
Why things don’t happen!

Every day we hear of failures to make it happen. Vast amounts of money allocated to public housing and not one 
house constructed after a full year since the announcement. Boeing’s latest airliner, the 787, three years behind 
schedule and counting…. Organisations undergoing significant structural change that on the surface seems rational 
enough but which encounters both overt and covert opposition. Strategic business plans, forged in the heat of debate 
that are never carried through to fruition. Why do organisations find it so hard to turn plans into reality?

It’s a question that has preoccupied me for much of my working life and the conclusion that I have come to is that we 
tend to compartmentalise the planning and the implementation. The planners plan and then metaphorically throw 
the plan over the wall for others to implement. Then if execution of the plan doesn’t happen – or falls short of the 
planners’ expectations – the planners blame the implementers. After all, that’s what didn’t happen. In so doing, they 
attribute blame to the symptoms and neglect to identify the causes.

There are a number of reasons why planning and implementation are so often treated as separate activities. If the 
plan is a significant one to the organisation, invariably it will be developed by executive and senior management. The 
planners believe that they do not need to consult with others in the organisation to determine what to do. After all, 
they have access to the hard data, they have the experience and their perspective is a broader one, encompassing as 
it does an appreciation of the external environment in which the organisation operates. For the purposes of planning, 
as opposed to implementation, the planners believe that they do not need assistance from those who will later be 
charged with the plan’s execution.

The inevitable result of this mindset is a plan that focuses on what to do and neglects the equally important issue 
of how. The plan fails to identify the implications of the goal - and the broad strategies to achieve it - on all the 
functions that make up the organisation. Take the analogy of building a house. Assume you are the owner/builder. 
You and your partner design the house and enlist the services of an architect to draw up the plans. As project 
manager, you then select a carpenter, a bricklayer, a concreter, an electrician, a plumber, a tiler, a plasterer and a 
landscaper and they agree to build your house. Since the concreter only needs to know about the foundation slab, 
you only give him that part of the plan. Similarly with the other tradesmen. They are told their particular objective 
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and information is limited to the minimum that you, as the owner/builder, believe they need to know. There is no 
attempt a) to brief each tradesman on the overall plan, b) to ask for their input on the practicalities of that part of 
the plan for which they are primarily responsible, c) whether they need to liaise with other tradesmen to ensure that 
work flows smoothly with the minimum of interruptions, d) in what ways you can facilitate their work and, lastly, e) 
whether there are in fact better ways of achieving the same or superior results. There is no question that involving 
the tradesmen in the planning process and incorporating their input into the plan itself will add substantially to the 
planning time and result in a more complex document. However the delay in the commencement of the project will 
be more than offset by the reduction in construction time with a stronger probability that your new house will look 
and function as you envisaged.

Many would argue that Western culture militates against this type of detailed preparation and consultation. We are 
by nature impatient to get on with things. This is particularly so of Australians. If we can get by with no formal plan at 
all, we will. “She’ll be right, mate” and “no worries” reflect the Australian philosophy of giving it a go. Yet at the same 
time, Australia is an egalitarian society and Australians value their independence of thought and action. They don’t 
just jump because someone further up the management tree issues an order. They want to know why they are being 
asked to jump – at the very least. They would prefer to have some involvement in determining the necessity to jump 
in the first place. This is a difficult combination of national characteristics when it comes to the implementation of 
plans. Their impatience results in the planners spending insufficient time on planning and their reluctance to kowtow 
to authority leads them to question the rationale behind the plans when asked to implement them.

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to give the impression that Australians are incapable of achieving great execution – 
two highly successful Olympic Games in 1956 and 2000 and the building of sixteen dams, seven power stations and 
225kms of tunnels, pipelines and aqueducts to form the Snowy Mountains Scheme are just three such examples 
of Australians’ ability to bring plans to reality. But these are major projects. As with all such projects, they are 
characterised by having very clear objectives and timelines that result in high levels of organisational alignment and 
employee engagement. In contrast, this book is about the tens of thousands of organisations in countries around 
the world that plan and attempt to implement those plans in business, in government, in educational facilities, in 
non profit organisations where the goals are far less clear-cut and commitment to their execution far more variable. 
Under this set of circumstances, the majority of organisations struggle. In fact, highly successful organisations are 
so rare that they become the subject matter of books and training videos and research by academics. Furthermore, 
those who lead their organisations to greatness are feted and rewarded by society and invariably write a book about 
their experiences. In short, execution to die for is the exception, not the rule.

Failure to determine the implications of our plans on those charged with their implementation is thus a failing of many 
organisations – large and small. Sir John Harvey-Jones, past Chairman of ICI plc from 1982 – 1987, when it became 
the first British company to achieve a profit in excess of £1 billion, recalls the difference in the British and Japanese 
approach to planning in his book “Making it happen – reflections on leadership”. The recollection concerned the 
construction of two chemical plants, one in the UK and the other, under licence to ICI, in Japan. He writes:

“Those of us who have worked with the Japanese and who admire their business achievements as I do, 
know how long it takes the Japanese to reach a decision. One is lulled into a totally false sense of security 
by the apparently endless debate and the thoroughness of the involvement of people at every level of the 
organisation in the decision, because when the action stage comes they move like greased lightning. Far 

faster than we do. Some years ago we licensed a process to build a paraxylene plant to the Japanese 
and as part of the deal put an engineer in with their design team. We were simultaneously building an 
identical one in the UK and we had each taken the decision to go ahead at the same time. After four 
months we were already breaking ground and priding ourselves on being well ahead of the Far Eastern 
opposition who, according to our engineer, were still endlessly debating items of design and equipment. 
Imagine then our chagrin when not only did they complete their plant seven months before us, but it also 
worked first go while ours suffered from the usual teething troubles and only achieved its flowsheet some 
three months after start-up.”

The detailed assessment of the implications of the plan itself is fundamental to successful execution. As Lou Gerstner, 
former CEO of IBM, put it, “good strategies are long on detail and short on vision”.

However there is another component to the Plan that is often either omitted or is linked to the wrong component. 
This is the Action Plan. The Action Plan should be linked to the “implications assessment” – the how we are going 
to do it - rather than to the goal and the features of the plan itself – what we are going to do. So if the “implications 
assessment” is not done properly or not done at all, it follows that the Action Plan will be deficient as well. Of 
course, this particular Action Plan will only record actions for immediate execution and actions in broad outline. It 
will, however, set out who is responsible for each action and the completion date.

So in order to avoid the issues that beset the British paraxylene plant, the completed Plan should be made up of 
three components.

A) What we are going to do
B) How we are going to do it
C) The Action Plan – based on B) not A)

By incorporating these three components into the Plan, the seeds of effective execution have been planted and 
nurtured. Implementation is well-advanced on paper before it begins in reality. To use the terminology of Lean 
Thinking, planning “flows” into implementation.

It is not just the content of the Plan that’s important; it’s the way in which it is formulated. Even if Part A of the Plan 
is put together by a small group, as many people as desirable and practical should be included in determining Part 
B. It is only those with a detailed knowledge of their own function or process who can test the Plan’s feasibility and 
identify the implications of executing it. Not only will the quality of the planning gain immeasurably from such input, 
but ownership of the Plan will now encompass those whose responsibility it is to make it happen.

Although the Plan itself is the fundamental determinant of effective or ineffective implementation, there are five 
variables that influence the quality of the execution. These variables cannot compensate for inadequacies in the 
planning but they can make good execution great. The five factors are:

•	 Organisational alignment
•	 Management of changE
•	 LEadership
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•	 Teams & Teamwork
•	 Employee Engagement

The order of these five factors is crucial because each depends on the ones that preceded it. The first - 
organisational alignment – is dependent on the Plan itself – in particular Part B. The second – management of 
ChangE – is a factor of organisational alignment. Most people will change but only if they are given a convincing 
reason to do so. lEadership, when practiced at all levels of an organisation, is about inspiring and convincing 
others to identify with a particular destination and share in the journey of getting there. The fundamentals of 
teams and teamwork are a common purpose that is aligned to the organisation’s purpose, a common goal that 
is aligned to the organisation’s goal and a common process. Leadership should come from within the group and 
clearly the way in which change is managed and the degree of organisational alignment will have a big impact 
on the team’s performance. Lastly, there is Employee Engagement. This is the most highly dependent variable 
of the five. One cannot train, teach, instruct or order staff to become engaged. It is something that for the 
most part reflects the effort that has been put into organisational alignment; the way in which change has 
been handled; the quality of leadership and the satisfaction that comes from being part of a winning team. The 
eagle-eyed reader will have noticed that the letters in bold for these five factors spell the word omElEttE. 
This is indeed a happy coincidence since apart from acting as a memory hook, omElEttE also reflects the 
observation that whilst one may address these factors one by one, synergy is only achieved when they are 
scrambled together.

There is one last factor that acts as the catalyst to making it happen – Communication. It is the oil without which the 
engine of implementation will seize.

Plans take a myriad of forms but unless the execution of the Plan is to be completed in a matter of days or hours, 
there is a need to monitor the implementation process. This is particularly necessary if the rate of progress does 
not manifest itself in some tangible form. If the Plan is for the construction of a freeway or the building of a high rise 
office block then evidence as to whether construction is on schedule is before one’s eyes. In contrast, if the Plan 
calls for an average patient bed occupancy of a certain period, statistical evidence will need to be generated to assess 
progress towards the objective. Thus measurement goes hand in hand with monitoring. If problems are found, there 
is further need for analysis to identify the causes and work out a solution.

Where implementation takes place over a number of years, there is a high probability that some of the assumptions 
made at the time of the Plan’s development will no longer hold true. In such instances the Plan, itself, may require 
modification. In extreme circumstances, the environment may change so drastically as to render the Plan inoperable 
and so the only option is to start again with a fresh sheet of paper.

It will be apparent from the foregoing that turning plans into reality has a life cycle. The seed of Implementation 
is sown the moment the planners sit down to plan. Having agreed on “what we are going to do” and some broad 
strategies for achieving it, the detail of “how we are going to do it” occupies centre stage. It is this latter step that 
determines whether the seed germinates or not. It is a critical step for making it happen.

Implementation represents the growth stage. How rapid and vigorous the growth will depend on the omElEttE 
factors and Communication. Maturity will see the realisation of the Plan followed eventually by decline. In 

implementation, the sequence is paramount but unlike life cycles in the natural world, it is not preordained. The 
sequence has to be learned because one is dealing with a hierarchy of dependency. The success of each step in the 
life-cycle is dependent on the one before.

Because my work involves the facilitation of planning workshops, the need existed for a model that would depict 
the above process graphically. In particular, the model had to illustrate the separation of “How we are going to do 
it” from “What we are going to do” – but, at the same time, show the connection between the two. Gradually, other 
criteria that the model had to meet crystallised.

•	 The model had to be universal in its application. It had to be as relevant to a legal firm as it was to a 
manufacturer, a distribution company, a local council or a university faculty.

•	 The model had to be simple and easy to recall yet it had to be sufficiently detailed so the user would always 
know exactly the position of the Plan in its life-cycle

•	 The model had to cover the three major stages of planning, implementation and monitoring
•	 The model needed to be dynamic because the environment in which any organisation operates is subject to 

change and so plans and execution have to be adapted accordingly.

It became clear that conventional models consisting of labelled boxes, arranged like a family tree, joined by arrows 
going in all directions wouldn’t meet the criteria. A model built on these lines would be too complex and highly 
forgettable. My mind went to concentric circles – primarily because I often made use of two models that were in this 
form. But they didn’t illustrate the separation of “How we are going to do it” from “What we are going to do”

After a brief flirtation with a dinner plate, a wheel came to mind. But it had to be a wheel with which everyone could 
identify. The test would be if one asked twenty people to draw this particular wheel, would they all draw it with the 
same features, albeit to different dimensions?

Eventually, I decided upon a Wagon Wheel. It was called a cartwheel originally but dropped in favour of a Wagon 
Wheel. Cartwheel is very British and could be confused with the gymnastic feat of the same name. The Wagon 
Wheel met the criteria perfectly. It is instantly recognisable; it has only four basic components to it and these never 
vary. The components of a Wagon Wheel are put together in the same sequence as one would use to develop 
a plan, test its feasibility and prepare it for implementation. After the Wagon Wheel has been constructed, it’s 
threaded onto an axle and starts rolling. That’s akin to implementation. Expressions like “gaining traction” and “on 
a roll” fit well with a Wagon Wheel. Lubricant is required to prevent friction between the hub of the Wagon Wheel 
and the axle. Communication is the lubricant used for the wheel of implementation. Wagon Wheels need servicing 
and maintenance just as the implementation of plans need monitoring and measuring. Finally if the Wagon Wheel 
encounters road conditions for which it was not designed, the possibility exists that the Wagon Wheel will fail with 
a new one being built to take its place. Similarly, significant changes in the external environment might cause the Plan 
in its current form to become inoperable, necessitating a complete re-think of the Plan’s dimensions. With both the 
Wagon Wheel and the Plan, it’s back to the drawing board.

The Wagon Wheel features throughout this book as a guide and aide memoir for turning plans to reality.

Developing the Action Plan is always one of the final activities in a Strategic Planning Workshop.  
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After its completion, the participants are asked to study a list of barriers to implementation. The list is reproduced 
below. It is divided into barriers due to deficiencies in planning, those due to poor implementation and those 
due to inadequate monitoring and measuring. Participants are asked to go through this list and drawing on 
their past experience of implementation, they are asked to assign up to five stars against any barrier that has 
impeded implementation of past plans. One star for a minor barrier, five stars for a major one. They are then 
asked to assign stars to the current plan. If the planning has been thorough, there should be no stars against 
barriers to implementation due to deficiencies in planning. If there are, this is the time to address them, not after 
implementation has begun. Stars against “implementation”, “monitoring” and “revising” barriers reflect what 
participants think may occur based on past experience. Plans and action programs may then be drawn up to address 
these barriers with the objective of eliminating them or reducing their height.

No. Barrier

Planning related
1. The Plan did not take into account the new environment we were operating in

2. The rationale behind the Plan was never incorporated in the final written document

3. There was no overall goal that everyone could relate to

4. The Plan was just a series of activities – there were no clear results to aim for

5. Those responsible for the Plan’s execution were not sufficiently involved at the planning stage

6. The Planners failed to integrate the Plan with the current circumstances facing the organisation

7. The implications of the Plan were not sufficiently worked through by the Planners

8. Insufficient time was spent planning before moving to implementation

9. The implementation of the Plan required changes in the current organisational structure that 
management was not prepared to make

10. The Planners underestimated the cost of implementation

11. There were no clear subsidiary objectives

12. There was no Action Program that set out the objective of each action, who was to be responsible for it 
and its completion date

13.
Management underestimated the time required for implementation – those charged with its 
implementation did not have enough hours in the day to compete the actions that they were 
responsible for by the date indicated and do their “normal” jobs at the same time

Implementation related

14. There are differing views on where the organisation is “now” and this has resulted in varying levels of 
commitment to the implementation of the Plan

15. Staff were each told what to do but not how their role fitted into the “big picture”

16. Coordination between the various functional groups is lacking

17. Management adopted the attitude of – do it or else – there was no consultation, no feedback, nothing!

18. The rationale behind the proposed changes was not sufficiently explained to those most affected by 
them

19. Many employees are very anxious about the changes they are being asked to make – yet they are 
made to feel that such anxiety is both unreasonable and unnecessary

20. A lot of people couldn’t see the benefit behind the changes proposed so after the initial push ran out of 
steam, they resorted to their old ways

21. Leadership at the top of the organisation is largely invisible and remote from those charged with 
detailed implementation

22. Strong leadership at the top is not mirrored by good leadership at lower management levels – the 
pressure to manage “things” leaves no time to lead people

23. Our organisation has embraced the concept of teams and teamwork but their establishment is seen as 
an end in itself rather than as a means to an end

24. Management started a team development program but money became tight so it rather fizzled out

25. The general view among employees was that their knowledge, feelings, needs and aspirations were 
being ignored by senior management

26. Communication at all levels of the organisation is lacking

27. Feedback from those at the coalface of the organisation was never responded to so ceased to be given 

Monitoring/Measuring/Adapting related
28. Processes for monitoring the implementation of the Plan are insufficient and undisciplined

29. We can never find time to hold meetings that everyone who should attend can attend

30. Our meetings are not as productive as they should be

31. We tend to place too much reliance on quantitative measures

32. When issues are identified we tend to take action before sufficient analysis has been undertaken

33. Action programs to rectify problems are initiated with insufficient thought given to their implementation

Revising related

34. Changes in the external environment made the Plan increasingly irrelevant and so it was gradually 
abandoned

35. Although we recognise that the external environment is changing, we continue to focus on 
implementation rather than revise the Plan 

36. Although we recognised that the external environment has changed and we needed to change our 
strategies accordingly, we chose the wrong strategy

Barriers to implementation

As one can see from the above table, deficiencies in planning account for roughly one third of the barriers and 
because of the hierarchy of dependency, it’s logical to address these first since the impact of poor planning will flow 
on to implementation.

Thus Barrier No. 1 – The Plan did not take into account the new environment we were operating in – represents 
the most fundamental reason for failure to turn a plan into reality. So the planning has to incorporate a means of 
assessing its feasibility at the planning stage when the costs of a re-think are negligible.
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Plans take a multitude of different forms. The most overarching form of planning is strategic planning. My dictionary 
defines “strategic” as “relating to the long-term or overall aims and interests and the means of achieving them”. 
Hence it differs from tactical planning which is highly specific, shorter term and has a more limited focus. Operational 
planning is essentially short-term, often on the run and unlikely to be recorded in writing. It is not the subject of this 
book. For strategic planning to be successfully executed, however, the “long-term or overall aims …. and the means 
of achieving them” have to be translated into detailed plans at a tactical level. There is also Project planning where 
the scope of planning is more narrowly focused and the plans, of necessity, are highly detailed. For example, the 
Project Plan might entail the construction of a patrol boat for a country’s navy. The Strategic Plan, on the other hand, 
is the Plan that resulted in the decision of the company building the patrol boat to go after work of this nature. The 
common denominators of strategic planning are three – markets (customers), products/services and activities. These 
three factors remain essentially the same whether one is considering the public or private sectors or profit and not-
for-profit organisations. For for-profit organisations, the need to compete and develop a competitive strategy adds a 
further dimension to strategic planning. Furthermore, the environments facing for-profit organisations change more 
frequently and more rapidly than most. This puts a premium on speed of implementation and the need to adapt the 
Strategic Plan to changing circumstances. For example, I cannot think of a more challenging organisation to run than a 
major airline. The planning has to be long-term, reinvestment in new aircraft involves vast sums of money, operating 
costs are enormous, the business is cyclical, competition intense, the playing field is anything but even and changes 
in the external environment invariably impact upon airlines quickly and savagely. And as if that wasn’t enough to 
challenge one’s ability at strategic planning, there is the impact of totally unforseen events like 9/11 and swine flu to 
consider.

When I mentioned this observation to a senior British civil servant of many years standing, he commented that a new 
incoming government was capable of generating both sudden and major changes in strategies as it sought to fulfil its 
election promises. This is especially true when there are real policy differences between the party in government and 
the opposition. Management of the country’s economy is invariably the litmus test of a government’s performance 
and when that comes into question, as it did in the UK General Election of 2010, the changes that follow a change 
in government can be fundamental indeed. His comment to this effect reminded me of a meeting I attended with 
a senior civil servant in the Victorian government of the then Premier Jeff Kennett. For those unfamiliar with the 
structure of Australian government, there are three levels - the Federal Government, the State governments and 
local governments. Jeff Kennett, who can best be described as an Australian version of former UK Prime Minister 
Margaret Thatcher, came to power in 1992, following a period of Labor Government during which Victoria’s financial 
position became ever more parlous. At the time of his election, Victoria had a $2.2 billion budget deficit, a net 
public sector debt of $33 billion and budget sector debt of $16 billion. To combat this debt, some 50,000 public 
servants were retrenched between 1992 and 1995, 350 schools were closed and a major program of privatisation 
was implemented with $29 billion of state assets sold to the private sector. The statement – “I’ve been Jeffed” – 
became a catchphrase in Victoria at the time. A couple of years into Kennett’s first term as Premier, I was discussing 
organisational culture with this civil servant and was making what I thought was a valid point by saying that changing 
an organisation’s culture is a long and difficult process. Looking for confirmation of this point, I asked him how long 
it took his department’s culture to change when Kennett replaced Joan Kirner as Premier. “About five minutes”, was 
the laconic reply.

Nevertheless, and despite the propensity of governments to initiate programs based on political expediency rather 
than sound analysis, the additional elements of competition and the need to establish a competitive advantage makes 

strategic planning in the private business sector more complex. Therefore, there is more scope for the planners 
to come up with unrealistic plans whose implementation is never going to happen. It’s a case of a barrier too far. 
Adopting the Wagon Wheel model for strategic planning greatly reduces the odds of developing an unrealistic plan 
that is doomed from the beginning. For these reasons, therefore, the particular type of planning used to illustrate the 
Wagon Wheel approach for turning plans to reality is strategic planning. However, having said this, there is no doubt 
in my mind that the factors that drive successful implementation do not vary with the type of planning and the nature 
of the organisation.

A word about the layout of this book. It is divided into five Parts. Part 1 addresses the planning process itself; Part 
2 deals with the process of implementation; Part 3 with monitoring, measuring and adapting, Part 4 with revising 
or recasting the Plan and Part 5 with the introduction of the Wagon Wheel Way into your organisation. If the Plan 
needs to be recast because the changes in the environment are so great as to render the current Plan obsolete, the 
whole cycle starts anew. All five Parts are illustrated by the Wagon Wheel operational model.

Each Part is broken down into a number of Sections. Part 1 has four Sections covering the Hub of the Plan, the 
Support Functions, the Enabling Functions and Action Planning. Part 2 has six Sections on Organisational Alignment, 
the Management of Change, Leadership, Teams and Teamwork, Employee Engagement and Communication. Part 
3 has three Sections on Monitoring, Measuring and Adapting and Part 4 looks at the issues involved when major 
changes are required to the Plan itself.

Since the focus of the book is overcoming barriers to implementation, each barrier is highlighted sequentially 
throughout the text to be followed by strategies or actions designed to overcome it or at least reduce its impact. For 
ease of reference, the barriers to be addressed are listed at the beginning of each Section.

One cannot over emphasise the need to plan thoroughly, in particular the initial stages where one is scanning the 
potential impact of trends and changes in the organisation’s external environment. It is so easy to rush this exercise 
through frustration at the time that it’s taking, lack of information, or the feeling that you are three steps ahead of 
everyone else in the room. But this is the equivalent of putting the foundations down for a house. If you get this 
wrong, the future of the whole organisation may be in jeopardy – and paradoxically the better the execution of a 
flawed plan, the quicker you can bring the organisation to its knees. Elsewhere in this book, I contrast the difference 
between “doing the right thing” and “doing things right”. Imagine that you are the tactician aboard an America’s Cup 
boat crewed by some of the best sailors in the world and you fail to pick a wind shift or hang on to a certain tack for 
too long. Your mistake will be compounded by the brilliance of execution. You will simply sail faster and further in 
the wrong direction.

My reference to sailing triggers memories of Australian John Bertrand’s account of Australia 2 winning the America’s 
Cup against Dennis Connor’s Liberty in 1983, thereby ending the longest winning streak in any sporting contest. It 
had been 132 years since John Stevens in the schooner America had beaten 15 yachts of the Royal Yacht Squadron in 
a 53 mile race around the Isle of Wight and started the contest that bore the name of his boat. John Bertrand makes 
constant references to the need for feedback from the crew during the elimination races and the final seven races 
for the Cup itself. He demanded that feedback in the belief that 11 crew members were capable of making better 
decisions than the helmsman, tactician and navigator alone. In contrast, the opposing skipper, Dennis Connor had 
a far more autocratic style of leadership with his crew simply carrying out his instructions. In the final race on the 
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penultimate downwind leg of the triangular course when it became apparent to both crews that Australia 2 was going 
to take the lead from Liberty, John Marshall, one of the crew aboard Liberty recalled. “The boat was pretty silent 
then. Silent, like a morgue. Then Dennis says, “Does anyone here have any ideas?” When Dennis says that, you know 
you’re in trouble.” So the moral of this book is this. Involve your staff at every stage of the journey. Involve them in 
the planning as well as the implementation and monitoring. Communicate with them and above all, listen to them. 
The message is clear. Involving as many people as practical at the planning stage and listening to their input and acting 
on it will pay big dividends down the track. Always plan with implementation in mind.

Thirty-six barriers might seem a big number of obstacles to overcome to achieve execution to die for. The challenge 
is even greater with the realisation that they are arranged in a particular sequence. You can’t overcome Barrier 
number 16 without first addressing Barriers 1 – 15. That’s the bad news; here’s the good news. As you successfully 
tackle each barrier in sequence, it lowers the height of the next one. Your Wagon Wheel is on a roll.

v
PART 1 – PLANNING




