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	1
	MODEL AIM AND CONTEXT QUESTIONS

	1.1
	Siebers PO and Aickelin U (2011) 'A First Approach on Modelling Staff Proactiveness in Retail Simulation Models'. Journal of Artificial Societies and Social Simulation, 14(2) 2.

	1.2
	Prediction.

	1.3
	Operational Research (OR) > Shopping Behaviour.

	1.4
	General: Investigate the impact that incorporating proactive staff behaviour into our simulation model has on simulation output accuracy. Specific: RQ1: What is the impact of people management practices on company performance in the retail sector? RQ2: What is the impact of different modes of staff proactiveness in retail?

	1.5
	Empirical evidence.

	1.6
	Standard in OR. Initial focus is on processes; behaviours are then embedded.

	1.7
	The model focuses on different departments within a department store. System boundaries: the individual department boundaries. Interaction between departments not considered. Spatial details not considered.

	1.8
	Target system: Sponsored research project. Boundaries: Generally, we want to compare different departments to prove the point that different departments within a department store require different management practices for staff.
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	2
	CONCEPTUALISATION QUESTIONS: WHAT AND WHY?

	2.1
	This model is driven by queuing processes

	2.2
	Standard in OR. Initial focus is on processes; behaviours are then embedded

	2.3
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T1"

	2.4
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T1"

	2.5
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T1"

	2.6
	N/A

	2.7
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T1"

	2.8
	N/A

	2.9
	N/A
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	3
	OPERATIONALISATION QUESTIONS: HOW AND WHY?

	3.1
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.2
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.3
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.4
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.5
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.6
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.7
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.8
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.9
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.10
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.11
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.12
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"

	3.13
	See Table " Siebers & Aickelin (2011) T2"
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	4
	EXPERIMENTATION QUESTIONS

	4.1
	Calibrated our "proactiveness" parameter to match real system performance in terms of "number of transactions".

	4.2
	Warm-up period: None, this is a terminating system. Run length: 52 weeks, to allow for capturing evolution of system over time. Number of replications: Derived using confidence interval method.

	4.3
	Exp1: Empirical validation. Exp2: Sensitivity analysis + calibration experiment.

	4.4
	Exp1: Answering RQ1, by testing the model with and without our new staff proactiveness features. Exp2: Answering RQ2, by calibrate our proactiveness parameter to match real system performance in terms of number of transactions.

	4.5
	Exp1: See Table 4+5 in the related publication. Exp2: see Table 6+7 in the related publication.

	4.6
	Table 7 in the related publication provides a list of all 29 data outputs (focusing on service perception (based on waiting times for individual services) and system performance (monetary performance measures; staff utilisation; busy times of staff in their different roles). All were used to gain insight and a better understanding of the different scenarios. All outputs are quantitative.

	4.7
	Did descriptive statistics, calculating mean and standard deviation.

	4.8
	Presented outcomes to management board. Had no effect on model.
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	5
	EVALUATION QUESTIONS

	5.1
	Simulation output "number of transactions" was compared to previously collected sales company data (Jan 2004 - Jan 2005 - good quantity of data available from company). The range it needed to be in was +/- 5% (guided by confidence interval best practice), which was achieved after calibration. This is sufficiently accurate for the purpose at hand (appropriate for the level of abstraction used).

	5.2
	The experiments have shown that proactive behaviour is a very important component for modelling the true dynamics that are inherent in people centric retail system such as department stores.

	5.3
	Presented outcomes to management board. Had no effect on model.
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