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ABSTRACT

Airborne diseases, including COVID-19, raise the question of transmission risk in public transportation
systems. However, quantitative analysis of the effectiveness of transmission risk mitigation methods in
public transportation is lacking. The paper develops a transmission risk modeling framework based on the
Wells-Riley model using as inputs transit operating characteristics, schedule, Origin-Destination (OD)
demand, and virus characteristics. The model is sensitive to various factors that operators can control, as
well as external factors that may be subject of broader policy decisions (e.g. mask wearing). The model is
utilized to assess transmission risk as a function of OD flows, planned operations, and factors such as mask-
wearing, ventilation, and infection rates. Using actual data from the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority (MBTA) Red Line, the paper explores the transmission risk under different infection rate
scenarios, both in magnitude and spatial characteristics. The paper assesses the combined impact from viral
load related factors and passenger load factors. Increasing frequency can mitigate transmission risk, but
cannot fully compensate for increases in infection rates. Imbalanced passenger distribution on different cars
of a train is shown to increase the overall system-wide infection probability. Spatial infection rate patterns
should also be taken into account during policymaking as it is shown to impact transmission risk. For lines
with branches, demand distribution among the branches is important and headway allocation adjustment
among branches to balance the load on trains to different branches can help reduce risk.

Keywords: COVID-19, Transmission risk, Public transportation, Mask-wearing, Ventilation, Operating

strategies



1. Introduction

COVID-19, an infectious disease that continues to spread around the world despite development
of effective vaccines, has far-reaching societal impacts (Coronaviridae Study Group of the International
Committee on Taxonomy of Viruses, 2020). Public officials have taken various measures to control the
spread of the disease, such as closing non-essential businesses and facilities, encouraging non-essential
workers to stay home, and mandating mask wearing (Humphreys, 2020). Public transportation and its role
in COVID-19 spreading has been part of the discussion.

Various studies in the literature have examined the impact of pandemics on public transportation
ridership, attitudes towards using public transportation, etc. As a result, and in combination with local
directives and business shut-down mandates, a dramatic decrease in transit ridership occurred in all
metropolitan areas at the early stages of COVID-19 (Dickens, 2020; Jenelius and Cebecauer, 2020; Liu et
al., 2020; Orro et al., 2020; Park, 2020).

Researchers have also studied the role of public transportation systems in the transmission of
airborne diseases, and found correlations between influenza-like or COVID-19 illnesses with public
transportation systems (Goscé and Johansson, 2018; Harris, 2020). Researchers also analyzed various cases
of COVID-19 transmission in bus trips to directly assess the risk of transmission in public transportation
(Luo et al., 2020; Shen et al., 2020). Zhu et al. (2021) studied various travel modes and travel destinations
and the impacts on COVID-19 transmission in different cities and found that different travel modes have
impacts on the number of cases in the cities.

Several studies applied and adapted the concept of contact networks and the “susceptible-
infectious-recovered” (SIR) framework for transmission modeling of COVID-19 and other airborne
diseases (Chen et al., 2020; Prem et al., 2020). Mo et al. (2021) developed a public transit contact network
and found that partial closure of bus routes cannot fully contain the spreading of an epidemic. These studies
focus on the dynamic evolution of transmission risk in the general population of a large metropolitan area,
using a time horizon of days or months. They are dynamic, modeling the evolution of the spread of the
disease over time but do not provide detailed accounting of how everyday operations of public
transportation systems contribute to the transmission, and are not sensitive to the operational characteristics
of transit services.

Other studies aim to assess the risks in small, confined spaces in relatively short time periods,
normally within a few hours. For such cases, Riley et al. (1978) proposed a model and used it for the
epidemiological study of a measles outbreak. The model, known as the Wells-Riley model, has been used
extensively by researchers to study the transmission risk of various respiratory diseases, including influenza,
SARS, etc. inside hospital wards, classrooms, and transit vehicles (Andrews et al., 2013; Barnett, 2020;

Chen et al., 2011; Dai and Zhao, 2020; Fennelly and Nardell, 1998; Furuya, 2007; Ko et al., 2004; Rudnick



and Milton, 2003; Stephens, 2012). The original model estimates the expected number of infections as a
function of the ventilation rate, exposure time, number of carriers, and the infectiousness of the disease.
The studies that looked at transmission risk in transit vehicles treated public transportation vehicles as a
close-to-static indoor environment, assuming a fixed number of people and infectors (Andrews et al., 2013;
Barnett, 2020; Chen et al., 2011; Dai and Zhao, 2020; Fennelly and Nardell, 1998; Furuya, 2007; Ko et al.,
2004; Rudnick and Milton, 2003; Stephens, 2012). The exposure time is also assumed to be constant. As a
result, they are more appropriate for intercity travel and do not capture the temporal and spatial
characteristics of public transportation demand in urban areas.

Recently, Zhou and Koutsopoulos (2021) proposed a modified Wells-Riley model for risk analysis
in public transportation systems that captures passenger flow spatio-temporal characteristics and actual
operations. The model is utilized to assess overall risk as a function of passenger flows, actual operations,
and factors such as mask-wearing, ventilation, infectiousness of disease, and infection rate in the population.
The model is integrated with a microscopic simulation model of subway operations (SimMETRO)
(Koutsopoulos and Wang, 2007; Zhou et al., 2020) for train trip-level analysis of transmission risk. While
the model is sensitive to the various factors that impact risk, its reliance on a detailed simulation model for
trip-based analysis limits its applicability.

The objective of this study is to present a simplified model, analogous to a planning tool, that can
quickly analyze and quantify transmission risk under various operating strategies and other risk mitigation
approaches so that decision makers can make informed decisions.

The main contribution of this study is the development and application of a quantitative framework
for risk assessment that is sensitive to demand and service delivery in public transportation systems. It
proposes a method to model the risk of transmission of airborne diseases based on the Wells-Riley model,
and evaluates the transmission risks under planned service conditions, as opposed to trip-based conditions,
using as inputs Automatic Fare Collection (AFC) and Automatic Vehicle Location (AVL) data. The
framework can be utilized to evaluate the effectiveness of agency-controlled measures such as operating
strategies and ventilation, as well as exogenous factors such as mask-wearing, infection rates in the
population, and infectiousness of the disease. It is sensitive to the spatial characteristics of demand and
infection rates, and applicable to any transit system.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the derivation of a Wells-Riley based model
incorporating the demand and supply dynamics in a public transportation system in a general analytical
framework. Section 3 introduces a case study using data from the Massachusetts Bay Transportation
Authority (MBTA) Red Line. Section 4 discusses the results from the case study and evaluates the

effectiveness of different mitigation strategies. Section 5 concludes the paper.



2. Methodology

2.1 The Wells-Riley Model
Riley et al. (1978) proposed the Wells-Riley model for infection probability evaluation in indoor
environments, considering the intake dose of airborne pathogens in terms of the number of infectious

particles.
P=1-—exp (—Iqut) (1)

where P is the probability of infection, I the number of infectors (carriers), p the breathing rate per person
(m*/hour), q the quanta generation rate (quanta/hour), ¢ the exposure time (hour), Q the room ventilation
rate of clean air (m*/hour).

It is worth mentioning that g, the quanta generation rate (quanta/hour), is not a physical unit. Instead,
it captures the average number of infectious particles that are exhaled to the environment and the
infectiousness of the particles. The value of q can be back-calculated from epidemiological studies of
outbreak cases using equation (1) (Rudnick and Milton, 2003; Stephens, 2012).

To incorporate additional factors, including mask-wearing and mask filtration efficiency, the
original model (equation (1)) has been modified and further developed in the literature (Fennelly and
Nardell, 1998; Furuya, 2007; Zhou and Koutsopoulos, 2020). Considering the environment of a train cabin,
with both a fraction of infectors and susceptible persons wearing a mask, the probability of infection can

be expressed as:

P — 1 _ eXp (_ I(mep)éRqu)t) (2)

The infectious particles exhaled by infectors are filtered at a certain rate, R,,, the particle
penetration rate of the mask. R,,, = 1 represents the case of no mask wearing where all infectious particles
from the infector are exhaled into the air; R,;, = 0 means a mask with 100% particle blockage. Similarly,
the particles inhaled by susceptible persons could be filtered at a certain rate F,,, (F,,, = 1 means no mask,

and F,, = 0 100% particle blockage).

2.2 Modeling Infection Risk for Transit Operations

Let us consider a passenger who travels from station 7 to station j. During their trip they interact with
passengers traveling from 7 to s if #<j and s>i. Conditional on the number of infectors n,.¢ from station r to
station s, the probability that a passenger from i to j is not infected by the n,; infected passengers who
travel from 7 to s is given by:

nrsqptirf

Pirjs(not infected| n,s) = exp (—- 0

) 3)



where t]7 is the time a passenger from i to j is exposed to passengers from r to s (based on the overlap
between the two OD pairs).

The number of infectors on OD pair rs, assuming that the probability of a person being infected is
7 (infection rate), follows the binomial distribution with parameters N,.; (the total number of passengers
traveling from 7 to s) and . Thus, the probability that a passenger traveling on OD pair i will not be

infected by passengers from station 7 to s is given by:

s rs N _
P/ (not infected) = ZZ”:O exp (— z Zpt =) (n”) s (1 — m)Nrs™Ts] 4
s rs

n, is the number of infectors (carriers). N, is the number of passengers aboard a train from station r to
station s, T the infection rate in the population. 7 can have different values for passenger groups depending
on their origin/destination, in order to accurately capture the spatial pattern of the spread of the virus.

For large values of N,; and small 7, the binomial distribution can be approximated using the

Poisson distribution:

P(us) =

TS

(Nys 77-') rs

Y rnes (1= e & exp (<Ns) )

Hence, the probability that a passenger traveling from i to j will not be infected by passengers
traveling from 7 to s is given by:

(Nypsm)rs

P/ (not infected) = an_o exp (— LrsdP2 ”)e Xp (—NysT) ] (6)

Assuming independence from station to station, the probability P;; of a passenger traveling on the

T‘S'

OD pair jj being infected is:

nrsqptlr- Nyg s
1= T[22 lexp (= 2 ) exp(—Nysm) 222 ™)

Following Zhou and Koutsopoulos (2021), the model can be extended to accommodate mask-

wearing behavior. Let f;,, be the fraction of mask-wearing passengers. The probability W of a susceptible

person traveling from i to j and wearing a mask not infected by (masked and non-masked) infectors is

calculated by combining equations (5), (6) and (7):

nrsfm(mep)(Rqu)t{' s
BT = Thel e exp (- ) exp (—Nysm) 2D

Q
Nyg Nys(1=fim) P xp) (@t]? (Npgm)™rs
s et
nrsfm(mep)(Rqu)tlr‘ +nrs(1_fm)(mep)(q)ti' (Npgm)™rs
Hrs [ans_o ex ( / 0 ]> ( Nrs“)% (8)

N,sfm 1s the masked proportion of n,. Ry, as stated earlier, is the effectiveness of a mask.



Similarly,

Pl;l_m = [1rs [ZNTS:() exp

(Nypsm)™rs
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where Pl;l-m is the probability that a non-masked susceptible passenger traveling from station i to station j

is not infected.

Consequently, the probability of infection for a passenger traveling from i to j is given by:

P} =1-P" (10)
P = 1-Pp" (11)

Using equations (8), (9), (10), and (11), 1;;, the expected number of infected passengers traveling
on OD pair ij per trip is given by:

T = Pi’]‘--m(l—fm) Dij + P} fm Dyj (12)
D;; is the OD flow from i to j (susceptible).

Based on the above equations, the expected number of infections at the system level, », and the
overall probability of infection can be calculated taking into account (weighted by) the distribution of the
trips in the system. These metrics are useful measures of risk and can be used to assess the impact of
operating characteristics, as well as the effectiveness of different mitigation strategies related to mask
wearing, ventilation, etc., on a consistent basis.

Figure 1 summarizes the risk calculation approach as a function of service characteristics and virus
related parameters. The model receives as input the timetable, OD demand matrix, and train travel times
between stations. Given the fraction of infectors in the general population (could vary by station) and the

fraction of mask-wearing passengers, the model calculates the infection risk.

Infection rate m by origin
Mask-wearing rate fi,
Mask-filtering efficiency R,,, and F,,
Infectiousness of disease g
Breathing rate p

* Timetable Risk model /
. . > ——
* OD matrix D; j by period |/ * Expected infections

* Travel time t;; by period * Probability of infection
* Ventilation rate Q :

Figure 1 Transmission risk assessment approach



The impact from factors such as mask-wearing, ventilation rates, travel times, OD demand levels,
especially the trade-offs between them, can provide interesting insights for policymakers with regard to
what can be implemented to lower transmission risk in public transportation systems. Similarly, the
importance of virus related characteristics and their interactions with service characteristics are of interest.
These factors can be categorized into two broad categories: viral load and passenger load factors. Factors
directly impacting the viral load are mask-wearing, mask filtration efficiency, ventilation, and OD travel
times. Demand (OD flows) and frequency of service are passenger load related factors.

In the discussion that follows, the superscript ° is used to indicate base conditions in terms of service
frequency, demand (OD flows), ventilation, infectiousness, travel time, and mask filtration efficiency. Let
q° be the base quanta generation rate (infectiousness of disease), h° the base case headway, D the base
demand rate (passengers per unit time) in terms of OD flows, N/ the base case average number of

passengers traveling from » to s per trip, Q° the base case ventilation rate, and tirjs °the base case travel time

a passenger from i to j is exposed to passengers traveling from 7 to s. Factors a, 8, v, 8, and ¢ are used to

adjust the base values.

q=aq’ (13)
h = Bh° (14)
D =yD° (15)
(= 8t]5° (16)
Q=¢Q° (17)

Consequently, N,, the average number of passengers per trip from r to s, as a function of the corresponding

average base number of passengers N per trip, is given by:

Nys = By Ny (18)
The probability of infection (equation 10) can then be expressed as a function of the base case

conditions and the scaling factors.

P
BYNrs 0 rsO
nrs(mep)(l - fm(l - Rm))(a X q )6tij 0 (ﬁerosT[)nrs
=1- 1_[ 2 exp| — o exp(=fyNpsm) ————| =
€Q Nys:
rs |nys=0
BNS, nys(0) (@)}’ o\ (BNEm)"rs

1-— Hrs anszo eX —A T - BNrST[ T (19)
where,

5
A== fn(1 = Rm))Em (20)
B =By (21)



Meta-parameter A represents the combined effect of the factors that affect the airborne viral load,
and B the factors that affect the passenger (carrier) load, as shown in Figure 2. They can be used to calculate
the change in passenger load required to compensate for an increase in viral load, for example, due to an
increase in the infectiousness of the disease. It should also be noted that 4 is impacted mainly by external
factors (e.g. mask-wearing), while B is a function of demand characteristics and operating policy (e.g.

frequency of service).

(
Meta-parameter A A

(Meta-parameter Bw
Quanta generation rate (infectiousness) Trade-offs

Mask-wearing percentage <:> Demand .
Mask filtering efficiency Frequency of service
Ventilation

Segment travel time y

.

Figure 2 Meta-parameters A and B

Trade-offs and interactions among factors related to meta-parameters A and B, can also be explored.
Agencies may be interested in maintaining a target risk level. As factors change, for example infectiousness
of a virus due to new variants, equations (20) and (21) can be used to assess quickly the changes in operating
strategies that may help mitigate the increase in risk. For example, @ = 1.5 (infectiousness increased by
50%) implies that A = 1.5 A°(the base value). Required changes in F, to reduce risk to the original level

can then be assessed. Similarly, changes in headways (value of ) can also be assessed.

3. Application
The MBTA Red Line (Figure 3) provides the background for the case study. The Red Line is the highest
frequency and ridership heavy rail transit line in the MBTA network with an average weekday ridership of
251,000 passengers (Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, 2019). The line is composed of a trunk
section and two branches on the south end. The trunk section connects the north terminus (Alewife Station)
to JFK/UMass station and is 14.2 km (8.8 miles) long with 13 stations. The Braintree branch is 14.2 km
(8.8 miles) long with 5 stations and the Ashmont branch 4.7 km (2.9 miles) long with 4 stations.

The demand on the Red Line was greatly impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic as Figure 3
indicates. The analysis focuses on the evening peak period (16:00 to 18:30) using September 2020 demand
levels (OD flows in 15-minute intervals) and the typical schedule. The direction we consider is the

Southbound direction.



MBTA Red Line Average Demand per Week
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—— Morning (4:00 - 7:00)
AM peak (7:00 - 9:00)

—— Daytime (9:00 - 17:00)

—— PM peak (17:00 - 19:00)
Evening (19:00 - 24:00)

—— Base week 1/20 - 1/24

---- Lockdown date 3/10
Reopen phase 1 date 5/18
Reopen phase 2 step 1 date 6/08
Reopen phase 2 step 2 date 6/22
Reopen phase 3 step 1 date 7/13

Figure 3 MBTA Red Line average demand per week after 2020/02/16

3.1 Experimental Design and Assumptions

Table 1 summarizes the base parameter values for the experiments.

Table 1 Base case parameters and assumptions

1

Mask effectiveness in terms of particle penetration rate for exhaling (inhaling) R,,, = 0.5 (F,, =
0.5), as used and reported in (Pan et al., 2020; Stutt et al., 2020), to model normal quality face

coverings.
Mask-wearing percentage f;,, in the population is assumed to be 0%.

A q value = 270 quanta/hour is assumed, which is also consistent with the findings from studies,
as over 100 quanta/hour (Buonanno et al., 2020a; Buonanno et al., 2020b; Miller et al., 2021).
The value is back-calculated using the method mentioned in studies (Rudnick and Milton, 2003;
Stephens, 2012) by applying equation (1). Two COVID-19 outbreak cases in public

transportation vehicles reported in the literature (Luo et al., 2020) are used to derive the g value.

Ventilation rate in a cabin of a subway train Q = 1958 m’/hour (Massachusetts Bay

Transportation Authority, 2013).

Breathing rate per person (m’/hour), p = 0.72 m’/hour (Environmental Protection Agency,

2015).

According to the published schedules, the scheduled headways from the branches are 9 minutes,

coordinated to 4.5 minute headways in the trunk.

10



7 Average infection (carrier) rates in the population are assumed to be 0.92% for all stations

according to data as of June 2021 in the Greater Boston area.

8 The base case demand is assumed to be equal to September 2020 demand,

Based on the above assumptions, the base case system-wide infection probability is 2.8/1000. The base case
assumes that passengers do not wear a mask (f,, = 0%). For the calculation, we also assume that the air
exchange by door-opening at stations is neglected and risk due to waiting at stations is not considered.
The objective of the case study is to apply the proposed model to assess transmission risk in subway
systems and, explore the trade-offs between viral load and passenger load meta-parameters. The impact on
transmission risk of headways, spatial patterns of infection rates (as opposed to assuming uniform rates

across the service area), and passenger distribution on train cars, is also of interest.

4. Results and Discussion

4.1 Meta-parameters A and B trade-offs

The latest variants of COVID-19 are more infectious than the original strain, for example, the Delta variant
is around two to five times as infectious as previous variants (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
2021; Herrero, 2021). When the infectiousness of the disease increases, in principle, the impact can be
mitigated by changing other factors that contribute to the value of 4, or by lowering the value of B
(representing passenger load) through changes in the frequency of service.

Figure 4a shows a heatmap of the system-wide probability of infection for unmasked susceptible
passengers, for various values of the viral load meta-parameter A and passenger load meta-parameter B.
The lines represent the iso-risk curves for different values of meta-parameters 4 and B. As expected, the
system level overall infection probability increases as the values of A and B increase. However, meta-
parameters 4 and B have different effects on transmission risk. Figure 4a can be a useful tool to quickly
assess desired targets to mitigate impacts on risk due to changes in external factors. Let us consider the base
case (overall infection probability = 2.8/1000) where 4 = 0.5 and B = 1.0 (point 1 in Figure 4a). A 20%
increase in the virus infectiousness (for example due to mutation) means that 4 = 0.6 (point 2 in Figure 4a).
The change in the B parameter to mitigate the risk and bring it to previous levels requires passenger load
changes that result in a new B value of around 0.85 (point 3). Since B is a function of frequency of service
and OD flow patterns, and assuming that demand remains the same, headways have to change by a factor
B = 0.85 (reduced) so that the risk returns to its original value. However, depending on the base operations,
this may not be easily accomplished, given line (signal) capacity constraints. Alternatively, operators and

policy makers, may attempt to mitigate the increased risk, due to the increased infectiousness, by changing

11



other parameters that contribute directly to A. « is the factor that adjusts the scale for the base quanta
generation rate q° (q = aq®), i.e. the infectiousness of the disease (it contributes to the value of 4). To
fully compensate the increase in the infectiousness, other factors contributing to the value of 4 could also
be changed to keep its value at the same level (assuming B remains unchanged). For example, agencies can
encourage mask wearing to increase the proportion f;, in the population by distributing masks with better
protection, such as N95 or surgical masks (Tirupathi et al., 2020). Figure 4b shows a heatmap of the system-
wide probability of infection for masked susceptible passengers, for various values of the viral load meta-
parameter A and passenger load meta-parameter B. The results indicate that the infection risk is

significantly lower for masked passengers compared to unmasked passengers.
(b)

Infection probability

0 1.5/1000 3.0/1000 4.5/1000 6.0/1000 7.5/1000 9.0/1000 10.5/1000

Figure 4 Infection probability iso-curves under various meta-parameter A and B values. (a) Infection

probability for unmasked passengers; (b) Infection probability for masked passengers.

In the base case, 4 = 0.5. 4 is a function of various viral load parameters (A =
a—:(l — fm(1 — Ry))Ey). Figure 5 illustrates the trade-offs among the factors contributing to meta-

parameter A so its value remains at 4 = 0.5. In particular, the figure illustrates the combination of values of
« (infectiousness) and F,, (mask effectiveness) and « and f;, (mask wearing percentage) so that 4 = 0.5.
Figure 5a shows the interactions between infectiousness («) and mask effectiveness (F,,). The results
indicate that F,,, should decrease (mask efficiency should increase) as the value « increases. For example,
a 2 times increase in infectiousness requires masks that can filter out approximately 75% of the particles
(from the base case of 50%). Figure 5b shows the required increase in the proportion of mask-wearing
passengers to compensate for an increase in infectiousness (&) (so that the value of A remains the same at
0.5). A two times increase in infectiousness requires that mask wearing percentage increases to 100%
(assuming mask-wearing effectiveness remains at 50%). However, increasing the mask-wearing proportion

can compensate an at most 2 times increase in infectiousness. If the infectiousness increases by more than

12



2 times, mask wearing proportion alone cannot bring the overall risk back to the base level (even if all

passengers wear a mask).

12
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Figure 5 Interactions between factors from meta-parameter A: (a) a vs. F,, (b) a vs. fi,, (A=0.5)

4.2 Impact of Operating Characteristics

It has been shown that operating strategies (headways) and service reliability impact the transmission risk

(Zhou and Koutsopoulos, 2021). Headways impact the trainload (and passenger load related meta-

parameter B) and subsequently the transmission risk. Figure 6 summarizes the impact on the system level

risk of various infection (carrier) rates at different scheduled headways (x-axis). For other parameters not

stated in the legends, the values are as stated in Table 1 (base case).
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Figure 6 Infection probability under different headways and infection (carrier) rates (a) PM peak. (b) Off-

peak
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Figure 6a shows the impact on the infection probability during the PM peak under various
headways. When the population infection rate is lower than 0.1%, the risk is relatively low, and the
differences among the various headway levels are small. As the infection rate increases from 0.1% to 1.0%,
the risk increases significantly. Figure 6b shows the impact on the infection probability of various headways
during off-peak hours. The average off-peak hourly demand is 32% of the peak hourly demand. Given the
lower demand levels in the off-peak, the risk is much lower and relatively less sensitive to increases in
infection rates compared to the PM peak case.

Figure 7 summarizes the impact on risk at the system level of mask-wearing at different headways
(x-axis) during the PM peak. For other parameters not stated in the legends explicitly, the values are as

stated in the base case.

~ 175

8 7.0{ —— 0% Mask-wearing
3 6.5 50% Mask-wearing
C6.0{ —*— 95% Mask-wearing

5.5
5.0
4.5
4.0
3.5
3.0
2.5
2.0
15

1.0

0.5
0.0

System-wide infection probability

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Dispatching Headways (min)

Figure 7 Infection probability under different headways and mask-wearing proportions during the PM

peak

As shown in Figure 7, when passengers wear masks, the infection probability is not as sensitive to
the service headways compared to the non-masked case. With 50% of passengers wearing masks, the
infection probability decreases by approximately 44% from the base case. With 95% of passengers wearing
masks, the infection probability decreases by approximately 73% from the base case. The mitigation effect
of mask-wearing is significant.

Figure 8 shows a heatmap of the system-wide infection probability P (expressed in units of 1 over
1000) under various combinations of headways and level of infectiousness. The results indicate that
increasing the frequency of service can mitigate transmission risk and compensate for a rise in
infectiousness of the disease. For example, when the headway is 9 min and the infectiousness is at the base

case value, the infection probability is 5.52/1000. When the virus is 2 times more infectious than the base
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case, agencies need to adjust the headways to lower than 6.0 min to compensate for such a rise in

infectiousness.

Infection Probability
(1/1000)

300% |
| 6.0

250%
45

200%
3.0

150%

Infectiousness (% of base case)

100% R . X i A 5 23 25

0.0

7.0 75 8.0
Headways (min)

Figure 8 System-wide infection probabilities (in 1/1000) under various headways and infectiousness

When designing headways during a pandemic, it is also important to take the spatial demand
patterns into account. In the MBTA Red Line case, the passenger demand travelling to different branches
varies. Braintree (B) trains are carrying more passengers to their branch than Ashmont (A) trains. The
Braintree branch is also longer in distance, so its passengers have longer exposure times. During normal
operations, trains to Braintree and Ashmont dispatched at the trunk terminal (Alewife) alternate (A-B-A-
B), and the headways between consecutive trains are equal. Since Ashmont demand is lower, equal
headways between consecutive trains result in Ashmont trains having smaller loads compared to Braintree
trains.

Using the transmission modeling framework developed in the previous section, we explore the
impact of headway allocation between the branches on transmission risk. The settings are consistent with
the base-case assumptions, except the headway allocation between branches. Let Hyg be the headway of
an Ashmont branch train with the Braintree train in front of it (Hg, is the headway of a Braintree branch
train with the Ashmont train in front of it). The headways in the branches are assumed to be the same as in
the base case, 9 minutes. Under current practice, the headways in the trunk section are 4.5 minutes. Given
the unequal demand of the two branches and in order to assess the impact of headway allocation, we assume
that Hpp ranges from 2.0 to 7.0 min, while Hg, assumes a value of 9.0 — Hypg (which maintains the 9.0

minute headways in the branches).
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Figure 9 illustrates the risk at the system and branch levels as a function of Hpyg. The infection
probability for Braintree trains decreases as Hpp increases from 2.0 min to 7.0 min. At the same time, the
infection probability for Ashmont trains increases. With the uneven allocation of headways, Braintree trains
have fewer trunk passengers as their headway from the Ashmont train in front decreases. As Figure 9 shows,
even headway allocation between branches, Hyg = Hgy = 4.5 min, is not the optimal allocation with
respect to the overall transmission risk (assuming uniform infection rate in the service area). The overall
infection probability reaches its lowest value at Hyg = 5 min and Hg, = 4 min. Changing the headway

allocation can help mitigate transmission risk, lowering the overall infection probability by 3%.

5.5

5.0 —s=— Qverall
= —=— Ashmont Branch
S 4.5 .
st —s=— Braintree Branch

4.0

w
wn

Infection Probability (1/1
w
o

2.5
2.0
15
1.0 ] ' ' ' ' ' ! ! ! ! I
2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0 5.5 6.0 6.5 7.0
Hag (Min)

Figure 9 Infection probability under various headways between Ashmont and Braintree trains (Hyp)

Load on trains is impacted not only by OD flows and headways, but also by how passengers are
distributed in train cars. When trains arrive at platforms, passengers tend to choose the location on the
platform and consequently the boarding car, often based on the locations of the platform entrances and
access locations (Jenelius and Cebecauer, 2020; Krstanoski, 2014). Uneven passenger distribution on
platforms can cause uneven distribution in train cars. Passengers in crowded train cars experience higher
transmission risk than passengers in other less crowded train cars. We analyze the impact on risk of the
distribution of passengers among the various cars of a train using the Red Line setting. It is assumed that
all stations in the network have similar patterns of passenger distribution. Each Red Line train has six cars.
Based on results reported in Krstanoski (2014) for the passenger distribution at Bloor Station, Toronto, we
consider two scenarios of car load distribution as shown in Figure 10. Under scenario 1, the 1%, 2™ 5" and
6™ cars carry 12.5% of the passengers each and the 3™ and 4™ cars carry 25% each. Under scenario 2, the
1 and 3" cars carry 19% of the passengers, the 2™ car 24%, the 4™ and 5™ cars 16%, and the 6™ car 6%

(under even distribution each car carries 16.7% of the passengers).
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The results are shown in Figure 11. It is assumed that headways range from 4.0 to 11.0 mins and
there are two levels of infection rate (0.1% and 1.0%). Figures 11a and 11d show that under passenger
distribution scenarios 1 and 2, respectively, when the headways increase, overall system-wide infection
probability increases significantly. However, the risk is similar under the two car load distributions. Figures
11b and 11e show the infection probability for the passengers who are on the most crowded car on each
train. The infection probability for passengers on the most crowded car is more than 33% and 28% higher
(scenarios 1 and 2 respectively) than the overall system-wide infection probability. Figures 11c and 11f
show the infection probability for the passengers who are on the least crowded car. Not surprisingly, the

least crowded train cars have a lower infection probability.
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Figure 11 Infection probability for different passenger distribution scenarios under various dispatching

headways and infection rates

It is important to point out that when the passenger distribution among train cars is non-uniform,
as in the above cases, the overall system-wide infection probability can be up to 12.5% higher (depending
on the conditions) than when trains have uniform passenger distribution among cars. At low infection rates
(e.g. 0.1), infection risk is not sensitive to the load distribution.

Considering these findings, public transport agencies should actively manage the passenger
distribution on the platforms during a pandemic to maintain relatively even passenger distribution among
cars. The results also point out that other policies, where for example, an agency designates a car in the

train only for elder and vulnerable users, may be worth examining.

4.3 Impact of Spatial Distribution of Infection Rates
The previous analyses assumed a uniform infection rate in the population across all stations. However,
based on the COVID-19 infection rate data, the infection rates may vary by neighborhood or community,

due to sociodemographic characteristics and other reasons (Dooling, 2020). Cambridge’s infection rate on
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January 31, 2021 was 0.8% (City of Cambridge, 2021), Boston’s 0.8% (City of Boston, 2021), and Quincy’s
0.5% (City of Quincy, 2021). Ashmont’s infection rates were not available. The positivity rate in the
COVID-19 PCR (Polymerase Chain Reaction) tests can indicate the severity of infection rates. For example,
Quincy’s positivity rate was 6% and Boston’s 9.7%, a relationship similar to the two cities’ infection rates.
The positivity rate for Ashmont was approximately 3 times of Quincy (Boston Public Health Commission,
2021; City of Quincy, 2021). Therefore, for the analysis it is assumed that the infection rate in Ashmont

was 1.5%. The infection rate assumptions are shown in Figure 12.

Boston
0.8%

Figure 12 Infection rates in different municipalities and neighborhoods served by the Red Line

Two scenarios of spatial distribution of infection rates are studied. Scenario 1 assumes trunk
passengers have a 0.8% infection rate, Braintree branch passengers 0.5%, and Ashmont branch passengers

1.5% as discussed above. In scenario 2, a uniform 0.92% infection rate is assumed. The value reflects the
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average infection rates used in scenario 1 weighted by the passenger demand in each section. The total
expected number of carriers is the same as in scenario 1.

Under scenario 1, the spatial pattern of transmission risk for different OD pairs is shown in Figure
13. Figures 13a and c illustrate infection probabilities by OD pair while Figures 13b and d show the
expected number of infections. Ashmont trains have a higher number of infections, even though they have
lower demand and smaller train loads than Braintree trains. They also have a higher infection probability

than Braintree trains.
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Figure 13 Infection probability and expected secondary infections (infection rate scenario 1)

20



Figure 14 shows results assuming the equivalent uniform infection rate of 0.92%. In this case, the
determining factors for the risk distribution are the demand characteristics and the exposure time. OD pairs
on the Braintree branch now have higher infection probabilities and more expected secondary infections,
which is expected considering the higher train load and longer travel times (exposure). The system-wide
probability of infection (overall transmission risk) under the more realistic spatial distribution of infection

rates is 1.5% higher than under the uniform distribution.
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Figure 14 Infection probability and expected secondary infections (uniform infection rate, scenario 2)
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To explore how spatially different infection rates impact the optimal headway allocation between
the two branches, we analyze the risk assuming that the Hyg headways range from 2 to 7 mins. As before,
Hga = 9.0 — Hpg. Figure 15a summarizes the results for the infection rate scenario 1 (actual infection
rates). For comparison purposes, the results under infection rate scenario 2 (uniform infection rates) are
also shown in Figure 15b. Based on the results shown in Figure 15a, the overall infection probability is
lowest for Hyg = 3 min. Considering that the Ashmont branch has lower demand, the optimal allocation
reduces the load on Ashmont trains even more, in order to mitigate the impact of higher infection rates in
that branch. On the contrary, under scenario 2 with a uniform infection rate, the optimal allocation is Hyg =
5.0 min which reduces the load on the Braintree trains. The results further highlight the importance of

considering the spatial patterns of demand and infection rates when evaluating mitigation strategies.
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Figure 15 Infection probability as a function of headway allocation (a) non-uniform spatial distribution of

infection rate; (b) equivalent uniform spatial distribution of infection rate

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a virus transmission modeling framework based on the Wells-Riley model using
as inputs transit operating characteristics, OD demand, and virus attributes. The model is sensitive to
various factors that an operator can control, external factors related to the characteristics of the virus, as
well as factors that may be subject to broader policy decisions (e.g. mask-wearing). It can be used to assess
transmission risk as a function of OD flows, actual operations, and factors such as mask-wearing,
ventilation, and magnitude and spatial characteristics of infection rates. Using data from the MBTA’s Red
Line, the study explores the effectiveness of different mitigation methods. Peak period risk increase is more

significant with the increase in headways, when compared with the off-peak period. Also, mask-wearing is
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useful for risk mitigation. Increasing service frequency mitigates transmission risk. Adjusting the headway
allocation to balance train loads in lines with branches can reduce the transmission risk. Furthermore,
unbalanced passenger distribution on different cars on a train increases the overall system-wide infection
risk. Spatial patterns, especially with respect to infection rates, are important and should be taken into
account when designing strategies to mitigate risk. Possible directions for future work include extending

the model to capture transmission risk at the platforms, so the overall risk associated with a trip is assessed.
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