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Executive summary

Workforce planning is one of the highest-return functions in a contact centre and one of
the worst at proving it. The planning team produces the forecast, builds the schedule,
holds the line on service and cost — and then, at budget time, struggles to explain why
it deserves another analyst, a better system, or a seat at the table. The work is valuable.
The case for it is usually missing.

This is largely self-inflicted. Planners make their case in the language of planning —
service level, shrinkage, adherence, MAPE — to an audience that thinks in the language
of money. The translation rarely happens, so the value rarely lands. The function that
quietly saves the operation hundreds of thousands of pounds a year gets treated as an
administrative cost because nobody ever put the number in front of finance in terms
finance recognises.

The thesis in one paragraph

Workforce planning is a margin lever, not an overhead — but it is only funded like
one when the planning team learns to express its value in pounds, payback, and
risk avoided rather than in service level and shrinkage. This paper is the practical,
numbers-first guide to building that case: the four ways planning creates value,
how to size each one conservatively, how to justify headcount and systems, how to
translate planning metrics into the P&L terms finance acts on, and how to turn a
one-off business case into an ongoing value narrative that compounds your
credibility every quarter.

It is written for the planner, planning manager, or head of planning who knows the
function is worth more than it is funded for and needs to prove it. Every method here is
deliberately conservative: a value case that survives a sceptical finance director is worth
more than an ambitious one that does not.

1. Why your function is undervalued

Start with an uncomfortable truth: the planning team is usually complicit in its own
undervaluation. Not through poor work, but through poor translation. The planner walks
into the budget conversation armed with the metrics they care about — service level
held at 80/20, shrinkage tracked to the percentage point, forecast accuracy improved by
three points of MAPE — and finance hears none of it as value, because none of it is
denominated in money.

This is the translation gap, and it is the single biggest reason good planning functions
stay under-resourced. Finance does not award headcount for a better MAPE. It awards
headcount for cost reduced, revenue protected, or risk avoided — expressed in pounds,
with a payback period and a confidence level. A planning team that cannot make that
translation will always lose budget arguments to functions that can, regardless of which
one actually creates more value.

ccplanning.net - Page 3



oo
0;:.

ccplanning.net The Business Case for Workforce Planning

Finance does not fund a better MAPE. It funds cost reduced,
revenue protected, and risk avoided. If your value case is not in
those terms, it is not a value case finance can act on.

There is a second, subtler reason: planning is mostly invisible when it works. A well-run
operation is calm. The schedules fit, the service target holds, the firefighting stops. Calm
looks like nothing is happening, and nothing-happening is hard to attribute value to. The
planning team that prevented six months of overtime and a service crisis has nothing
dramatic to point at — whereas the manager who heroically fixed a crisis the planning
team would have prevented gets visible credit. Prevention is invisible; the value case has
to make it visible.

The same function, described two ways

The work doesn't change. The language does — and the language is what gets funded.

How planning is seen What planning is

A cost centre A margin lever
“They run the rotas.” reframe “They protect cost and revenue.”
Talks service level, shrinkage, MAPE - Talks cost-to-serve, payback, EBITDA
Value is invisible when it works Quantifies the value it protects
First in line when budgets are cut Funded for the return it delivers
Justified against its own budget line Justified against the labour base
\ J \ J

The reframe at the heart of the case: the same function, described two ways. The work does not
change — the language does, and the language is what gets funded.

2. The four ways planning creates value

Planning value is not one thing, and lumping it together makes it vague and easy to
dismiss. Break it into four distinct levers, each of which can be sized and defended on
its own. A value case built on all four is far harder to wave away than a single headline
claim.

Lever one: efficiency

The right number of the right people in the right intervals is cheaper than any other
staffing pattern that hits the same service target. Better forecasting and scheduling
reduce the over-staffing that pads cost and the under-staffing that forces expensive
overtime and abandons service. This is the most direct lever: cost per contact falls
because labour — the largest line in any contact centre — is matched more precisely to
demand. A two-point improvement in how well staffing tracks the intraday curve is real
money on a labour base of millions.

To size it: take your annual labour cost and estimate the proportion currently lost to
mismatch — over-staffed intervals plus the premium paid for reactive overtime in under-
staffed ones. On a £4m labour base, recovering even 1.5% of mismatch is £60,000 a year.
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You can evidence the over-staffing directly from interval-level occupancy data and the
overtime from payroll, so this lever is among the most defensible. Quote the recovered
figure, attach the interval analysis, and let finance check it.

Lever two: service protection

Missed service has a cost, even when it does not show on the planning team’s dashboard.
In regulated environments it can mean penalties. In commercial ones it means
abandoned contacts, repeat contacts, complaints, and the slow churn of customers who
got tired of waiting. Planning protects revenue and reputation by holding service
through the peaks and events that would otherwise breach it. Sizing this lever means
putting a number on what a service breach actually costs the business — and most
operations have never done that calculation.

To size it: work with finance and the commercial team to estimate the cost of a breach
in your context — the SLA penalty per breached period in an outsourced contract, or the
value of the contacts abandoned and the repeat-contact load they generate in an in-
house one. Multiply by the number of breach periods planning prevented over a
representative window. Be conservative and attribute carefully; this lever is more
contestable than efficiency, so it carries weight precisely because you have not over-
reached.

Lever three: cost avoidance

This is the lever planners most often leave on the table. Good planning avoids costs that
never appear because they never happened: the over-hire corrected before it was made,
the attrition prevented by schedules that respect people’s lives, the overtime not
authorised because the capacity plan was right, the agency cover not booked because
shrinkage was modelled honestly. Avoided cost is harder to evidence than reduced cost,
but it is just as real — and the cost-of-attrition and capacity calculators on the site exist
precisely to make it concrete.

To size it: attrition is usually the biggest component and the easiest to under-count. A
100-FTE floor at 30% attrition loses 30 people a year; at a properly calculated all-in cost
of around £6,000 per leaver — not the £1,500 most slides use — that is £180,000
annually. If better scheduling and workload balance reduce attrition by even five points,
that is £30,000 of avoided cost from one intervention. Run your own figure through the
cost-of-attrition calculator and present the calculation, not just the conclusion.

Lever four: decision quality

The least tangible but often the largest lever. A trusted planning function changes the
quality of every operational decision above it: when to hire, when to outsource, whether
to extend hours, how to absorb a seasonal peak, whether a new product launch is
staffable. A bad capacity decision made without good planning can cost more than the
entire planning team for years. Planning’s value here is the decisions it prevents the
business from getting wrong — and while this lever is the hardest to size precisely, it is
often the one senior leaders find most persuasive once it is named.

To size it: rather than estimate it directly, anchor it in a real decision. Find one capacity
or sourcing decision from the past two years that went wrong — an over-hire, a mis-
timed outsource, a peak the operation got caught by — and total what it cost. That single
example, presented as “this is the kind of decision good planning de-risks,” is more
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persuasive than any modelled figure. You are not claiming the saving every year; you
are showing the magnitude of what is at stake when the decision is made without you.

The four ways planning creates value

Size each one separately. A case built on all four is far harder to wave away than one headline claim.

r B

1 Efficiency 2 service protection
Right people, right intervals = lower cost Holding service through peaks avoids
per contact. Less over-staffing, less penalties, abandons, repeat contacts,
reactive overtime. and churn.
Size it: % of labour base recovered Size it: cost of a breach x breaches avoided
| . >
r N
Cost avoidance 4  Decision quality
The over-hire not made, the attrition Better hire / outsource / hours / peak
prevented, the agency cover not booked, decisions. One bad call can cost more
the overtime not authorised. than the whole team for years.
Size it: leavers avoided x all-in cost Size it: cost of one real decision gone wrong
4 | . >

3. The cost of not planning

The most persuasive value case is often the inverse one: not “here is what we add” but
“here is what it costs you when this is done badly or not at all.” Finance responds to
downside. And the downside of weak planning is large, recurring, and almost always
uncounted.

Consider the failure modes that a strong planning function prevents. Optimistic
shrinkage — modelling 30% when the reality is 36% — quietly under-staffs the operation
all year, paid for in missed service and reactive overtime. A demand curve that aged out
two seasons ago schedules people against a pattern customers no longer follow. Over-
hiring against an unvalidated capacity plan adds permanent cost that takes a year to
unwind. Schedules built without regard for the people working them drive avoidable
attrition, and every leaver carries an all-in replacement cost most operations under-
count by three-quarters.

Put a number on the firefighting

Most operations run a permanent, invisible tax of reactive cost: overtime
authorised because the plan was wrong, agency cover booked at a premium
because shrinkage was optimistic, managers pulled off their day jobs to firefight a
service breach. None of it appears as a “planning” line, so none of it is attributed
to the absence of good planning. Totalling this reactive spend for a single year is
often the most powerful slide in the entire business case — because it is money the
operation is already losing, not a hypothetical saving.

The technique is to quantify these honestly and conservatively, then show that a stronger
planning function is cheaper than the failure modes it prevents. You are not asking the
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business to spend money to make money — a hard sell. You are showing the business it
is already losing money it could keep. That framing wins.

The cost of not planning — built up honestly

lllustrative, 200-FTE operation. Each bar is money already being lost. The case is simply to stop losing it.

£60k £280k

£70k

Optimistic Aged demand Over-hiring Attrition from Firefighting Total annual
shrinkage curve bad schedules (OT + agency) cost of not planning

The cost of not planning, built up honestly. Each bar is money the operation is already losing — the
business case is simply to stop losing it.

4. Building the number

A value case needs a headline number, and the headline number needs to survive
scrutiny. The method that works is bottom-up, conservative, and transparent: build the
value from components a sceptic can check, use assumptions you can defend, and quote
a range rather than a single heroic figure.

Start with the leverage maths, because it is the most under-appreciated argument in
planning. Small, compounding improvements look trivial per agent and become large
across the floor and the year. One second of average handle time across a 200-agent
operation is roughly two FTE of capacity. One percentage point of adherence is roughly
three FTE. One point of shrinkage modelled honestly rather than optimistically can be
the difference between hitting service and missing it all winter. Finance understands
FTE and FTE has a price; expressing planning improvements in FTE-equivalents
converts a planning metric into a money metric in one step.

One second of AHT across 200 agents is about two FTE. One
point of adherence, about three. Express planning gains in FTE-
equivalents and a planning metric becomes a money number
finance already knows how to value.
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Small inputs, large outputs: the leverage maths

Per agent it looks trivial. Across a 200-agent floor for a year itis FTE — and FTE has a price finance knows.

1 second of AHT =2 FTE
across 200 agents =

Express the gain

1 point of adherence — =3 FTE in FTE-equivalents

across 200 agents

and a planning metric
becomes a money metric
hits or misses SL in one step.

1 point of shrinkage
modelled honestly

Then build the case in three tiers so it survives challenge. The conservative tier uses
only the gains you can evidence directly — measured shrinkage corrected, overtime
reduced against a documented baseline, attrition avoided with a defensible per-leaver
cost. The likely tier adds the gains you are confident in but cannot prove to the penny.
The upside tier names the decision-quality value without over-claiming it. Lead with the
conservative number. A finance director who can attack your headline figure will dismiss
the whole case; a finance director who finds your headline conservative will trust the
rest.

Use the calculators as your evidence base

The free calculators on ccplanning.net are built for exactly this: the cost-of-
attrition tool gives a defensible all-in per-leaver figure, cost-per-contact converts
efficiency gains into unit economics, and the EBITDA-impact tool translates an
operational improvement into the P&L line a CFO reads first. Run your own
numbers, screenshot the output, and put it in the appendix. “Here is the
calculation, here are the inputs, change them if you disagree” is a far stronger
position than a single asserted number.

A worked example makes the three-tier method concrete. Imagine a 200-FTE operation
on a £6m labour base. The conservative tier counts only directly evidenced gains:
£60,000 of recovered staffing mismatch from interval data, £40,000 of overtime reduced
against last year’s payroll baseline, and £30,000 of avoided attrition cost — £130,000,
all checkable. The likely tier adds gains you are confident in but cannot prove to the
penny: a further £50,000 in service protection and reduced repeat contacts, taking it
to roughly £180,000. The upside tier names the decision-quality value — a single
avoided over-hire of five FTE is £150,000 — without folding it into the headline. You
present £130,000 as the number, note the likely and upside tiers as additional, and let
the conservative figure carry the case. Against a planning team costing perhaps
£120,000 fully loaded, the function pays for itself on the conservative tier alone — which
is exactly the conclusion you want finance to reach on its own.
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5. The case for headcount and systems

The most common reason a planner builds a value case is to justify an investment:
another analyst, a real-time resource, or a workforce management system. The structure
is the same in each case — show that the investment pays for itself through the value
levers, with a payback period finance finds comfortable.

For an additional planner, the argument is usually capacity and coverage: the work the
team cannot currently do — proper intraday management, scenario modelling, honest
shrinkage measurement, the schedule review rhythm — and the cost that work would
save or the risk it would remove. A single analyst whose salary is, say, £35,000 fully
loaded needs to find only a fraction of one percent of a multi-million-pound labour base
to pay for themselves. Framed against the labour base, the hire is almost always trivially
justified — but only if you frame it against the labour base rather than against the team’s
existing budget line.

For a WFM system, the case combines efficiency (better optimisation than spreadsheets
can manage), cost avoidance (less over-staffing, fewer manual errors), and time released
(planners freed from mechanical scheduling to do analysis). The honest version
acknowledges the implementation cost and the change effort — a business case that
pretends a system is free of friction loses credibility the moment implementation gets
hard. Quote the payback period including a realistic ramp, and the case holds.

An analyst on £35,000 needs to find a fraction of one percent of
a multi-million-pound labour base to pay for themselves. Frame
the hire against the labour base, not against your existing
budget line, and it justifies itself.

A worked WFM-system case follows the same shape. Say a system costs £80,000 in year
one — licence, implementation, and training — and £30,000 a year thereafter. Against
it: £90,000 of efficiency from better optimisation than spreadsheets allow, £40,000 of
planner time released from manual scheduling into analysis, and a conservative slice of
avoided over-staffing. Even discounting heavily for a six-month implementation ramp
during which the benefits are partial, the payback lands inside the first year and the
system is clearly net-positive by year two. Present it that way — first-year cost, ongoing
cost, benefit build-up with a realistic ramp, payback period — and you are speaking the
language of a capital approval rather than a wish-list item.

6. Speaking finance’s language

Every value case improves the moment it is translated out of planning vocabulary and
into finance vocabulary. This is a learnable skill, and it is the highest-leverage one in this
whole paper. The planner who can sit in front of a CFO and talk cost-to-serve, unit
economics, payback, and EBITDA impact is treated as a peer; the planner who talks
shrinkage and adherence is treated as a technician.

The translation is mostly mechanical. Service level becomes revenue protected and
customers retained. Shrinkage accuracy becomes labour cost controlled. Forecast
accuracy becomes the avoided cost of over- and under-staffing. Adherence becomes
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capacity realised from the headcount already paid for. Attrition becomes a per-leaver
cost with a calculable annual total. Each planning metric has a money translation;
learning the pairs is the work.

Speaking finance’s language: the translation

Every planning metric has a money translation. Do the translation for finance — don’t make them do it.

What planners say What finance hears (and funds)

Service level held at 80/20 Revenue protected, customers retained
Shrinkage measured accurately Labour cost controlled

Forecast accuracy improved Avoided cost of over/under-staffing
Adherence up one point Capacity realised from headcount you pay for
Attrition reduced Per-leaver cost x leavers avoided = £ saved

Two presentation habits matter as much as the translation itself. First, lead with the
number finance cares about, then explain the planning mechanism behind it — not the
other way around. The CFO wants the headline first and the method second. Second,
always express improvement as a unit economic where you can: cost per contact, cost
to serve, contribution per FTE. Unit economics travel; they let finance compare your
operation to others and to itself over time, and they make planning value legible in the
only frame that ultimately decides budgets.

7. The credibility multiplier

A value case does not land in a vacuum. It lands on whatever credibility the planning
function has already built — and credibility multiplies or divides the number you present.
The same business case, delivered by a team finance trusts, is approved; delivered by a
team finance does not trust, it is discounted to nothing regardless of how sound the
maths is.

This is why the value case and the operating rhythm are inseparable. Credibility is built
by small habits done consistently: being accurate, being on time, owning misses before
anyone else raises them, communicating clearly, and showing impact without being
asked. A planning team that runs a tight weekly schedule review, quotes forecast ranges
it then hits, and proactively reports its own value every quarter has already won most of
the budget argument before the budget conversation starts. The business case is the
formal artefact; the credibility is what makes anyone believe it.
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Make the value case continuous, not annual

The biggest mistake planners make is treating the business case as a once-a-year
budget document. The teams that get funded treat it as an ongoing narrative: a
standing line in the monthly pack that quantifies what planning saved or protected
that month, in pounds. By the time budget season arrives, the value is not a claim
to be argued — it is a track record the business has been watching accumulate all
year. That shift, from annual pitch to continuous narrative, is the single highest-
return change most planning functions can make.

8. Answering the objections you’ll get

A value case is tested, not just read. Anticipating the pushback and having an answer
ready is what separates a case that gets approved from one that gets “taken away to
consider.” Four objections come up almost every time.

“How do we know these savings are real and not just modelling?” This is why the
conservative tier exists and why you lead with it. Point to the components a sceptic can
check independently — overtime against payroll, over-staffing against interval
occupancy, attrition against HR records. Offer the inputs and invite them to change the
assumptions. A case you actively invite scrutiny of reads as confident; one you defend
reads as fragile.

“Couldn’t we get this benefit anyway, without the investment?” Sometimes partly
true, and conceding it builds credibility. The honest answer names what specifically the
team cannot do today for lack of capacity or tooling — the intraday management that is
not happening, the scenarios that are not being modelled, the shrinkage that is not being
measured — and ties the benefit to that gap, not to a vague promise to “do better.”

“Other functions claim some of this too.” Attribution is genuinely hard and
pretending otherwise loses trust. Where a benefit is shared — say, attrition, which
operations and HR also influence — claim a defensible share rather than the whole, and
say so explicitly. A planner who voluntarily attributes credit elsewhere is believed on the
credit they do claim.

Invite scrutiny of your number, concede what would happen
anyway, and share credit you can’t claim alone. Every
concession you make voluntarily buys belief in the figure you
stand behind.

“We can’t afford it this year.” The strongest answer reframes from cost to the cost of
waiting: quantify what another year of the status quo loses — the reactive spend that
continues, the attrition that keeps churning — so that delay is visibly the more expensive
option. If the budget genuinely is not there, propose a staged version with a smaller first
step that proves the value and earns the rest, which is far more fundable than an all-or-
nothing ask.
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9. Common mistakes to avoid

Value cases fail in predictable ways. Knowing the failure modes is half of avoiding them.

¢ Over-claiming. The single fastest way to lose a finance audience is a number
that does not survive scrutiny. One indefensible figure poisons the whole case.
Lead conservative, always.

« Vanity ROI. Claiming credit for improvements that would have happened
anyway, or that other functions also claim, makes planning look like it is fishing
for credit. Attribute honestly and acknowledge shared causes.

+ Planning vocabulary. Presenting shrinkage, adherence, and MAPE to a finance
audience and expecting them to do the translation. They will not; they will tune
out. Do the translation for them.

¢ The one-off pitch. Building the case only at budget time, from a cold start,
every year. Without a running value narrative the case has no track record to
stand on.

¢ Ignoring the cost side. Presenting only upside and hiding implementation cost,
change effort, or ongoing maintenance. Finance trusts a case that names its own
costs far more than one that pretends there are none.

¢ No confidence range. A single point number invites a single point of attack. A
range with a conservative floor is harder to dismiss and more honest.

10. A 90-day plan to build your value case

The value case is built, not written in an afternoon. Ninety days is enough to assemble
the evidence, establish the narrative, and have something credible in front of finance.

A 90-day plan to build your value case

Days 1-30 - Baseline Days 31-60 - Build Days 61-90 - Narrate

Measure realised shrinkage Build the three-tier number Add a value line to the
Total a year of reactive spend Translate into finance terms monthly pack
Run the calculators for Pressure-testwith a Begin the track record
your own operation friendly finance contact Present the formal case

A defensible starting point Cheaper challenges now A story, not a cold pitch

In the first thirty days, gather the baseline: measure realised shrinkage honestly, total
the reactive spend (overtime, agency, firefighting) for the past year, and run the
calculators for your own operation. You cannot show improvement without a defensible
starting point, and the baseline alone often surprises the business.
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In the next thirty, build the number across the three tiers, translate every component
into finance language, and draft the case with a conservative headline and a clear
method. Pressure-test it with a friendly finance contact before it goes anywhere near the
budget meeting — their challenges now are cheaper than the CFO’s challenges later.

In the final thirty, start the continuous narrative: add a value line to the monthly pack,
quantify what planning saved or protected that month, and begin building the track
record. Then present the formal case — not as a request to be judged, but as the
summary of a value story the business has already begun to watch unfold.

Conclusion: planning is a margin lever

Workforce planning earns its keep many times over in every operation that does it well.
What it lacks is not value but the case for value — the translation of what it does into
the terms the business funds. That translation is entirely learnable, and the planning
team that learns it stops being treated as an administrative cost and starts being treated
as what it is: one of the highest-return functions in the contact centre.

The work was always valuable. The case for it was the missing
piece. Build the case in the language finance speaks, make it
continuous rather than annual, and the function gets funded like
the margin lever it has always been.

Build the number conservatively, speak it in finance’s language, anchor it in a credibility
you earn every week, and make it a continuous narrative rather than an annual pitch.
Do that, and the budget conversation stops being a fight you brace for and becomes a
summary of a value story the business has already been watching. That is the position
every planning function should be aiming for — and it is closer than most planners think.
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Appendix: using the value calculator

This paper has a companion tool — the free Workforce Planning Value Calculator at
ccplanning.net/calculators/planning-value. It implements the three-tier method end to
end, so you can produce your own headline number in about ten minutes and take the
output straight into a business case. Nothing you enter leaves your browser. Here is how
to work through it.

Step 1 — describe your operation. Enter your front-line headcount (FTE) and the fully
loaded annual cost per agent. The calculator multiplies these into your labour base,
which anchors the whole case. Use the loaded cost — salary plus on-costs — not the bare
salary, because that is the number finance recognises.

Step 2 — build the conservative tier. This is the figure you will lead with, so enter
only what you can evidence. Recoverable staffing mismatch is the slice of the labour
base lost to over-staffed intervals and overtime premium, taken from interval occupancy
data — 1 to 2% is typical. Enter your annual overtime spend from payroll and the
reduction you can realistically achieve. Then your current attrition rate, the points you
expect to take off it through better scheduling, and a defensible all-in cost per leaver —
run the cost-of-attrition calculator first if you do not have one.

Step 3 — add the likely and upside tiers. Enter an annual service-protection value
(avoided penalties, abandoned and repeat contacts, churn) for the likely tier, and a one-
off decision-quality figure — the magnitude of one bad capacity or sourcing decision
good planning de-risks — for the upside. The calculator keeps these separate from the
conservative headline so you never accidentally over-claim.

Step 4 — enter what planning costs. Put in the fully loaded annual cost of the
planning team, or of the hire or system you are justifying. The calculator returns your
net value, your return on planning cost, and the value as a percentage of the labour
base.

Reading the output

Lead your business case with the conservative number — every component is
independently checkable, so it survives a sceptical finance director. Present the
likely figure as the realistic expectation and the upside as what is at stake. The key
line to look for: if net value is positive on the conservative tier alone, the function
pays for itself on the figure you can prove — which is the strongest position you
can argue from. Use the "copy summary" button to drop the figures straight into
your case, and screenshot the inputs for your appendix so anyone can check your
working.
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About ccplanning.net

ccplanning.net is an opinionated, practitioner-focused resource for contact centre
workforce planning — forecasting, scheduling, real-time management, capacity
planning, MI, and the leadership of the planning function. It publishes free articles,
browser-based planning calculators, and a fortnightly newsletter for working planners.

The calculators referenced in this paper — cost of attrition, cost per contact, EBITDA
impact, and the team-leader business-case sizing tool — are free, run entirely in your
browser, and need no sign-up. They are built to give you defensible numbers for exactly
the value case this paper describes.

Build your case with these

Cost-of-attrition calculator - Cost-per-contact calculator - EBITDA-impact
calculator - TL business-case sizing tool — all free at ccplanning.net/calculators.
Pair them with the articles on the power of one, planning function credibility, and
contact centre finance for the deeper arguments behind each lever.

ccplanning.net - Page 15



	Contents
	Executive summary
	1. Why your function is undervalued
	2. The four ways planning creates value
	Lever one: efficiency
	Lever two: service protection
	Lever three: cost avoidance
	Lever four: decision quality

	3. The cost of not planning
	4. Building the number
	5. The case for headcount and systems
	6. Speaking finance’s language
	7. The credibility multiplier
	8. Answering the objections you’ll get
	9. Common mistakes to avoid
	10. A 90-day plan to build your value case
	Conclusion: planning is a margin lever
	Appendix: using the value calculator
	About ccplanning.net

