flexible set of assumptions regarding disease transmission
(i.e., a disease transmission model—with additional variations discussed in the concluding section
of this paper), and (iii) worked examples demonstrating how novel queueing-theoretic notions (e.g.,
sojourn time overlaps) can be used to obtain exact results for these metrics across a variety of
systems and interventions. While the nuances of comparatively few real-world service systems are
best captured by models as simple as the M/M/1 and M/M/c queues, we hope our exemplars will
serve as blueprints allowing for future research to determine the novel R0sys metric (or other metrics
inspired by R0sys ) for more complicated queueing (or other stochastic) models that best capture the
features called for by a given problem of interest.
A brief summary of the specific contributions and examples explored in the paper are as follows:
we introduce our primary transmission model and the novel R0sys metric, we obtain exact results
for R0sys in both the M/M/1 (Section 4.1) and M/M/c (Section 4.2) queueing systems. We then
explore the R0sys metric under three families of interventions: limiting service facility occupancy
(Section 5.1), protecting high risk customers through prioritization (Section 5.2) or dedicated time
windows (Section 5.2.2), and increasing the service rate of the system (Section 5.3). Finally, we
show how our modeling framework can flexibly accommodate a variety of additional features:
heterogeneity in customer infectiousness and susceptibility (Section 6.1), the possibility of the
simultaneous presence of multiple infectious customers within the service facility (Section 6.2), and
the potential impact of distance on disease transmission (Section 6.3).
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Literature Review

Most of the research modeling pandemics prior to COVID-19 focuses on disease spread and control
at the population level, including those that use modifications of classic compartment models which
simplify the mathematical modeling of infectious diseases by assigning the population to compartments (for example, Susceptible, Infectious, and Recovered in the SIR model (Weiss 2013)). Such
models have been used for the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic and evaluation of the efficiency
of various population-level interventions, including social distancing guidelines (Housni et al. 2020,
Kaplan 2020), cost-benefit analysis of lockdown policies (Acemoglu et al. 2020, Alvarez et al. 2020,
Glover et al. 2020), and targeted restrictions on “superspreader” locations (Chang et al. 2021).
Compartment models have also been used in conjunction with spatial epidemic spread models to
incorporate the movement of people from one location in a community to another (Balcan et al.
2009, Drakopoulos et al. 2017, Drakopoulos and Zheng 2017). For example, Birge et al. (2020)
analyze a spatial epidemic spread model suggesting that targeted closures curb the spread of the
COVID-19 epidemic at substantially lower economic losses than city-wide closure policies. Other
recent research in this stream include Chinazzi et al. (2020), Jia et al. (2020), and Chang et al.
(2021). As opposed to these models and their focus on population- and community-level disease
spread, our focus is on the spread of disease during a pandemic at small-scale settings like a service
facility that is prone to congestion that is driven by idiosyncratic stochasticity.
Queueing models are designed to capture stochasticity in the operations of service facilities and
customers’ sojourn in such systems. Most of the queueing work related to epidemics also focuses
on population-level disease spread and control. For example, Kumar (1981), Pieter and Martin
(2008), Dike et al. (2016), and Singh et al. (2018) borrow standard queueing-theoretic notions such
as M/M/1, M/G/1, and busy-period analysis in order to investigate the efficiency of intervention
strategies pertaining to quarantine centers, vaccination, etc. The COVID-19 pandemic has spurred
renewed interest in this topic with researchers mainly focusing on evaluating the effectiveness of
various controls (Alban et al. 2020, Cui et al. 2020, Long et al. 2020, Meares and Jones 2020, Palomo
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et al. 2020). The use of queueing theory in this paper differs from that in the works cited above in
that our models are designed to capture the spread of disease—and evaluating the effectiveness of a
variety of interventions—in small-scale settings (i.e., service facilities) by capturing the stochasticity
of the disease transmission as well as stochasticity of customers’ sojourn.
Relatively little of the large body of quantitative research on the COVID-19 pandemic that has
developed in the past year has focused on the spread of disease—and its mitigation—in smallscale settings. We briefly discuss the work devoted to this topic. First, Shumsky et al. (2020)
model customers’ movement in a single-aisle grocery store and show that one-way movement lowers
the transmission risk significantly if transmission occurs only when two customers are in close
proximity. Their transmission model uses customers’ proximity to estimate exposure risks. While
proximity certainly plays a role in the transmission of SARS-CoV-2, our proposed model provides
a complementary perspective on transmission by emphasizing duration of exposure rather than
distance (which we also address in Section 6.3).1 Second, Garcia et al. (2020) develop models to
assess the COVID-19 transmission risk in outdoor crowds by capturing details such as people’s
physical distance and head orientation. They find that street cafés and venues where people form
queues present a large average rate of new infections caused by a customer when customers’ close
proximity was prolonged over considerable time.
Third, Tupper et al. (2020) extend the epidemiological basic reproduction number R0 and introduce an analogous measure, “event R,” which represents the expected number of new infections
which occur at an event as a result of contact with a single infected individual. This measure captures four transmission factors: intensity, duration of exposure, the proximity of individuals, and
the degree of mixing (people interacting with several groups). Our models shares many features
with those of this paper (e.g., we also develop a related metric, R0sys ), although crucially unlike
1

Our emphasis on duration of exposure rather than distance is motivated by e.g., Zhang et al. (2020) that caution

against the use of models driven purely by proximity as they may be insufficient to address aerosol transmission,
Stadnytskyi et al. (2020) that present evidence for the long lifetime of aerosol particles, and Zhang et al. (2015) that
discuss rapid air-mixing.
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our work, they do not consider arrival or departure processes (i.e., queuing dynamics).2 In fact,
none of the three papers discussed above incorporate the stochasticity involved in the congestion
of these small-scale systems, which affects the duration of exposure and transmission intensity, and
consequently, the risk of infection.
The paper that is closest to ours with respect to incorporating the aforementioned stochasticity is
the work by Perlman and Yechiali (2020) who use an existing queueing-theoretic metric (specifically,
the second factorial moment of the number of customers in the service facility) as a proxy for the
level of transmission risk in the system. They provide a method for calculating this metric in a
detailed model of a grocery store retailer. We develop a detailed metric of viral transmissibility in
a queueing system by taking into account the distribution of the duration of sojourn time overlaps
between pairs of customers.
We provide a detailed comparison between our proposed metric and the one proposed in Perlman
and Yechiali (2020) in Section 3.2. While it is beyond the scope of this paper, our metric can be
computed for more complicated systems than those studied here, including the aforementioned
grocery store model presented in Perlman and Yechiali (2020). In yet more recent work Perlman and
Yechiali (2021) consider a different queueing-theoretic measure of risk: specifically, each customer
faces a risk proportional to the number of customers they “meet” while waiting outside of the
service facility.3 Unlike our work, they do not consider the duration of such “meetings.”

3

Modeling Disease Transmission in a Service Facility

Our goal is to assess the risk of disease transmission in service facilities through our proposed R0sys
metric, which is a reinterpretation of the epidemiological concept of the basic reproductive rate. In
2

Note that Tupper et al. (2020) are studying disease transmission during events, and so they understandably need

not be concerned with queueing dynamics. Meanwhile, as we are studying disease transmission in service facilities
(facing arrivals subject to idiosyncratic stochastic variation), our work essentially necessitates the consideration of
such dynamics.
3

This metric results in an aggregate rate of risk equal to the arrival rate multiplied by the time average number of

customers waiting outside the service facility.
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this section, we first discuss the dynamics of disease transmission and customers’ movement inside
a service facility and, later in Subsection 3.1, we elaborate the R0sys metric.
We consider service facility settings in which customers arrive, spend some time in the facility
receiving service, and then leave (for example, a retail store or a bank branch). Customers entering
the service facility are either infectious (capable of infecting others) or susceptible (capable of being
infected by others). Of course, customers may not fall neatly into these categories (e.g., they are
infected but not yet infectious—referred to as “exposed” in the epidemiological literature (Brauer
et al. 2019)—or they might have immunity derived from prior infection or vaccination). We address
the cases of immunity in Section 6.
Our viral transmission model inside the service facility derives from the exponential dose-response
model, frequently used in the study of viral transmission, as follows: A susceptible customer that
coexists in the service facility with an infectious customer is exposed to viral particles at a constant rate across time, and each exposure has a (very small) probability of causing the susceptible
customer to become infected. Treating these potential infection events as independent, the number of exposures required for infection is geometrically distributed, and taking these exposures to
be happening very frequently across time, the transmission threshold θ—i.e., the amount of time
the sojourns of the infectious and susceptible customers must overlap before the susceptible customer becomes infected—follows an exponential random variable with some rate α (i.e., the mean
transmission threshold is 1/α); see Sze To and Chao (2010) for more information on this model.
Estimating the transmission rate α empirically can prove difficult; see Watanabe et al. (2010)
and Zhang and Wang (2020) for examples of work that attempt to estimate the transmission
threshed θ for the SARS-CoV-1 (i.e., the agent that led to the 2003 SARS outbreak) and SARSCoV-2 viruses (i.e., the agent that led to the COVID-19 pandemic), respectively. Of course, the
transmission threshold θ may depend on the particular pair of infectious and susceptible customers
(e.g., due to the type of mask they are wearing if any, how they are breathing, etc.); we discuss
such possibilities in further detail in Section 6.1. More generally, some models also suggest that
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Figure 1
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An illustration of susceptible customers’ sojourns and sojourn time overlaps with an infectious customer
(customer 3). The right plot shows the CDF of θ ∼ Exp(1/15) and specifies the infection risk of the
susceptible customers.

the transmission threshold θ follows a non-exponential distribution. For example, the beta-Poisson
dose response model is sometimes more plausible when a population exhibits highly heterogeneous
susceptibility to the pathogen (Moran 1954); however, fitting the parameters of such models requires
substantially detailed data, which is often not available. Various other phase-type distributions
have proved useful in modeling dose-response relationships and should be considered when, for
example, arrivals are highly variable (super-Poisson) (Kühl and Jobmann 2006, 2007).
In section 6.1 we show how our analysis can be modified to accommodate a hyper-exponential
dose-response relationship.
Fig. 1 shows an example of a sample path of the arrival and service processes of four customers
in a service facility where customer 3 is infectious while others are susceptible. The sojourn of
customers 1, 2, and 4 overlap with that of the infectious customer 3 for 10, 30, and 20 minutes,
respectively. The plot on the right specifies the probability that each of the susceptible customers
is infected during their sojourn time and due to their overlap with the infectious customer, if the
transmission threshold θ is exponentially distributed with mean of 15 minutes. On high level, these
probabilities and the corresponding overlap times form the basis of the computation of our R0sys
metric, though aggregated over all possible sample paths.

10
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R0sys and related metrics measuring public health risks

Our novel metric R0sys captures the stochastic dynamics of service facilities to measures public
health risk during a pandemic, which is a reinterpretation of the epidemiological concept of the
the basic reproductive rate, R0 , which measures the transmissiblity of infections diseases (Heffernan
et al. 2005, Liu et al. 2020). The R0 value associated with an epidemic is the expected number
of transmissions from an infected individual in a population where all other individuals are susceptible. Our proposed R0sys metric is an analogous metric that measures the expected number of
transmissions from an infected customer during a single sojourn in a service facility, assuming all
other customers in the facility are susceptible. 4 Hence, while the classical R0 value associated with
an epidemic captures transmissibility in all contexts within a community, R0sys only captures transmissibility within a single service facility, and only during a single visit to said facility. Note that
just as R0 depends on a variety of community-specific factors beyond the biological and physical
properties of the contagion (e.g., population density, traveling patterns, government interventions
and recommendations, compliance with said interventions and recommendations, etc.), R0sys will
depend on many of the attributes specific to the service facility in question (e.g., arrival rates,
service rates, and system design interventions).5
4

For simplicity, our transmission model (and hence, our definition of R0sys ) disregard the possibility of staff members

infecting (or becoming infected by) customers and/or one another. While our model can be modified in a straightforward fashion to capture infections between staff and customers in a “naive” sense, modeling the number of infectious
staff members at any given time will present its own challenges. In practice, whenever a staff member is infectious, it
is likely that one or more of their colleagues are also (or will soon become) infectious, since staff spend a lot of time
with each other in the service facility. Additionally, staff who are suspected of be infected are often encouraged to
stay home from work; thus, it may be prudent to include a modeling feature that allows for the occasional removal
of staff members. These considerations are beyond our scope, but may provide fruitful avenues for future work.
5

We note that one important difference between the original R0 metric and R0sys is that the former measures trans-

mission risk in a closed-loop system (i.e., a high R0 value leads to what is initially an exponential growth in the
spread of the disease); R0sys exists within an open-loop system, i.e., we treat the service facility as a small part of the
community, where an increase in infection at the facility is unlikely to cause a significant feedback in terms of an
increase in infectious arrivals at the facility; i.e., we treat the probability of a customer being infectious as exogenous.
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The R0sys metric allows for the derivation of other metrics of interest. For example, if we assume
that customers arrive with rate λ and are infectious with some small probability p, then the rate
of new infections at a given service facility can be approximated by λpR0sys , so long as p is small.
Similarly, the mean fraction of customers that are infected can be approximated by pR0sys .
3.2

Model Implications: Comparing the R0sys and E[N (N − 1)] metrics

Perlman and Yechiali (2020) propose E[N (N − 1)] (where N is the number of customers in the
system) as a measure of public health risk in a queueing model of a grocery store. This metric
gives the time average number of pairs of customers in the system. Each pair represents a possible
transmission, as one customer in the pair may be infectious and the other susceptible. While
this metric represents a reasonable candidate for studying public health risks due to congestion
in queueing systems (especially, as existing methods exist for its computation across a variety of
system settings), our R0sys metric captures certain features of disease transmission (and therefore
distinguish between varying levels of risk) in ways that the E[N (N − 1)] metric does not. In
particular, there exist systems with identical E[N (N − 1)] values but considerably different R0sys
values, which makes E[N (N − 1)] unable to assess the efficacy of some interventions.
The following example, although artificial, illustrates the primary shortcoming of the E[N (N −
1)] metric, which is that it does not account for transmission times and thresholds. Consider
a Dm /Dm /1 system with deterministic arrival and service processes where m customers arrive
simultaneously every 1/λ time units (i.e., exactly at times t = 0, 1/λ, 2/λ, . . .), and a server serves
the m customers as a batch after they have been in the system for 1/µ time units (where µ > λ in
order to ensure system stability), so that the number of customers in the system at time t is given
by N (t) = m during time intervals (0, 1/µ), (1/λ, 1/λ + 1/µ), (2/λ, 2/λ + 1/µ), etc., and N (t) = 0
during the time intervals (1/µ, 1/λ), (1/λ + 1/µ, 2λ), (2/λ + 1/µ + 3/λ), etc. It is straightforward
to obtain E[N (N − 1)] = λm(m − 1)/µ for this system.
Meanwhile, we can compute R0sys as follows: if we assume that one arrival is infectious, while
others are susceptible, then the infectious arrival’s sojourn will coincide with the m − 1 other
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customers who arrived (and will depart) with that customer. Their sojourn will not overlap with
that of any other customers. Hence, by the linearity of expectation, the infectious customer will
infect R0sys = (m − 1)P(θ ≥ 1/µ) other customers on average. Now assume that each arrival is
infectious, independent of all others, with some probability p  1/m, allowing us to safely ignore
the possibility of there ever being more than one infectious arrival in the system. Then, since this
system features an infectious customer arrival rate of pmλ, the rate at which customers become
infected (under our transmission assumptions) is
pmλR0sys = pλm(m − 1)P(θ ≥ 1/µ) = pµP(θ ≥ 1/µ)E[N (N − 1)].
Hence, under our transmission assumptions, within this context, E[N (N − 1)] is an appropriate
choice for evaluating the efficacy of various interventions if and only if pµP(θ ≥ 1/µ) remains (at
least nearly) unchanged as a result of these interventions. If we further assume that θ ∼ Exp(α),

the aforementioned quantity becomes pµ 1 − e−α/µ . Presumably, most operational interventions
will leave p and α unchanged, and moreover pµ(1 − e−α/µ ) ≈ pα when α  µ. So, in a regime
where transmission takes a very long time on average relative to the service rate, E[N (N − 1)]
can even be used to assess interventions that change µ (so long as it is kept in this regime).
But, when α/µ is not negligibly small, then interventions that change µ may not be adequately
assessed by the E[N (N − 1)] metric. For example, an intervention which leads to both doubling λ
and µ, which leaves E[N (N − 1)] unchanged, can actually have a significant effect on reducing
transmissions, as individual customers cut their exposure times in half.
In fact under the exponential dose response model (i.e., when θ ∼ Exp(α)), what the E[N (N − 1)]
metric captures is a measure of risk that measures the number of times infection events would
have occurred under the assumption that a customer who has already become infected can become
infected again (during the same sojourn in the service facility). This type of framework would
suggest that spending 100 time units with one infected individual is 100 times worse (in terms of
some expected healthcare risk) than spending 1 unit of time with the same individual. Note however
that the likelihood of becoming infected more than once in this hypothetical sense is equal to the
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likelihood of experiencing two arrivals in a Poisson process with rate α in an interval of length 1/µ
which is o(α/µ), and hence, negligible when α  µ, which explains why an E[N (N − 1)]-driven
analysis agrees with our R0sys -driven analysis in this regime.
While we have focused on an artificial model in our discussion, it is important to note that the
differences between the E[N (N − 1)] and R0sys metrics persist across a variety of settings (although
their quantitative relationships can be setting-dependent). We will discuss one other crucial difference between these metrics later in the paper: due to its abstraction of transmission dynamics,
the E[N (N − 1)] can exhibit insensitivity to scheduling policies in the presence of exponentially
distributed service requirements, making it unsuitable for assessing scheduling-based interventions
(see Section 5.2).

4

Analytic Methodology and Worked Examples

We find R0sys using a mix of transient and steady-state queueing analysis that tracks what happens
during the sojourn of an infectious customer under the assumption that all other customers in the
system during this sojourn are susceptible, and once a susceptible customer becomes infected they
do not become infectious during their sojourn. Throughout this paper, we assume that customers
arrive to an ergodic queueing system according to a Poisson process. We further make the natural assumption that infectious customers are functionally indistinguishable from their susceptible
counterparts (e.g., their services times and the rules by which they are scheduled do not depend
on their infectious/susceptible status).6
An infectious customer (henceforth, IC) arrives while seeing a system state s ∈ S, where S
represents a countable state space. Let n(s) be the number of other customers in the system when
the IC arrives; for simple systems, such as M/M/1, naturally the state represents the number of
6

Formally, if we index successive arrivals by natural numbers, then this assumption means that the random sequence

of arrival-departure time pairs {(Ai , Di )}i∈N is independent of the sequence {I{arrival i is infectious}i∈N , where Ai
and Di are the arrival and departure times of customer i and I{·} denotes the indicator function. This assumption
holds for arbitrary probabilistic structures on these sequences, so long as they are independent of one another.
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customers in the system, i.e., s = n(s) for all s ∈ S. Furthermore, let π(s) be the limiting probability
that the system is in state s under steady state. By the PASTA property (Harchol-Balter 2013,
Chapter 13.3), with probability π(s) the IC finds the system in state s and sees n(s) other customers
in the system upon its arrival. We index the n(s) customers by i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n(s)} according to some
convenient indexing scheme (e.g., we could let customer i be the i-th to arrive among these n(s)
(s)

customers). Now denote by Wi
(s)

is, Wi

the sojourn time overlap between the IC and customer i. That

= min(di , d) − a, where di is the departure time of customer i, and a and d are the arrival
(s)

and departure times of the IC, respectively. Customer i becomes infected if and only if Wi

> θi ,

where θi is the random threshold such that the IC infects customer i if and only if their sojourns
overlap for at least this duration of time; transmission thresholds θ1 , θ2 , . . . , θn(s) are assumed to be
independent and identically distributed (for a discussion of what can be viewed as a relaxation of
this assumption, see Section 6.1). We write θ to denote an arbitrary random variable drawn from
the same distribution as θi (for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n(s)}); we assume that θ is independent of all other
random variables of interest. The following key result allows for the computation of R0sys :
Proposition 1 The expected number of customers that an infectious customer will infect (assuming all other customers are susceptible) is given by
R0sys

=2

X

n(s) 

X
(s)
π(s)
P Wi ≥ θ ,

s∈S

(1)

i=1

where transmission threshold θ can be any generally distributed threshold time.
Proof of Proposition 1

Given that the IC arrives to a system seeing state s, we find the expected

number of customers who will become infected by the IC among those present in the system upon
(s)

the IC’s arrival. In our model, the IC infects customer i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n(s)}) if and only if Wi

≥ θi .

Hence, it follows from the linearity of expectation that the expected number of customers that IC
will infect among the n(s) customers follows:
" n(s)
# n(s)
n(s) 
o
oi X

X n (s)
X h n (s)
(s)
E
I Wi ≥ θi =
E I Wi ≥ θ i =
P Wi ≥ θ i .
i=1

i=1

i=1
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Next, we assume that the system is in steady state (rather than assuming it is in a given state s).
We then condition on the state s ∈ S observed by the IC upon their arrival, which allows us to
deduce that the expected number of (pre-existing) customers that will be infected by the IC is
X

n(s) 

X
(s)
π(s)
P Wi ≥ θ .

s∈S

(2)

i=1

We prove Eq. 1 by arguing that R0sys is precisely equal to twice the quantity given above in Display (2) by way of a symmetry argument, where we show that the distribution of the number of
customers that the IC infects among those who arrived to the system before the IC is equal to (but
not necessarily independent of) to the distribution of customers that the IC infects among those
who arrived to the system after the IC. For further details, see Appendix A.



Proposition 1 allows us to obtain R0sys exactly whenever we can compute the cumulative distri(s)

bution function (CDF) of Wi

and π(s) exactly for all s ∈ S and i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n(s)}, although we

may not be able to obtain a closed-form expression for R0sys when the state space S is infinite. As it
turns out, for the exponential dose response model where transmission thresholds are exponentially
distributed (i.e., θ ∼ Exp(α) for some transmission rate α), we can obtain closed-form expressions
(s)

for R0sys for the M/M/1 and M/M/c models based on the Laplace transforms of the Wi

random

variables.
Corollary 1 As long as transmission thresholds θ ∼ Exp(α), then
R0sys

=2

X

π(s)

n(s) 
X

fi(s) (αi )
1−W

i=1

s∈S



= 2 E[N ] −

X
s∈S

π(s)

n(s)
X

!
fi(s) (αi )
W

,

(3)

i=1

fi(s) is the Laplace transform of Wi(s) and E[N ] is the time-average number of customers in
where W
the system (i.e., E[N ] =
Proof of Corollary 1

P
s∈S

n(s)π(s)).

Eq. 3 follows directly from Eq. 1 noting that (i) for any random variable X

e exists and any random variable θ ∼ Exp(α) independent of X, we
for which a Laplace transform X
P
e
have P(X < θ) = X(α)
(see exercise 25.7 of Harchol-Balter 2013) and (ii) E[N ] = s∈S n(s)π(s).
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4.1

Finding R0sys for the M/M/1 model

We now turn to using Eq. 3 from Corollary 1 in order to derive R0sys for the classic M/M/1 firstcome-first-serve (FCFS) queueing systems where customers arrive with rate λ and are served with
rate µ and the system load ρ ≡ λ/µ. The M/M/1 system is a special case of the M/M/c system
(which we will analyze later), but we examine this special case separately for illustrative purposes.
We introduce the normalized transmission rate η ≡ α/µ, where 1/η corresponds to the average
number of service durations that an infectious customer’s sojourn will need to overlap with that of
a susceptible customer before the former infects the latter. We denote each state by s, the number
of customers in the system (i.e., n(s) = s) and index customers in arrival order (e.g., s = 3 denotes
that customer 1 is in service and customers 2 and 3 are waiting); the state space is S = {0, 1, 2, . . .}.
Proposition 2 In an M/M/1/FCFS system with load ρ ≡ λ/µ, transmission threshold θ ∼ Exp(α),
(s)

and normalized transmission rate η ≡ α/µ, we have Wi

fi(s) (α) = 1/(η + 1)i
∼ Erlang(i, µ) and W

for all s ∈ S and i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s}, while
R0sys



ρ
=2
1−ρ




η
,
η+1−ρ

which is convex increasing in λ, convex decreasing in µ, and concave increasing in α; the same
properties also apply to λR0sys .
Proof of Proposition 2.

This result is derived by combining traditional M/M/1 analysis
(s)

(s)

together with an examination of Wi . Since the service policy is FCFS, Wi

denotes the remain-

ing sojourn time of customer i given that there are s customers in the system when the infected
(s)

customer arrives, and so, Wi

∼ Erlang(i, µ) for all i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s}. Hence, recalling that η ≡ α/µ
i 
i

µ
1
fi(s) (α) =
W
=
,
α+µ
1+η

which together with the fact that π(s) = (1 − ρ)ρs and E[N ] = ρ/(1 − ρ) in an M/M/1 system, let
us use Eq. (3) to prove the claim as follows:
R0sys = 2
=2

i !
∞
s 
X
X
ρ
1
− (1 − ρ)
ρs
1−ρ
η+1
s=0
i=1

X


s !



∞
1−ρ
1
ρ
η
ρ
s
−
ρ 1−
=2
.
1−ρ
η
1+η
1−ρ
η+1−ρ
s=0
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The claims that R0sys and λR0sys are convex increasing, convex decreasing, and concave increasing in
λ, µ, and α, respectively, can be verified in a straightforward manner by taking first and second
derivatives.

4.2



Finding R0sys for the M/M/c model

We now turn our attention to the M/M/c system. We again denote the system load by ρ, although
crucially, we now have ρ ≡ λ/(cµ) as we are considering a c-server system. Furthermore, we again
denote each state by s, the number of customers in the system (i.e., n(s) = s) and index customers
in arrival order (e.g., in an M/M/2 system s = 3 denotes that two customers are in service and one
is waiting in the queue, while in an M/M/4 system s = 3 denotes that three customers are in service
and one server is free); the state space is S = {0, 1, 2, . . .}. Unlike the M/M/1 system, customers
in the first-come-first-serve M/M/c system do not necessarily depart in the order in which they
arrive (FCFS only guarantees that customers enter service in the order in which they arrive). As
a result, we must consider three types of “pairs” that can be formed by the IC and a susceptible
customer in position i, based on the current system state:
1. The case where 1 ≤ s < c, i.e., when the IC finds at least one server serving a susceptible
customer (customer i) and at least one free server, allowing the IC to immediately enter service,
2. The case where i ≤ c ≤ s, i.e., when the IC finds all servers busy and joins the queue and we
consider the overlap of its sojourn with that of a susceptible customer (customer i) in service, and
3. The case where c < i ≤ s, i.e., when we have a situation like that in the previous case except
for the fact that the susceptible customer (customer i) is now in the queue.
(s)

Careful analysis yields the Wi

distributions, which can then be used in conjunction with stan-

dard M/M/c analysis to obtain a closed-form expression for R0sys in terms of the Erlang-C formula, C(c, ρ), as presented in the following proposition:
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Proposition 3 Consider an M/M/c/F CF S system with load ρ ≡ λ/(cµ), transmission threshold θ ∼ Exp(α), and normalized transmission rate η ≡ α/µ. In such a system, the sojourn time
overlap between the IC and customer i has the following Laplace transform:





2/(η + 2)



!

s−c+1





1
c−1
(s)
+η+2
η
fi (α) =
W
η+c
η 2 + 3η + 2




!


i−c
s−i+1




c
−
1
1
c


η
+η+2

 η+c
η+c
η 2 + 3η + 2

1≤s<c
i≤c≤s ,
c<i≤s

for all s ∈ S and i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s}, while

R0sys


=2






ρ
1
2cρ − cη
C(c, ρ) + cρ −
C(c, ρ)
+ 2cρ
,
1−ρ
η+2
η + c − cρ

c−1
s
X
(cρ)
(cρ)c
(cρ)c
where C(c, ρ) ≡
+
(1 − ρ)c! s=0 s!
(1 − ρ)c!

Proof of Proposition 3.

!−1
denotes the Erlang-C formula.

It is known that for an M/M/c system


c!(1 − ρ)


C(c, ρ)

c−s
s!(cρ)
π(s) =


1−ρ


C(c, ρ)
ρc−s

0≤s≤c
s > c,

ρ
C(c, ρ) + cρ (Harchol-Balter 2013, chapter 14). These two facts, together with the
1−ρ
fi(s) (α) and Eq. (3), yield
claimed values of W
and E[N ] =

R0sys = 2 E[N ] −
= 2 E[N ] −

∞
X
s=0
c
X
s=0


=2



π(s)
π(s)

s
X
i=1
s
X
i=1

!
fi(s) (α)
W
∞
X

fi(s) (α) −
W

π(s)

s=c+1



c
X

fi(s) (α) +
W

i=1



ρ
1
2cρ − cη
C(c, ρ) + cρ −
C(c, ρ)
1−ρ
η+2
η + c − cρ

s
X

!!
fi(s) (α)
W

i=c+1




+ 2cρ
,

fi(s) (α) is as claimed; we defer the proof of this claim to
as claimed. It remains only to prove that W
Appendix B.
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Interventions

In this section we consider three interventions aimed at reducing transmission risk in service
facilities during a pandemic. They include limiting occupancy (section 5.1), prioritizing high-risk
customers (section 5.2), and increasing service rates (Section 5.3). These are some of the common
recommendations by local governments and commonly practiced interventions by the service facilities during the COVID-19 pandemic. Our purpose in this section is to illustrate how the modeling
paradigm laid out and elaborated upon in the previous two sections can help inform real-world
decision making. While we share and comment upon insights that these illustrations reveal, the
primary purpose of this section is not these insights in and of themselves, but rather an illustration
of the type of insights that the paradigm presented in this paper can uncover, and more generally
the type of questions it can help answer. While in principle the interventions discussed here can
be combined (i.e., implemented simultaneously), in the interest of brevity, we restrict attention to
implementing these interventions one at a time.
5.1

Intervention 1: Limited Occupancy

Limiting the number of customers in business establishments was one of the highly practiced interventions during the COVID-19 epidemic, especially in grocery retailers (Shumsky and Debo 2020).
For example, the New York State Department of Health guidance advises grocery retailers to limit
their store occupancy, at any given time, to 50% of their maximum capacity, inclusive of employees (NYS Department of Health 2020). Meanwhile, the United Food and Commercial Workers
International Union made a recommendation to the Center for Disease Control and Prevention
(CDC) to mandate grocery and drug stores to limit occupancy to 20%–30% of their maximum
capacity (Redman 2020).
Therefore, our first intervention focuses on limiting the occupancy of the service facility. We study
this intervention by modeling the service facility as an M/M/c/k system (a multi-server system
with finite buffer), for all integer values the maximum system occupancy k ≥ c; hence, the maximum
queue length is K = k − c. The analysis of R0sys for this model follows from a straightforward
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adaptation of the analysis presented in Sections 4.1 and 4.2, as the sojourn time overlap random
(s)

variables Wi

follow the same distributions as those followed by the analogous random variables in

the M/M/c model (and they also agree with those that we found for the M/M/1 model when c = 1,
(s)

i.e., Wi

∼ Erlang(i, µ)). In this setting, for any given maximum system occupancy k, we can

evaluate R0sys in a closed form involving sums of finitely many terms.
Proposition 4 In an M/M/c/k/FCFS system with load ρ ≡ λ/(cµ) < 1 and transmission threshold θ ∼ Exp(α),
R0sys

=2

c
X

π(s)

s=0

s
X

fi(s) (α) +
W

i=1

k−1
X
s=c+1

π(s)

c
X

fi(s) (α) +
W

i=1

s
X

!!
fi(s) (α)
W

,

(4)

i=c+1

where


−1

(cρ)s Pc (cρ)s cc Pk

s

+
ρ

s=0
s!
s!
c! s=c+1
π(s) =
−1



cc ρs Pc (cρ)s cc Pk

s

+
ρ
s=0
c!
s!
c! s=c+1

0≤s≤c
,

(5)

c<s≤k

fi(s) (α) is as given in Proposition 3.
and W
Proof of Proposition 4.

The buffer size does not affect the distribution of the sojourn time

fi(s) (α) remains the same as in the case of Proposition 3.
overlap under the FCFS policy. Therefore, W
Also, the steady-state probability distribution of an M/M/c/k system is known to follow Eq. (5)
(Shortle et al. 2018, Chapter 3). Using these in Eq. (3) we can establish the claimed result.



After the imposition of occupancy limitations, some services including retailers were concerned
about the impact of this mandate on their foot traffic and revenue (Pacheco 2020). Occupancy
limitations have public health benefits and curb the spread of virus, but come at the cost of lost
customers for some service facilities. As an example of how our methodology can highlight this
trade-off, Fig. 1 shows the trade-off between R0sys and the loss probability as the occupancy limit
changes. The left figure shows three trade-off curves for various mean transmission thresholds 1/α,
whereas the right figure shows three trade-off curves for various system loads ρ. Clearly, limiting
the number of customers comes at the cost of turning away more customers. We see that more strict
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The R0sys versus loss probability trade-off as the buffer size K = k − c changes. Left figure: λ = 5 arrivals
per minute, c = 2, and ρ = 0.8. Right figure: λ = 5 arrivals per minute, c = 2, and 1/α = 30 minutes. The
square marks on the vertical axis correspond to the case where K = ∞ (i.e., the M/M/c) system.

occupancy limits result in a larger reduction in R0sys for shorter mean transmission thresholds 1/α
(left figure) and for higher system loads ρ (right figure).
We also observe that imposing a reasonable occupancy limit could reduce R0sys substantially at
a small loss, compared to the infinite-buffer (M/M/c) system. For example, we can see that for
system load ρ = 0.9 (right figure) as the occupancy limit is set at k = 12 (i.e., K = 10), R0sys drops
by almost 66% (from R0sys = 1.5130 to R0sys = 0.5104) while the loss probability rises by less than 5%.
As the occupancy limit decreases, the reduction in R0sys comes at a much higher loss.
5.2

Intervention 2: Protecting High-Risk Customers

Different individuals face different likelihoods of severe detrimental outcomes (e.g., serious illness,
hospitalization, or death) once they become infected. For example, older individuals and those with
specific comorbidities such as hypertension or diabetes face much greater morbidity rates from
COVID-19 (Paudel 2020, Sanyaolu et al. 2020, Zhou et al. 2020). To this end, another intervention
practiced during the COVID-19 pandemic by various service facilities including retailers, such as
Walmart and Whole Foods, was to provide priority service for high-risk customers (Landry 2020,
Thakker 2020). Firms devised different strategies for this purpose. Examples from grocery retailers
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include reserving the first shopping hour for high-risk customers and prioritizing their curbside
pickup orders (Amazon Staff 2020).
Accordingly, we discuss interventions that aim to reduce the risk of infection for the high-risk
population of customers. We formally consider two types of customers (high- and low-risk) arriving
to the service facility. We then measure the risk posed to each group under various system designs
by introducing (and calculating) type-specific analogues of R0sys : specifically, we let R0H (respectively, R0L ) denote the expected number of high-risk (respectively low-risk) customers that an infectious customer will infect during their sojourn in the service facility. It follows that R0sys = R0H +R0L .
We find these new risk measures in an M/M/1 system under two separate interventions. First,
we consider an intervention where the service facility serves high-risk customers with preemptive
priority over their low-risk counterparts (Section 5.2.1).7 Next, we compare the previous approach
to an idealized benchmark where the service facility is able to completely isolate high- and low-risk
customers from one another, by giving each their own designated window in which to visit the
facility (Section 5.2.2).
5.2.1

Preemptive Priority for High-risk Customers. We consider an M/M/1 system

with arrival, service, and transmission rates λ, µ, and α, respectively, where each arrival is of type-H
(high-risk) or of type-L (low-risk). An arrival is of type T ∈ {H, L} with probability qT (independent
of all arrival times, service requirements, and transmission thresholds)8 , so that qH + qL = 1.
For convenience, we let λT ≡ qT λ be the arrival rate of type-T customers and ρT ≡ λT /µ be the
contribution of such customers to the system load. Note that it follows from the Poisson splitting
property that type-T customers arrive according to a Poisson process with rate λT (Harchol-Balter
2013, Chapter 11.7).
7

We opt for preemptive (rather than non-preemptive) priority in the interest of simplicity. Relatively straightforward

(if cumbersome) modifications will allow for extending our analysis to non-preemptive priority scheduling.
8

For simplicity, we assume that high-risk customers are more likely to suffer adverse effects once infected, but they

are otherwise identical to their low-priority counterparts, i.e., they are not more (or less) likely to contract an infection
(over a fixed duration of time), nor are they more (or less) likely to be infectious when they arrive.
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We proceed to analyze this system under an intervention where type-H customers are given preemptive priority over their type-L counterparts (within each type, customers are scheduled FCFS).
Specifically, we seek to find R0sys (defined as before), along with R0T —the expected number of type-T
customers that an arbitrary IC (i.e., an infectious customer who is of type-H with probability qH
and of type-L otherwise) will infect, assuming that all other customers are susceptible.
In order to compute the values of interest, we introduce some useful auxiliary notation: for any
B

A

types T1 , T2 ∈ {H, L} let R0T1 →T2 (respectively, R0T1 →T2 ) denote the expected number of type-T2
customers that a type-T1 IC will infect during their sojourn in the facility from among those typeT2 customers who arrived to the system before (respectively, after ) the IC arrived to the system
(under the usual assumption that all customers other than the IC are susceptible). Leveraging our
new metrics (and notation), we have the following result:
Proposition 5 In the M/M/1 system with preemptive priorities described above, we have
  B

 B

B
B
R0sys = 2 qH R0H→H + R0H→L + qL R0L→H + R0L→L



B
A
η
ρH
H
+ qL (R0L→H + R0L→H )
R0 = 2qH
1 − ρH
η + 1 − ρH
R0L = R0sys − R0H ,
B

B

B

(6)
(7)
(8)

B

A

where expressions for R0H→H , R0H→L , R0L→H , R0L→L , and R0L→H together with their derivations are given
(in terms of the limiting probability distribution of the M/M/1 system with two priority classes) in
Appendix C.
Proof of Proposition 5

The first equation follows from the symmetry argument that for the

whole system, the expected number of susceptible customers (SCs) that the IC infects among those
who arrive before and after the IC are the same. Conditioning on the type of IC, either high-risk
or low-risk SCs who were present in the system when the IC arrives will possibly be infected which
yields Eq. 6. Next, we obtain the second equation by conditioning on the type of the IC. If the
IC is high-risk, then applying Proposition 2 with the load ρH gives the first half of the equation.
B

A

Otherwise, the IC will be low-risk and infect R0L→H + R0L→H high-risk SCs on average. Finally, the
last equation follows from the fact that R0sys = R0H + R0L .
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5.2.2

Designated Time Windows for High-Risk Customers. We now consider an

alternative intervention (once again) designed to protect high-risk customers: type-H and type-L
customers have their own pre-designated time windows for visiting (and being served in) the service
facility; customers of each type are served in FCFS order during their type’s window (and neither
admitted nor served outside of that window). We make two idealistic assumptions about this intervention: (i) we have complete compliance, that is customers only arrive during their own designated
time windows and no potential arrivals are lost (i.e., all customers can adapt their schedules as
necessary to visit the service facility at the same rate during the windows designated for their
type); (ii) the time windows are sufficiently long so that we can treat each customer as seeing the
system in steady-state (i.e., a steady-state specific to their type/window) upon their arrival; among
other things, this implies that we ignore the effects of the boundaries between the time windows.
We further assume that the arrival processes remain Poisson (within each given window). While
these assumptions are not very realistic, they represent an ideal case where intervention works as
intended. In any case, this intervention represents a potentially useful baseline for comparing with
the efficacy of the alternative intervention discussed in Section 5.2.1 (prioritization).
This intervention requires one to set a decision variable f , which denotes the fraction of time that
the system is open to (i.e., will receive arrivals of and serve) type-H customers; the remaining 1 − f
fraction of time, the system will be open to type-L customers instead. Therefore, during each
time window for a given customer type, that type’s arrival rate will scale up, i.e., type-H and L
win.
customers arrive at rates λwin.
= (1/(1 − f ))λL during their respective windows;
H = (1/f )λH and λL
win.
we assume that f is chosen so as to guarantee system stability (i.e., λwin.
< (1 − f )µ).
H < f µ and λL

Based on our idealistic assumptions, we can otherwise treat type-T customers as having their own
win.
type-specific M/M/1 system with load ρwin.
T ≡ λT /µ. Once we observe that an IC can only infect

customers of their own type in this setting, applying Proposition 2 yields the following:
R0T


= 2qT

ρwin.
T
1 − ρwin.
T



η
η + 1 − ρwin.
T


,

T ∈ {H, L}.
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Figure 3

The trade-off between R0H and R0L of designated time windows as f varies (f ∈ [15/34, 19/34]) in
an M/M/1 system with λH = λL = 1.5, µ = 4, and α = 0.5.

As an example of how our methodology can allow for a comparison of interventions aiming at
protecting high-risk customers, Fig. 3 shows the trade-off between R0H and R0L as we vary the f
parameter for the dedicated time window intervention; also shown in Fig. 3 are the R0H and R0L
values associated with the prioritization of high-risk customers. Note that since the overall arrival
rate λ is constant across these interventions, the R0H and R0L metrics are proportional to the rate
at which high- and low-risk customers become infected, respectively (assuming a low background
infection rate, p).
In this setting, the ordinary (no-intervention) FCFS scheduling policy obtains the same infections
risks as setting f = 1/2, which is the value of f that minimizes R0sys = R0H + R0L under the designated
time window intervention. Since we have chosen a setting where high- and low-risk customers are
equally numerous for illustrative purposes,9 giving one group a greater share of access to the service
facility will lead to an overall increase in infections. That is, each high-risk customer that is saved
from infection by increasing f above 1/2 comes at the cost of more than one low-risk customer
being infected, in expectation.
9

Other parameter choices, including making high-risk customers substantially rarer than their low-risk counterparts,

yield qualitative similar plots.
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Remarkably, under the other intervention (where we let both types of customers access the
service facility at any time while prioritizing high-risk customers), we can earn a “free lunch”:
(R0H , R0L ) = (0.561, 1.221), and this point falls “below” the “Pareto risk frontier” associated with the
designated time window intervention. Moreover, R0sys = R0H + R0L = 1.782 under this intervention,
as opposed to R0sys = 2 under FCFS. This suggests that prioritizing high-risk customers helps both
those customers and the overall system. That is, each high-risk customer that is saved from infection
due to prioritization comes at an expected cost of less than one additional infection among low-risk
customers. This result is driven by the exponential dose-response model as transmission thresholds
are memoryless: under this model, even when all customers are of the same risk-level, it is actually
preferable to serve newly arriving customers ahead of those who have already been waiting in the
system, as the latter may have already been infected. As discussed earlier, there are other doseresponse models, so we caution that in systems where one of these models turns out to be more
appropriate than the exponential dose-response model, the benefits to prioritization over other
interventions may be somewhat diminished.

5.3

Intervention 3: Increasing the Service Rate

It is well documented that the duration of time that customers spend inside service facilitates
increases the infection risk significantly (Rea et al. 2007). It is advised that people who live in areas
with high rates of COVID-19 (and its new strains) should limit their time inside stores to no more
than 15 minutes (Jackson and Breen 2021). Though mandating customers to keep their time inside
service facilitates short is difficult to implement, the recommendations and signals from healthcare
organizations and service managers could impact customers’ behavior. Empirical evidence (from
previous epidemics as well as the COVID-19 pandemic) suggests that customers shop more quickly
and are more reluctant to socialize inside grocery stores during an epidemic (Dawson et al. 1990,
Szymkowiak et al. 2020, Wang et al. 2020). Managing the activities to speed up the service, like
setting up self-checkout machines and appropriate staffing, can also shorten the sojourn time.
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M/M/1/FCFS system with service rate increase when λ = 0.95, µ = 1, and θ ∼ Exp(1)

We capture these in the final intervention that we consider by increasing an M/M/1 system’s
service rate µ. While this may be accomplished by simply having staff work faster, in a retail store
setting one can also limit the number of items a customer could buy, which reduces the amount
of time each customer spends in the system, effectively increasing µ. The left plot in Fig. 4 shows
that λR0sys (which is proportional to the rate of infections) decreases rapidly as the service rate µ
increases by a factor of k. However, if customers are able to procure fewer goods with each visit
to the facility, one would anticipate that they would shop more frequently and the arrival rate λ
would also increase in response. Therefore, in the right plot of Fig. 4, we calculate the maximum
factor k max that λ could possibly increase by in order to maintain the same risk level (i.e. λR0sys )
of the system as the original scenario where the service rate µ = 1. Hence, the region below the
blue curve in the plot shows the feasible scaling factors of λ and µ such that the risk (λR0sys ) can
be reduced. The effect of the decreased maximum λ scale-up (i.e., the gap between the 45-degree
line and the blue curve) will become more pronounced when the transmission rate α is larger.
We note that plots such as the one depicted on the right in Fig. 4 also facilitate the study of
the impact of a “reverse” of the phenomena discussed above. Customers may be discouraged from
shopping regularly, therefore reducing the arrival rate λ, which causes them to actually spend
longer periods of time in the service facility, thereby also reducing the service rate µ (i.e., they
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need to procure more goods in each visit). Based on the scaling of each factor, one can examine if
this collective behavioral shift increases or decreases in the risk of infection at the service facility.

6

Model Modifications and Concluding Remarks

Our modelling framework for measuring the risk of infection in small-scale settings in the presence of stochastic arrivals and departures can be modified in various ways to capture some more
nuanced features of disease transmission. In this section, we discuss how our novel R0sys measure
can be modified to capture these features, such as heterogeneity in individuals infectiousness and
susceptibility and the impact of spatial dynamics on transmissions. We then proceed to present
our concluding remarks.
6.1

Heterogeneity in Infectiousness and Susceptibility

In reality individuals exhibit different levels of infectiousness and susceptibility (Gomes et al. 2020).
While individual heterogeneity may be due to differences in human bodies, it can also be a result
of behavioral interventions. For example, research has provided ample evidence that when an
infectious individual wears a mask properly, the risk that they transmit a SARS-CoV-2 infection to
others (over a short time duration) is significantly reduced (Lai et al. 2012, Bundgaard et al. 2020,
Ngonghala et al. 2020); on the other end, evidence also suggests that susceptible individuals are less
vulnerable to becoming infected when they wear masks properly (Wu et al. 2004). Other behaviors
can also affect transmission rates, e.g., infectious individuals expel more aerosols the louder they
talk (Tang et al. 2013, Buonanno et al. 2020). Perhaps the starkest form of heterogeneity comes
from the varying levels of immunity present in the population: recently infected and vaccinated
individuals are far less likely to become infected than individuals who have no immunity (Polack
et al. 2020, Harvey et al. 2021).
While modeling the transmission threshold θ following an exponential distribution for each pair
of infectious-susceptible customer may be seen as accounting for this variability, one could argue
that the exponential distribution captures idiosyncratic, rather than systematic, variation introduced by heterogeneity. We would naturally anticipate markedly different transmission dynamics in
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environments where roughly half of the susceptible individuals are vaccinated and half are not, than
one where nearly all susceptible individuals exhibit the same level of immunity (if any). Modifying
the transmission rate α to account for the level of vaccination (or mask usage) in the population
may fail to capture important nuanced transmission dynamics. To this end, we can allow for the
transmission threshold θ for each infectious-susceptible pair to be drawn from a hyperexponential
distribution (i.e., to be drawn from one of several exponential distributions, each with its own
probability). Such hyperexponential dose response models have been proposed in other contexts
(e.g., in models of bio-catalytic reactions) in the literature (Kühl and Jobmann 2006, 2007).
Consider an example where customers wear masks with probability q and the likelihood of
wearing a mask is the same whether one is infected or not. In such a case, we may allow for
four transmission rates αMM , αMU , αUM , and αUU respectively denoting transmission rates from
masked infectious to masked susceptible customers, masked infectious to unmasked susceptible
customers, and so on. Then, for any given infectious-susceptible customer pair, the corresponding
transmission threshold follows a hyperexponential distribution with rates αMM , αMU , αUM , and αUU
with respective probability q 2 , q(1 − q), q(1 − q), and (1 − q)2 . Using hyperexponential transmission
thresholds does not substantially complicate the computation of R0sys . We provide the derivations
of R0sys in this case in Proposition 7 in Appendix D.
This approach could also be taken to account for multiple viral variants, each with their own
transmission rate. However, a better approach might be to model each variant separately (and in
parallel) with their own R0sys value, as we may also be interested in tracking the spread of (and risk
of becoming infected with) each such variant at a service facility separately.
6.2

Multiple Simultaneous Infectors

Our transmission model and our R0sys metric (and metrics derived from it such as pλR0sys ) are
suitable for settings where infection rate is very low, i.e., specifically when at any given time there
is at most one infectious customer in the service facility. We can adapt the transmission model
to accommodate the possibility of multiple simultaneous infectious customers (ICs) by assuming

30

Kang, Doroudi, Delasay, and Wickeham: Transmission Risks In Service Facilities

that the SC becomes sick if their cumulative exposure to infectious customers exceeds a given (e.g.,
exponentially distributed) threshold. Here, by cumulative exposure to ICs we mean the sum of the
SC’s sojourn time overlap with each potential IC.
For example, spending τ units of time in the system while exactly m ICs were also present in the
system contributes mτ to this cumulative exposure. Formally, an SC who arrived to the system

 R
d
at time a and departed at time d becomes infected with probability 1 − exp − a ι(t) dt , where
ι(t) denotes the number of ICs present in the system at time t. We can justify this because an SC
becomes infected as soon as any IC transmits the infection to that SC; so, if the time it takes any
given IC to infect the SC is exponentially distributed (and independent of all other such infection
times), then the time it takes for any one IC to infect the SC is exponentially distributed with a
rate equal to the sum of these rates. This yields the model described above.
This modified model allows one to compute the average rate of infections without having to
rely on the pλR0sys (or λp(1 − p)R0sys ) assumption which suffers when p  0. That said, this model
significantly complicates the analysis of the system, but we conjecture that tractable analytical
results are still obtainable, suggesting a potential avenue for future work.
One limitation of the single-infector assumption, however, may have a simple resolution. In reality, many people enter service facilities in small groups formed of members of the same household.
If one member of such a group is infectious, there is a substantial likelihood that the group consists
of more than one infectious customer. However, such groups often operate as a single customer,
so we can treat the fact that some groups are more likely to transmit infections (due to having
multiple infectious members) as simply an instance of heterogeneity, which we can treat with.
An alternative and more sophisticated (yet technically challenging) method of allowing for multiple simultaneous ICs in our transmission model is to separately track the concentration of viral
particles in the environment (e.g., as a fluid quantity). In such a setting each IC would contribute
to such a concentration at a constant rate (by expelling aerosols while breathing) throughout their
sojourn in the service facility; this concentration would also be subject to exponential decay. An SC
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would then become infected if the cumulative concentration level that are exposed to throughout
their sojourn exceeds a given (e.g., exponentially distributed) threshold. While such an approach is
far beyond the scope of this paper, it is particularly attractive as it allows for the potential for an
IC to indirectly infect an SC when the latter arrives to the service facility shortly after the former
departs (i.e., this approach permits infections even when there is no sojourn time overlap between
the IC and SC).

6.3

Impact of Spatial Positioning on Transmission

While the spatial dynamics of customers and the direction of airflow, etc. are likely to play an
important role in viral transmission, in many circumstances incorporating these dynamics is likely
to require analytic techniques that are beyond the scope of this paper (and would be likely to
hinder tractability) (for example, see the processes in Section 4 of Zhang et al. 2015) and necessitate
factoring in idiosyncrasies of a particular system (see Wallace et al. 2002, for examples).
Nevertheless, physical distancing between customers is one of the most commonly employed
interventions, and we present a generalization of our transmission model that is rich enough to
capture a variety of setting-specific idiosyncrasies. Specifically, we modify our transmission model to
incorporate distances between customers by allowing transmission rates to be distance-dependent.
Most generally, we consider position-dependent transmission rates as follows: we can think of each
customer as occupying a position in space, with customers occasionally moving from one position to
another. For example, in the context of M/M/1/FCFS or M/M/1/k/FCFS systems, these positions
could simply be the queue positions 1, 2, 3, . . ., i.e., a customer is in position m if it will complete
service after the m-th departure. In this setting, a newly arriving customer occupies the lowestnumbered unoccupied position. Whenever the system is nonempty, the customer at position 1 is
in service; when they depart for each m ∈ {1, 2, 3, . . .} the customer in position m (if any) advances
(i.e., moves to) position m − 1. This position model can easily be extended to a variety of other
queueing systems (M/M/c, M/M/c/k) and scheduling disciplines.
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Once we have defined positions, let αm,j denote the rate at which an IC at position m transmits
an infection to a SC at position j. The transmission rates αm,j may depend on a variety of factors
(the physical distance between those positions, the environmental conditions near and between
those positions including the direction and speed of airflow, etc.).
We briefly discuss the generality afforded by position-dependent transmission rates. Naturally,
we may assume that αm,j depends on the distance between positions m and j in physical space,
2

e.g., with the “gravity model” (Jia et al. 2020, Balcan et al. 2009): αm,j = 1/||xm − xj || , where xm
and xj denote the locations of positions m and j in the Euclidean plane, respectively. Note that
in e.g., a “snake queue,” the distance between xm and xj may be non-monotonic in |m − j |; for
example, in Fig. 5, position 1 is 6 feet away from position 8 but 18 feet away from position 4.
However, factors other than distance may impact transmission rates, with Fig. 5 providing such an
example (inspired by a epidemiological case study reported in Lu et al. (2020)): due to airflow, we
would expect α12,6 , α12,2 , and α6,2 to be much larger than all other position-dependent transmission
rates. Note that due to the direction of airflow, we would also expect (significantly) asymmetric
transmission rates (e.g., α12,2  α2,12 ).
A particularly applicable (and fairly general) special case of position-dependent transmission
rates is as follows: we partition the set of possible positions into a set of zones, Z1 , Z2 , . . .. Let Z(m)
denote the zone to which position m belongs. Then, each zone Z could have its own transmission
rate αZ such that αm,j = αZ(m) whenever Z(m) = Z(j) (i.e., positions m and j are in the same zone),
while αm,j = 0, otherwise. For example, we could have a retail store where some people are lined
up outside the store and others are inside the store shopping or checking out. Hence, we have two
zones, and customers can only infect others in the same zone10 . Moreover, we would expect a much
lower transmission rate outdoors than indoors. Of course, we can relax the assumption that αm,j = 0
when Z(m) 6= Z(j), instead opting for “cross-zone transmission rates” αm,j = αZ(m),Z(j) , where
presumably αZ,Z 0 < min(αZ , αZ 0 ) for all pairs of zones Z and Z 0 .
10

We could of course add additional zones for e.g., the produce department, the deli, the bakery, etc.
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A “snake queue” where 12 queue positions are organized in a 3 × 4 rectangular array such that any two
orthogonally adjacent positions are 6 feet apart. Moreover, a strong current of air is flowing through
positions 12, 6, and 2 (in that order).

For further discussion of such transmission models—including the derivation of R0sys for an M/M/1
system under a general position-dependent transmission model (Proposition 8) and a closed-form
result for R0sys in the special case where transmissions can only occur between customers that
are within a fixed number of positions (e.g., distance) from one another (Proposition 9)—see
Appendix E.

6.4

Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we have introduced a modeling framework for studying disease transmission in
service facilities where customer arrivals and departures exhibit idiosyncratic stochastic variability.
In addition to proposing a transmission model (embedded in a queueing-theoretic context) and
measures of disease transmission (e.g., R0sys , λpR0sys , R0H , R0L , etc.) in the context of service facilities,
we have proposed the novel queueing-theoretic notion of sojourn time overlaps as a methodological
tool for deriving our risk measures.
We hope that our modeling framework will provide researchers with ample new research opportunities and some ideas that can help with studying new classes of problems at the intersection
of queueing theory and epidemiology. Specifically, on the theoretical side, we posit sojourn time
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overlaps (as introduced in this paper) merit further study as mathematical objects in their own
right; their study can potentially lead to a greater understanding of the dynamics of a variety of
fundamental queueing models. Interest in this notion has the potential to generate a rich class of
new open problems in queueing. Our preliminary investigations toward deriving the R0sys metric
for more sophisticated (and realistic) queueing networks suggest that the analysis of sojourn time
overlaps in these systems is often nontrivial, yet still tractable.
Meanwhile, given that we have been able to derive a variety of formulas for our transmission risk
measure R0sys in closed form, we anticipate that our modeling framework can be incorporated in
stylized economic models that allow for the extraction of additional managerial insights. Finally,
on the practical side, we are optimistic that the methods presented in this paper can supplement
existing tools (e.g., simulation, spatio-temporal models informed by mobility networks, etc.) in
assisting managers and policymakers alike in making informed decisions when designing and finetuning appropriate interventions for mitigating disease transmission in service facilities.
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Appendix.
A

Details omitted from the proof of Proposition 1

In this section, we provide more formal details for completing the proof of Proposition 1.
For any arbitrary value of t > 0, consider the number of other customers—who must all be
susceptible by assumption—Ov(t) that the IC’s sojourn overlaps with for a nonzero duration of
time that is less than or equal to t. If we further let OvB(t) and OvA(t) be the set of such
customers that arrived before and after the IC, respectively, then Ov(t) = OvB(t) + OvA(t) (since
we are assuming Poisson arrivals, no other customer’s arrival coincided with the instant of the IC’s
arrival with probability 1, so each other customer arrived either before or after the IC). Moreover,
since the system is ergodic (and assumed to be in steady state) and since infectious customers
are functionally indistinguishable from their susceptible counterparts, OvB(t) and OvA(t) are
distributed in the same way (although not necessarily independent); this is because given any pair
of customers, where one is susceptible and the other is infected, it is equally likely that that infected
one arrived before or after the other, and the same is true when conditioning on the pair’s sojourn
time overlap.
With this new notation and the fact that OvA(t) and OvB(t) are distributed in the same way,
we can rewrite R0sys as follows:
R0sys

Z

∞



Z

P(t ≥ θ) dOv(t) = E

=E
0

∞


Z
P(t ≥ θ) d(OvA(t) + OvB(t)) = 2E

0

∞


P(t ≥ θ) dOvB(t) ,

0

where the expectation operators are needed as for any given value of t, the Ov(t), OvA(t), and
OvB(t) are random variables. Now observe that the last equality describes twice the expected
number of customers that the IC will infect among those already present in the system, which is
precisely twice the quantity given in Display (2), completing the proof.
B

(s)

The values of Wi

in the M/M/c Model

In this appendix, we prove that the sojourn time overlap between the IC and customer i is distributed according to


1≤s<c
Exp(2µ)
(s)
Wi ∼ min(Erlang(s − c + 1, (c − 1)µ) + Exp(µ), Exp(µ)) i ≤ c ≤ s ,

Erlang(i − c, cµ) + W (s−(i−c))
c<i≤s
c
where all component distributions above are independent of one other, and (as claimed in Proposition 3) takes the following Laplace Transform:
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2/(η + 2)


!

s−c+1




1
c
−
1

 η
+η+2
fi(s) (α) =
η+c
η 2 + 3η + 2
W
!


i−c

s−i+1




c
c−1
1


η
+
η
+
2
 η+c
η+c
η 2 + 3η + 2

1≤s<c
i≤c≤s

,

c<i≤s

for all s ∈ S and i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , s},
We addresses case 1 (i.e., when 1 ≤ s < c), case 2 (i.e., when i ≤ c ≤ s), and case 3 (i.e., when
c < i ≤ s), separately and sequentially.
Under case 1 (i.e., when 1 ≤ s < c), the IC’s service starts upon arrival, seeing some customer i
who is already in service at that time. Therefore, the IC’s sojourn overlaps with that of customer i
for an amount of time that is whichever is less of the service time of the IC (call this X) or the
(s)

remaining service time of customer i (call this Xi ), i.e., Wi

= min(X, Xi ). Clearly, X ∼ Exp(µ),

but we must also have Xi ∼ Exp(µ), due to the memoryless property of the exponential distri(s)

bution. Moreover, since X and Xi are independent, we must have Wi
fi(s) (α) = 2/(η + 2) as claimed.
and W

= min(X, Xi ) ∼ Exp(2µ)

Under case 2 (i.e., when i ≤ c ≤ s), the IC arrives at position s − c + 1 of the queue (i.e., so
that the IC will enter service at one of the c servers after the system experiences s − c + 1 service
departures), while customer i is already in service. In this case, the IC’s sojourn overlaps with that
of customer i for an amount of time equal to whichever is less of the sojourn time of the IC or the
remaining service time of customer i (call this Xi ; Xi ∼ Exp(µ) as in the previous case). The sojourn
(s)

time of the IC is Y + X (so that Wi

= min (Y + X, Xi )), where Y and X are the durations of time

the IC spends in the queue and in service, respectively. The random variable Y (the distribution
of which depends on s) corresponds to the time it takes for s − c + 1 successive departures (from
any of the c servers), while X ∼ Exp(µ) as in the previous case. Note that the IC is in the queue
during the entire time it takes for these s − c + 1 successive departures (that makes up Y ) to take
place, and hence, all c servers are busy during this time, and so these s − c + 1 successive departures
will each take up an amount of time that is drawn from the Exp(cµ) distribution, and since all
such “inter-departure” times are independent (as service times are independent and exponentially
distributed), we have Y ∼ Erlang(s − c + 1, cµ). Note, however, that Y and Xi are not independent
(while X is independent of both Y and Xi ), because a departure from the system may actually
(s)

be due to customer i being served. We can alternatively view Wi

= min (Y 0 + X, Xi ), where Y 0 ∼

Erlang(s − c + 1, (c − 1)µ) is the time it takes for s − c + 1 successive departures to occur assuming
only c − 1 servers are running (i.e., ignoring the server on which job i is running); in this case Y 0
(s)

and Xi are independent, and we have Wi
claimed.

∼ min(Erlang(s − c + 1, (c − 1)µ) + Exp(µ), Exp(µ)), as
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fi(s) using first-step analysis by observing that Wi(s) is in fact distributed according to
We obtain W
a Coxian phase-type distribution (See Harchol-Balter 2013, Chapter 21.1, for details) with s − c + 2
phases, all but the last of which have a rate of cµ as they correspond to a service at any of the c
servers; at the conclusion of each of these phases the entire process terminates with probability 1/c
(corresponding to customer i’s service, as this would conclude the sojourn overlap) or continue to
the next phase (correspond to a departure due to any customer in service other than customer i, as
this would advance the IC one position in the queue, or bring them into service if they previously
at the head of the queue). The last phase has a rate of 2µ as it corresponds only to the service
of either the IC or server i (either of which would conclude the sojourn overlap). Denote by Um
the remaining duration of such a distribution given that we currently have m phases left to go
after the current phase (assuming the process does not terminate early), so that Um = Xm + (c −
(s)

1)Um−1 /c, for all m ≥ 1 where Um ∼ Exp(cµ), while U0 ∼ Exp(2µ). Clearly, Wi

= Us−c+1 . Using

standard manipulations of Laplace Transforms (See Harchol-Balter 2013, Chapter 25, for details)
and recalling that η ≡ α/µ, we have

em (α) =
U



1
em−1 (α)
1 + (c − 1)U
η+c

e0 (α) = 2µ/(α + 2µ) = 2/(η + 2). Solving this linear recursion (and recalling
for all m ≥ 1, and U
that η ≡ α/µ) yields

m


 
1
c−1
e
+η+1
,
Um (α) = η
η+c
η 2 + 3η + 2
(s)

which coincides with the claimed value of W̃i (α) for case 2, when we set m = s − c + 1, thus
verifying the claim.
Under case 3 (i.e., when c < i ≤ s), the IC arrives at position s − c + 1 of the queue, and finds
customer i in position i − c of the queue. We break up the sojourn time overlap between the IC
and customer i into two parts: the duration of time their sojourns overlap while both the IC and
customer i are present in the queue (call this Q, which depends on i), and the remaining portion of
the sojourn time overlap, which corresponds to the duration of time their sojourns overlaps while
customer i is in service (call this V , and note that the IC may—but need not necessarily be—in
service during some of this time). The first of these durations corresponds to the time it takes for
the system to experience i − c consecutive departures, so Q ∼ Erlang(i − c, cµ). Meanwhile, when
customer i enters service, the IC will be in position s − c + 1 − (i − c) = s − i + 1 of the queue, and
hence, the remaining sojourn time overlap, V , will be the same as the total sojourn time overlap
between a customer who had arrived to position s − i + 1 of the queue (i.e., who had arrived to
a system with s − (i − c) other customers already present in the system), while customer i was
in service (e.g., in position c). That is, V ∼ Wc(s−(i−c)) ; also note that Q and V are independent.

Kang, Doroudi, Delasay, and Wickeham: Transmission Risks In Service Facilities

43

(s)

It follows that in this case Wi = Q + V ∼ Erlang(i − c, cµ) + Wc(s−(i−c)) as claimed. Moreover,
fi(s) (α) = Q(α)
e Ve (α) = (c/(η + c))i−c W
fc(s−(i−c)) (α). Substituting in the expression
it follows that W
fc(s−(i−c)) from case 2 shows that W
fi(s) (α) is also as claimed in case 3.
for W
C

Expressions for the values appearing in Proposition 5

In the setting considered in Proposition 5, let π(h, `) be the limiting probability distribution of the
number of high- and low-risk customers in the system under steady state (see Marks (1973) for
the exact solutions), the expressions for the five terms are given in the following Proposition:
Proposition 6 In the M/M/1 system with preemptive priorities described above, we have



B
ρH
η
R0H→H =
1 − ρH
η + 1 − ρH
h+1 !

∞
∞
`
XX
X
B
1
R0H→L =
π(h, `)
1−
1+η
i=1
h=0 `=1



B
ρH
η
R0L→H =
1 − ρH
η + 1 − ρH
∞
∞
`
XX
X
B
(h,`)
R0L→L =
π(h, `)
P(WL→L(i) ≥ θ)
h=0 `=1
A

R0L→L

=

X

(9)
(10)
(11)
(12)

i=1

π(h, `)A

(13)

(h,`)∈S

where


1
1 − ρH − (1 + η)h (1 − ρH − η (h + η + hη + `η − hρH ))
− (1 + `) 1 −
A=
η(1 − ρ)(1 + η − ρ)(1 + η)h
1+η
(h,`)

and WL→L(i) denotes the length of a busy period started by (h + i)/µ amount of work in an M/M/1
system with arrival rate λH and service rate µ.
Proof of Proposition 6.

Eq. (9) and Eq. (11) follow from Proposition 2 and the observation that

in both cases, we only consider the SCs who are all high-risk customers, so we can treat it as an
M/M/1/FCFS system which only has high-risk customers (load becomes ρH ). We can get Eq. (10)
and Eq. (12) by directly applying Proposition 1, the sojourn time overlap distribution in the case of
(h,`)

Eq. (10) follows Erlang(h + 1, µ) while the sojourn time overlap WL→L(i) in the case of Eq. (12) not
only depends on the present number of customers (both high- and low-risk customers) but also will
(h,`)

be affected by the future arrival of high-risk customers (we defer the derivation of P(WL→L(i) ≥ θ)
A

right after this proof). We finish this proof by finding the expression of R0L→L , when the low-risk IC
arrives. Assuming the system state is (h, `), there will be ` low-risk SCs and h high-risk SCs in the
system, all of whom will leave the system before the IC leaves. Note that more high-risk customers
may arrive before the IC leaves, and they will be served before the IC. Therefore, we define the
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first busy period (with h high-risk SCs) as the time until the first low-risk customer leaves the
system. Each remaining busy period will end when the next low-risk customer leaves the system.
Since only future high-risk SCs will affect the process, we define V (x, y) as the expected number
of arrivals to an M/M/1 system with ρ = ρH in state y during current busy period before the next
service completion of a low-risk customer given the initial state x. V (x, y) can be solved by the
following system:












1
ρH
V (x + 1, y) +
V (x − 1, y), ∀ 1 ≤ x ≤ y
1 + ρH
1 + ρH
ρH
V (1, y) =
V (2, y),
1 + ρH
ρH
1
V (y, y) =
(1 + V (y, y)) +
V (y − 1, y)
1 + ρH
1 + ρH
V (x, y) =

which leads to
V (x, y) =

y
X

j

(ρH ) .

(14)

j=(y+1−x)+

P∞

(h + 1, n)(1 − (1/1 + η)n+1 ) to our risk metP∞
ric while the other ` busy periods will contribute ` n=1 V (1, n)(1 − (1/1 + η)n+1 ), together with

Hence, the first busy period will contribute

n=1 V

Proposition 1 we get
A

R0L→H

=

X
(h,`)∈S

∞
X



1 n+1
)
π(h, `)
[V (h + 1, n) + `V (1, n)] 1 − (
1
+
η
n=1

!
.

(15)

Substituting Eq (14) into Eq. (15) and simplifying the formulas yield the claimed result in Eq. (13).

(h,`)

(h,`)

Next we proceed to derive the expression of P(WL→L(i) ≥ θ). According to the definition of WL→L(i) ,
we have (See chapter 27 of Harchol-Balter 2013, for details on the Laplace transform of the busy
period)
(h,`)
f (h,`) (α + λH − λH B(α))
e
P(WL→L(i) ≥ θ) = 1 − W
L→L(i)

where
f (h,`) (s) = ( µ )h+i ,
W
L→L(i)
µ+s
and
1
e
B(α)
=
2λH
D


λH + µ + α −

q


2
(λH + µ + α) − 4λH µ .

Hyperexponential Transmission Thresholds

When transmission thresholds are hyperexponentially distributed, we have the following decomposition result, in terms of systems with exponentially distributed transmission thresholds.
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Proposition 7 If transmission thresholds are hyperexponentially distributed so that there exists
some set of infectious-susceptible customer pair types J such that θ ∼ Exp(αj ) with probability qj
P
and j∈J qj = 1, then
X
R0sys =
qj R0sys [j],
j∈J

where

R0sys [j]

Proof

is the

R0sys

when θ ∼ Exp(αj ) for all infectious-susceptible customer pairs.

First observe that in this setting we have

 X

 X 

(s)
(s)
fi(s) (αj ) ,
P Wi ≥ θ =
qj P Wi ≥ θ θ ∼ Exp(αj ) =
qj 1 − W
j∈J

j∈J

and so, following Eqs. (1) and (3), the claim follows:
R0sys

=2

X
s∈S

π(s)

n(s)
X
X
i=1

qj

j∈J



fi(s) (αj )
1−W



!
=

X
j∈J

qj

2

X

π(s)

n(s) 
X

s∈S

i=1

fi(s) (αj )
1−W



!
=

X

qj R0sys [j].

j∈J


E

A Supplemental Discussion on the Impact of Spatial Positioning on Transmission

Consider the setting where transmission thresholds are position-dependent as discussed in Section 6.3. In this setting, the following proposition gives R0sys for an M/M/1/FCFS system:
Proposition 8 Consider an M/M/1/FCFS system where transmission rates αm,j depend on positions as described in Section 6.3. Letting ηm,j ≡ αm,j /µ, we have
R0sys

=

 Y
!!
s
i−1 
∞
i−1 
X
Y
X
2ρ
1
1
s
2−
− (1 − ρ)
ρ
−
.
1−ρ
(η
(η
s+1−j,i−j ) + 1
i−j,s+1−j ) + 1
i=1
j=0
s=0
j=0

Proof of Proposition 8.

This proof follows a similar argument to that presented in Proposi-

tion 2. The first crucial difference is that the probability that the IC infects the SC initially at
o
Qi−1 n
1
position i is not 1 − (η +1)−i in this setting, but rather, it is and is given by 1 − j=0 (ηs+1−j,i−j
.
)+1
This is because initially the IC is in position s + 1 while the SC is in position i, then the IC is in
position s while the SC is position i − 1, and so on, until the SC is in position s + 1 − i, while the
IC is in position 1. The IC and SC (that was initially at position i) spend a duration of time that
is distributed Exp(µ) in each of these i positional configuration. Hence, during the IC’s sojourn in
position s + 1 − j, given that the SC did not previously become infected, the IC fails to infect the SC
(who is concurrently in position i − j), with probability µ/((αs+1−j,i−j ) + µ) = 1/((ηs+1−j,i−j ) + 1),
from which the claimed infection probability follows. Following the proof of Proposition 2, the
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expected number of customers that the IC infects among those who arrived before the IC is given
by
!
∞
s
i−1 
X
X
Y
ρ
1
s
.
− (1 − ρ)
ρ
1−
1−ρ
(ηs+1−j,i−j ) + 1
s=0
i=1
j=0

(16)

Given that the M/M/1 system is time-reversible (See chapters 9 and 13 of Harchol-Balter 2013, for
details), together with the assumption that the IC is functionally indistinguishable from SCs, and
the fact that we are considering a first-come-first-serve system, the expected number of customers
that the IC infects among those who arrived after the IC is given by a modified version of the same
formula given in Display (16): the only modification is that ηs+1−j,i−j is replaced by ηi−j,s+1−j (i.e.,
we have reversed indices). This modification is due to the fact that the symmetry introduced by
time-reversibility does not necessarily apply to the infection rates between pairs of positions (i.e.,
αi,j need not be equal to αj,i , and hence, ηi,j need not be equal to ηj,i ). The claimed result then
follows by summing these two expectations.



We proceed to discuss a special case of position-dependent transmission rates where rates depend
on distance. Assuming a queue proceeding in a straight line where distances between successive
customers are the same, we consider a transmission model where αi,j = αI {|i − j | ≤ d}, where I {·}
denotes the indicator function. That is, an IC can only infect those customers who are waiting
up to d positions in front of or behind them in the queue. This model would be reasonable, if,
e.g., successive customers in the queue are spaced exactly 6 feet apart and we believe that there
is a non-negligible transmission risk (occurring with rate α) when customers are spaced 6–18 feet,
but the risk is assumed to be negligible when customers are spaced 24 or more feet apart; in this
example, d = 3. In the case of an M/M/1/FCFS queue, we can compute the R0sys value for this
distance-based transmission model in closed form:

Proposition 9 Consider the same M/M/1/FCFS system as in Proposition 2 where a susceptible customer can only be infected by an infected customer within d positions in the queue from
themselves. Then we have

R0sys =





d
1
2
(1
−
ρ)
+
2ρ
−
1
2ρ ((1 + η)ρ)d (2ρ − 1) + η 2 (1 + η)d (ρ2 − 1) + ρd (1 − ρ)2 − (1 + η)d
1+η

Proof of Proposition 9.

η(1 + η − ρ)(ρ − 1)(1 + η)d

Noting that a tagged IC overlaps with, at most, d customers at the back

of the queue upon their arrival, we can again follow the same symmetry argument as in Proposition
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2 and condition on whether or not the length of the queue on arrival exceeds the threshold amount
d to find
R0sys = 2

∞
X

π(s)

min{s,d} 

s=0

=2

d
X
s=0

X


(s)
fs−k
(α)
1−W
+1

k=1

π(s)

s 
X

∞
d 


X
X
(s)
fs−k
1 − Ws−k+1 (α) +
π(s)
1−W
(α)
+1

!

f (s)

k=1

s=d+1

s

s
X



1
1+η

s−k+1 !

k=1

s−k+1 !!
1
+
(1 − ρ)ρ
1−
=2
(1 − ρ)ρ
1−
1+η
s=d+1
k=1
s=0
k=1




d
1
d
2
d
2
d
2
d
2
2ρ ((1 + η)ρ) (2ρ − 1) + η (1 + η) (ρ − 1) + ρ (1 − ρ) − (1 + η)
(1 − ρ) + 2ρ − 1
1+η
.
=
η(1 + η − ρ)(ρ − 1)(1 + η)d
d
X

∞
X

s

d
X





