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We consider the pricing/lead-time menu design problem for a monopoly service where time-sensitive cus-
tomers have demand on multiple occasions. Customers differ in their demand rates and valuations per use.
We compare a model where the demand rate is the private information of the buyers to a model where
the firm has full information. The model assumes that customers queue for a finite-capacity service under
a general pricing structure. Customers choose a plan from the menu to maximize their expected utility. In
contrast to previous work, we assume customers do not differ in their waiting cost. Yet we show that in the
private information case prioritizing customers may be optimal as a result of demand rate heterogeneity.
We provide necessary and sufficient conditions for this result. In particular, we show that for intermediate
capacity, more frequent-use customers that hold a lower marginal value per use should be prioritized. Fur-
ther, less frequent-use customers may receive a consumer surplus. We demonstrate the applicability of these
results to relevant examples. The structure of the result implies that in some cases it may be beneficial for

the firm to prioritize a customer class with a lower marginal cost of waiting.
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1. Introduction

Service firms sell memberships that lower the price paid by customers, yet raise the revenue received.
And membership has its privileges. Season passes to leisure activities such as ski mountains and
amusement parks are often accompanied by perks such as access to priority queues at theme parks
(e.g., Universal Studios Express Pass) or early admission (e.g., Stratton Mountain Summit Pass).
Memberships allow line-jumping for exhibit entrance at cultural institutions and early registration
for classes at social organizations. Firms typically offer several different pricing plans, e.g., unlimited
access (a season pass), limited access (a multiple use ticket), two-part tariffs (paid-for discount
cards such as tastecard), and a pay-per-use price, and these often come with differing benefits. The
customer’s choice of which price to pay depends on the value expected to be derived from use and
the total cost including the cost of waiting. And by inducing different customers to pay different

prices, firms can increase their total revenue.
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Consider, for example, the choice of whether to purchase a season pass at a ski resort allowing
unlimited access. This may be of interest to skiers residing near the mountain (the ‘locals’). They
are likely to have a higher frequency of use than vacationers coming to the resort (the ‘aways’).
However, a local also may derive less enjoyment from any particular day of skiing than an away, as
s/he may see multiple opportunities each season, reducing the marginal value. If the mountain’s
management does not offer a season pass, the locals may reduce their skiing. But if the season
pass is priced too low, the aways may purchase them, reducing the mountain’s revenue. Thus the
mountain’s management has the problem of pricing a season pass to attract locals, but not aways.
And unless they require proving residency to purchase such a pass, it is difficult to distinguish
locals from aways. But as noted above, the firm has another tool, the perks it offers along with the
pass. In particular, priority services such as pass-holders’ lift lines and early mountain access are of
value when the system is congested. We show that these perks are not simply additional benefits
of membership, but are necessary to maximize the mountain’s revenue.

This paper considers the problem of designing price/lead-time menus and the corresponding
scheduling policy for a profit-maximizing service provider serving customers with private infor-
mation on their preferences. Customers are risk-neutral and maximize their expected utility by
choosing whether to buy service, and if so, which service class (price-leadtime option on the menu).
The key novelty is that the paper studies settings where customers have demand for multiple uses,
and they are heterogeneous in these demand rates, as is the case for example in ski resorts or
amusement parks. Most previous studies restrict attention to the case where customers have unit
demand, that is, they have identical infinitesimal demand rates. The few papers that do consider
heterogeneous demand rates typically restrict attention either to the case in which the provider
observes customer preferences, or to undifferentiated First In First Out (FIFO) service which misses
the value of differentiated service.

The paper deliberately focuses on the simplest model to understand the minimal conditions for
differentiated service to be profit-maximizing when customers have heterogeneous demand rates.
Specifically, we model the service facility as M/M/1 and consider customer types that differ only in
their demand rates and their marginal (per-use) valuations; we do not assume the customers have
differing marginal costs of waiting. Rather, we show that differences in valuation and demand rate
are sufficient in some conditions to make prioritized service optimal for revenue maximization.

Customers repeatedly use the service (if they find it economical to do so) at a given rate that
is inherent to their type. We assume the marginal value for both customer types is constant in
usage, but apply a strict ordering on the marginal value for the types. We allow the marginal
value of an additional usage for the more frequent-use type to be either higher than or lower than

that of the less frequent-use type. Both cases are possible and represent alternate orderings of the
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marginal rate of substitution between usage and price depending on the customer’s type. (This is
the constant sign assumption, cf. Fudenberg and Tirole (1991).) For example, skiing enthusiasts
may find higher marginal value than a skiing novice at all frequencies of use. Alternatively, the
marginal value of use of a visitor to a ski resort may be higher than that of a local for whom
there are multiple opportunities to ski in a season. We investigate the firm’s policy for both cases,
comparing the firm’s optimal policy under full and private information.

Hassin and Haviv (2003) provide a comprehensive literature review of research into the equi-
librium behavior of customers and servers in queueing systems with pricing. The vast majority of
pricing studies for queues restrict attention to the case where customers have unit demand, that is,
they have identical infinitesimal demand rates. Naor (1969) and Mendelson (1985) consider first-
in-first-out (FIFO) service for customers with homogeneous delay costs. Mendelson and Whang
(1990), Hassin (1995), and Hsu et al. (2009) characterize the socially optimal price-delay menu and
scheduling policy for heterogeneous customers. Some papers on the revenue-maximization prob-
lem for heterogeneous customers restrict the scheduling policy, customers’ service class choices,
or both (cf. Lederer and Li (1997), Boyaci and Ray (2003), Maglaras and Zeevi (2005), Allon
and Federgruen (2009), Zhao et al. (2012), Afeche et al. (2013)). Afeche (2004) initiated a stream
of revenue-maximization studies that design jointly optimal prices and scheduling policies in the
presence of incentive-compatibility constraints (cf. Katta and Sethuraman (2005), Yahalom et al.
(2006), Afeche (2013), Maglaras et al. (2014)). The conventional wisdom that emerges from all
of these unit-demand studies is that offering priorities has positive value only if customers have
heterogeneous delay costs. In contrast, only a few papers consider customers who have demand
for multiple uses and who are heterogeneous in this attribute: some have high, others have low
demand. Rao and Petersen (1998) and Van Mieghem (2000) consider the welfare-maximization
problem. Rao and Petersen (1998) study a model with pre-specified priority delay functions, which
eliminates the scheduling problem. Van Mieghem (2000) considers the menu design question jointly
with the optimal scheduling problem under convex increasing waiting cost functions. Papers that
consider the revenue-maximization problem under restriction to FIFO service establish the opti-
mality of fixed-up-to tariffs (Masuda and Whang 2006) or compare the performance of simpler
tariffs, namely, subscription-only versus pay-per-use pricing (Randhawa and Kumar (2008), and
Cachon and Feldman (2011) ). Finally, Plambeck and Wang (2013) consider revenue maximization
with multiple-use customers whose service valuations are subject to hyperbolic discounting. This
model captures the preference structure for unpleasant services. The optimal mechanisms they
study are tailored to such settings, which are in marked contrast to the more pleasant services that

fit our model.



Aféche, Baron, Milner, and Roet-Green: Pricing and Prioritizing Time-Sensitive Customers
4 Article submitted to Operations Research; manuscript no.

This paper makes three contributions on the design of differentiated price-service mechanisms for
queueing systems. First, we demonstrate the fundamental point that when customers differ in their
demand rates, it may be optimal to offer delay-differentiated services (through priorities) rather
than uniform service (e.g., FIFO), even though all customers are equally delay-sensitive. In fact,
it follows from our derivation that a firm may prioritize customers that are less sensitive to delay.
This result runs counter to the conventional wisdom given by the extensive literature on systems
serving customers with equal demand rates that only prioritizing customers with higher delay costs
has positive value. Second, we provide necessary and sufficient conditions, in terms of the demand
and capacity characteristics, for priority service to be optimal. In brief, priority service is optimal
only if customers with higher demand rates have lower marginal valuations than their low-demand
counterparts, a plausible condition for several applications including entertainment parks. Under
this condition, priority service is optimal if the aggregate willingness-to-pay of all potential high-
demand users is sufficiently high, and there is sufficient, but not excessive, capacity. Furthermore,
when priority service is optimal, the menu is designed such that high-demand /low-value customers
buy the high-priority service for a subscription fee. The result implies that the use of priority
queues seen in many environments such as amusement parks and ski resorts is not just a reward for
loyal, season-ticket purchasing customers, but part of the mechanism design that allows the firm
to differentiate between customer types. Third, we show that offering optimal delay-differentiated
services can generate significant profit gains, compared to FIFO service, in many cases double-digit

percentage gains.

2. Model

We consider a capacity-constrained monopoly firm that designs a menu of price-service plans for
customers that differ based on their demand rate for the service and the value they derive from
each usage. There are two customer types, indexed by ¢ = 1,2. The market for each type consists of
a fixed, large number of potential customers, N;. Type-i customers receive a (constant) value r; for
each service usage. Fach type-i customer experiences a stream of service opportunities that arrive
at rate ;, the expected number of service opportunities per year. This rate is fixed and inherent
to the customer’s type. Without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.), we assume y; > 5.

Customers are delay-sensitive and prefer faster service. We assume that all customers have the
same waiting cost, ¢, per unit time in the system (including service). This assumption eliminates
waiting cost heterogeneity as the driver of delay differentiation, the focus of virtually the entire
previous literature on priority pricing. Rather, we focus on identifying the conditions for optimal

delay differentiation to arise as a result of demand rate heterogeneity.
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The firm operates a service facility with fixed capacity, p. (Our results characterize the optimal
menu as a function of p.) For simplicity we assume that the service operates as an M/M/1 queue.
Let AMa% =~ N; + v, N, denote the maximum potential arrival rate. We assume that A** is on
the order of u, while v; << p. This implies that while customers may use the service multiple times
during the year, each customer’s usage of the capacity is relatively insignificant. This assumption
is consistent with the types of service firms we are modeling (amusement parks, ski resorts, etc.).

The service provider first designs and announces a static menu of up to two service classes,
indexed by j = 1,2. Customers then choose from the menu the class of service to purchase as
detailed below. The restriction to two service classes is w.l.o.g. in our model. (If the provider offers
more than two plans and each type chooses the plan that maximizes its utility, then more than
two plans would be used only if some customers are indifferent between two or more of the plans.
However, the firm would only offer those plans that maximize its revenue, so there is no advantage
derived from offering more plans than customer types.) The menu specifies for each class a usage
rate-dependent tariff (or price function) and the expected waiting time a customer will encounter
at each visit to the facility. To be clear, “class” refers to the attributes of a service option, “type”
refers to those of a customer. We also refer to class-j service as plan j where it is natural to do so.

We assume that the firm knows the aggregate demand information (r;, -;, and N; for i =1,2,
and c¢). With respect to customer-level demand information, we consider two settings. In the Full
Information benchmark the firm can distinguish customer types. Our main results focus on the
Private Information setting where the firm cannot distinguish customer types. We formalize these
problems in Sections 2.1 and 2.2.

Let Pj(vy) be the total annual revenue generated by a customer with usage rate v who chooses
class-j service, j € {1,2}. This form is general and can represent any pricing scheme including
a service class with unlimited usage at a subscription price, a two-part tariff with or without a
maximum usage rate, or a simple per use price. If, for example, P;(7y) were a two-part tariff with
subscription fee F; and price per use of p;, then Pj(y) = F; + p;7.

Let W, be the expected waiting time (or lead time, including service time) for class-j service.
We require W;’s to be consistent with the average steady-state wait times that are realized given
the provider’s scheduling policy and the customers’ purchase rates induced by the menu. This
consistency requirement may be enforced by auditors or third party review sites. Practically, for
the motivating examples, social media provides a means for customers to learn prior to purchase
the expected wait times and determine if there are any inconsistencies with the posted times. See
Afeche (2013) for further discussion.

We do not assume a specific scheduling policy but rather let the provider choose any non-
anticipative and regenerative policy. This appears to be the most general, easily described restric-

tion of admissible policies that guarantees the existence of long run waiting time averages. We allow
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preemption, which simplifies the analysis without affecting the results (under priority scheduling,
with preemption the waiting time of a given class does not depend on the arrival rate of the lower
class).

Given the menu, customers decide whether to seek service, and if so, choose a plan to maximize
their expected total (annual) utility. Customers are risk neutral. They do not observe the queue
and base their decisions on the posted expected waiting times. This assumption is common in
related papers. For the motivating applications, the notion is that the queue cannot be observed
by the customer even at the time of purchase as it may be spatially or temporally removed from
the ticket window.

We further assume that customers do not change their type based either on the menu of prices
offered or their experience of the service. In our model a customer has no incentive to switch
between service classes during the year. As such, the customers decide once, at the start of the
year (or when their first service opportunity arises), which class of service to purchase (if any).
Then customers who buy a plan have an incentive to join the facility at each service opportunity.

From these definitions, the total expected utility of a type-i customer for class-j service is

(ri - CWJ’)%‘ - Pj(%)a

where r; — cW; is her expected net value from every service opportunity. As further discussed
below, we can restrict attention w.l.o.g. to menus that sell class-i to type-i customers. We write u;
for the utility of a type-i customer for class-i.

Let n; be the number of class-i plans sold. We assume that if customers of type-¢ find strictly
positive utility from a plan, the firm must allow all customers of type-i to join, i.e. n, = IN;. As such
the firm does not discriminate between customers of the same type if the pricing and prioritization
policy provide a positive surplus to the class. If the firm chooses to limit the number of customers
from a type that has positive utility from joining, it could do better by raising the price for the
corresponding class of service, until the point that they are indifferent between joining and balking.
Thus, if it does not raise the price, it would not limit the number. However, if type-i customers
are indifferent between joining and balking, the firm can restrict the number of class-¢ plans, i.e.,
it is possible for n; < N;. By these assumptions the firm can tailor the experience received by
different types of customers by lowering the demand from some classes while raising their price.
For simplicity, we treat n; as a continuous variable throughout, rather than as an integer; given

large N;, this is a mild assumption.
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2.1. Full Information Setting

In the Full Information (FI) setting the firm can distinguish between the customer types. It can
therefore assign a price for each customer type and enforce the customers to pay that price if they
use the service. We assume there are two service classes and that type-i customers are offered class-i
service. In this case, the firm maximizes its profit by choosing the pricing, P;(;), the participation,
n;, and the prioritization that subsequently defines the waiting time, W;, for each class. The firm’s
policy is constrained by the need for customers to see non-negative utility in joining the service.

In the FI setting the problem is:

"= ma n; P (y; la
ni‘rWifé(’Yi) Z (,Y) ( )
subject to  (r; —cW;)v; > Pi(vy;) fori=1,2 (1b)

((ri = <Wi)vi — Pi(vi))(N; —n;) =0 for i=1,2 (1c)
Wiz# fori=1,2 (1d)
H— 1%
Zni%‘
nyiW; > ——=—— le
; w—= an% ( )
0<n;<N; fori=1,2. (1f)

The objective function gives the total revenue of the firm. Constraint (1b) is the individual
rationality (IR) constraint. Constraint (1c) is a complementary slackness constraint that verifies
that if type-¢ customers have positive surplus from joining, then all customers of that type join.
Alternatively, if there is no surplus for type-i customers, any feasible number can be assigned.
Constraint (1d) ensures for each class that the waiting time is bounded below by the minimum
feasible waiting time for class-i in an M/M/1 queue. Constraint (1le) verifies that the (weighted)
average wait time for both service classes is bounded below by the minimum achievable, non-idling
waiting time. This defines the achievable region for the waiting time. Constraint (1f) enforces the
non-negativity and market size bounds for each customer type.

We can simplify the problem by eliminating the pricing, P;(;), and waiting times, W, as follows.
Observe that in maximizing the objective function, the individual rationality constraints, (1b), are

binding. Therefore letting P;(;) be the optimal price for class-i service in the FI solution,
P (i) = (ri — cWi)vi. (2)

The objective function can then be written as

max > i —c > nyW, (3)

i=1,2 i=1,2
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From (le) it is evident that for any fixed n; and ns, every work-conserving policy is optimal. In

particular, let W be the waiting time under FIFO service. That is,

1

W=—ce—
M—Z%‘nz‘

is optimal given n;. Therefore, we can reduce the Full Information problem to

FI HFI: iYi i ¢
(FD p o )

H—=TN17Y1 — N272
subject to 0<n; <N, for i=1,2.

2.2. Private Information Setting

In the Private Information (PI) setting, we assume the firm cannot distinguish between customers’
types. To be specific we assume the firm cannot determine the type of a customer prior to the
season or based on their usage during the season. Alternatively, if the type may be identified during
the season, the firm cannot take advantage of that information. First, customers’ types may not
be fixed year to year, and so the firm may not be able to identify customer types before the start
of a season based on previous usage. Second, customers that purchase a season pass or otherwise
fix their service class and payment at the start of the year may reveal their true type during the
season, but that is immaterial as the firm has already been paid and differentiating service based
on a customer’s true type would be difficult as the service class has already specified the expected
waiting time. Third, customers that pay per use may do so without identifying themselves so
tracking their type may be difficult. If their type can be identified we assume the firm does not
change their service menu during the year, i.e., as assumed the menu is static.

As before we assume customers choose from the menu to maximize their expected utility. Now,
the firm can no longer designate a class of service to a particular type of customer without providing
an incentive to ensure they choose one plan over another. We restrict attention w.l.o.g. to menus
ensuring incentive compatibility (IC) that target class i to type i customers such that they weakly
prefer class ¢ or no service over service in class j # i. (Based on the revelation principle (e.g.,
Myerson (1997)), mechanism design problems restrict attention w.l.o.g. to IC direct revelation
mechanisms in which each customer directly reveals her type. The mechanism described below,
while strictly speaking an “indirect mechanism”, is equivalent to a direct mechanism and more
naturally describes the purchase process.)

The IC constraints ensure that the expected annual cost for a type-i customer to use class-i

service is less than the cost to use class-k service, k # i.

Pi(vi) + Wiy < Pi(vi) + Wy for i,k e {1,2}. (4)
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Further, we assume that the annual price paid is non-increasing in usage for any class of service to
ensure one cannot misrepresent one’s type by higher usage for some gain. That is we impose the

monotonicity constraint:

Pi(v2) < Pi(vw)  fori=1,2. (5)

Remark 1. If fractional service could be purchased, we may need to also eliminate the possibility
of a high-use type-1 customer representing himself as a type-2 customer by purchasing multiple
copies of class-2 service. In particular, a type-1 customer would require (7;/72) copies of class-2

service. That is, we require the constraint
Pi(y1)+ Wiy < %Pz(’}’z) + cWay. (6)
2

We can show that at optimality (6) is either redundant to the IC constraint (4) or to the IR
constraint (r; — c¢Wi)vy; > Py(y;) or both. First observe that (6) is redundant to (4) if

Py(y1) + cWay < %Pz(%) + cWam
)

or V2P (71) <71 Pa(72).

Then, if Py(7y) = by for some b > 0, condition (6) holds. We show in Section 3.1.2 that P(7y) has
this form if r; > ry. If on the other hand r; <1y, we show in Section 3.2.2 it is possible for P,(7y)
to be a two-part tariff, i.e., P»(y) =by — a for some a,b > 0. In that case, we show below that (6)
is redundant to the IR constraint. Thus, we ignore constraint (6) in our formulation.

Under these conditions we can restrict the solution to truthful revelation so that type-i customers
only purchase class-i service. As before we assume the firm does not limit the number of customers
that purchase class-i service if type-i customers see strictly positive utility, and only sets n; < IV;

if customers are indifferent between purchasing or not. The firm’s Private Information problem is

S ;nipi(%)
subject to  (r; — cW;)vi > Pi(7:) for i =1,2 (7a)
Pi(71) + Wi < Pa(m) +cWam (7b)
Py(72) + cWaye < Pi(7y2) + cWive (7c)
Pi(v2) < Pi(m) fori=1,2 (7d)
(Pi(vi) = (ri = eWi)yi) (N —n;) =0 for i=1,2 (7e)
Wiz; fori=1,2 (71)

=1

N

Zni%Wi > p ;lzz Zi% (7g)

0<n; <N; for i =1,2. (7h)
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The problem formulation is almost identical to Problem (1), with two additions: Constraints (7b)
and (7c) are the IC constraints that verify that the total cost for type-i customers from choosing
plan i is always less than choosing plan k; and constraint (7d) is the monotonicity constraint that
verifies that the total payment of the customer cannot be reduced by increasing her demand.

We can simplify the problem (7a)—(7h) as follows. As noted above, (7a) is always binding for
i=1. That is, Pi(y1) = (r1 — ¢W1)y:. Further, because v; > 72, (7b) and (7d) imply P»(7;) can
be increased arbitrarily so that pricing alone is sufficient to deter type-1 customers from buying
class-2 service. This implies that we can extract all type-1 utility and that we can drop the type-1
IC constraint (7b).

However, pricing alone may not suffice to deter type-2 customers from buying class-1 service.
Let uy = (1o — cWs)y2 — Py(2) denote the type-2 expected utility from class-2 service. The type-2

IC constraint (7¢) is equivalent to
U > (7'2 - CW1)’72 - P (’Yz)-

That is, the type-2 utility decreases in its payment for class-1 service. In other words, a given u,
provides a lower bound on P;(7;). On the other hand, since tariffs must be increasing in usage, we
get

(ro —cWi)ya —us < Pi(72) < Pi(71) = (11 — cWi)7s.

It follows that if class-1 service is offered, type-2 can be deterred from buying it if and only if
(7"2 — CWl)’)/Q — U2 S (Tl — CWl)")/l.

or, equivalently,

171 — 7272 U2
W, < . (8)
cn—7)  dn—7)
Observe that if no type-1 customers are served (n; =0), then (7c) can be satisfied by setting

P (72) arbitrarily high. Moreover, maximizing the profit implies minimizing u,. Therefore (8) need

only hold when n; > 0. Combining these simplifications we can write the PI problem as:

(PI) HPI = Imax Z (nl'yz (Ti — CWZ)) — U2M2

n;,W; -
subject to n4 <W1 — <r1% — "2 + Uz >> <0 (9a)
c(vi—=2)  cln—2)
1
W, > —— fori=1,2 (9b)
=T
Zni’h
Zni%‘Wz > — (9¢)
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u2(N2 —712) =0 (9d)
0<n; <N; fori=1,2 (9e)

Constraint (9a) expresses the conditional constraint bounding the waiting time for the type-1
customers when they are present and subsumes the incentive compatibility and monotonicity con-
straints. As noted, the individual rationality constraint is given by (9f).
Remark 2 Let

M T

Cen—m)

Here, W is a critical waiting time dependent only on the model parameters. Then (9a) implies that
if type-1 customers are served, i.e., n; > 0, incentive compatibility requires that
U2

Wi <We—2
c(m —2)

(10)

Inequality (10) is the fundamental constraint governing the solution in the Private Information
case. It implies that if, for a given capacity, the FIFO waiting time, W, exceeds W, then it must
be that either type-1 customers are not served, or if they are served, they are served with priority
(W1 < Ws) or type-2 customers receive some surplus utility (us > 0), or both. Useful in determining
what is the case is the reciprocal of W, the critical capacity level

fi=—=

~ ]‘ — 6(71_72) (11)
W T —T272

3. Optimal Price—Service Plans

In this section we develop the solutions for the Full Information and Private Information settings.
Recall the two types are ordered by their inherent demand rates with ~; > ~,. While the type-1 may
use the service more frequently, it is not necessarily the case that the marginal value derived from
a single usage by a type-1 customer, ry, is greater than that of a type-2 customer, r,. We consider
two cases. In the first, referred to as the Increasing Ordering, we assume r; > r,. We present the
results for this case in Section 3.1. Here customers that have a higher valuation per usage use the
service more. In this case we show that the firm can achieve the same profit in the FI and PI
settings. This is the case investigated by Masuda and Whang (2006). As the FI setting solution
provides no priority to one type of customer over another, the same holds for the PI setting. In
the second case, referred to as the Decreasing Ordering, we assume r; < ry. In Section 3.2, we
show for this case it is possible that there is value to the information on the customer type and
a prioritization policy may be optimal in the PI setting. In all cases, we determine the customer

mix, service policy, and optimal pricing. These are dependent on the service capacity. Recall that
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for the Full Information setting, all service is FIFO and the prices are given by (2). For the Private
Information setting we provide the optimal service policy and prices. We summarize and discuss

the theoretical results in Section 3.3. All proofs appear in Appendix A.

3.1. Increasing Ordering: Transaction Value Increases in Demand Rate

We first consider the full information setting, and subsequently the private information setting.

3.1.1. Increasing Ordering, Full Information. Let n} be the optimal number of class-i
customers that are served in the FI setting. The solution to (FI) for the increasing ordering is

characterized by the following proposition:

Proposition 1 For ry > ry, there exist four thresholds over the capacity:

c
Ho= —,
T1
cp
pyi=arg{r; = ————1},
© (o — N1y )?
cp

=arg{r,=———1},
2 ug{ ’ (u—Nm)Q}

Cl
H— Nl’)’l - Nz’Yz)Q ’

ps = arg{ry =
p (

with po < 1 < po < pg such that:

1. For p < g, the provider does not serve any customers, nj =nj =0.

2. For py < p < w1, the provider serves type-1 customers exclusively, but only partially, such that
0<ni <Ny,n;=0.

3. For py < p < s, the provider serves type-1 customers exclusively and fully, such that nj =
Nyi,n;=0.

4. For py < p < us, the provider serves type-1 customers fully, and type-2 customers partially,
such that n; = N,0 <nj < N,.

5. For > ps, the provider serves type-1 and type-2 customers fully, such that ni = Ny,n5 = Ns.

Proposition 1 implies that as the capacity of the firm grows, first type-1 customers and subsequently
type-2 customers are served as would be expected for the increasing ordering. In doing so, the firm

engages in a revenue skimming policy for its capacity.

3.1.2. Increasing Ordering, Private Information. Under the increasing ordering, we
observe that the firm can achieve the same revenue under the PI setting as in the FI setting,
without offering any priorities. Observe that for FIFO waiting time W, P; () = y1(r; — cW) >
Ya(re — ¢cW) = Py (72), so type-2 has no incentive to buy class-1 (we extract all type-1 utility,
which is higher than for type-2 because of the increasing ranking) so long as we set P; (7y2) high
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enough. Similarly, type-1 has no incentive to buy class-2 because we can set P (7;) to make the

class prohibitively expensive. Formally we have:

Proposition 2 When ry > rq, the problem (PI) is maximized by offering FIFO service with P;(y;)

set equal to the solution for the FI setting P (7;), and achieves the same revenue.

3.2. Decreasing Ordering: Transaction Value Decreases in Demand Rate

We next consider the decreasing ordering where r; < ry, i.e., the customers with higher demand
(71 > 72) have lower marginal value per use. We show that in the FI setting, the solution is similar
to that for the increasing ordering. That is, the firm should serve first the customers with the

higher valuation for the service. However, the FI solution does not hold for the PI setting.

3.2.1. Decreasing Ordering, Full Information. The solution to Problem (FI) for the

decreasing ordering is characterized by the following proposition:

Proposition 3 For ry <ry, there exist four thresholds over the capacity:

c
Ho= —,
T2
Clh
Yy i=arg{ry = ——=1},
=g = o)
Clb
o i= arg{r; = h
2 ' (M_NZW)Z
Clh
=arg{r, = ,
Ha #g{ ' (N—N171—N2’72)2}

with po < 1 < po < pg such that:

1. For p < g, the provider does not serve any customers, nj =nj =0.

2. For py < p < w1, the provider serves type-2 customers exclusively, but only partially, such that
n; =0, 0<ni <N,.

3. For py < p < s, the provider serves type-2 customers exclusively and fully, such that ny =0,
nsy = Ns.

4. For py < p < us, the provider serves type-2 customers fully, and type-1 customers partially,
such that 0 <nj < Ny, nj =Ns.

5. For p> ug, the provider serves type-1 and type-2 customers fully, such that nj = Ny, ny = N.

For the FI setting for the decreasing ordering, the solution again is given by a price skimming
policy. In this case as the capacity increases, the type-2 customers are allocated capacity initially,
and type-1 customers are served only if there is sufficient capacity. We now turn to the case with

private information.
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3.2.2. Decreasing Ordering, Private Information. Under the decreasing ordering we find
that the firm may not achieve the same revenue in the PI setting as in the FI setting. As before,
the firm’s price/lead-time menu depends on the capacity. Here it also depends on the aggregate or
total valuation of the service for the year for each customer. We consider two sub-cases:

e the total valuation of a type-1 customer is less than that of a type-2 customer (r17y; < ro7s).

e the total valuation of a type-1 customer is higher than that of a type-2 customer (r;7y; > ra7s).
We refer to these as the “low total valuation” and “high total valuation” sub-cases, respectively.
In the low total valuation case, type-1 customers are not particularly attractive customers for the
firm. In contrast, the high total valuation sub-case provides an opportunity for the firm to set
prices and service priorities so as to capture the type-1 customers’ value while ensuring the type-2
customers identify themselves as such and extracts a higher marginal revenue from them.

Our main result is that for both sub-cases, we find that there may be a range of capacity where
to maximize its revenue, the firm may need to prioritize the type-1 customers (W; < W) and/or
provide positive consumer surplus to the type-2 customers.

Low total valuation sub-case. = With both low valuation for each usage (r; < ry) and low total
valuation (r;7y; < re72), the firm would need both sufficient capacity and a sufficient number of
type-1 customers for it to find value in serving these customers. The following proposition identifies

these conditions:

Proposition 4 Suppose 11 <19 and riy; < 1oye. Let ps be defined as in Proposition 3.
1. If p < g, the FI solution solves Problem (PI): TI?1 =117, ny =n} =0 and type-2 customers
are served under FIFO service with P;(~y;) = P} (v:).
2. If u> po, IIPT <TIFL, type-2 customers are served fully and there exists 11 > s such that type-1
customers are served if and only if 4> and
Ny _rmova—7mim
ﬁz ~ ™M .
In this case type-1 get strict priority and zero utility, whereas type-2 customers receive positive

utility.
In Proposition 4 the condition in part 2.,

& > T2Y2 —T171

or, equivalently, (Ny + Ny)(r1y1) > Na(ra7y2),
N, 17

holds for sufficiently large /N;. In this case the total potential value of all customers at the lower
total value per customer r;7y; exceeds the value of the type-2 customers alone. That is, if all

customers were to pretend to be type-1, the firm could extract higher revenue than if they served



Aféche, Baron, Milner, and Roet-Green: Pricing and Prioritizing Time-Sensitive Customers
Article submitted to Operations Research; manuscript no. 15

only the type-2 customers. This is the only circumstance in the low total valuation sub-case that
there is value to be extracted from the type-1 customers. In this case a limited number, say 7,
of the type-1 customers will be served. However, these customers are served with priority and
charged a premium price, P;(;) > P; (1) in order to deter type-2 customers from buying class-1
service. This results in a delay for the type-2 customers, but they are compensated by receiving a
discount so their price Py(7) is lower than Pj(v;). The discount provides consumer surplus to the
type-2 customers and so the firm does not receive the same revenue as in the FI setting. That is,

in Lemma 3 (given in the proof) we show for u > po, the prices as functions of v are:

Pi(y) = (r1 = cWi)n > Pl (m), (12)
Patr) = (ra = W)y = T (1, — ) < P ), (13)

and ITP7 < II7. Observe that the price for class-1 service is independent of v, i.e., a subscription
price, whereas that for class-2 service is a two-part tariff.

Observe that as pu — oo, Wi, Wy, — 0. Therefore at the limit P,(y,) = P (y1) = r17y; from (12).
But for type-2 customers, from (13) Py(7v2) =171 < P5 (72) = ra7y2. The price that is paid by type-2
customers is reduced even when the capacity is large. In order to serve type-1, one cannot charge
more than r;y; when Wy =0, but then one cannot charge type-2 more than ry7y; as well because
otherwise they would represent themselves as type-1. As a result, 1177 < IIF7.

As we noted in Remark 1, if the price for class-2 service is given by a two-part tariff of the form
Py(y) =by —a, for a,b> 0, a type-1 customer may prefer to purchase multiple services of class-2

service. Incentive compatibility requires (6) to hold:
Pi(71)+ Wiy < %Pz(’h) + cWomys.
2

Substituting P;(y:) and P»(72) given by (12) and (13) into the above and simplifying, implies (6)
holds if
c
—<n
H—=n1m
or, equivalently,

ry—cW; >0,

as (17) in the proof of Proposition 4 shows that W; =1/(u —nyy1). But this is the IR constraint
for type-1 customers and therefore type-1 customers would not purchase multiple copies of class-2
service and (6) is redundant to the formulation.

High total valuation sub-case. We now consider the sub-case where r;y; > r2y2. Here, the

type-1 customers are very attractive if one considers the total revenue they could provide. (They
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Form Description n1 Class-1 Priority | Class-2 Price Form | Class-2 Price Function
(i) | PI equal to FI solution nt No Fixed Pa(y) = (rs — W)y
077 () =11 ()
(ii) Class-2 only served — NA Pay-per-use Pa(y) = (ra — W)y
077 () <177 ()
(iii) Class-1 priority, Pa(y) = (ra — cWa)y
Class-2 surplus ni <nj Yes Two-part tariff _ C}(Lzl;?l) ¥ (v — T22)
7 () <10 ()
(iv) Class-1 priority
Class-2 no surplus ny <nj Yes Pay per use Py(y) = (r2 — cWa)y
077 () <117 ()
(v) Class-1 priority
Class-2 no surplus ni=nj Yes Pay-per-use Py(y) = (r2 — cWa)y
077 () =117 ()

Table 1: Solution forms for high total valuation sub-case.

are still less attractive than type-2 who have a higher marginal value and so will be completely
served as capacity expands, i.e., ny = Ny, before any type-1 customers are served.)

The solution to the PI case can be classified as being in one of five forms. Each solution is defined
by three elements: n;, the number of type-1 customers served, Wi, their waiting time, and u,, the
consumer surplus of the type-2 customers. (In all cases ny =nj.) These also define W5, the class-2
waiting time, P,(7), the class-2 price function, and IT7/, the revenue. In particular, we show that
again there is a range of capacity where the firm will serve the type-1 customers with priority while
providing a positive surplus to the type-2 customers. The five forms are summarized in Table 1;
the details for all the solutions are given in Appendix B. As before W is the waiting time under
FIFO service. Fixed prices imply a subscription price for unlimited usage; per use prices are just
that. (Recall in all cases P () = (11 —cW1)71, a fixed price.) To emphasize the dependency of these
cases on the capacity, we make explicit the dependency of the revenues as functions of u, ITF7(u)
and T (p).

The solution form that holds depends on the capacity in the system. Recall from Proposition 4
that @ is the lowest capacity for which the firm would serve type-1 customers and must be at least
2. For p <, either solution (i) or (ii) holds. Also recall IC requires

Wy <W+—2
c(y1 —72)
The waiting time for a class-1 customer, if given priority, must be at least the service time, 1/f.
Thus if 1/5 > W or equivalently from (11), @ < 11, IC also requires that us > 0 which is solution
(iii). In this case, as capacity expands, at some point, W; = W. At this point, say i, the firm does
not need to give additional incentive to type-2 customers, and for larger capacities, us =0 and

solution (iv) holds. If 7 > 1z, then for all capacities greater than [, us = 0. Let Ky =7 (1 — Noy2)?/c
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and K, =r,j1?/c. These are the critical capacities that determine what happens when n, =nj, i.e.,

cases (i) and (v) above. Proposition 5 summarizes all of the possibilities.

Proposition 5 Suppose r1 <19 and ri7y, > 1r2y2. Let us be defined as in Proposition 3.
L. If p<pg or u> Ky, solution (i) holds; the PI solution = FI solution. For < pa, ny =nj =0;
for p> Ky, ny =nj >0.
2. If po > 1, then for us < p < Ky solution (v) holds.
3. If us < pi, there exists [ such that
a. if L < [, there exists ji such that for p < solution (ii) holds; for m < p < i solution (iii)
holds; for p < pu < Kj solution (iv) holds; and for K; < u < K, solution (v) holds.
b. if L > 1, then for u < i solution (ii) holds; and for i < pu < Ky solution (iv) holds; and for
K, <p< Ky solution (v) holds.

In Proposition 5, the PI and FI solutions are equivalent, for both very low (u < uy) and high
(1> K3) capacity, in contrast to Proposition 4. In the intervening range which case holds depends
on the various model parameters. Case 3a illustrates the full range of solutions. We highlight that
for p <, we do not serve type-1 customers — solution (ii), but for slightly higher capacity (@ <
1<), not only do we serve them, but we give them priority — solution (iii). As in Proposition 4,
prioritization of the high-demand rate customers will be joined with discounting for low-demand
rate customers. By prioritizing the class-1 service the firm can raise the total revenue it receives
from these customers. However, the waiting time for the class-2 service will necessarily increase.
To compensate, and continue to attract them, their price will decrease. Further, the class-2 price
is given as a two-part tariff where the fixed part of the tariff represents the surplus utility the
type-2 customers receive for this service. For higher capacity (1 < pu < K;), class-1 service is still
prioritized, but no surplus is given to the type-2 customers as with sufficient priority W; < W -
solution (iv). Finally for K; < pu < K, all of the customers served in the FI solution can be served,

but prioritization is still required to ensure W; < W — solution (v).

3.3. Summary of Results

To summarize, under the increasing ordering (r; > r3), the FI and PI solutions are identical. The
firm can skim the price as one would expect, allocating capacity to the higher value customers
before serving lower value ones. However in the decreasing ordering (r; < r,) this may not be the
case. When the frequent customers do not value the service highly (the low total valuation sub-
case, 117y1 < ra72), the FI solution value dominates the PI solution value when there is sufficient
capacity to serve both types of customers. Some n,; of these customers will be prioritized. The type-

2 customers’ price will be lower because of their lower priority. Further, we show the price is even
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lower than required for the individual rationality constraints to hold as the incentive compatibility
constraints force the firm to provide a consumer surplus.

A similar result holds for the high total valuation sub-case (r;7y; > r972). Here, because of the
high long-term value of the type-1 customers, there are several possibilities, depending on the
capacity. In particular, the firm may choose not to serve type-1; serve a limited number of them
with priority and provide a consumer surplus to type-2; serve a limited number and provide no
consumer surplus to type-2; serve both types as in the FI setting though prioritize type-1; or simply
use the FI solution.

The main point here is that for the decreasing ordering where high frequency customers value
each interaction lower than the lower frequency customers, there are solutions where incentive
compatibility requires prioritization even when all customers value waiting equally. Firms should
be especially careful in their pricing when a class of customers would choose to frequent the service,
while deriving smaller marginal benefit from each use. As long as their marginal value is not too
low, the firm can benefit by serving them, possibly with priority. N.B., while our analysis assumes
identical sensitivity to waiting for both types, it is clear that the firm can benefit from prioritizing

type-1 customers even if their sensitivity to waiting is less than that of the type-2 customers.

4. The Value of Priority vs. FIFO Service

We compare the revenue received and the customer served under the Full Information, and Private
Information solutions. We focus on the decreasing ordering case (r; <73). Recall that in this case
when there is sufficient capacity (u > ps2), all Ny type-2 customers and some of the type-1 cus-
tomers are served. Recall also that the PI solution requires adherence to the incentive compatibility
constraints, (7b) and (7c). We have shown that if the pricing menu determined in the FI solution
is applied to the PI case, these constraints will not be observed and priority service may improve
the revenue. To evaluate the benefit of prioritization, we also compare the PI solution to the best
policy under restriction to FIFO service in the private information case. The firm has a single price
and offers only FIFO service, but optimizes over the total number of customers. Let ni? =n} be
the optimal number served under the FI solution and nf’ be the optimal number served under
the PI solution. Let n“* be the optimal number of type-1 customers served under the suboptimal
policy. Let II°"* be the suboptimal revenue.

We compare the percentage difference between the FI solution and the PI solution to measure
the value of information, and the difference between the PI solution and the suboptimal solution
to measure the benefit of prioritization. Let

IF! _ 1P! TP _ [TSub

————x100% and AL =" x100%.

FI __
API_ HF HP
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Figure 1: Example 1 — Decreasing order, low  Table 2: Example 1 — Percent-
total valuation, with fewer type-1 customers  age difference in profit, type-1
N; =50, N, =150. Here r1 =1, 1 =5, 71 =11, customers served, and utiliza-
Y2 =4, and ¢ =15. tion at various capacity levels.

Let pff, pP1, and pS** the utilization under the FI, the PI and the suboptimal solutions, respec-
tively. For all of the figures and tables, we present results for p > po, noting u., as given by

Proposition 3, depends on 71, Na, v, and c.

4.1. The Low Total Valuation Sub-case

In this case, the high frequency of the type-1 customers does not result in higher total value from
the type-1 customers, i.e., r17v; < r3y2. We consider two examples. For both we let vy =1, r, =5,
v =11, v =4, and ¢=15.

Ezxample 1. In the first example we let N; =50 and N, = 150 so that the total value from type-2

only dominates the value if all customers purchase class-1: Noroys > (N7 + No)riy; or

Nl 1 9 _ T2Y2 —T1M1

—==<
NQ 3 11 ™17

In this case, by Proposition 4, nf! =0 so I1°** = II”!. The revenue provided by the few type-1
customers does not justify serving them even if they can be prioritized. In the FI solution type-1
customers are valuable for p > u, = 703. Figure 1 presents the revenues as a function of u. Table 2
details the profit reduction percentage, the number of type-1 customers served under FI, and the
utilization at various capacity levels. The PI optimal two-part tariff, attractive to type-2 only,
provides significantly more revenue compared with providing a subscription price that would be
attractive to type-1 as well. In this example the revenue and utilization under the FI case are
substantially higher than in the PI case.

Example 2. We now let N; = 150 and N, = 50, reversing their values from Example 1. Now
there are sufficient type-1 customers to make selling them a subscription while prioritizing them

attractive. That is, because N; /N, =3 > 9/11, Proposition 4 implies nf’ > 0 when there is sufficient
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Figure 2: Example 2 — Decreasing order, high total valuation, with many type-1 customers N, =
150, Ny =50. Here ry =1, 1, =5, 11 =11, 7o =4, and c=15.

5 Tl i W
500 0 13.3 | 194 0 0 0827 | 04 0.4
1000 | 2.1 |29.7| 61.6 | 61.3 | 59.8 | 0.877 | 0.874 | 0.858
1500 | 1.2 | 23.1 | 104.5 | 104.2 | 103 0.9 |0.898 | 0.889
2000 | 0.75 | 18.8 | 147.9 | 147.6 | 146.6 | 0.913 | 0.912 | 0.906
2500 | O 17.5 | 150 | 150 | 150 | 0.74 | 0.74 | 0.74

Table 3: Example 2 — Percentage difference in profits, type-1 customers served, and utilization at
various capacity levels.

capacity. When capacity exceeds 11 & 870, nt’! > 0. The type-1 customers are prioritized and the
type-2 customers receive a positive consumer surplus. With sufficient capacity the waiting time
tends to zero and by Lemma 3, Pi(y) = Pa(y) = r171. That is, the type-2 customers receive a
substantial discount of roy, — 7171, =20 — 11 =9 or a 45% discount. This translates into the 13%—
30% difference between the FI and PI solution — see Table 3. On the other hand, there is little
difference between the profit of the PI solution and that of the Suboptimal solution that uses FIFO
(1%—2%). Prioritizing the type-1 customers is of little benefit. By comparing the number of type-1
customers served and the system utilizations in each of the solutions (FI, PI, and Sub), we observe
that almost all of the difference is attributable to the discount given to the type-2 customers in

the PI and Sub cases.

4.2. The High Total Valuation Sub-case

In this case r; < ry and r1y; > ray.. That is, the type-1 customers are very attractive and the firm
would want to serve as many as possible. However, the profitability from doing so depends on the
cost of waiting. In Example 3 we assume a low cost of waiting; in Example 4, a high cost. For both
examples we let ry =1, ro =5, v =21, 75, =4, N; = N, =100.

Ezxample 3. Here we let ¢ =25. Then from (11),

go L _dmzm) 25(21-9)
W rm—rave 2120

=425 < py = 513.
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i [AEL [nl™ [ni™® ] o™ [ p°°
600 | 1.5 | 3.7 | 0 |0.796 | 0.667
800 | 7.8 |12.3 | 7.14 | 0.823 | 0.687
1000 | 11 | 21 | 162 |0.842 | 0.74
1200 | 9.2 |29.8 | 25.3 | 0.856 | 0.776
1800 | 5.8 |56.6| 52.6 | 0.882 | 0.836
2400 | 4 | 83.6| 80 |0.898 | 0.867
3000 | 0 | 100 | 100 | 0.833 | 0.833

Table 4: Example 3 — Low waiting cost, ¢ = 25. Type-1 receives priority and is served fully. Type-2

does not receive a discount. Here ry =1, r, =5, v =21, 75 =4, N; = Ny = 100.

p [ AGL [ART [ nf T [T [ng™ [ p"T ] o™ ] p%
800 | 3 |1.89] 95 | 83 | 2.2 | 0.75 | 0.717 | 0.558
1200 | 14 | 1.2 [264] 25 | 20 |0.796]0.773 | 0.683
1600 | 10.5 | 0.8 | 43.7 | 42.4 | 37.8 | 0.823 | 0.806 | 0.746
2000 | 8.3 | 0.5 | 59.8 | 61.1] 55.7 | 0.842 | 0.828 | 0.785
2400 | 6.7 | 0.35 | 78.7 | 77.4| 73.7 | 0.856 | 0.844 | 0.811
3000 | 1.82 | 0 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 0.833 | 0.833 ] 0.833
3500 0 | 0 | 100 | 100 | 100 | 0.714 | 0.714 ] 0.714

Table 5: Example 4 — High waiting cost, ¢ = 50. Type-1 receives priority and is served partially.

Type-2 receives a discount. Here ry =1, 7 =5, 71 =21, v, =4, N; = N5 = 100.

Figure 3: Example 4 — Decreasing order, high total valuation, with high waiting cost ¢ = 50.
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In this case, from Proposition 5.2, there is no difference between the number of customers served

in the FT and PI solutions and A5! = 0. However, in the PI solution priority service is given to the

type-1 customers. This raises the price they pay. But the corresponding gain in revenue is offset

by the reduction in the price paid by the type-2 customers. The priority differentiation only serves

to discriminate between the two classes. Without prioritizing, all customers would pay the lower

price resulting in the same waiting cost, but lowering the total revenue. This is expressed in that

ALL > 0.

Ezample 4. Next we let ¢=>50. Then from (11),

1
u: _ =
W  Ti71— 71272

(11— 2) _ 50(21 —4)

21 -20

=850 > iz = 569.
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In this case, for p > s, case 3a of Proposition 5 holds. Because of the higher cost of waiting, in
order to encourage type-1 customers to join, they need to be given an incentive in the form of
priority service. As depicted in Table 5, however, the number is limited so that fewer are served
than under the Fl-case, ensuring the effectiveness of the waiting time reduction. Similarly, the
type-2 customers would prefer such a priority, eliminating its effectiveness. To discourage them
from switching, they receive a discount, at least while y < . In Table 5, this is demonstrated by
the small percentage loss, given by AL! Under the restriction to FIFO service, the suboptimal
solution (Sub) would hold and fewer type-1 customers would join, lowering the revenue significantly,
relative to the PI solution. Figure 3 illustrates the small loss vs. the FI solution and the large
gain over the suboptimal FIFO service. (From Table 5 AL, =14% at p = 1200 and stays above
6% even as capacity doubles.) Because the type-1 customers have a high total valuation, ensuring
their full participation is of value. By prioritizing them the firm can significantly increase profits
over FIFO service. We want to highlight that though some type-1 customers are excluded in the
PI solution compared with the FI solution, the capacity utilization in the example is maintained
between 70%-85%. This range may be considered moderate indicating that our example does not

result from an extreme choice of parameters.

5. Discussion

Priority queues have long been studied as a means of discriminating between customers that differ
in their cost of waiting. In this paper, we assume a common cost of waiting, and still demonstrate
that priority queues may be revenue maximizing. Our insight is that if customers differ in their
demand rate and marginal valuation of a service, prioritization provides a means of encouraging
high-frequency, low marginal value customers to pay a little more for the service while allowing
the firm to reduce the price for lower frequency customers. What may be thought of as a benefit
or privilege provided to loyal, frequent-use customers, is demonstrated to be a tool that allows
the firm to improve profitability. Moreover, our analysis implies that prioritizing customers with
higher demand rate and lower marginal value may also be optimal if they are more patient than
their low-frequency counterparts.

Using our ski resort example, the season pass that is sold to the locals is accompanied by
admission to priority queues at the lifts and early access to the mountain, not just as a perk, but
as a means of raising the price of the pass and the revenue of the firm. The higher price discourages
the aways from purchasing the season pass. Further, the price of the daily pass sold to the aways is
discounted so that they see a consumer surplus. Effectively, the locals subsidize the price paid by
the aways, and the total revenue generated grows. Of course, this result depends on the demand

and capacity of the firm. With too few locals or too little capacity, only the high-marginal value
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aways are served. Offering a season pass does not generate sufficient revenue compared with the
additional cost of waiting incurred by the aways. If the capacity is very high, all customers are
served FIFO, and a single price is charged to all. But, importantly, at moderate levels of capacity,
priority queues are optimal.

One concern may be that the policy hinges on the assumption that the firm would restrict the
number of season passes sold. As demonstrated in our example, there may be some restriction in
the number, in order to achieve the desired waiting time for the priority customers. However, the
restricted number may only be slightly lower than the number of class-1 customers that would be
served in the full information case. If one accepts the premise of revenue maximization by limiting
the total waiting time as in Cachon and Feldman (2011), then the assumption the firm would limit
the number of priority customers served should be acceptable.

In this work we have assumed that the customer classes have inherent demand rates. This would
seem to hold for the aways (the low-rate users) in our example. They have limited number of days
they can ski, and changes in pricing would likely not change their usage, but rather whether they
purchase at all (i.e., not go to the resort). For the locals (the high-rate users), this assumption
may be more one of convenience than actuality. Certainly, if a season pass is purchased, then the
assumption of a fixed expected number of ski-days is reasonable. But in our model, the high-rate
users do not modify their usage if a season pass is not sold. Rather, some purchase and others do
not. However, the fundamental point of this paper will continue to hold in a model that considers
usage rate decisions. That is, offering priority service may increase revenues as a result of demand

rate heterogeneity, even if all customers share the same delay cost.

Appendix A: Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1 For the FI setting, the solution is found by taking the derivatives of
the objective function of (FI) with respect to n; given as

o1l
oM, ma) _ (n— £ ) i=12 (14)
on; (= nim = n272)

(Below we denote II,,, = 9I1/0n,.)
Because 1 > ry and 7y, > 7, it follows from (14) that

HTLI > Hng‘ (15)

Then we have the following after some algebra:
1. When pu < pyg, for any ny,ny, >0, II,,, is non-positive (IL,, =0 only at p = uo), and II,,, is
strictly negative. Therefore the provider does not gain any positive revenue from serving any

customers.
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2. When pp < p < pq, for any 0 <ny; < N; and n, >0, II,,, is strictly negative, and therefore the
provider does not serve class-2 customers. But II,,, (0,0) > 0> II,,, (/Vy,0), and since

821_[( ) CUY1
——(n1,N2) = —
i (=171 — naye)?

<0, 16
on? (16)

then for every n, > 0, II is concave in n; and there exists a unique nj between 0, N; that
maximizes the revenue.

3. When iy < p < po, II,,,(N1,0) > 0 and there exists enough capacity such that the provider
exhausts all type-1 customers. Yet, for every n, >0, I1,,, <0, and therefore it is not profitable
to serve any type-2 customers.

4. When po < p < ps, II,,,(N1,0) > 0> 1II,,, (N1, N»). And since similar to (16) II is concave in n
for any ny > 0, there exists a unique nj between 0 and N, that maximizes the revenue.

5. When u > us, as in the previous case, it is profitable to serve both classes, and since capacity
is high the provider serves all customers from both classes. |

Proof of Proposition 2 Let A* be the total arrival rate of customers under the FI setting
solution, and let W* =W (A*)=1/(u — A*) be the correspondence waiting time under FIFO.

By Proposition 1, if u < ug = c¢/ry, the trivial solution to serve no customers holds for both FI
and PI settings. For > ug, it is optimal serve some type-1 customers in the FI setting. Therefore,
we need (9a) to hold in the PI setting, to achieve the FI solution. But from the IR constraint (1b),
r1 —cW(A*) >0, which implies that p > A* + py. But observe

uoziz C('Yl—’}/z) > 6(71_72) _ﬁ
1 7”1(’}’1—72) 171 — 7272

)

therefore > A* 4+ 11 or equivalently W(A*) < W. Thus the solution to the FI setting is feasible
for the PI setting, and since it is an upper bound on the objective value for the PI setting, it is
optimal. |
Proof of Proposition 3 We establish below that over each relevant capacity range we have
II,, <1II,,. Then all steps in proof of Proposition 1 hold, after switching the subscripts “1” and
“2”7. We distinguish between two cases:
1. If ryy1 <7ryvys, the total valuation of the type-1 customer is less than the type-2 customer. In
this case, from (14) we have:

cp

= n1y1 — Nay2)?
cp

=Ny — NaYa)?

Hnl ="M —" (

<7"2’72*’Yz( =1I,,,

2. If r1y1 > ra7y9, the total valuation of the type-1 customer is higher than the type-2 customer.
Then:
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(a) If u<p=c(y1—"2)/(r17 —r2y2), we show that II,,, <II,,:

Let A =nyvy; +n2v,. For 0 <A <y, % < . Therefore

(1= A _ cn =)

j J— S — J— [ —
A PP Ve N

1771 — 1272
T1Y1 — 272 > o

c(n—72) = (L—A)?
cp cl

= I, <IL,,.

(b) If u >, observe that

A>p—~/pp

=

=

=

=

=AP o n=m)
ol r1Y1 —T272
(p=A)? _ i =)
M ™Y1 —T2%2

c cu

17— 717M2 <TreY2—Ver g
(n=A) (u—A)

IL,, <II,,.

We show that this condition is either satisfied or redundant for any capacity level. Observe

that for any po < p < py, A* satisfies ro = cpu/(pun— A*)?, or

. [cp —
AN =p— E:M—\/MM0>M—\/MM-

Therefore I1,,, <IL,, for p1 < p1q. For o > 1, ny = Ns. To increase A one needs to serve type-
1 customers as well, and the provider does so only when II,, > 0, which is when p > p,.
For pip < p < ps, A* satisfies ry = cu/(pn — A*)?, or equivalently A* =y — \/%> o — /.
For 1 > p3, both types are fully served and therefore the condition is redundant.

Proof of Proposition 4 We consider two cases:

1. When p < p1o, the solution given in Proposition 3 implies that n} = 0. If n7 =0 for the PI setting,

then constraint (9a) is not active. The remaining problem is identical to problem (FI). Therefore

the solution to the FI setting is feasible and since the PI setting value is bounded by the FI solution,

it is optimal.

2. If p > po, for the FI setting n} > 0. Let ; be the number of type-1 customers that are served in

the PI setting. If m; > 0, (9a) is active. Since r17y; < 7972, W <0 so for any class-1 customers to be

served (and W; >0), by (9a) we required us > 0.
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Observe further that any increase in u; would require an additional increase in uy, both lowering
the objective value of (PI). Therefore under any optimal solution u; = 0. Further, in any optimal

solution (9b) will be tight for class-1 customers, i.e.,

1

leif,
M — N1

(17)

as increasing Wy only increases u,, lowering the objective function value. So, us is given by solving
(9a) at equality, i.e.,

Uy = c(n - V2)

H—=1mm

Note that uy > 0 if @; > 0. Because p > pg, the argument given in (15) (reversing subscripts “1”

—(ry1 —7r272). (18)

and “2”) holds here, so II,,, <II,,. Since us > 0 implies that n, = N>, we have A =7;7; + Noyo. In
addition, because class-1 customers receive priority, there is no value in choosing a larger delay for
class-2. Therefore constraint (9c) holds at equality, i.e.,
Zni%
zi:ni% Wi = m,

which implies that
I

(=) (p—mm — Novya)
So if m; > 0, the objective value for (PI-2), say II;, is

W2 -

I, = Noya((rg — ¢Wa) — ug) + 1y y1 (ry — cWh).
If n; =0, the objective value, say Ilj, is
Iy = Noya(re — cW),
where
1

p— Naya '
As Il and II; together depend on u, we would like to find the range of p such that II; > II,. We

W =

claim that there exists @ > ps such that p <@ implies II; < Ily and p > @ implies II; > Il. Let
AH = H1 — HO = NQ’)/Q((TQ — CWQ) — UQ) +ﬁ1’)/1 (7’1 — CWl) — NQ’YQ(TQ — CW)

In Lemma 1 we find the value of n; and show that m; < nj. In Lemma 2 we find that when
substituting 7y, us, W1, W and W as given above, for p > uo, All is increasing with p. Moreover,
ATl < 0 as p — pp. We also show that if Ny/Ny > (roye —1171)/m171, AL > 0 when p — oo. The
intermediate value theorem implies that in this case, there exists 1z > us such that for p > @, AIl >0
and for p <, AIl < 0. Otherwise, if Ni/Ny < (roys —riv1)/m171, AIL <0 for g > po.



Aféche, Baron, Milner, and Roet-Green: Pricing and Prioritizing Time-Sensitive Customers
Article submitted to Operations Research; manuscript no. 27

Lemma 1 Ifr; <ry, r171 <1rovye, and p > [, the provider serves my class-1 customers, such that:

_ ) i Noc(y1 —72) >
np: min | ng:r; — — =0, NV |,
' ( o (1 —mn171 — Naya)? (—mnim)? '

where
1. my mazimizes 11,

2. my <nj for n] <Ny, and ny =n;] only when 7y, = Nj.

Proof of Lemma 1
(a) Observe

Iy = Noya((ra — cWa) — ug) +nyy1(ry — cWh)

= No(ro72 — cWaya — c(y1 — y2) Wi + 11y — raye) +Triys — ey Wiy
c(M1y1 + Noya) B cNy (71 —72)

=(ny+ Ny)ryys — — —
(- NaJr p—=11y1 — Naye B=Tum

(19)

To find the n; that maximizes II,, we take the derivative of II; with respect to n; and compare it

to O.

o1l <r1 B cH _ Naeln — 72)) —0. (20)

o, ! (L—niyi—Noy2)®>  (k—mum)?
Let m; be the solution of (20). Then 7; maximizes II; if the second derivative of IT; with respect
to my at my is strictly negative. Observe
@| = < 2cp 2Nac(m —%)) “0
On 2 MM P\ (=1 — Naye)? (b —mm)?
Inequality (21) because for every p > s, the FI solution implies that pu > nivy; + Novye. If y <nj,

(21)

then p >m1y; + Naye and the inequality holds. What remains to prove is that m; < nj. We show
this below.
(b) For simplicity, define

f(”l) =T — o - N2C(% — 72)
(e —mn1y1 — Noyz)? (1 —n171)?

As we show above, 7i; is the solution of f(n;)=0. Also define

Cl
H— T —N2’72)2,
h(n ) _ Nzc(’h —’72)
' (1 —mn171)? '

Then f(n;) = g(ny) — h(ny). For every n; < nj, the FI solution implies that g > n;y; + Novys.

9(”1):7"1—(

Therefore, h(n,) is strictly positive for n; < nj. From Proposition 3, n} is the solution of g(n;) =0

if nj < N;. Therefore, when substituting n} into f(n;), we have

f(n7)=—h(ny) <0
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As we proved above, f(n;), which is the first derivative of II; with respect to ny, is strictly decreasing
in n;y (see inequality (21)). Therefore, the solution of f(n;) =0 has to satisfy 7; < nj. The equality

my; =nj is only possible when n; = N;. O

Lemma 2

1. For p > pg, Al is increasing with p.

2. lim AIl<O0.
p,—>u§r
3. If Ny/Ny > (roye —r171)/r171 then lim ATl > 0. Otherwise, lim AII <0.

p—ro0 p—ro0
Proof of Lemma 2
(a)
Al =TI, — Iy = No((re — cWa)ya — ug) +Tyy1 (11 — ¢Wh) — Noya(re — W)
= No(ro7e — cWarya — c(y1 — y2) Wi+ 1171 — rovya) + Turiys — ey Wiy — Noraye + ¢ No Wy
= (M1 + No)riy1 — Naraye — c(yyi Wi + NoyaWa) — eNa(vy1 — 72) Wi + cNoy W (22)

Recall that the definitions of W; and W, imply that constraint (9¢) is binding, meaning:

n17y1 + Novye

Wi+ NoyoWo = —— . (23)
H— N1 — N2’72
Substituting (23) and W, W3, W5 into (22), we have:
n N. N. — N.
All = (ﬁl + Nz)’l“l’}/l — NQTQ")/Q - C(nL’Yl + 2,72) - ¢ 2(717 72) + e
p—n1y1 — Novyo =T e — Novyy
_ U cNay(v —72)
= (N1 4+ Na)riyr — Narays — — — — .
m ) 22 (1 =M1y — Navya) (1 — Navyz) H—11m
The derivative of AIl with respect to p is:
dAII _cum (1* = Novo(Tay1 + Noya)) " cNo(y1 —12)
dp (p—=mm — Nove)?(— Nov2)?  (p—7am)?
i Noc(y, — ’Yz)> ony
+ r— — — — - 24
n ( ' (M—nl% —N2’72)2 (,u—nl’yl)z ou ( )

The third term in (24) is the derivative of AIl with respect to n; at the point where n, =7, times
the derivative of m; with respect to u. Since m; is defined in Lemma 1 such that %AT?M:@ =0,

this term vanishes. Therefore,

dAIL _ e (u? = Novo(Mum + Nova)) | eNa(n =92) (25)
du (e —=my — Nov2)? (e — Nova)?  (p—71m1)?

All the elements in the second term of (25) are positive. Observe for every u > us, the FI solution

implies that the provider has enough capacity to serve nj class-1 customers, in addition to all
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N class-2 customers, or alternatively, p > nivy; + Noye. By Lemma 1, m; <nj implying that p >
7171 + Naye. Then the numerator of the first term in (25)

i [p® — Noyz(Mays + Noye)] > e [ — (v + Noye)?]
=cmvi(p— (M1 + Noy2)|[e + (11 + Nayz)] >0

which implies that dAII/dyp > 0.

(b) The FT solution implies that when u — pug, n} — 0. As we showed in Lemma 1, 7; <nj and
therefore m; — 0%. Therefore, W5 — W. But since ; — 0%, class-1 customers are not being served
but all class-2 customers get a consumer surplus. As a result, II; <Il, since

lim AH = lim (NQ((T'Q — CWQ)’)/Q — ’LLQ) +ﬁ1(’f’1 — CWl)"}/l — NQ[TQ — CW]’)/Q])

p—pg H—rpg

= —N, lim uy = —Ny lim (M —(rim — 7’2’Y2))

p—spg p—pg \ M~ TN

=—-N, (W —(rm — 7”272)) <0

(¢) When p — oo, the waiting times vanish, meaning W, Wy, W, — 0. Therefore,

pH—00 pH—00

lim AIl = lim (NQ((TQ — CWQ)’YQ — C("yl — ")/Q)Wl + 1Y — 7'2’}/2)

+ﬁ1 (Tl — CWl)’}/l — NQ(’I”Q — CW]"}/Q))
= (1 + N2)ri71 — Narays.

So, if Nyi/Ny > (roya —r171) /7171 then lim AIT > 0. Otherwise lim AIT<0. O

p—00 pH—00

Lemma 3 For > ps, the price functions are:

Pi(y) = (ri —cWi)m > Pi(n),
Po(a) = (rs = W) — S =22)

L= + (r1v1 — rav2) < Py (72).

and I < TIF1.

Proof of Lemma 3 The proof follows directly from the definitions of W7 in (17) and u, in (18).
Since uy > 0, the reduction in the price of class-2 customers is strictly larger than the increase in
the price for class-1 customers. Given that m; < nj as we proved in Lemma 1, the total revenue
MPT =m, Pi(71) + NoPy(7s) is strictly less then I = ny Py (y;) + No Py (72). O

By proving that AIl is increasing with p, we can claim the following: Let 7i be the largest root
of AIl. If 7z < o, then for all pu > ps, AIl > 0, and the provider serves A =77, + Naye. Otherwise,
if 70> po, AII <O for all pus < pu <@ and AIT > 0 for all p > 7. In the first case, the provider serves
class-2 customers exclusively: A = N,7,, while in the second case the provider serves both classes:

A =n171 + Novys. u
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Proof of Proposition 5 We prove the proposition in several steps. Step 1. shows the result
for u < py — part of case 1 in the proposition. Step 2. considers the case where ps < p < K5 and
1o < 1 and establishes case 3a. and 3b. of the proposition. Step 3. considers the case o, < u < Ky
and [ < po establishing case 2 of the proposition. Finally Step 4. considers the case yu > K, which
establishes the remainder of case 1.

Step 1. For u < s the proof is exactly the same as in Proposition 4, case 1.

Step 2. If > uo, the provider serves class-2 customers fully, n5 = N,. The provider considers
whether or not to also serve some class-1 customers. Recall constraint (9a):

Y12 Ul U :W_’_ U2 :

c(ri—=2)  cn—) (11 —2)

that is, if ny > 0, the inequality must be satisfied.

n>0 = W;<

We now consider cases 3a. and 3b. at the same time. We determine value of @7 and verify that
3a. holds for 7z < 1z and 3b. holds if 7w > .

Recall that i is the minimum capacity that is required in order to serve class-1 customers with
uy = 0. For p < g, if ny > 0, the minimum waiting time for class-1 customers does not satisfy
constraint (9a):

1 1 1

W1:7>*>12AW/.
p—=—my B M

Therefore, we require that class-2 customers receive consumer surplus, i.e., us > 0. Recall m; is
the optimal number of customers that are served when uy, > 0. We argue as before that under

maximization, W is tight, i.e.,

Solving (9a) at equality we find

. C('Yl - ’YZ) [ T171 22 C(’Yl — ’)’2) _
U= —— — (7“1’)/1 - 7“2’72) = — - (,U - n1’71)
H— 117 H—n17 1771 — 1272

_ <T1’Y1 —T272
H—Tn1m

) (ﬁ_ﬂ+ﬁ1’}’1> > 0.

Therefore, when p < g, the provider compares the expected revenue from serving class-2 cus-
tomers exclusively and fully (as in solution ii) and the expected revenue from serving 7; class-1
customers also (as in solution iii). We define AIl =1II, — II,. In Lemma 4 we prove that there exists
a threshold 7z such that for pu <, AIl <0, and for >, AIl> 0.

Although 7 always exists, it is not always a threshold between two different policies. When u > 1,
the provider can satisfy constraint (9a) by serving class-1 customers with full priority and u, = 0.
Therefore, for > i we compare the revenue when uy > 0 (as in solution iii, when I =1I,) and
when u, =0 (as in solution iv, when I =1I, ).

We distinguish between two cases:
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a. When 77 < fi: we show that there exist a threshold 7i > i such that for u < fi, II; > II, and for
n<p< K, I < II,. Therefore, for w1 < f solution (ii) holds; for & < p < i solution (iii) holds;
and for 1 < pu < K, solution (iv) holds.

b. When 7z > i: we show that for 1 < p < Ky, II; < I1,. Therefore, for < 1 solution (ii) holds; and
for i < < K solution (iv) holds.

In Lemma 5 we find the value of n;, which is defined in solution (iv). In Lemma 6 we show that
both 7; and 7, increase with u, although n; increases faster with p. We also show that it is not
feasible to serve m; if Ty < ny.

We use Lemma 6 to prove Lemma 7. Lemma 7 states that if 7t < ju there exists iz such that for
1 < i the optimal solution is to serve 7; with us > 0, and for u > i the optimal solution is to serve
ny with uy =0. Otherwise, if 7 > g1, then for p > i the optimal solution is to serve n; with u, = 0.

It is left to show that in both cases, the revenue is less then the revenue of the FI solution. From

Lemma 3, II < IT*. In Lemma 8 we show that <1

Lemma 4 Let AIl =11, — Ily. There exists i such that for p <, Al =11, —II, < 0, and for
u >, Al > 0, where the inequality is strict for p > T.

Proof of Lemma 4 The proof that such i exists is similar to the proof of Proposition 4 with

the exception that [z always exists in the current case. To be precise, the difference is in statement
iii of Lemma 2: In the current case, 79y, — 7171 < 0. Therefore % >0> %, and follows from

that lim AII > 0 always. Therefore, by the intermediate value theorem, & > o is well defined. [

p—00

Lemma 5 II; is increasing with n, and is mazimized at

. p—p
ny = . 26
== (26)

Proof of Lemma 5 From (9a) with u; =u, =0:

W=t <l
I (S04 T
which implies that
my < p— p. (27)
Let ﬁl be the revenue from serving n; with u, =0. Then
ﬁl = Noya(re — cWa) + nyyi(ry — cWy), (28)

where

1

lei/\,
H—=n17
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and
o
(1= n171) (e — M1y — Naya)

W2 ==
As we argued above,

N1y + Noyo
H— ﬁl’Yl - NQ’Yz .

Ny Wi + NoyaWo = (g1 + Noya )W =

Substituting it into (28), we get:

ﬁ1 = Nyyorg +nyy11m1 — C(ﬁiyl - No) (29)
p—n1y1 — Nayz
Taking the derivative of ﬁ1 with respect to 7,
oIl c
87?1\11 R (1— ﬁl’hlu— Nyve)? (30)
From Proposition 4, for p > pas,
= & (31)

(1 —nin — Novy2)?
To show that the derivative given in (30) is positive, it is enough to show nj >n;. From equation

(31) we get:
c
”T%:M*Nz’h*\/#- (32)

From (27), n1y: < i — p. Therefore, to show that n} > n,, we require

C ~
Noya+ /== < (33)
1

Inequality (33) is equivalent to pu < ri (@t — Ny7y2)?/c, which is the upper bound of x in the current
case. Therefore, we can conclude that the derivative (30) is positive, and ﬁ1 is increasing with n;.

As a result, II; is maximized at 7, = (1 — i) /1. O

Lemma 6 (a) On,/0p > 0n,/0u >0 and (b) 7y < ny implies uz(M;) <O0.

Proof of Lemma 6 (a) By Lemma 5, n; = (u — i) /1. Therefore,

on 1
Th_—so. (34)
o m
Recall from Lemma 1, that for m; < N, m; is defined as the solution of the following implicit
equation:
CH _ Noc(vi —72)
(—Tv — Noye)?  (p—Tam)?
We use this equation to calculate implicitly the derivative of 7; with respect to u:

=0.

r —

c(p—Tm — Nay2)? = 2cp(p =771 — Novo) (1 =1 Gb) | 2MNacln — 1)1 - NG
(=171 — Nay)? (b —mmm)?

=0,
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then

o _ 1 <1_ (=717 — Noya) (1 —m)? )

o m 2p(p = mm1)? + 2Na (71 = 72) (1 = M1y — No2)? )

and since
(k=717 = Novo) (0 = 1)
2u(p —m171)? 4+ 2N2 (1 — 72) (1 — Ty — Naye)?
_ (p—=mm)*
2ty (= m1)? 4+ 2Na (1 = 2) (e — ays — Noe)?
(—m17)° 1
2(p—mm)* 2
where the second inequality follows since p >y —7117y; — Noyo and 7, > 2. Therefore
1 omy
N > JE—
o O

0<

>0
and from (34), Ony/Ou > 0ny /O > 0.
(b)  Recall from (18) the definition of us:

Uy = c(y1—2)

—=2 — (ry —raye) >0 if 7|y > 0.
H—"n171

When substituting 77 = (1 — ) /71 into uy, we get:

N c — c —
uy (1) = M —(rm —ra2) = % —(rm —r272)
m—=n1m - T’)’
c p—
- (%/7 ) (riy1 —r272) = (my —ree) — (mm —r272) =0.
When 7, > 7, then
c(v1 — c(y1 —
Uz(ﬁ1) = M - (7”171 - 7”272) < M - (7”171 - 7”272) =0.

M= N1y B =117

Therefore when 7, > iy, ua(71) < 0. up < 0 is a contradiction to the IR constraint (9f) and therefore

is not a feasible solution. O

Lemma 7 Ifn, () =0, then it is optimal to serve ny class-1 customers. Otherwise, if 7y (p) > 0,
there exists |1 such that for p < it is optimal to serve my class-1 customers, and for p > [ it is

optimal to serve n; class-1 customers.
Proof of Lemma 7 By the definition of n; given in (26), n, () =0. So
IL; (1) = Navya(r2 — W (1)) = o (12).

We first consider the case where 7, (1) = 0. The definition of  implies II; (1) = ITy (). Therefore,
IT, (fi) = I, (7). By Lemma 6(a), 97y /0p > 8y /0p > 0. By Lemma 6(b) it is not feasible to serve

my. Thus, for 1 < pu < K; the provider serves 7.
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Next, we consider the case where 7, (1) > 0. The definition of 7z implies II, (1) > ITy(jz). Therefore,
1L (p) > I, (1), so it is optimal to serve m; at . By Lemma 6a, dn,/0u > 0n,/0u > 0. Therefore,
there exists 1z > fu such that 7, (1) =ny (), and for g < p <, my >n; and for p >, my <n;. We
now show that 7i also satisfies II; (7i) = II, (i). Recall from (19):

(v +Nova)  eNa(11 —70)
1 —n171 — Naoye p—my

1L, = (ny 4+ No)riy —

and from (29):
c(nyy + Novya)
p—n171 — Navya

ﬁl = Noyors + 17171 —
Then for =,

= cNa (71 —72)

L (7) — IL, (1) = No(riy — 7 - —
1(K) 1(1) 2(r171 —1272) L — P

C [R—
=N, <7’1’Yl—7’272—w> =0.

where from (11), g =c(y1 —72)/(r171 — m272)-

We now prove by contradiction that /i is the only intersection point between II; and ﬁl. Assume
that there exists i < jt < i such that ji is also an intersection point between II; and ﬁl, i.e.
0, (f2) = I, (j1). Recall 7, (j) > 71 (j1). Let W, be the waiting time of class-1 when serving 7y, let
Wl be the waiting time of class-1 when serving n,, and let W, and WQ be the complementary

waiting time of class-2 customers, respectively. Recall the revenues:

ﬁl = ﬁl (7“1 — CWl)")/l + Ng[(rg — CWQ)")/Q — UQ],

ﬁ1 =mny(r — CWI)’Vl + No(r2 — CW2)72-
Note that when the number of prioritized customers increases, the waiting time for both prioritized
and non-prioritized customers increases. Further, as the waiting time increases, the price paid
by each customer decreases. Therefore if 7, > 7y, (r; — W)y < (ry — ch)%. Because uy > 0,
(rg — cW3)ya — g < (19— cWa)ys < (15 — C/WQ)WQ. Therefore for 1 < p < f1, Iy (1) > ﬁl(u) is a result
of my >n;. For 1 < p < 1, by Lemma 6a, both n; and 7; increase, but the increase in n; is larger
then the increase in 7;. Therefore for g < p <, ﬁ1 > II;, which is a contradiction to the equality
of the revenues at fi. Therefore such ji < fi does not exist and for 1 < p < j it is optimal to serve
ni.

Next, we prove that for i < p < K, it is optimal to serve n;. By Lemma 6(a), when 1 < pu < K,
then n; > n;. By Lemma 6(b) it is not feasible to serve 7; in this region. Thus, the optimal solution

is to serve n;. O

Lemma 8 ﬁ < II*.
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Proof of Lemma 8 From (32) and (33), n; <nj when g < u < K;. Therefore, n; is a feasible
solution for the FI problem. Noting n} is the optimal solution of the FI problem
c(njy1 + Noyo)
p—niv+ Noys
c(M1y1 + Nayo)
p—"n171 + Novye

H* = nf’yl + NQ")/Q —

<Nyy1+ Noys —

=)

O
It is left to show that when K; < pu < K, solution (v) holds. Since u > K; =71 (i1 — Nay2)?/c,
then 1 < Novyo + y/cp/r1. In the FI setting, for pu > po, 1 = cp/ (1 —niy — Noyo)?. Therefore we

C
nf’h:M—Nz’h—\/#a (35)

1 1 1
I

Therefore, for p > K, it is possible to satisfy constraint (9a) when serving n}. Note that W; = w

can write:

and

W, =W. (36)

only when p = K. Following (36), it is possible to serve n} class-1 customers by giving them

priority W within the interval: [W;, W]. Letting W5 be the minimum complementary required

waiting time, we find
I
(b =niy)(w—nivi — Nayz)
Next, we show that for p < Ko, W7 < W. Recall that W is the FIFO waiting time, where
1
p—n1y1 — Noya

Wg =

W =

Substituting in nj from (35),
1 1

W = = .
p—niyr — Noye \/E
1
But when p < Ky =ri%/c, then 1> +/cu/r,. Therefore

11—
>==W>W,.
w

1

W:

Therefore W, < W.
It is left to show that the value of the solution of the PI problem is equal to the value of the
solution of the FI problem:

M =niy(r1 — cW)) + Noya(re — cWy) = niyiry + Noyary — e(niyi Wi+ Nay, W)
=niv1r1 + Noyarg — cW =117,
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Step 3. Recall n} as the number of class-1 customers that are optimally served in the FI problem.

1
p—niv1

If i1 < p, then for p > pa, po—nijy > pg > pi. Therefore, W =
(9a) is satisfied.

< % = W and constraint

Step 4. As in case 3., when the provider serves nj,

1 1
W = . = .
p—niy1 + Novys /er
T
Because > Ky = @, % > 1. Therefore

1 1~
W = <=—=W.

cw Tl

<

1

So, when p > K, constraint (9a) is satisfied with W; = W. As a result, IT =1I*. [ |
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Appendix B: Details of cases in Proposition 5

The solution classes are:

(i)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

ny =nj, no =nj, us =0, Wi = W. Prices are fixed and equal to those of the FI solution,

equation 2:

P‘*:(ri_cm)’yia i:1727

K3

and the revenue is IT*(u), which is equal to the revenue of the FI solution.
n; = 0 and therefore W; is not defined, ny, = Ny, us = 0. Since r, > r; then 7o — CW > r; —CW,

and the provider can achieve this solution by publishing a single per-use price:
P(y) = (ra = cW)y.

This price per-use does not satisfy the IR constraint of class-1, and therefore they will not
join, and the revenue under this solution is designated as IIy(x). We show that ITy(p) < IT* (p).
ny = Ny, uy >0 and Wy < W. This solution is the same as the solution presented in Prop. 4
case 2. In the same way, we define n; as was defined in Lemma 1, and therefore 7; < n}. The

price functions are the same as in Lemma 3:

Pi(y) = (r1 —cWi)m > P (),

— C J—
Pz(?’) = (7’2 - CWz)’Y - M
H— 11"

+ (riy1 = 12v2) < Py (72),

which means subscription price for class-1 and two-part tariff for class-2. Let the revenue
under this solution be II; (11). We show that TT; () < IT* (p).

ng = Ny, us =0, and W; < W. Let n; be the optimal number of class-1 customers that are

served: 0 <n; <nj. Then the price functions are:

Pi(y)=(r1 = cWi)m

Py(y) = (ro — cWa),
which means subscription price for class-1 and per-use price for class-2. Let the revenue under
this solution be II;(;1). We show that II;(z2) < II* (1)

ny =nf, ng = Ny, uy =0, W; <W. Then prices are defined as in solution (iv):

P ('Y) = (7’1 - CWl)’Yl
Py(7y) = (ro — cWa)y,
but since the number of customers that are served from both classes are the same as in the

FI solution, we show that the revenue equals to IT*(u).



Aféche, Baron, Milner, and Roet-Green: Pricing and Prioritizing Time-Sensitive Customers
38 Article submitted to Operations Research; manuscript no.

References

Afeche, P. 2004. Incentive-compatible revenue management in queueing systems: Optimal strategic idleness

and other delay tactics. Tech. rep., University of Toronto, Toronto.

Aféche, P. 2013. Incentive-compatible revenue management in queueing systems: optimal strategic delay.

Manufacturing & Service Operations Management 15(3) 423-443.

Afeche, P., O. Baron, Y. Kerner. 2013. Pricing time-sensitive services based on realized performance. Man-

ufacturing € Service Operations Management 15 492-506.

Allon, G., A. Federgruen. 2009. Competition in service industries with segmented markets. Management

Science 55(4) 619634.

Boyaci, T., S. Ray. 2003. Product differentiation and capacity cost interaction in time and price sensitive

markets. Manufacturing € Service Operations Management 5(1) 1836.

Cachon, G., P. Feldman. 2011. Pricing services subject to congestion: charge per-use fees or sell subscriptions?

Manufacturing & Service Operations Management 244—260.
Fudenberg, D., J. Tirole. 1991. Game Theory. MIT Press.
Hassin, R. 1995. Decentralized regulation of a queue. Management Science 41(1) 163-173.

Hassin, R., M. Haviv. 2003. To queue or not to queue: Equilibrium behavior in queueing systems, vol. 59.

Springer.

Hsu, V., S. Xu, B. Jukic. 2009. Optimal scheduling and incentive compatible pricing for a service system

with quality of service guarantees. Manufacturing & Service Operations Management 11(3) 375396.

Katta, A., J. Sethuraman. 2005. Pricing strategies and service differentiation in queuesa profit maximization

perspective. Tech. rep., Columbia University, New York.

Lederer, P., L. Li. 1997. Pricing, production, scheduling and delivery-time competition. Operations Research

45(3) 407-420.

Maglaras, C., J. Yao, A. Zeevi. 2014. Revenue maximization in queues via service differentiation. Tech. rep.,

Columbia University, New York.

Maglaras, C., A. Zeevi. 2005. Pricing and design of differentiated services: Approximate analysis and struc-

tural insights. Operations Research 53(2) 242262.

Masuda, Y., S. Whang. 2006. On the optimality of fixed-up-to tariff for telecommunications service. Infor-
mation System Research 17 247-253.

Mendelson, H. 1985. Pricing computer services: Queueing effects. Communincations of the ACM 28 312-321.

Mendelson, H., S. Whang. 1990. Optimal incentive-compatible priority pricing for the m/m/1 queue. Oper-
ations Research 38 870-883.

Myerson, R.B. 1997. Game Theory: Analysis of Conflict. Harvard University Press.



Aféche, Baron, Milner, and Roet-Green: Pricing and Prioritizing Time-Sensitive Customers
Article submitted to Operations Research; manuscript no. 39

Naor, P. 1969. On the regulation of queue size by levying tolls. Econometrica 37(1) 15-24.

Plambeck, E.L., Q. Wang. 2013. Implications of hyperbolic discounting for optimal pricing and scheduling

of unpleasant services that generate future benefits. Management Science 59 1927-1946.

Randhawa, R.S., S. Kumar. 2008. Usage restriction and subscription services: Operational benefits with

rational users. Manufacturing € Service Operations Management 10 429-447.
Rao, S., E.R. Petersen. 1998. Optimal pricing of priority services. Operations Research 46 46—56.

Van Mieghem, J.A. 2000. Price and service discrimination in queuing systems: Incentive compatibility of

gcp scheduling. Management Science 46 1249-1267.

Yahalom, T., J.M. Harrison, S. Kumar. 2006. Designing and pricing incentive compatible grades of service

in queueing systems. Tech. rep., Stanford University, Stanford, CA.

Zhao, X., K.E. Stecke, A. Prasad. 2012. Lead time and price quotation mode selection: Uniform or differen-
tiated? Production and Operations Management 21(1) 177-193.



