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Abstract

Objective: We aimed to use mathematical models of SARS-COV-2 to assess the
potential efficacy of non-pharmaceutical interventions on transmission in the parcel
delivery and logistics sector.

Methods: We developed a network-based model of workplace contacts based on data
and consultations from companies in the parcel delivery and logistics sectors. We used
these in stochastic simulations of disease transmission to predict the probability of
workplace outbreaks in this settings. Individuals in the model have different viral load
trajectories based on SARS-CoV-2 in-host dynamics, which couple to their
infectiousness and test positive probability over time, in order to determine the impact
of testing and isolation measures.

Results: The baseline model (without any interventions) showed different workplace
infection rates for staff in different job roles. Based on our assumptions of contact
patterns in the parcel delivery work setting we found that when a delivery driver was
the index case, on average they infect only 0.14 other employees , while for warehouse
and office workers this went up to 0.65 and 2.24 respectively. In the LIDD setting this
was predicted to be 1.40, 0.98, and 1.34 respectively. Nonetheless, the vast majority of
simulations resulted in 0 secondary cases among customers (even without contact-free
delivery). Our results showed that a combination of social distancing, office staff
working from home, and fixed driver pairings (all interventions carried out by the
companies we consulted) reduce the risk of workplace outbreaks by 3-4 times.

Conclusion: This work suggests that, without interventions, significant transmission
could have occured in these workplaces, but that these posed minimal risk to customers.
We found that identifying and isolating regular close-contacts of infectious individuals
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(i.e. house-share, carpools, or delivery pairs) is an efficient measure for stopping
workplace outbreaks. Regular testing can make these isolation measures even more
effective but also increases the number of staff isolating at one time. It is therefore more
efficient to use these isolation measures in addition to social distancing and contact
reduction interventions, rather than instead of, as these reduce both transmission and
the number of people needing to isolate at one time.

Author summary

During the COVID-19 pandemic the home-delivery sector was vital to maintaining
people’s access to certain goods, and sustaining levels of economic activity for a variety
of businesses. However, this important work necessarily involved contact with a large
number of customers as well as colleagues. This means that questions have often been
raised about whether enough was being done to keep customers and staff safe.
Estimating the potential risk to customers and staff is complex, but here we tackle this
problem by building a model of workplace and customer contacts, from which we
simulate SARS-CoV-2 transmission. By involving industry representatives in the
development of this model, we have simulated interventions that have either been
applied or considered, and so the findings of this study are relevant to decisions made in
that sector. Furthermore, we can learn generic lessons from this specific case study
which apply to many types of shared workplace as well as highlighting implications of
the highly stochastic nature of disease transmission in small populations.

Introduction

Demand for home-delivery services spiked globally during the COVID-19 pandemic, as
people stayed at home to reduce transmission [1]. In the UK, non-essential retail shops
were closed for much of 2020 and 2021, increasing the demand for online retail and
home delivery. Additionally, stay-at-home orders brought new demand for large items
such as furniture and white goods as many people adjusted to spending more time at
home [2]. This new and displaced demand has, on the whole, been successfully absorbed
and managed by the delivery and logistics sector, due in no small part to the efforts of
the key workers in those sectors to keep business moving, while adapting to a changing
work environment. Meanwhile, key workers in all sectors were disproportionately
exposed to transmission of SARS-CoV-2 [3]. In the delivery sector, drivers and
warehouse workers were also at risk, given their exposure to a large number of contacts,
the likelihood of asymptomatic transmission in SARS-CoV-2, and the potential
economic impact of absence due to the prevalence of flexible or zero-hours contracts in
this sector. Furthermore, studies from other countries indicate that delivery drivers
there could be at much greater risk |4] than the general population, and so is a sector
that requires greater attention.

Mathematical models have been central to understanding transmission of
SARS-CoV-2 and in predicting the impact of various interventions. As more data has
become available, models have been developed for a number of specific settings,
including schools, hospitals, prisons and workplaces [5H8|, to take into account the
nuances and unique features of each setting. In this paper we present a model of
delivery sector that has been uses to assess the impact of various measures that some
companies have taken, as well as measures that were under consideration. One unique
feature of these settings is the high number of brief contacts that delivery drivers have
with members of the public, who themselves may otherwise have very limited contacts.
Another feature in the delivery of heavy or large items is the safety requirement for
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employees to handle and deliver goods in pairs, often requiring prolonged close contact
and entry into customers’ properties. Finally, there is still the poorly understood route
of fomite transmission that has the potential to be important in this setting, due to the
large volume of packages being handled. The model we present considers all of these
aspects, and where data is unavailable or uncertain (e.g. for risk of fomite transmission),
we consider a wide range of possible scenarios.

We have developed an agent-based network model with stochastic transmission.
Therefore, each realisation of the simulation represents a possible chain of transmission
within a workplace, and so conclusions can only be drawn from the aggregated results of
many simulations. There are commonalities with several models in the literature,
including the network models for COVID-19 transmission in workplaces [8]. The
stochastic infection and isolation model is similar to other agent-based and branching
process models [7,/9]. The model was developed based on a combination of
epidemiological data and qualitative information gained from consultations with
companies in the logistics sector in the UK.

With global rollout of SARS-CoV-2 vaccines, the most severe impacts of COVID-19
on public health to be curtailed and so have most of the restrictions and measures in
place to reduce transmission. However, containing the spread of new variants is likely to
require good surveillance testing. There has been considerable debate around the
usefulness of Lateral Flow Device (LFD) antigen tests that can be self-administered and
give rapid results [10-12]. Primarily, this centres around the lower sensitivity of LFD
antigen tests against Polymerase Chain Reaction (PCR) testing, particularly at low
viral loads [13|, and the potential impact of false positives. However, recent data
suggests that LED antigen test specificity may be at least 99.9% [14], suggesting that
false positives will have a negligible impact. Furthermore, culturable SARS-CoV-2 virus
is only found, at most, in the first 8-10 days following symptom onset [15-H17], when
viral load is higher. This suggests that lower sensitivity tests may still be useful at
detecting people when they are most infectious. However, the way tests are performed
(e.g. self-administered vs. trained tester) can have an impact on sensitivity [18], plus the
method of rollout (e.g. supervised vs. unsupervised testing) can affect the adherence to
the testing policy. The model we present accounts for these various factors.

The aim of this paper is to estimate the efficacy of different workplace interventions
with a model particularly tailored to the home-delivery sector. We considered several
interventions and scenarios based on formal consultations with company representative
from this sector. A secondary aim is to estimate the potential impact of presenteeism
(working while sick) with COVID-19 symptoms. Flexible or ‘gig’ contracts are common
in the home delivery sector, as well as the use of self-employed couriers, all of which are
factors associated with increased presenteeism |19], so this is an important factor to
consider.

Materials and methods

The project was reviewed and approved by the University Research Ethics Committee
at University of Manchester, Ref: 2020-9787-15953. Consent to participation was
verbally obtained before the commencement of the interviews. Written informed consent
for participation was not required for this study in accordance with the national
legislation and the institutional requirements.

Data Collection and Company Consultations

We carried out recorded consultations via teleconference with representatives from six
companies between July and August 2020 (Round 1), and May and June 2021 (Round
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2), three of these companies were interviewed in both rounds. Companies were recruited
via engagement e-mails (via University of Manchester Business Engagement Services).
Companies that volunteered then elected representatives to participate in the studies.
Participants’ contact details were retained by the researchers for communication
purposes but no other personal information was collected or stored. Each
semi-structured interview lasted 60-90 mins and was based around a set of open-ended
questions regarding how the pandemic had impacted on the operations of the business
and what measures had been put in place to protect staff and customers. As part of
these consultations we asked questions regarding the number of staff working at typical
sites and the frequency of contacts between employees and the public. Additionally, two
companies provided data on staff numbers and deliveries, which are detailed in
Supplementary [Text S1}1. A summary report was sent to each company for comments
and corrections to verify that we had interpreted their answers accurately, and the data
correctly. Further details on the consultations are published in [2]. Fitted data regarding

the number of deliveries per day over time from these companies is displayed in figure .

We also used data from an online contact survey aimed at delivery drivers in the
UK [20], which received 170 responses (104 of which were from the workers involved in
the delivery of small packages and/or large items). This survey was elective so was not
statistically representative. The results of this survey are to be published elsewhere but
a few results are utilised in this paper. Namely, only 5.3% reported working while
having symptoms of COVID-19 or with a member of their household having a suspected
or confirmed case of COVID-19. Conversely, 17.2% reported having isolated with
symptoms of COVID-19 or due to a member of their household having a suspected or
confirmed case of COVID-19. This suggests approximately 1 in 4 failing to isolate for
one of these reasons. For this reason we consider two piso1 values (0.5 and 0.9) as ‘low’
and ‘high’ isolation rates, noting the likely caveat of reporting biases. Staff reported
large numbers of daily contacts (mean 15.0) at their place of work, which, tallying with
the results of consultations, we interpreted as a result of repeated interaction within a
work cohort (with only rare random interactions on top). Hence our assumed cohort
size for drivers of ~ 13.

Finally, fitted community incidence levels for March-June 2020 were used to mimic
workplace ingress rates during an active pandemic, see Supplementary

Workplace Network Model

In this section we present an overview of the model details, with further details supplied
in Supplementary [Text S1}2. The model we use is a stochastic agent-based network
model of disease transmission. The parameters and symbols used in the following
section are all described in table [Il

The model is parameterised to represent two archetypal delivery workplaces, a Small
Parcel Delivery Depot (SPDD) and a Large-items Delivery Depot (LIDD). These
represent depots that ship directly to customers. The SPDD is representative of a
typical depot for (inter)national couriers shipping small packages that can be handled
by a single person. The LIDD case represents a depot for logistics companies that
specialise in items such as furniture and white goods, and may also offer
installation/assembly of the products as part of delivery. As shown in table |1} the LIDD
model has fewer staff, longer delivery times (as the deliveries tend to be more spatially
separated), longer customer contact durations (because items tend to be delivered into
the home and may be assembled/installed) and thus an order of magnitude fewer
deliveries per day than the SPDD model.
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Table 1. Model parameters for workplace contacts and transmission. The values given
are the values used unless otherwise stated for a given figure or section. The “perceived
uncertainty” is simply to indicate the level of confidence we have in the parameter
values — Low: based on primary data or peer-reviewed sources; Moderate: based on
literature reviews, surveys, or specific consultation questions; High: assumed or

extrapolated from consultation answers.

Perceived
Parameter | Description Value Source uncer-
tainty
To.tal ngmber of SPDD:
No N drivers, pickers, and (50,25, 15) Company
D> SYLs | office staff employed in o data and Low
No LIDD: .
the workplace respec- consultation
. {20,10,5}
tively.
Tp, Ty, | -otal mumber of driver, | opppy eg o 11 | Congulations
T picker, and office staff LIDD: {2, 2,1} and surve Moderate
© cohorts/teams. e Y
Number of drivers,
np(t), ickers, and office Company
nr(t), P b Variable data and Low
staff working on day ¢ )
no(t) . consultation
respectively.
Total number of pack- . Company
Dp(t) ages delivered on day t. Variable data Low
Probability of two indi-
viduals at work having | 2/(Np + No + | Consultation Hiel
be a random F2F contact Np) and survey &
in a given day.
For contacts including
PD drivers, p. is scaled by 0.05 Consultation | Moderate
this factor.
Cohort flux rate. The
probability each day of . .
fe a worker switching o a 0.01 per day Consultation High
different cohort.
Infection rate for F2F A plausible
contact at 1m distance range of
Brar while speaking (with a 0.15h~! 0.03-0.24 Moderate
person with unit infec- was inferred
tiousness) from [21H23]
Modifier for exposure tallki(rlllglilie(’) 9
& ;iue to type of contact (outside) x0.2 [21) Moderate
(not talking)
Infection rate via room-
sharing (with a per- See Supple-
Bss . . . 0.002 h—! mentary High
son with unit infectious- o<t STl4
ness) [Lext 5]
Effective distance for 4.3m (shared see Supple-
Tss room-sharing interac- | spaces), 3.6m mentary Moderate
tion (office) [ext S1}4

March 23, 2023


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.17.22272414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.17.22272414; this version posted March 23, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

ﬂFO]VI

Package-mediated
fomite infection rate
(from a person with
unit infectiousness) if
time between handling
is 0.

0.001 per
contact

Assumed

Very high

Half-life of virus de-
posited on packages.

3h!

24)

Low

Toffice

Time office staff spend
in shared office each
day.

6 h

Consultation

Low

Tbreak

Time office and picker
staff spend in shared
break rooms

1h

Consultation

Moderate

Average number of em-
ployees per employee
household minus 1
(H = 0 means no em-
ployees live together,
H = 1 means the
average household has
two employees)

0.05, 0.5

Assumed

High

Number of cars/shared
commutes per house-
holds minus 1.

0.05, 0.5

Assumed

High

Relative infectiousness
of person k with viral
load V}, infected at time
th.

See
Supplementary
[Texct 5113,
Figure
and [25]

|26}

Moderate

Relative susceptibility
of person k infected at
time .

Sk(t—tk<0)=
L Sp(t —tg >
0)=0

Basic SIR
model
assumption

Low

Psymp

Probability that an in-
dividual develops symp-
toms relevant for self-
isolation guidance.

0.5

8l

Moderate
(is age,
variant,

and
guidance
depen-
dent).

Disol

Probability that an in-
dividual adheres to self-
isolation guidance.

0.5, 0.9

[19] and
Survey

Moderate.

Pmiss

Probability that an ‘ad-
herent’ person misses a
test.

0.4

Based on
adherence
rates in the
UK public
sector.

Moderate.

The model considers contacts between all employees working in a home delivery
depot (i.e. engaged in business-to-consumer delivery or B2C) that has a warehouse and
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onsite offices. The workplace is populated by 3 groups: drivers, who deliver packages
from the warehouse to customers; pickers, who transport and load packages within the
warehouse; and office/admin staff, who work in the same building but in shared offices.
There exists a pool of Np drivers , Ny, pickers and No office staff available for work
each day. Workforce turnover is ignored, as it is assumed negligible over the time scales
considered, however it may play a role over long time periods.

Employee work schedules

The model network consists of all within-workplace contacts between employees, as well
as contacts between employees due to house-sharing or carpooling, in order to simulate
workplace outbreaks in detail. Thus we assume, unless they share a household,
employees only make contact with other employees if they are both at work on that day.
We use an idealised model for the work schedule, whereby the number of employees in
work depends on the day of the week, this pattern was calculated from data from two
UK logistics firms (see Supplementary 1 for details). For all pickers and drivers,
we randomly assign consignments (i.e. deliveries/packages) for loading and delivery (as
detailed in Supplementary 4). We assume that each consignment is first
handled by pickers, then subsequently by drivers, and finally by the customer. Drivers
are the only group of employees that have direct contact with members of the public
while on shift. For simulation efficiency, repeat interactions with customers are not
considered (as contacts via this route have a very low probability of infection, so double
counting of infections is very unlikely), but these contacts are simulated and infection
ingress/egress through this route is included in the model.

We also consider the case where drivers and pickers work in pairs (i.e. large goods
delivery), we round the number of staff required in these roles to the nearest even
number, and then assign pairings randomly each day. One intervention simulated is
fixed pairings; in this case, these are assigned a priori and we pick the pairs working on
a given day at random from those available. A pair is unavailable if either worker in
that pair is isolating, therefore this intervention is always used alongside “pair
isolation”, where one member of the fixed pair isolates for the same period as their
partner (whether or not they develop symptoms).

Workplace contacts and infections

Infections are modelled to occur via three routes; face-to-face (F2F) contact with
infectious individuals, indirect contact via sharing a space with infectious individuals,
and fomite transmission via goods handling.

The model generates direct F2F contacts between employees through three different
mechanisms, summarised in table [2] Table [2] also lists the parameters for the different
contact routes simulated. Contacts made via these routes are assumed to be dominated
by face-to-face transmission.

Indirect aerosol-mediated transmission is taken to occur on a one-to-all basis. Given
the well-ventilated nature of warehouses, we assume that this kind of transmission only
occurs in offices, or in lunch/break rooms. Finally, fomite transmission via package
handling is simulated as a decaying random process, such that the probability of onward
transmission depends on the time between package handling events by infectious and
susceptible individuals. See Supplementary [Text S1]4 for the justification of the various
transmission parameters used.
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Table 2. Summary of the direct contact routes simulated and the associated
transmission rate modifier, duration of contact, and contact distance. These are the
values used in all simulations in the main text unless explicitly stated otherwise. Note
that this table does not include fomite transmission routes, which are simulated and are
described in detail Supplementary [Text S1]4.

Ci;;?t_ Description ;Yoa;?ilrls(s;?)n Duration (7;) | Distance
F2F contacts that occur | 0.4 (either Drivers:
within a team or cohort | indoor or| o _ i5min
Cohort | (see Supplementary “loud-talking” PCO}i{ /Office: 1m
[B1l5 for more informa- | outdoors, 25% ickers/ b e
tion). of time) Teoh = 1
F2F contacts that occur
randomly in the workplace
with weighted probability 0.4 (25% of time | Tapa = 15
Random | towards contacts between ) . 1m
. talking) min
same job roles (see Sup-
plementary [Text S1}5 for
more information).
Time spent lifting and
Large- moving packages in pairs | 0.08 (outdoor, — 5 i
item (see section Supplementary | 25% of time Than d_l' e
handling | [TextS115 for more informa- | talking) per detivery
tion).
Cor}tact 1:-11& shalr.lng' a 0.4 (window
Pair cabln’ while delivering closed) Tcz.ib = .10
delivery large-items (see Supple- 0.08  (window min per deliv- | 1m
mentary [Text S1|5 for ery
more information). open)
Contact between driver
pairs during dropping o
Pair large-item  off at cus- | 0.4 (25% of time | P T .5
dropoff | tomer’s property (see | talking) min per deliv- | 1m
Supplementary [Text S1}5 Yy
for more information).
SPDD: 0.08
(outside, talking )
Contact between driver(s) | 25% of time) SEdeziivefos
Customer | and customer during item | LIDD: 0.24 EIDD' 5m};n 1lm
delivery (Inside 50% of T
time, talking per delivery
25% of time)
~ 6m (see
Supple-
Room- Aerosol-mediated contact 0.2 (no talking) Totf = 6h mentary
share in poorly ventilated rooms | Tiun = 1h [Text ST114
based on
[27429])
Car-share Contact via carpooling to | 0.4 (25% of time 0.5h Im

and from work.

talking)
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1m  (see
Supple-

. mentary
House- Contact via shared accom- Mext S14

) 1 0.5h
share modation. based

on
52)

The transmission routes between different groups are illustrated in fig

Shared
office

Shared .
(0]ii

indoor ice
spaces

‘.

rivers

Packages

Customers

Fig 1. Sketch of workplace staff groups and the potential transmission routes between
them. Blue lines indicate face-to-face contacts, with dashed lines indicating
transmission routes with either a lower contact rate or less contact time. Orange arrows
are fomite transmission routes (via packages) and green indicates aerosol transmission in
shared rooms. Arrows indicate direction of transmission.

Individual characteristics: viral load, infectiousness, and test
positivity

Viral load trajectories are generated from the individual level data in . The
algorithm to generate individual viral load and infectiousness profiles is described in

further detail in Supplementary and in [33] is available at [34]. The method is
detailed in and summarised in Supplementary :Text 8113.

Simulation algorithm

The simulations employ an individual-based network model approach with daily contact
networks randomly generated using the parameterisations in table[2} The algorithm
updates contacts and infection events at discrete intervals of one day. This was chosen
as the most natural option because the contact network changes from day-to-day.
Additionally, the data collected to parameterise the model (including viral load data) is
all defined at the scale of 1 measurement per day. However, this “synchronous”
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updating does introduce some error into the dynamics of the simulated epidemiology. It
is known that in generic individual-based models synchronous updating can cause
spurious oscillations in the dynamics compared to asynchronous methods such as a
Gillespie algorithm or Markov Chain model [35]. Here a synchronous method was
employed to make the model more transparent and generalisable (e.g. to non-Markovian
processes), and to avoid the complexity of specifying the timings of shift and contact
patterns over the course of a single day. This is similar to other recent network or IB
epidemic models [5}/7,9]. We justify this by reasoning that the error introduced is likely
to be insignificant for transmission of SARS-CoV-2 as a newly infected individual is
effectively non-infectious for the first day. Therefore, events where one worker is
infected and then infects a co-worker within the same shift, which are missed by the
synchronous update model, are vanishingly rare. Thus, there is no mechanism to trigger
oscillations in this system at the timescale of the discretisation. Also, any potential
effects of the artificial periodicity introduced by the simultaneous updates are obscured
by the population-scale heterogeneity in infectiousness as a function of time since
infections. The algorithm is outlined in detail in Supplementary

We use the model to simulate two types of scenario:

e Point-source outbreak: A single index case is chosen and we assume that there
are no other introductions during the simulation. All other employees are
susceptible at the simulation start (i.e. zero prevalence). The simulation
terminates when there are no infectious cases remaining. This type of scenario is
modelled in [Impact of mass testing on point-source outbreaks| and in

Supplementary

¢ Continuous-source outbreak: No index cases are chosen initially and
introductions occur randomly (Poisson process) based on the community incidence
and prevalence in March-June 2020 (see Supplementary . The simulation
runs for a fixed time window, and the number of customer contacts and packages
delivered follow the pattern of demand experienced during that period of time (see
Supplementary . This scenario is modelled in [Impact of interventions in a
lreal-world contextl

In the point-source outbreak scenarios, in order to define a ‘successful’ outbreak we
arbitrarily set a threshold of a final attack rate of 5%. Note that we choose this as it is
a low-threshold, like the epidemiological definition of an outbreak as a single linked
secondary case. However, by defining it as a percentage of workplace size this makes the
results from the two different settings more comparable. Therefore, if
R —1>0.05(Np + N + No), where R is the number of recovered individuals at the
end of the simulation, then we record this simulation as a successful outbreak. The
fraction of simulations where a successful outbreak occurs is then used as an estimate of
the probability of an index case resulting in an outbreak.

For continuous-source outbreaks, there is random ingress of new cases, so instead we
compare the number of workplace infections (ignoring introductions) as well as the
number of isolation days to measure impacts on productivity. Introductions can occur
in these simulations through two routes:

¢ Community ingress: Each susceptible individual in the workplace has
probability I(t) of being infected outside of work, where I(t) is the community
incidence at time ¢.

e Customer ingress: For each delivery a driver makes, there is probability P(t)
that the customer is currently infectious, where P(¢) is the community prevalence
at time t. When a susceptible driver interacts with an infectious customer, there
is probability peust = 1 — eXp(_CiﬂFQFTdoorstep) of an infection.
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This is a very simple model of case ingress and does not account for household structure,
the geographical/individual variability in the wider population, or repeat deliveries to
customers.

The testing strategy we model here is non-directed mass testing, i.e. all employees
are tested regularly every 7, days. A random day in the period [1,7,] is drawn as the
first test day, and all subsequent test days follow sequentially 7, days after the previous.
Following a positive test, an individual cannot be tested again for Tpause days after their
positive test. Other testing strategies may be beneficial, particularly if looking to reduce
the burden on employees or because of affordability, and we address some of these in the
discussion.

The simulation follows an SIR-type structure, such that individuals who have
previously been infected cannot be re-infected. This is a reasonable assumption over the
timescales of up to 3 months that we consider here. An example visualisation of a single
realisation of the simulation is shown in figure 2l The source code for the simulations
can be found at [36].

(a) (b)

20 —— Recovered 5
—— Infectious °
® B Quarantined @8 5 °
o] Drivers %) s
- <)
5 10 Pickers @ 0&
= Office RO
5 G GG
990 D%DDD’DD
— - 000
0 BB o% 0999 ]
0 10 20 30 40 5 60 70 o ©® o
Day % 9999
Q0

Fig 2. Example outbreak in a SPDD workplace, where the simulation terminates when
no infectious cases remain. (a) The evolution of the number of recovered, infectious and
quarantined (isolated) people in the model on each day (dashed and dotted lines
indicate the same quantities for each subgroup as labelled). (b) Example network of the
“cohort” contacts, each cohort has edges between all member nodes, additionally each
driver cohort (blue D nodes) is supervised by a member of staff from the warehouse (red
P nodes). Office staff are disconnected (green O nodes), but make contact through
random interactions, break rooms, and house/car sharing arrangements.

Results

The baseline transmission rates are summarised in Supplementary |[Fig. S4] and [Fig. S5|
which show a breakdown of the mean number of staff infected by the various infection
routes of the SPDD and LIDD model respectively.

Supplementary shows the effect of the choice of work cohort size in the
SPDD setting, where we predict that office size and occupancy is a more important
potential factor in workplace outbreaks than transmission between drivers at the
workplace, even though office workers are in the minority.

In the LIDD setting, close-contact working pairs (primarily delivery pairs, who share
a vehicle for much of the day) were predicted to be very important, and keeping these
pairs fixed had a significant impact on reducing workplace spread (Supplementary
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a)). Supplementary b) shows that this is also predicted to have a knock-on
effect for customer infections, making them approximately as rare as in the SPDD
setting.

Finally, we also present the effect of presenteeism, which in this model we define as
workers with symptomatic COVID-19 attending work, which we find can have a notable
effect on transmission, particularly when coupled with other measures to isolate
close-contacts of symptomatic individuals (Supplementary [Fig. S8 and [Fig. S9).
Supplementary compares the effect of presenteeism on different transmission
routes and how this interacts with the fixed pairings policy.

These results (Supplementary through to are summarised in
greater detail in Supplementary

Furthermore, Supplementary through to show the sensitivity of

the outbreak size to various model parameters that have significant uncertainty (namely
aerosol and F2F transmission rates, fomite transmission rates, workplace size, and
mixing rates between job roles). These results are summarised in Supplementary .

In this following section, we focus on the impacts of testing and the combination of
different workplace interventions to analyse their potential effectiveness.

Impact of mass testing on point-source outbreaks

Given the long incubation period of COVID-19 (compared to flu) and the significant
proportion of asymptomatic cases, regular mass testing has been proposed and deployed
in various settings to screen asymptomatic and pre-symptomatic cases. Figures [3| and |§|
show the reduction in outbreak probability resulting from testing at different
frequencies with different test types in the SPDD and LIDD work settings respectively.
Overall, the results show that LFD antigen tests have a similar effect to PCR with a
2-day turnaround (given that lab turnaround targets were 24h in the UK, a 2-day
turnaround was typical for much of the pandemic). Therefore, considering the relative
low cost of LFDs, this suggests that they are a better option for mass testing [37]. Note
this estimate for the sensitivity of LFD antigen tests is based on estimates sensitivity in
phase 3b testing in [18] adjusted for the relative error induced by self vs. trained
swabbing (see |25] for further details).

In each figure, two cases, representing idealised behaviours, are shown. In the first
case testing is voluntary meaning 90% of people do 60% of the required tests on average
(missing tests at random), while the other 10% do no tests (3{(a) and [f{a)). This
therefore reduces the potential benefits of testing. In the second case testing is
enforced (B|b) and [d(b)) meaning that all workers test and report their results. This is
the theoretical maximum effect that we could expect testing to have.

Comparing figures |3| and a)—(b) shows that testing has a similar proportional
impact in the LIDD setting. However, in the LIDD case testing has a more noticeable
effect even when performed as infrequently as 14 days. With total compliance to testing,
the probability of outbreaks in both workplaces is reduced by approximately 80%, by
LFD antigen tests every 4 days (which have been deployed in other sectors), see c).
Note that this intervention is not as effective in the LIDD setting when fixed-pairing
and pair isolation policies are not in place (approximately 75% reduction from a higher
baseline without the fixed pairings policy, c)) Therefore, targeted isolation policies
can improve the efficacy of testing, as well as reducing transmission rates.

To conclude, we have found that regular testing, particularly in combination with
close-contact isolation, can have a very significant effect on workplace transmission.
Any testing intervention needs to be weighed against potential costs, at low community
prevalence the vast majority of tests are likely to be negative, and those that are positive
are more likely to be false positives and so the intervention may not represent good
value for money. Alternatively, at high community prevalence, testing and close-contact
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Fig 3. Probability of an outbreak in the model SPDD setting from a single
introduction (selected at random), where the black line is the mean baseline case (no
testing, estimated from 10,000 simulations). Each coloured marker shows the mean
result of 10,000 simulations with the labelled testing intervention. In (a) testing is not
enforced so pmiss = 0.4 and and in (b) it is s0 pmiss = 0.0 and all people isolate with a
positive test. In both cases we use pigo1 = 0.9 for symptomatic isolation.

isolation could result in many isolations, some of which are only precautionary, which
can have a huge impact on business. The latter case is not well described by the
point-source outbreak considered in this section, as introductions into the workplace are
more likely to occur in quick succession. Therefore in the following section we look at
the impacts of a range of interventions in the case of a continuous-source outbreak.

Impact of testing in the presence of household transmission

There are a number of confounding factors in reality that mean testing interventions
may not be as effective as outlined in the previous section. One of these is the potential
for household transmission between co-workers who share accommodation. In the
previous sections we have considered 5% of worker households in the model to be
shared, which is a significant fraction but not enough to have a large effect on
transmission dynamics. It was suggested in consultations that it is likely that this will
vary widely by workplace location and recruitment. Therefore, in this section we test
what effects changing this fraction has on these predictions.

Figure [5| shows that increasing the household sharing factor H from 0.05 to 2.0
increases transmission but the relative effect of testing (regular LED antigen testing
every 3 days) remains approximately unchanged. Interestingly, a household isolation
policy (i.e. the whole household isolates if one member isolates due to symptoms or a
positive test) only has a minor effect for H < 0.5 and this is because we assume that a
household transmission event between two cohabiting employees can still occur even if
both are isolating (and this still contributes to the total number of infections). In reality
it is likely that this risk of household transmission may reduce during the shared
isolation period if the cohabiting employees are able to remain physically separate,
however it is also possible the risk will increase as they would spend more time in the

shared accommodation during isolation. At very high rates of house sharing (H > 1 i.e.

2 or more employees in the average household), household isolation has a larger impact
as this mode of transmission is prominent enough to dominate the workplace chains of
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(a) Voluntary testing (b) Mandatory testing

(c) Random vs. fixed pairs

0.30 0.5
e 2 mmm  No testing
3 0.25 30 Voluntary Testing
8 B B Mandatory Testing
©0.20 003 X
[} Q
X
g 0.15 Scenario § 0.2
5 PCR - 0 delay 5 .
5010 PCR - 1 day delay 501 .
0.05 PCR - 2 day delay © oo .
= LFD ) Random Fixed
0.00 Driver/Picker pairings

20 40 6.0 80 10.0 120 140 2.0 4.0 6.0 80 10.0 12.0 14.0
Days between tests Days between tests

Fig 4. (a) and (b) show the probability of an outbreak in the model LIDD setting from
a single introduction (selected at random), where the black line is the mean baseline
case (no testing, estimated from 10,000 simulations). Each coloured marker shows the
mean result of 10,000 simulations with the labelled testing intervention assuming that
the fixed pairings and pair isolation interventions are in place for drivers and loaders. In
(a) testing is not enforced so pmiss = 0.4 and and in (b) it is 80 pmiss = 0.0 and all
people isolate with a positive test. In both cases we use piso1 = 0.9 for symptomatic
isolation. (c¢) Bar graph comparing the outbreak of LFD antigen testing every 4 days in
this setting showing both voluntary and enforced cases and both when the fixed pairings
and pair isolation policies are and are not in place.

transmission and household isolation can break a significant fraction of those
transmission chains.

To conclude, we see that in cases where there is high rates of household-sharing (or,
more generally, any contacts between employees outside of work during isolation) then
this can continue to drive transmission between employees and is difficult to distinguish
from workplace transmission. Nonetheless, for all values simulated, regular mass
asymptomatic testing has a sizeable effect on transmission rates.

Impact of interventions in a real-world context

In this section we model each workplace in the context of realistic community
SARS-CoV-2 incidence rates. We used incidence rates inferred from deaths and
hospitalisations in the UK during the period 1st March 2020 until 31st May 2020 (see
Supplementary Text S1.2). We then applied ran simulations with different interventions
in place, for each scenario we added an extra intervention to the ones applied before,
the interventions are:

1. Symptom isolation only: People who develop symptoms self-isolate with
probability piso1 = 0.5.

2. Improved isolation: To mimic the impact of pandemic messaging, isolation
probability is increased to piso1 = 0.9.

3. Distancing: All F2F interactions, except those involved in pair work, have
interaction distance x = 2m.

4. Cohort Size Reduction: In the SPDD setting, the number of cohorts for all job
types is doubled.

5. House share isolation: All employees who share a household isolate when one
self-isolates.

6. Fixed-pairings: In the LIDD setting, driver and picker pairs are fixed and both
self-isolate if one self-isolates.
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10 (a) Parcel delivery workplace (b) Large-item delivery workplace

@ Scenario
© g —— Baseline 20
S HS isol. only
E 6 —— Testing only 15
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Fig 5. Mean number of secondary cases resulting from a single random introduction
plotted against the house share factor H. Different colour lines show the different
intervention scenarios as labelled where “Testing” means LFD antigen testing every 3
days (with default adherence rates) and “HS isol.” means that the household isolation
policy was implemented. (a) and (b) show the results for the two workplace types, as
labelled. Each point plotted shows the mean of 10,000 simulations, with shaded error
region estimated using a bootstrapping process [38].

7. Office WFH: Office staff do not enter work, they only make contact other
employees if they share a household.

8. Testing: Twice weekly lateral flow testing is introduced for all employees.
9. Enforced testing: Testing becomes mandatory so no tests are missed.

10. Car share isolation: If a person travels to work with someone who self-isolates,
they self-isolate.

11. Cohort isolation: If one member of the cohort isolates, all people in the cohort
isolate.

In the model, introductions due to customer interactions only had a small but
noticeable effect meaning that drivers were slightly more exposed than other employees
(mean 0.11 introductions per driver for both work settings, averaged over all scenarios
vs. 0.09 for other staff respectively). Nonetheless, over the period, around 10% of the
workforce is infected purely due to the imposed prevalence and incidence.

Figure [6] shows the cumulative impact of interventions on secondary cases and
isolations in the SPDD setting. The interventions are applied in approximately the
sequence that was reported by companies we consulted. The intervention “Distancing”

increases all “cohort” and “random” contacts to 2m interactions and has a large effect.

Reducing cohort size and office staff working from home (“Office WFH”) have a big
impact on reducing transmission since this model predicts that outbreaks are most
likely to start in this group. Interventions beyond “enforced testing” are predicted to
increase isolation levels without much greater impact on transmission, particularly
“cohort isolation” which likely causes a great deal of disruption despite these groups
being unlikely to be infected. Note this becomes a much more viable option though if

cohorts are much smaller, which is one major benefit of reducing cohort size if possible.

Comparing the two graphs in [6] we see that is a slightly more efficient to have contact
reduction measures in place before adding isolation-based measures, as these reduce the
number of workers who will need to isolate. When isolation measures are implemented
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Fig 6. Boxen plots of the number of secondary cases divided by the number of
introductions in a SPDD workplace over a 3 month period. Each distribution shows all
the simulations (from 10000) with more than one introduction. The labels on the z-axis
indicate the addition of an intervention (in-tandem with all the interventions to the left).
In (a) the measures restricting contacts are introduced first and in (b) the
isolation-based measure.

alone, we see an increase in the predicted number of isolations even though the relative
reduction in transmission is similar.

As shown in [lmpact of mass testing on point-source outbreaks| moving from
voluntary to mandatory testing has a sizeable impact on transmission risk and this is
reproduced here (compare “testing” to “enforced testing” in figures |§| and .
Interestingly, we also see it has only a small impact on the number of isolations. This is
because the reduction in transmission means fewer cases, which acts to counteract the
increased rate of people entering isolation. This effect is even more stark if testing is
enforced in the absence of other measures (see figure . In that case, the imapct of
testing is significant enough to mean that the number of isolations actually reduces by
switching from voluntary to mandatory testing.

The impact of interventions in the LIDD setting is very similar (see figure @ We see
that the “fixed pairings” intervention (which includes pair isolation) has a marked effect
on transmission. The extra benefit gained from testing is clearly visible too, but again
isolation measures beyond this appear have little further effect.

To conclude, figures [6] and [7] demonstrate some of the trade-offs for different
intervention measures in terms of their impact on transmission and their impact on the
number of isolating employees. Certain interventions act to reduce both (social
distancing, Office staff WFH) but potentially have other costs for business/feasibility
issues that need to be considered. When there are employees that still need to be in
close-contact (e.g. driver and picker pairs in this model) the combination of fixed
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Fig 7. Boxen plots of the rates of onward transmission (number of secondary cases
divided by the number of introductions, top) and rates of isolation (number of isolation
day divided by scheduled work days, bottom) in a LIDD workplace over a 3 month
period. Each distribution shows all the simulations (from 10000) with more than one
introduction. The labels on the z-axis indicate the addition of an intervention
(in-tandem with all the interventions to the left). In (a) the measures restricting
contacts are introduced first and in (b) the isolation-based measures.

pairings, pair isolation, and regular testing is highly effective for reducing transmission.

Discussion

In this paper we have developed a stochastic model of SARS-CoV-2 spread in
small/medium size workplaces. The contact patterns simulated were designed to
represent warehouses/depots in the home-delivery sector, particularly those focusing on
B2C delivery. To our knowledge this is the first model to consider SARS-CoV-2
transmission in this sector specifically. While the parameterisation of these models has
significant uncertainty, we have been able to test the relative impact of various
interventions that companies in this sector deployed to reduce SARS-CoV-2
transmission over a range of scenarios and parameter regimes.

The results predict that workplace transmission in this sector is modest, due to the
bulk of the staff, drivers, working alone most of the day. Without any interventions
there is predicted to be a small risk to customers for an individual delivery, but in
workplaces undergoing an outbreak, home-installation of items can pose a risk to
customers without other interventions. The companies we consulted discontinued
home-installation during in the spring of 2020, but later re-introduced it with social
distancing measures. Parcel delivery companies switched to “contactless” delivery,
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Fig 8. Boxen plots of the rates of onward transmission (number of secondary cases
divided by the number of introductions, top) and rates of isolation (number of isolation
day divided by scheduled work days, bottom) over a 3 month period in (a) the SPDD
work setting and (b) the LIDD work setting. Each distribution shows all the simulations
(from 10000) with more than one introduction. Each distribution represents the case
with application of a single intervention, as labelled on the z-axis.

meaning that signatures are no longer required, essentially eliminating the only route of
transmission to customers. Overall, this suggests that this sector played a key role in
reducing community transmission of SARS-CoV-2, as it allowed people to stay at home
during periods of high-prevalence. Quantifying this impact is more difficult though as
the counterfactual situation (i.e. how people would have behaved if this sector failed to
keep up with increased demand or shops had remained open) is unknown.
Safeguarding the key workers in this sector was a broader challenge and companies
reported implementing multiple measures based on government guidelines and their own
judgement. A key result of this paper is that identifying high-risk contacts (due to e.g.
shared accommodation or work tasks requiring prolonged close-contact) is very
important and forms the basis of contact-tracing interventions. Workplaces have an
extra advantage over contact-tracers in that they have control and knowledge over some
of the contacts that employees are required to make in their line of work. In this case,
high-risk contacts can be limited by using fixed pairs for large-item delivery, reducing
then number of people sharing an office, and reducing the occupancy in shared spaces.
This then allows efficient isolation policies to be implemented based on knowledge of the
limited number of high-risk contacts people have made (e.g. workers are given paid
isolation leave if they share accommodation or work in a delivery pair with an employee
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who has tested positive or reported COVID-like symptoms). Supplementary figure S7
and figure [4] show that this combination can be very effective in small workplaces.

Rates of presenteeism, which in this case we define as those who do not self-isolate
when they develop symptoms, has been shown to be much less likely if fully-paid sick
leave is offered [39,40]. Therefore, in order to be effective, such isolation policies could
incur considerable costs to a business as well as reducing productivity. Similarly,
company-backed testing and isolation interventions will incur further costs and mean
that asymptomatic cases are detected, potentially resulting in even more isolations.
Therefore, companies may be apprehensive about deploying such strategies. Here, we
showed that these strategies are more efficient when close-contacts of index cases can be
identified and isolated too, particularly when such contacts are necessary for the job.
This can mean that chains of transmission are quickly shut down, and outbreaks are
much less likely to occur. Furthermore, combining these measures with social distancing,
WFH, and similar interventions that reduce transmission (e.g. masking) can reduce the
number of isolations since workplace outbreaks become less likely. Combining testing
measures with these can reduce risk of infection in the workplace and therefore reduce
the costs of employee isolation (as fewer people will need to isolate).

The model developed has several limitations which are important for the
interpretation of the results presented. First, the contact model has been developed
based on a mix of quantitative (survey data, staff numbers and demand levels) and
qualitative data (consultations). Novel insight was gained by speaking directly to
representatives from the sector, but their position was not objective and so there may
have been implicit biases in the descriptions of the nature of workplace contacts and
some potential routes of infection contacts could have been missed. Furthermore,
simplifying assumptions, such as all contact durations being identical for the same mode
of contact, mean that this model is idealised compared to reality. This could be
improved if data were available from e.g. wireless proximity sensors, as have been used
in other studies to reconstruct social contact networks [41,/42], including in
workplaces [43]. These provide much more high-fidelity data but when data is collected
during an epidemic or while restrictions are in place, these devices can themselves affect
behaviour and encourage greater distancing/policy adherence with a number of devices
deployed during the pandemic actively designed to have this effect [441|45]. Therefore,
empirical contact networks in the absence and presence of restrictions are difficult to
ascertain. Third, the transmission rate and the modifiers used for different types of
contact are uncertain, and is based on a combination of peer-reviewed [22,/23,29] and
non-peer-reviewed literature [21]. Improvements to this transmission model from the
adaption of more mechanistic modelling approaches that predict explicitly the infectious
dose associated with different modes of contact [23}29,46/52|, as well as updating with
data on new variants and vaccines, will mean that this model could be applied to
numerous future workplace scenarios to test the impact of different non-pharmaceutical
interventions.

There are also some complicating factors we choose to ignore in this model, that may
be important to consider when interpreting these results. First, we do not model severe
illness, which can impact results by increasing the time away from work of individuals
with COVID-19. Second, we do not model the complex relationship between
interventions and behaviour. It is possible that as more interventions are introduced,
adherence with other interventions wanes so the expected impact of combined
interventions may not be as high as predicted. This behavioural change is difficult to
predict, and so would need to be monitored by companies to gauge whether
interventions are working as expected. Furthermore, even with high adherence there is
no guarantee that people will use the test as intended. For example, people may be
inclined to test more regularly when feeling ‘run down’ or ‘paucisymptomatic’, i.e.
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exhibiting very mild COVID-19 symptoms, whereas in the absence of testing they may
have simply isolated from work. In this case, much of the benefit of testing can be
lost [53] because asymptomatic carriers will be less likely to be detected while
symptomatic carriers who would have otherwise isolated may be given a false negative
and choose not to. For this reason, in some sectors, mandatory regular testing (i.e.
carried out by trained swabbers at the workplace) may be the preferred option, because
with the adherence rates assumed in this paper, one mandatory test per week has a
similar impact to two voluntary ones (see figures [3| and . To address this shortcoming
of the model, surveys of staff or test reporting rates in relevant sectors where regular
testing has been deployed may inform changes. In particular, data around when and
how tests were being used would be useful (as well as rates of symptomatic isolations).
Survey information regarding contact frequency with other employees while off-work or
in isolation would also inform the model assumptions around the effectiveness of
isolation measures in reducing contacts. Finally, data from workplaces that monitor
adherence to other intervention policies (such as mask-wearing) could inform the
adherence rates simulated here. However with all behavioural and survey data, there is
the risk of reporting bias and behavioural changes in response to observation.

One major benefit of the model presented here is that it incorporates the dynamics
and variability in individual viral load, and simulates its impact on test sensitivity and
infectiousness. This, means that the correlation between test-positivity and
infectiousness is incorporated, meaning that impacts of these interventions can be more
accurately estimated. Thus we were able to estimate not only the effect on average
transmission rates, but also the frequency of rare superspreading events. This has
highlighted the importance of stacking interventions that reduce transmission through
different mechanisms. The source code is open access [36] and the underlying network
transmission model is malleable enough to be applied to any small closed populations.

Conclusion

This paper has shown that the multiple interventions put in place by the logistics and
home delivery sector during the early stages of the pandemic are likely to have reduced
the risk of workplace transmission and onward transmission into the community by
safeguarding customers and staff. The availability of lateral flow tests is another
valuable layer of protection that could have been added, and that this would have been
most effective when combined with isolation measures that target the most high-risk
contacts.

Supporting information

Text S1 Sector-specific data collected and derivation of parameters. Details

the data collected and used in the simulations and derivations of the model parameters.

Text S2 Simulation Algorithm. Outlines the discretisation and simulation
methods used to compute the model results.

Text S3 Baseline Modelling Results. Describes the results of simulations in the
baseline scenario with no interventions.

Text S4 Sensitivity Analysis. Shows the sensitivity of the model results to a
number of key parameters and assumptions.
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Fig. S1 Parcel and large-item delivery data. (a) Smoothed demand curves,
fitted using a linear GAM, to company-wide figures for number of consignments from
the parcel and logistics companies. The figures are given relative to their value at
01/03/20. (b) Weekday dependence for number of drivers and deliveries fitted using
negative binomial regression. Each point shows the number of deliveries or drivers
relative to the number on a Friday.

Fig. S2 Rates of infection ingress. Community incidence rates assumed for the
3-month period simulated in the continuous-source outbreak scenario.

Fig. S3 Model viral load, infectiousness, and test-positive probability
trajectories Each figure shows 50 randomly generated profiles of (a) RNA viral load
(logy, copies/ml) and their associated (b) infectiousness (normalised units) and (c)
test-positive probability. The red lines show the mean of 10,000 generated individuals at
each time point (where a missing value is taken as 0).

Fig. S4 Breakdown of mean secondary cases by infection route in a SPDD
work setting Stacked bar charts of the mean number of simulated secondary infections
resulting from a single index case in (a) a driver, (b) a picker, or (c) an office worker in
the SPDD work setting. Each bar shows secondary infections in each group of staff
broken down by transmission route, as recorded in table[2] Note that the “shared
spaces” contacts does not include contacts from sharing an office, these are counted as
“cohort” interactions for office staff.

Fig. S5 Breakdown of mean secondary cases by infection route in a LIDD
work setting Stacked bar charts of the mean number of simulated secondary infections
resulting from a single index case in (a) a driver, (b) a picker, or (¢) an office worker in
the LIDD setting. Each bar shows secondary infections in each group of staff broken
down by transmission route, as recorded in table[2l Note that the “shared spaces”
contacts does not include contacts from sharing an office, these are counted as “cohort”
interactions for office staff.

Fig. S6 Baseline outbreak probability in a SPDD work setting Estimated
probability of outbreak (defined as more than 3 secondary cases) resulting from a single
index case plotted against the cohort flux f. in days~!. Each marker shows the mean of
10,000 simulations, with shaded error region estimated using a bootstrapping

process |38]. Point-source outbreaks where the source case was (a) a driver, (b) a picker;
(c) an office worker. Each line in each figure compares simulations with different
numbers of teams used for that job role, shown as the number of workers per team on
average. In each figure, the job roles not shown have the default team size and

Pisol = 0.9 is assumed.

Fig. S7 Baseline outbreak probability in a LIDD work setting (a) Simulated
probability of an outbreak (defined as more than 2 secondary cases). Four scenarios are
shown: no intervention (staff are randomly paired each day); driver pairs travel with
window open (transmission rate constant reduced to 1/5 of original value in this
setting); fixed pairs (people always work with the same partner); and both of these
interventions simultaneously (fixed pairs and windows open). Each bar represents
10,000 simulations, error bars indicate uncertainty in the mean, estimated via a
bootstrapping method [38]. (b) Boxen plots of the number of customers infected per
point-source outbreak simulation in the LIDD setting with either no or both
interventions and the parcel delivery setting with default parameters.

March 23, 2023

21/27]

543

544

545

546

547

548

549

550

551

552

553

554

555

556

557

558

559

560

561

562

563

564

565

566

567

568

569

570

571

572

573

574

575

576

577

578

579

580

581

582

583

584

585

586

587

588


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.17.22272414
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.17.22272414; this version posted March 23, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Fig. S8 Effects of presenteeism on transmission in the SPDD work setting
model. Dependence of simulated outbreak probability on the self-isolation adherence
probability piso1. The different curves show the effect of increasing the house-sharing
factor H as labelled.

Fig. S9 Effects of presenteeism on transmission in the LIDD work setting
model. Dependence of mean number of simulated secondary cases from a single index
case on the self-isolation adherence probability piso;. The different curves show the effect
of adding a fixed-pairs isolation intervention.

Fig. S10 Breakdown of transmission routes for varying presenteeism in the
LIDD work setting model. Mean number of infected drivers per simulation with a
single driver index case plotted against symptomatic isolation probability piso1. The
infections are broken down by those cased by close contact pair work, and all other
contact routes. (a) The case with no fixed pairing intervention so pairs switch randomly
each day. (b) The case with fixed pairings a pair isolation policy. Dots show the mean
number of infections while shading shows 95% confidence in the mean calculated via
bootstrapping methods.

Fig. S11 Sensitivity to face-to-face and aerosol mediated transmission
rates. Histograms of secondary cases resulting from a single index case in the two work
settings simulated for different rates of F2F and aerosol transmission. The top row
shows the parcel work setting, while the bottom row is the large-item setting. For each
set of simulations, the transmission rate for F2F contacts is multiplied by “F2F scale
factor”, and the transmission rate for aerosol contacts is multiplied by “Aerosol scale
factor”. Note that for the large-item workplace we assume that the fixed-pair isolation
intervention is applied and in both cases piso1 = 0.9. We also assume that the index case
is selected randomly.

Fig. S12 Sensitivity to fomite mediated transmission rates. The mean
number of secondary cases resulting from a single index case in the two workplace types
plotted for 3 values of Srom at varying levels of demand for deliveries (x-axis). Note
that for the large-item workplace we assume that the fixed-pair isolation intervention is
applied and in both cases p;so1 = 0.9.

Fig. S13 Sensitivity to workplace size. The mean number of secondary cases
resulting from a point-source outbreak in the two workplace types plotted against
workplace scale factor. Note that for the large-item workplace we assume that the
fixed-pair isolation intervention is applied and in both cases piso1 = 0.9. We assume the
index case is selected at random.

Fig. S14 Sensitivity to mixing rates between workers in different job roles.

Histograms of the number of secondary cases resulting from a single index case in the

two workplace types plotted for different scalings of p.(Np + Ni, + No). The top row
shows the parcel delivery setting, while the bottom row is large-item setting, and each
column is for the index-case labelled. Note that for the large-item workplace we assume
that the fixed-pair isolation intervention is applied and in both cases piso1 = 0.9. Note

also the logarithmic scale.
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