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The histe-y of facilities master planning in the U, S. Navy dates
back 150 years. In 1825, Secretary of the Navy Samue! Southard noted
with alarm the rapidly deteriorating state of the nation's Naval yards
und recommended an yrgent program of planning for their restoration.

Although this propo: -| vas carried out, the succeeding maintenance of

the yards has been frustrated by a succession of encumbering circumstances.

The cycle of national conflict, marked by accelerated development; and
intervening periods of peace, characterized by relotive somnolence;

has burdened the Navy with o physicu! plant that was, for the most part,
sporadically conceived, hastily built, and destined for ultimate neglect.
The present result is a vast inventory of facilities which are chootically

arranged and are largely obsolete, unsightly, ond even unsafe.

The rapid nationwide urbanization following World War |1 has
compounded the problem as the Navy is the “urbanite" of the armed
services. |i is not only the most visible arm of the military, but is being

hemmed in by urban development at every coastal port location. Further
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problems have emerged in recent years with the sweeping growth of
social and environinental concern. The Navy is now obliged to set a
good example amid o h st of constraints and, since we are in a period of

relative peace, with diminishing economic resources,

While master planning got an early start in the Navy, it did not
constitute a dedicated prrgram until 1952, when the Master Shore Station
Development Program (MSSDP) was initiated. This effort iusted eight
yecrs and was finally abandoned as a failure, being ceclored unrealisti.

ineffective and unmanageable.

Facilitias planning became systematized in the Navy in 1960 when
the Shore Facilities Planning and Programming System (SFPPS) was
instituted as a component of the Defense Department's well-known
Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBS). T!'. system is still
in operation and has been quite successful in defining and quantifying
facilities requirements of Naval and Marine Corps installations, and in
programming for their satisfaction through the Military Construction

Program,

The SFPPS did not specifically provide for facilities master planning,
however, being primarily quantitative in nature. The Navy's first

dedicated master planning directive was issued in June 1968, calling
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for a master plan to be developed for each major Naval and Marine
Corps shore installation and outlining the procedures and content for
such plans. The initial directive has been revised several times over
the years ond has recently been superseded by o more comprehensive
instruction. While Navy facilities planning is essentially a technical
discipline with a strong physical orientation, the need for o qualitative
approach, considering social and environmental factors, as well as

efficiency and economy, has been reflected in the current directive.

The objective of this paper is to review the Navy's master planning
program, determine its strengths ond weaknesses, assess both its value
to its heneficiaries and its effectiveness in meeting stated goals and
objectives, and recommend means to its improvement, The program has
been evaluated on the basis of relative goal attainment, adequacy of
required procedures and documentation, output and cost, value and
effectiveness, and implications for management. The evaluation was
conducted through review of Navy planning directives, interviews with
Navy planning personnel, research of applicable literature on planning
and program evaluation, and the conduct of a master planning survey
which solicited facts and opinions from three groups of program partici-

pants and beneficiaries by means of questionnaires.
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Most program evaluations compare two or more possible a'ternatives.
This evaluation is focused on a single, established program, thus is closer

to a terminal than a formative evaluation. It is actually a progress

evaluation in that the program is to continue for an indefinite future.

This research has sought ways to alter the program course, if necessary,

to reach its goals more direct’ ..

The ma;>r findings oand conclusions of the study are:

E

1. The stoted program goals, obje~tives and pclicies are eivher

too general or too limited in scope to provide a sound basis

. i sl

for evaluation. The analysis has, therefore, been conducted

on the basis of "derived" criteria;

2. There is no clear statement of program purpose in the master
planning directives and this hac supported an ongoing conflict

in ideclogy between program participants and beneficiaries;

3. The master planning methadology prescribed in the directives
is too restrictive to permit needed flexibility in application
to vorying "real world" situations; furthermore, the master

plon documentation prescribed is too extensive to permit !

timely output with available resources;




4.

As a result of growing demand: for ancillory planning services,
the initicl program torgets for mester plan output. in terms of

initial preparation and periodic updating, have nat beasn met,
Increcsed productivity is assential to comply with the program

goals and objectives;

The ‘otal program cos* hos been estimatec, but cannot be
meaningfuily correlated to progrem outout beyond o simple
cost-per-unit comparison., The cost of the program is
diminutive, however, in comparison to its porential value in

terms of savings;

The record of master plan implementation has proven the pro=-

gram highly effective ir defining facilities requirements and
quiding their realization through construction programming
consistent with approved plan concepts. The program hos
been comewhat ineffective in anticipating and directing the
total subsequent physical development of installations; ¢ high
percentage of initial master plan projects are eventually
dropped and then supplanted with new or substitute projects

with resulting non-conformities, The net result is considered

positive, but therr i, considerable room for improvement:

el s 1




7. The program beneficiaries believe that master planning hos not
addressed their major perceived needs adequately and that the
completed documents are not as useful as they might be. The
inadequocy of available planning data is a mojor constraint to

master plan value and effectiveness;

8. A steady increase in planning workload, without o commensurate
increase in resources, has impaired the effective management of
the master planning program. A growing backlog of
unaccomplished workload suggests that means be found to

produce and maintain useable master plans more quickly.

Synthesis of these findings led to the fundamental conclusions that
(1) master plans take too long to prepare, (2) once prepared, they are
too vulnerable to misuse or neglect, and {3) they cannot adequately
predict or accommodate unforeseen change. All ather factors are
peripheral and are included within these. Various solutions have been
proposed, but are often either unrealistic or in mutuol conflict. Some
degree of trade-off is possible, and it could reduce, but not eliminate,

these basic problems,

Novy master plans are seen aos multi-purpose entities which
must address o broad scope of concerns. They also must be flexible,

to uccept incrementai change without degradation of basic concepts.
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The conclusion is that the shortcomings of the present approach are
attributable to two underlying characteristics which are chronic and
which limit the opportunity for program reform. These are visualized

os institutional tendencies toword (1) prescriptive planning, which is

rigidly focused on a preconceived end-state and which attempts to
accomplish more than is realisticelly possible, or even required, and

(2) outhoritarion planning, which isolates (and often alienates) the

program beneficiaries from the mainstream of planning activity, placing

them in o possive and subordinate role.

An integrated planning approach is recommended as the best

means to overcome the major shortcomings of the mas.er planning program.

The approach comprises three basic elements:

1. Process planning, in which required procedures and initial
content are pared down to essentials, resulting in a more com-
pact and generalized plan document which is expanded
incrementally and updated on a continuous basis;

2. Policy planning, in which the master planning process and
«ll subsequent planning decisions are based on well-articulated
goals and policies for physical develorment, formulated ot all

levels of management; and,

3. An expanued planning data base, in which present Naval infor-
mation systems are both augmented in scope and made recdily
accessible to Navy planners.

The integrated glanning approach is not a radical departure from

the current program structure--many of the elements are identical, The

S-7
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significant differences are in (1) the extent of detail considered (less
initially, but augmented over time according to need), (2) the assignment
of planning responsibilities (involving the installation as o program
"participant" rather than a "beneficiary"), (3) the order of accomplishment
(o new sequence based on priority of need and resource availability), and
(4) the concept of the master plan as an instrument of Navy policy (a
general guide rather than a detailed mandate for incremental decision-

making on physical development alternatives).

The integrated planning approach appears to have excellent
potential for speeding the production rate of master plans, bolstering their
immunity from mistreatment, and increasing thei- creditility and vseful-
ness. Also, it would tend to minimize the impact of unexpected change
which erodes the value of prescriptive planning approaches and thus
the confidence that can be placed in the overall r ogram. Moreover,
this approach seems to be highly applicable to conduct of broader based
planning studies, such as regional complax plons and logistics support
systems plans, in which the penalties for misdirection are even more

severe,

5-8
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PREFACE

There is a long history of master planning for Naval bases in the
United States. The following article, extracted from the "Navy
Construction Battallion Center Bulletin of July 1959 and entitled,
"MASTER PLANNING, 1825", indicates the first formal recognition
of the nead, the first direction for action, and the first master planning
accomplished by the Department of Defense. Also, it is interesting to
note the first departmental recognition of the tendency toward

obsolescence, and the need for updating of master plans.

"Master Planning is no new concept in the history of the
naval shore establishment,

"In the annual report of the Secretary of the Navy (Samuel
L. Southard), dated 2 December 1825, to the President and
transmitted with the President's message to Congress dated

6 December 1825, the following statement is made (American
State Papers, Naval Affairs, No. 268):

" 'Other difficulties have arisen, from the present disposition
of the building arrangements ot our yards. They hove,
heretofore, been improved by temporary expedients, ond
the buildings erected and arranged with reference only to
existing necessities, and without regard to the future and
growing wants of our navy. Many and serious evils have
resulted; much public money hos been unnecessarily
expended; many losses, sustained by the chonge, removal
and alteration of the several erections; timber exposed to
decay; stores requiring immense labor to deposit and pre-
serve them; a much larger number of hands required to
perform the work; unpleasant, and sometimes injurious
delays in fitting out our vessels. It is o mortifying fact,
yet there is no doubt of its truth, that one third of the

1%
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money expended at our yards has been lost from this cause,
The remecly is manifest, and it is earnestly hoped that means
may e provided to apply.”

M. Southard then described a program of planning and construction =
for the modernization of the Navy's deteriorating shipyards:

" 'A commission of prudent and intelligent officers should
be selected, to exomine minutely and carefully all our
navy yords, cnd to make a plan for each, suited to its
location and the fufure wants of the service at it; pre- E
scribing the building which will be required, ond the
location and character of each building, together with
such improvements in the ground and form of the yord as
will be most beneficial. This plan, aofter being submitted
to the Department, aond orFe_ncI&-ﬂ necessary, and

s e bttt kil

" 'The expense of making such a plan, and erecting the
buildings necessary to execute it, would cost o large sum of
money, and increase the present expense of our naval
establishment; but the future saving to the nation, by
adopting and pursuing it rigidly, may be counted by

hundreds of thousands, perhaps by miilions of dollars;

and the promptitude which would be created by it in all

our works, and especially in the fiiting of our vessels,

would be felt in the efficiency of every purt of the service.'"

Acting on Secretary Southard's proposal, Congress enacted a law

directing the President to insure that the Navy yards were examined by

o select board of officers, ond that plans were prepared for their
improvement. After approval of the plans, no deviations were to be

made except by Presidential order. Under the President's direction,

*Emphosis mine.
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the planning was accomplished for all Navy yards between May 1827
and some time in 1829. The yards then existant were those at
Portsmouth, N .H.; Charlestown, (Boston), Mass.; Brooklyn, N.Y.;
Philadelphia, Pa.; Gosport, (Norfalk), Va.; Washington, D.C.; and

Pensacola, Florida.

The article concludes with an excerpt from Preble's history,

written in 1890;

"'The plan for the Navy Yard of Charlestovn was issued
from the Commissioners Office August 11, 1828, and has
since govermned the improvements in the Yard, with such
modifications as have been rendered necessary by the
improvements of science, and the changes in the equip-
ments, oppliances and construction of vessels of war.
Railroads have taken the place of proposed canals, and
the introduction of steam, heavy ordnance and iron clads,
iron ships, have rendered other changes from the plan
necessary.'"

Master planring not only had an early start in the U.S. Navy, it
got its direction from the highest executive level. Despite this history,
however, there has never been o dedicoted, formal ¢valuation made of
the worth or effectiveness of such planning. According to a recent text

on program evaluation, "The notion of inefficiency in the federal

government is well established in the popular mind. ! Because of this

widespread belief, and the steady demand for graduate research topics, a
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federal program which has never been evaluated is something of a
rarity. As aresult, this research has become more of an original
effort than anticipated. It is an inquiry into the status of the work

begun by Secretary Southard 15} years ego.

This evaluation was not an easy task, as the material is largely
subjective in nature and often sensitive as well. Most evaluations
today, as another source claims, "focus on inputs and the management
process, rather thar on whether the program is accomplishing its
intended purposes.2 This is readily explained when qualitative
analysis of a dynamic process is attempted on an essentially empirical
basis. The reason for the attempt is that, as the authors continue,
“Systematic program evaluations...appear to have considerable
potential for providing o much better guide than presently exists for
decisions on whether specific programs should be retained, modified,

expanded, or dropped. w3

Information sources for this study were primarily limited to those
surviving persons most familiar with the Program, and to crticles
publislied in Navy technical journals. Those who have contributed
the background data for this paper are hereby acknowledged and thanked

for their valuable interest and support. They cre:
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INTRODUCTION

A, OBJECTIVE: The objective uf this study is to conduct a critical
review and analysis of the Navy'. 1iaster planning program and to
evoluate it in regard to:

1. Its consistency in meeting stated Navy objectives, goals and
policies, including the relevance of established procedures
and documentaotion to these ends;

2. |ts effectiveness in responding to additional, reloted concerns

as determined by analysis of relevant social, economic and ]
environmental factors;

3. Its performance to date, in terms of master plan output and i
associated costs;

4, |ts capcoility to provide a usable, effective, quality product
or service to its multiple beneficiories; 1

5. [lts effectiveness in the implementation process; i.e., in
guiding subsequent physical development consistent with
master plan recommendation;;

6. Its odaptability for efficien conduct within the local
plonning office, considering prevailing management policies
and present resourres and organizational structure; and,

Mot

7. Its implications for conduct of broader-based planning studies;
i.e., regional complex plans and logistics support systems plans,

o albean

Determine the causes and degrees of success or failure within

each of these categories and provide recommendations for improvement

of the program.
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PURPOSE: The Navy's master plan program, originated in 1952,
has been modified frequently over the years. This has been in
response to: (1) changing conditions and events, both internal

and external, in such areas as nationa! economy, military posture,
social awareness, environmental concern, and public and inter-
governmental relations; and (2) direct observation and monitoring
of the program output in terms of master plan quality ond the rate

of accomplishment,

While the program directives are both explicit and compre-
hensive as to master planning requirements and procedures, there is
no provision for feedback and performance evaluation. As a
result, the measure of program value and effectiveness, indeed,

even the adequacy of program goals, can cnly be cenjectured.

The purpose of this study is to provide a deeper insight into
certain basic concepts which hove been debated, without resolution,
for almost 25 years. Some of the more salient issues involve

uestions of:

1. Progrom Objectives - what are the basic Navy goals
ond policies which generated o need for moster
planning and how well have these been complied
with? Also, who are the beneficiaries of the progrom
and what are their important needs ?
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2. Program Directives - how relevant are the prescribed
master planning procedures and documentation to
fuifillment of beneficiary needs and basic Navy
goals and policy ?

3. Program Output - how well have master planning
accomplishmerts met the assigned torgets, in terms
of both quantity and quality ?

4. Program Cost = what hos master planning cost the
Navy to dote, and how well have the funds been
vsed?

e et b bl

5. Program Effectiveness - how closely has the
implementation process adhered to master plan
recommendations, and how good were the
recommendations as a quide for subsequent
development ?

6. Progroam Management - how effectively can the
master planning program be managed, within the
scope of available resources and prevailing
administrative policies?

These issues are each examined, in turn, in the major part of
: this paper. It is not the purpose of this study to defend the Navy's

master planning program, nor to seek cause for its rej ection. The

—

current cpproach is but the latest in g succession of attempts to
moximize the Navy's investment in its shore establishment, Each

point of departure in the program structure has resulted from the

Wi R

recognition of changing requirements and of the need to meet them

et o 1 [

through reform. Since chonge is in the very nature of things, it is

e ot

unlikely that any master planning approach can survive for more

than a few years. This research is based on the premise that,




only through o better understanding of program strengths and

weaknesses - past and present - can better master planning be

achie ed in the future.

C. APPROACH: This study has been conducted on a four-phase E

approach:

1.

i

Review of 1ne history and evolution of the Navy's master
planning program, noting changes in emphasis or requirements
and correlating these with the satisfaction of both stated goals
and objectives, and of prevailing additional needs. This has
been cccomplished through review of available publications,
papers and correspondence on the subject, and interviews with

persons closely associated with the program.

Quaontitative analysis of the program's performance in terms of

output and cost, and correlation of these with goal attainment .
and derived benefits. This has been accumplished through
review of current statistical data, considering both historical

and projected performance.

Review and evaluation of the current Navy masier plan

instruction on the basis cf the:

—4 —
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a. Accommodation of expressed and implied Navy policies;

b. Nature and extent of input data, field investigation and
interfcce between planners and installation personnel;

c. Method of planning analysis and concept development;

d. Method of plan presentation, review, approva! and
distribution;

e. Format and contents of plan documentation;

f. Copability ¢f master plans to meet military requirements
and instaliation development needs;

g. Response to imp.cts from and on rhe external environment;

h. Capability for orderly and effective plan implementation;
i. Adapcbility to use within the local pianning office;

i. Implications for broader based planning studies.

U e s e A

This has been accomplished through data research,

personol interviews, personal experience, and a survey of

opinions from progrem participants and masier pian beneficiaries,

ek ki

Evaluative criteria ove been selected according to the

nature of the subject metter analyzed. Normative criteria

il R,

have been used for measurement wherever possible; in its

Gl

abrence, the evaluation has been made on the basis of

substantive inputs collected through the -eseorch process ond,

where all else failed, empirically.
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Synthesis of findings and conclusions and recommendations .
for progrom improvement. This was a rather straightforward
process once the components were assembled. It became
obvious, however, that not all of the problems uncovered
could be solved within a single approach. A number of
conflicts were discovered, between program goals and
policies, requirements and constraints, Possible tradeoffs
were identified and study of these led to the discovery of
sorie underlying causes and effects which limit the
oppor'unities for significant program reform. The con-
cluding recommendations attempt to cope with the most

pressing needs of the master planning program without

radical departure from established policy or procedures.
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PART |I: BACKGROUND

THE NAVY PLANNING ORGANIZATION

Naval Facilities Engineering Command has responsibility for the
planning, engineering, design, construction and management of all
Naval and most Marine Corps shore facilities, worlt:lwicle.l Specifically,

"shore facilities" include real estate, buildings, structures, utilities

systems, and certain items of equipment.

NAVFAC, as it is called, is one of five Systems Commands com-

prising the Naval Materiel Command, which furnishes technical and
logistic support to shore activities and the Fleet ope-~** . "\rces.2

Organization of the Navy Department and the Nave . <ommand

are shown on Figures 1 and 2.

NAVFAC Headquarters is locoted in Alexandria, Virginia, and
Command responsibilities are discharged through six Engineering Field
Divisions, or EFD's, located around the coastal perimete- ¢f the

continental United Stotes, and in Hawaii. Smaller branch offices are

located in other araas of substantial Naval activity. Locations of the

EFD's and their respective geographic areas are shown on Figure 3,
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Although geographic factors impose diverse operational requirements
on the different EFD's, their organization and functions are substantially
uniform. For illustrative purposes, the planning operations at Western
Division, or WESTNAVFAC, are described in the following paragraphs.

WESTNAVFAC is located in San Bruno, California, and is the largest of

the EFD's.

WESTNAVFAC has technical responsibility for all Naval and most
Marine Corps shore facilities in the Eleventh, Tweifth and Thirteenth
Naval Districts; which include the states of Washington, Oregon,
California, Arizona, Nevada, Utah, |doho, Montana and Alaska,

This arec embraces a 3,500 mile coastline and extends through five time

zZones.,

Command responsibilities are fulfilled through three operating
deportments - Facilities Planning, Facilities Acquisition, and Facilities
Management - which are staffed by ten Naval officers and 650 civilian
personnel. Although command and staff are centralized in San Bruno,
bronch offices are maintained in Seattle and San Diego, and field

construction representatives are deployed at various locations throughout

the geographic area served.

The Facilities Planning Division, a component of the Planning

Department, is organized into two branches - Requirements Planning and

—_11 —
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Master Planning. The Requirements Planning branch has a staff of about
15 professional and technical personnel which work with r.lanning foctors
and criteria, engineering evaluation of facilities assets, project review

d validation, construction programming, and environmental impact
assessment and review. The Master Planning branch has o professional
and technical staff of about 25 which conduct and administer the prepara-
tion of installation master plans, regional complex plans, and special
planning studies; perform faci! 'ty siting reviews and certifications, ond
coordinate master plan imp|emenfofionf1 Each branch is subdivided into
sections, with responsibilities assigned along functional or geographic

lines as appropriate.

The mognitude of planning responsibility assigned to WESTNAVFAL
may be illustrated with some statistics. The 186 Naval and Marine Corps

installations within the geogrophic purview comprise 5,320 square miles

of area and support a combined resident and employed population of 470,000

people (252,000 military personnel, 104,000 civilian employees and

114,000 military dependents, living in military quarters on federal Iond).5

This planning responsibility can thus be compared in scale, roughly,
with a governmental entity such as Fresno County, California. In
actuality, however, the geographic dispersion of Naval activities within
the three Naval Districts served creates a much more complex environment

for planning than does a cohesive territory. In addition to supporting ;ome

—_12 —
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375 separate Naval and Marine Corps shore activities and fleet commands,
and 25 different management offices, WESTNAVFAC interfaces with nine
state governments, 85 county governments, three state coastal commissions,
ten port authorities, at least five regional governments, and a multitude

of school and other special districts, commissions, and other federal

S s b e ik SR e i e 2 R

agencies.

wllhi

Another measure of the growth of Navy planning is reflected in the
size, role and status of the planning organization at WESTNAVFAC; an
evolution paralleled throughout the system. In the early 1950's, the T
planning functions were accomplished by a secticn within the Civil
Engineering Branch of the Design Division; responsibilities were limited 7
principally to mapping and facility siting. In the late 1950's, planning

was established os a separate branch within the Design Division and had

et bl 1

a staff of about ten people.7

With the inception of the Shore Facilities Planning end Programming
System (SFPP3) in 1960, the Planning Division was formed, consisting of
two branches - Facilities Planning and Civil Defense. The latter function
was oriented toward contingency, or mobilization planning, and disaster

preparedness, reflecting the prevailing national concern over the advent

[N 1 R A T

of nuclear war. Duties of the Facilities Planning Branch were expanded

to accommodate the multiple administrative requirements of the SFPFS,

ond the stoff had grown to about 15. 8 E -

B e R

Var st fhee
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E ' In 1970, the growing economic austerity in the federul agencies
resulted in a consolidation of Naval engineering offices, worldwide.

Ten EFD's were consolidated te six, and a single office, to serve the
entire western portion of the United States, was established in San Bruno.
It was at this point that planning achieved deportmental status, absorbing
both the Facilities Planning and Real Estate divisions as subordinate
functions. The Facilities Planning Division now has a staff of 48 people

and a greatly expanded role .9
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B. EVOLUTION OF THE NAVY PLANNING SYSTEM

There are, today, 763 separate Naval and Marine Corps shore
installotions in the Continental United Stctes. These "bases*, as they
are called, contain an aggregate of 4,161,309 acres of land and 82,373
buildings and structures, totulling 536,123,000 square feet in area.
These buildings and structures cost the government $5,616,417,000,
and have an estimated replacement value of almost $20 billion. The

total cost of land and utilities is 510,087,032,000.]0

Prior to World War ||, many of these installations did not exist as ]
military property. The urgent needs of national defense, ¢-iven by the
mobilization effort during the war years, resuited in a base acquisition,
development ond expansion program unrivaled in military history.

Expedience and product’vity were the order of the doy.” :

As a result of this accelerated construction program, Naval bases
were developed without regard to long range planning goals ond i

facilities expansion was, understandably, haphczzc.ard.]2

With the return t= peacetime in the late 1940's, the Navy found

itself with a tremendous inventory of physical assets, much of which hod

been sporadically conceived, hastily built, ond surplus to then-present
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needs. Many of these assets, built "for the duration", were vacated
and placed in coretaker status, awaiting further developments or policy

decisions. 13

These assets were reactivated during the Korean War in the early
1950's, and were augmented with additione!| construction, as dictated

by prevailing needs.]4

The several years of peace that followed the end of the Korean War
permitted a careful evaluation of military needs ond assets. As a logical

result of this analysis, it was conclu led thot:

1. The physical inventory of militory property was ottaining
very large proportions and a workable system of
management must be developed;

2, The "image” of defense installotions must be upgraded
to accommodate the demands of a peacetime military
force which was increasingly volurtary and of professional
stotus;

3. The best way to satisfy these demands was to institute a
program for comprehensive, long range facilities
planning, programming ond implementation.]s
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Facilities planning in the Navy got its real start in September 1952
through the Master Shc-e Station Development Program (MSSI.::‘).|6
Although this program wos somewhat comprehensive in scope, addressing
the total projected facilities development needs of the various installa-
tions, it was hampered by inadequate management. This was due both
to a general pre-cccupation with the Korean War and subsequent

demilitarization, and to a scope and methodology which could not be

handled efficiently by the assigned Sfdff.'7

The MSSDP vested authority for determination of facilities require-
ments, evaluation of existing assets, ond preparation of "master plans"
for projected physical development, in the command of each installation,
NAVFAC (then known as the Bureau of Yards and Docks) was
only indirectly involved in the process, as technical consultant to the

]
installations' public works departments,

In theory, the program appeared reasonable, but in practice the
planning tasks delegated to the staff were voluminous and the output of
paperwork became a burden to all levels of participation. More
imporrantly, the separate determination of facilities requirements by each
command often resulted in excessive estimates of needs, which could not

possibly be satisfied with prospective appropriations. By the lote
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1950's, the MSSDP was recognized to be unrealistic and ineffective; it

was subsequently pronounced a failure, and "master planning" disappeared

19
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for o few years.

Navy planning became systematized in 1960, when the Secretary of £
the Navy issued a directive establishing the Naval Shore Facilities
Planning ond Programming System, called SFPPS.2O This action was
strongly influenced by the policies of (then) Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara, incorporating the principles of the Planning, Programming,
Budgeting System (PPBS) developed for the Department of Defense (DOD) by
the Rand Corporotion.m Friedmann notes the success of PPBS in the DOD
and cites it as a "clear instance of allocative planning. w22 A represen- \
tative of the Rand Corporation has stated, "Centrally controlled plonning
in the DOD since 1961 must be regarded as one of the major planning

experiments of all time. w23

In April 1960, the Chief of Naval Operations implemented the
Secretary's directive by developing a format and methodology for toe
SFPPS and tasking NAVFAC with administrative responsibiiity.24 This
was a milestone event in Naval facilities planning, which promised to

bring needed order to o chaotic situation (much as Secretary Southard

had perceived in 1825).25




The system was highly rational, proceeding from the broad to the

specific. Total projected Navy force structure and variocus operating

Fowes - T T

i plans were reviewed at headquarters level to determine overall mission
requirements and logistic support needs on a broad geographic basis.
These were then translated into mission and tasks, and workload and

staffing levels for individual installations.

The system was intended to eliminate the excessive and often

e g —

wperfluous project requests typical of the earlier, (MSSDP), progiom,
and to limit construction expenditures to only the most essential needs
of the installations on a priority basis. Order and ousterity were the

keynotes of the system, and aesthetic considerations were barely

acknowledged. 26

The thrust of the SFPPS, initially, was confined to:

1. Statistical derivation and quantification of those facilities
required by an installation te uccomplish its assigned mission,
tasks and workload, and to accommodate its assigned
personnel and equipment . This was accomplished through use
of established plonning factors end criteria contained primarily
in NAVFAC Manual P-80, “"Facilities Planning Factors for
Naval Shore Activities".

—19 —
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2. Quentification and evaluation of existing facilities assets;
3. Determination of facilities excesses cnd deficiencies;

4. Disposition of excess assets, through demolition or disposal;
and,

5. Programming of new construction to satisfy the computed
facilities deficits.
These tasks were performed by the NAVFAC EFD with assistance
from the respective installation, but the total process was executed in
17 separate steps involving a wide variety of inputs. Figure 4 depicis

the organization and functional cycle of the SFPPS.

Despite the obvious improvements in statistical quantification of
needs and inventory, the SFPPS experienced growing pains. An excellent
if highly critical analysis was made in July 1964 in which weaknesses
were noted in each step.27 Among other things, the system placed little
emphasis on physical design ospects such as facilities siting and land use,

and master planning was non-existent in the system.

In 1961, NAVFAC published its Marual P-340, "Procedures fo,
Planning Naval Shore Facilities", which outlined technical planning

methodology in great detail, ond called for the preporation of General

—20 —
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Development Maps for every Naval and Marine Corps installation.

These maps, while showing existing and proposed facilities, along with
pertinent regional and vicinal foctors, were no "master plans". They
did not evolve from a comprehensive analysis of physical ond environ-
mental considerations within and around the installation and, as «a
result, were subject to frequent change. The General Development Maps
were not accompanied by a text and were thus urable to address
quolitative issves, such as plonning policies, goals, objectives or con-
cepts for facilities development. Annual updotes were specified and

were required to maintain currency.

The NAVFAC P-340 manual defined "technical planning" os "o
process to determine the land and physical facilities needed to satisfy
military operational and functionol requirements. it includes the analysis
and evaluation of land, water area and air space; site selection; deter~
mination of buildings, structures and other improvements best suited to
satisfy the facility requirements; design of the physical arrangement of
the facilities; and, assurance of the engineering and ccenstruction
feasibility of the proposed development.” While this definition relotes
to "master planning" in the Navy concept, the term,"technical planning”,
was defined as an aspect of "civil engineering"”, reflecting the pervading

orientation of the bureau management. This situation laosted for seven

3
.

years.
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To accommodate the recognized need for o dedicated physical and
environmental onalysis of installation development, NAVFAC published,
in 1968, the Navy's first real master planning directive. This
instruction describes o process for master planning of Naval shore
installations, to assure their present and future capability to accept the

. 30
required facilities in an efficient and appropriate manner,

The moster planning instruction was given strong support by the
adoption of the Logistic Support Requirements system in 1967.3] This
system was designed to identify oll tasks, functions and workload to be
accomplished by an installation over a projected eight year period. The
LSR system, as it is known, provided, through a detailed questionnaire
format, projected operational workload in terms of mission, tasks and
functions; installation organization and stoffing requirements; functional
inter-relationships, both internal and external; loading plans, equipment
allowance lists and workload analysis. The basic document, once pre-
pared by the installation and approved through chain-of-command
review, was to be maintoined current. It's primary benefits to master
planning were to (1) furnish a wealth of current organizational and
operational data in usable form and (2) extend the projected time horizon
for planning clearly into the "mid-range" period; i.e., three years

beyond earlier five-year proiections.32

—_23 —
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Unfortunately, the LSR system fell short of its promise and was
abandoned in 1973;  there simply was not sufficient manpower available
ot the installations to effectively compile and maintain the data required.
The LSR system suffered from the same malady that had disabled the

Master Shore Station Development Program 15 years ¢:<J|'|ier.33

The Navy master planning instruction is now being revised and
expanded to provide for planning of regional complexes, such as the
Naval Base in San Diego which, with 18 separate installations, is the

largest military complex in the United States; and of logistics support

systems, such as ordnance, RDT&E, supply, etc., on o Navy-wide l:>¢;:sis.34

The original instruction has been omended several times over the
years in response to changing conditions in the Department of Defense
and to reflect the impect of changing policies and attitudes on a nation~
wide basis; for example, the growth of environmental concern and the

onset of economic austerity in federal spending. The main thrust of each

. e . 35
update was to equate master planning productivity with available resources.

The consolidation of NAVFAC EFD's in July 1970 resulted in much larger
geographic areas to serve, without o commensurate increase in staff.
There was a real dilemma in accommodating a growing workload with a
limited and stable work force. The original master plan instruction called

for "preliminary" and "final" master plans, the latter to be prepared only

when required and directed by Headquarters, A subsequent revision, in

e
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1971, specified "Phase 1" and "Phase 11" master plans; the latter, again,
subject to special authorization. The "preliminary" and "Phase |" master
plans were essentially proposed land use plans, with detailed siting
limited to facilities of high importance or interest. "Final" and "Phase
11" plans provided siting configuration for all approved facilities
requirements. In retrospect, few "final" or "Phase II" moster plans ‘were
completed, but the "preliminary” and "Phase |" plans required perhups
three-quariers of the total efforf.36 The instruction alse required all
targeted master plans to be completed within a five year schedule, and
then to be updated on a three year schedule, resotr ces permitting.

37

Resources have not permitted the realization of v. . goal.

At each successive revision, the Novy planning system has become
more complex and comprehe.isive; new and more detailed planning
factors and criteria have been incorpcrated, new and longer forms are
used for analysis and reporting, and the scope of planning purview has
been expanded both internally (intra-stotion) ard externally (to include

the installation environs),

In its earliest years, the Naval planning system reflected o some-
what autonomous establishment in which decisicns could be made and
actions accomplished in a relative vacuum. Although a directive for

"regional planning" was issued in 1955, most planning was performed

— 25—
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on an individual installation basis, with little regord to the interface
between either the installation und its military neighbors or relatives,
or the installation and the surrounding civilian community. This
approach exemplified "insular" planning, in which the military
establishment was presumed to function in a totally isolated environ-
ment - a concept that could not meet the demands of today's urban

situation. 38

Current revisions to the Navy's master plan instruction emphasize
a higher concern for environmental issues and a highe: level of inter-
face between the military and civilian communities. Considering the
typical urban waterfront location of most Naval activities, it would
oppear that the system is maturing in a responsive, articulate manner,

Figure 5 diagrams the master plan process.
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RECENT IMPACTS ON THE SYSTEM

To afford a clearer perspective of the Navy planning universe, the
following paragraphs summarize some of the recent impacts that have
shaped the current approach. These impacts can be viewed as emanating

from two directions: internal, from within the defense establishment, and

external, from other governmental agencies or the civilian community.

1. Significant internal impacts include:

a. The Shore Establishment Realignment program, announced in
April 1973, without prior disclosure, resulting in base closures

and realignments on a Navy-wide basis;

b. The cessation of United States involvement in Vieinam, returning
thousands of military personnel to stateside duty and the Navy
to peacetime status. This action resulted in a smaller Navy
worldwide, but a heavier cuncentration of operations at

domestic port locations;

c. The growth of national economic austerity, requiring severe

cutbacks in Navy funding and calling for a diligent examina-

tion of development priorities;
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d. The adoption, by the Department of Defense, of heavy and

i wide ranging environmental policies, requiring a re=shuffling

A2 T R e
i -
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of fiscal priorities in the Navy, and of technical planning

responsibilities throughout the NAVFAC organization, The

Secretary of the Novy issued a directive in 1972 establishing

I b by, 1

procedures for complionce with the Notional Environmental

Policy Act (INEPA) of 1969, and requiring preparation of an
Environmental Impact Assessment for all construction projects
submitted for Congressional authorization and apprapriation. 39

An Environmental Impact Statement is required wherever o

significant impact is coniemplated;

e. The inception of computerized planning date, covering
installation facilities requirements, physical plant inventory,

facilities excesses and deficiencies, and Military Construction

Program Objectives. This step provides more current data,
faster data retrieval, and more flexibility in data format

through use of various printout configurations;

f.  New and more restrictive facility siting criteria, limiting con-
struction in areas subject to high noise levels fiom aircraft

operations, seismic activity, and explosive safety hazards.

—29 —
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2. Significant external impacts include:

a.

The issuance of Executive Order 11508 in 1972, in which
federal properties (primarily military) were to be scrutinized

to determine what may be excess to departmental needs. This

policy, implemented through the General Services Administra-

tion, which is conducting an on-going survey of federal land,
has resulted in the declaration as excess, of considerable
military property which was alledgedly being put to less than
its highest and best use. The Chief of Naval Operations has
required all Naval installations to prepare and maintain real

property utilization maps and reports showing how their land is

el 1 s st ] s s

being used, or proposed for msei4

The adoption of restrictive environmental policies by other
governmental agencies ~ federal, state and local ~ with which
the Nlavy must comply, or attempt to comply, depending on

the level of jurisdiction applicabley

The continued growth in size and density of coastal urban
oreas, which impacts ever more heavily on the Navy os o prime
user of water and shoreline resources, requiring o continual

survey of actual and potential encroachments;

— 30 — ]



- 2 Y T 1= S T =3

The issuance of Office of Management and Budget Circular

i s

A-95 in 1969, which directed ull federal agencies to coordinate

s st A e

their planning and development programs with those of local
agencies. This directive set up “regional clearinghouses",
usually the area council of governments, to review and
coordinate federal projects having impacts on th local environ-

ment, This procedure has had o proncunced effect on the Noavy

in urban coastal areas by giving strong public visibility to

military development plans.

3.

Within the purview of Navy planning, these issues have required

major adjustments to the modus operandi:

o. An expeditious review of land use development and management
policies and of facilities planning programs for which the impetus
was not anticipated;
b. A deferral of muny desiroble, but less essential, construction
projects requiring adjustments to implementation plans and
schedules;
|
c.

A realignment of planning resources, both people and morey,

to meet the challenges impelled by the growth of environmental :

concern in both the public (governmental) and private (community)

—31 —
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sectors. The net effect has been the deferral of targeted, on-
going planning projects in favor of non-targeted, "brush fire"
planning (cr quasi planning) efforts which require immediate

response.

4., Some of the more formidable and imaginative programs that have

originated within the Navy plonning community are:

Q.

The Base Attractiveness program, instituted dy tne Chief of
Naval Operations to improve the external oppearance of
Naval instellations and to encompass broader Defense Depart-
ment objectives regarding the improvement of the total

. NET . 41
environment and quality of life at military bases;

The Air Installations Compatible Use Zones program, originated
by the Navy to protect essential Naval and Marine Corps air
stations against urban encroochment, and to assure compatible

- ... 42
land use for both the military and civilian communities;

Regional planning for Naval complexes, conducted along
functional lines, to address multiple activity requirement; and

problem areas on a macro-planning basis;

— 37 —-
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d. Systems plorning for Naval logistics support functions, con-
ducted on a coastwide or Navy-wide basis, as applicable, to
determine optimal shore support c. ~ability for response to the

needs of the operaiing forces afluat;

c. Advocacy planning, in appropriote circumstances, to identify

the various actors in a complex planning issue and to under-

star.d and appreciate their legitimate, but often divergent,

viewpoints;

,; f.  Process plonning, on alternotive to the end-state docriment

approach, which lends credibility to facilities planning as a

: . . . eooe o 45 i
. continual and dynamic, rather than a static, activity.

The Navy planning universe hos expanded considerably in the last
few ye--s, and it is not likely to shrink, Meeting the multitude of demands
in a cumpetent and timely manner has not been an easy task and has no’
been uniformly successful. In artempting to do so, however, the pos‘ure

of Navy planning hos been changed in an almost revolutionary manner.

The practice of technical master planning has absorbed the additional :
roles of program management and public relations marketing. The [Mavy
plonner is now deeply involved in public heorings, public presentations,

inter-agency rap sessions, and other quasi political activities that were

-—33 —.
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viimaginable ten years ago. Insular plonning appears to be gone forever,

and the Navy now plans as part f tt e total community.

The following sections of this paper examine the past performance
and current direction of the Navy's master planning program and provide

some guidelines for future management policy.

— 34 —
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D. COMPARATIVE PLANNING CONCEPTS

2

The case for long range, comprehensive planning, originated in the
late 1920's and advocated by T. J. Kent and others into the early 1960's,
has since follen into o state of disrepute. When an institution falls, it
usually falls hard, and the classic planning model has suffered scathing
criticism in recent years. It has been pronounced not only misdirected
ond ineffective, but the source of critical damage to the general public

and the planning profession alike,

The classic planning model, as the Kentian approach hos been termed,
conceives a predictable and desirable end-state to which all policies and
programs should be oriented. The principal tenets of this concept are

that the master plan, or general plan, should be:

1. "Comprehensive", in that it includes all physical aspects of the
environment, considering economic, social, cultural and political

factors which determine physical needs and their means of satisfaction;

2. '"lLong-range", in that it looks as far as possible into the future and,

el e R

depending on personal interpretation, either seeks to accommodate
the predicted community needs at that point in time, or to shope a

future environment which will be appropriate to those preconceived

needs;
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3. "General", in that it is a "guide", rather than a "program", for
physical development. In this regard, it accommodates incremental

change with minimal revision by avoiding the specific issues of cost,

procedure and schedules, and;

4. "Physically oriented”, in that it focuses on considerations of private
lond use, circulation and public facilities and, more recently,

housing, recreation, open space, public transit, etc.

This traditional planning approach has guided the efforts of the great
majority of local planning offices around the county and, as will be seen,
the Navy's planning establishment as well. It is an outgrowth of the
technicol disciplines from which it originated; i.e., orchitecture,
engineering, landscape architecture, and is thus characterized by a
well ordered and somewhat static orientation. The physical bias of urban
planning wos focused by the Housing Act of 1954 (Article 701), sustained
by the curricula of all major planning schools and endorsed by the

47
American Institute of Planners until 1967.

In general, the opponents of the concept argue that it is, at be.*,
inappropriate to the real needs of contemporary urban society and
designed for failure. At worst. it is an elitist exercise in futility which

is supported by dominant and reactionary political interests,

\‘.\\\MM(W
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Specifically, they maintain that the future is impossible to predict
with any degree of reliability; thot "comfrehensiveness", while needed,
is mis=stated in the Kentian doctrine; that a focus on physical develop-
ment is inadequate to cope with diverse human needs in a pluralistic,
democratic society; and, that a scope "general" enough to avoid frequent

amendment renders the plan useless in a reai world situation.

The critics claim that the scale of urban problems demands a sense
of urgency in their approach, thus a focus on immediate or short-range
objectives; the _SE?_LeOf urban problems demands at least equal consid-
ation of social, economic, cultural, political and environmental factors,
thus a truly interdisciplinary approach; and, the structure of urban
society demonds a high level of citizen involvement, thus a multiple
advocacy approach. Furthermore, they attack the "comprehensive -
general" dichotomy on the basis thot the terms are mutually exclusive.
The most frequent criticism is with the matter of implementation; thot
plans don't get implemented becouse they are not politically feasible.
The reclities of the political context in which the master plan isplaced
demand that it be both specific, to be of ony real use for decision=-
making in the legislotive body, and flexible, so as to not bind the hands

of elected public officials responding to their constituents.
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The thrust of the attack on the classic planning model has come,

understandably, from the planning profession itself. It is not necessary
here to review the specific charges ond their rationale, but the more
common themes can be summarized. They are characterized by an

intriguing and colorful display of terminology .

The classic planning mode! has been termed, "ailocative" planning
by Friedmann, in which limited public goods are distributed in a zero
sum gome,-48 “rational” planning by Braybrooke and Lindblom, which
purports a single best answer to each of myriad and complex problems,
while real world decision moking plods along os "disjointed
incremenfu|ism";4? “end-state"” planning by Davidoff, involving
vtopion approaches developed by '"value-neutral idealisfs";50
“detached" planning by Hansen, who berates the typical separation of
planning from actual decision-making;SI "technocratic” planning by
Toffler, which is described as "econcentric, short-sighted and
undemocrcxtic."s2 Meyerson, Banfield and Altshuler, among others,
have also commented eloquently on the dire state of the art, as

53

summarized by Bolan in his excellent article of 1967.

The literature, however, is not solely a counsel of despair. In
response to this "crisis”, new approaches have been set forth by the

more sensitive critics, Branch speaks of "continuous planning" us a
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"process" in liev of a "product";54 Davidoff calls for "advocacy
planning" as a means to democratic decision macking in a pluralistic
society;ss Fagin advocates “policy planning" as a way to get political
support for plan offectuation;56 Friedmann defines "innovative

planning" as a radical, action-oriented approach to contemporary
probiem solving;57 and, Toffler creates o "strategy of social futurism",
which exponds the scope and horizon of traditional planning and
examines a host of possible future environments.” More conservatively,
Altshuler speaks of the need for "mid-range" planning, with the promise
of higher professional credibilify,59 and Bolan calls for a reconsideration

of the "rational planning model", based on recent advonces in the field

of policy science.

The list could go on, but that isn't necessary. While the terminology

is imaginative and varied, the new concepts have much in common.
They all emphasize the need for responsiveness to numerous and diverse
requirements and for flexibility in accommodating ever-changing condi-
tions and attitudes. This implies a highly political and generalized role
for the plonner, aimed at coordination, motivation and problem solving,

rather than a specialized role aimed ot prediction, prescription and

allocation.
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The Navy's master plan program is aligned with the classic planning
model, having all the requisite qualities defined by Kent. There are
two reasons for this: (1) the Navy's program was formulated in the mid-
1960's, after the Kentian approach had peaked but before it had plunged;
and, (2) the Navy's program is highly adaptive to this concept, having
considerable opportunity to make it work. For example:
1. The Navy, as an arm of the Depariment of Defense, is an
autocratic, “~losed" society, which affords o high level of
contro! over policy and goal formulation with minimal social

or political intervention;

2. Funding for construction is relotively assured and proceeds
from a single source of allocation; thus, econoinies are viewed
in a relative rather than an absolute sense and implementation

is a systematic, if drawn out, process;

3. Defense planning, programming and budgeting are highly
systematized so that projections can be made with a greater

degree of confidence than in the civilian sector; and,

4. Military ideology stresses order, efficiency and uniformity,
all of which are compatible with the classic planning model
and which are sugported by the technical and physical

orientation of the Navy's master planning approach.
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The fundamental thrust in military facilities planning is the
accommodation of national defense requirements and all other issues are
subordinate, The achievement of an efficiently organized shore
«.tablishment is considered of primary importance in this pursuit; thus,
the case for long range, comprehensive, physically-oriented planning

is stated.

Despite this opparent congruity, however, the Navy's master
planning program has, in practice, experienced many of the pitfalls
oscribed to the classic plonning model. 1t has been impacted by
changing social ond economic conditions and by environmental con-
cerns, with the result that long range forecasting is far from reliable
and plun implementation is protracted and erratic. These issues are
discussed in the following sections to determine whether the criticisms
leveled at planning in the civilian sector might apply to the Navy as

well,
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INFORMATION SOURCES

Al L

Tl

The data used in Part I, "Analysis and Critique", consist of (1)
statistical information on master planning costs and accomplishments
obtained from NAVFAC headquarters, and (2) professional opinions
obtained from persons directly involved with the Navy master planning
program, civilian staff planners employed by the Navy, civilian planners
who have worked under planning service contracts to the Navy, and
military or civilian personnel at installations having a history of

experience with Navy master plans.

Supporting information was obtained from the NAVFAC Command

Management Plan for FY 1976,6]

a "Delphi" survey on master planning
conducted by NAVFAC headquorters in 1972,62 various Navy planning
directives, a "Morket Survey" of NAVFAC services and customer
support conducted in 1975,63 the NAVFAC 10-Year Command History

(Shore Facilities Plar\ning),b4 and published articles and official and

personal correspondence as appropriate.

Professional opinions were solicited by means of questionnaires pre-
pared exclusively for and distributed to selected representatives of each
survey group. Responses were tabuloted and analyzed, and consensus

opinions have been used as the basis for the following evaluation.
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The questionnaires were structured to obtain both fixed and open-
end responses, depending on the information desired. Multiple-choice,
fixed-response questions were predominant to establish consistency in
evaluation; open-end questions were used wherever the possibility
existed for unanticipated responses. All questions were neutrally coded
to minimize response set and were sequenced in "hourglass” mode,
moving from general to specific and back to general. This format pro-

vides maximum reliability for evaluative purposes.

Where quontified responses were desired, participants were asked to
rate the item numerically, on a "l-to-5" basis, with "1" representing
the most positive response, "5" the most negative response, ond "3" a

neutral position.

The survey is referred to os the "Master Planning Survey" in the
following sections, Completed questionnaires, indicoting the consensus

of each survey group, are furnished as Appendix B.

The Architect-Engineer survey questicnnaire was sent to six firms

which have accomplished master plans under contract to the Na-y.

S o

Under this arrangement, the contractor performs all plonning te-ts
required by the basic n st-sctions, in accordance with o scope of work

prepared by Novy planne-. and under the dircetion of @ Navy planner-

e
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in-charge. The contract ic normally terminated upon acceptance of

the completed master plan, and implementotion is administered "in-

house" by Navy plonners.

Of the six firms solicited, only three responses were obtained, but

wvﬁm

these were suitable for analysis. Responses were reasonably credible
ond complete. Of 108 possible items, 103 were answered and, of
these, 18 indicated a misunderstanding of the question or type of
response desired. The questionnaire was sent by letter to the principal

of each firm, ond all replies were completed by that person.

The master plans prepared by these three firms were completed
between June 1974 and October 1975, but were prepared according to
the eorlier (1971) master plan instruction. Only one of the three master

plans has been approved by the Chief of Naval Operations.

The Insta!lation survey questionnaire was sent to 12 Naval installo-
. . - . 66
tions located in the Eleventh, Twelfth and Thirteenth Naval Districts.
Nine responses were received from eight installations, (one respondent

submitted two replies!, which formed the basis for analysis.

Re.puns~s ware generally very credible and complete. Of 279

possikle i*ems, 237 were onswered and, of thes~, orly ten indicated o

misunderstandiny of the question or typc of response desived.  The




questionnaires were sent by letter to the commanding officer or
equivalent official ot each installation, soliciting a command position
on all items. The replies, however, appear to have been prepared and
returned by staff personnel, presumably in the civil engineering or

facilities planning departments.

Responses were received from three Naval air stations, two Naval
weapons stations, two ordance RDT&E activities, and one regional
medical center, thus furnishing a good cross-section of Tunctional
categories. These installations have master plans prepared between
April 1966 and March 1974, all of which have been approved by the

Chief of Navaol Operations.

Since approval of the master plan, three of the nine installations
stated a significant change in mission or tasks; two, an increose in work-
load; two, o decrease in workload; and, two, a decrease in base loading.
Only one installation reported no significont changes in these items.,

Five of the installotions reported no significant change in the
surrounding environment, Those noting changes referred mainly to
physical growth and development, increased environmental concern

within the community, and additional layers of government - all of

which presumobly impacted on the installation in some manner.
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The NAVFAC questionnaire was sent to each of the NAVFAC

bl

Engineering Field Divisions (EFD's) and to Headquarters, which have,

i

collectively, prepared 108 master plans and regional complex plans,
Of this total, 82 plans were prepared "in-house", the balance by

planning service contract,

Responses were received from headquarters and all but one EFD, 1

and the results were very credible and complete. Of 576 possible

items, 552 were answered and. of these, 38 indicated a misunder-
standing of the question or the type of response desired. The
questionnaires were sent to, and completed by, the master planning

bronch manager of each office.

NAVFAC headquarters and each EFD operate under someuhat
different conditions regarding management policies, staffing, workload
and nature of totai planning responsibilities. These were reflected in
the various responses. For example, NAVFAC headquarters does not
have an assigned geographic area, and does no! administer general
development maps or site review and approva! within the master
planning branch. They do ail master planning "in-house", assisting the
various EFD's according to priorities and manpower availability. Head-
quoarters has a considerable responsibility to the Department of Defense,

Chief of Naval Operations, Secretary of Defense, Secretary of the
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Navy, Materiel Command Systems Commands, and other bureau commands
ond offices. Furthermore, the headquarters response to questions

regarding the value of the master plan instruction revealed a strong

" “"MWMWWJ

positive bias; understandable, considering that they wrote it. Atlantic

b !

and Pacific Divisions a dminister substantial work in foreign countries

Tl

which have unique econonic, environmental and sociv-political impli-

cations.
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PART 11: ANALYSIS AND CRITIQUE

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

Objective and Criteria: Define the objectives, goals and policies

of the Navy's master planning program and estimate the extent to which

they have been met or complied with.

The evaluation is based on review of the Naval Facilities
Engineering Command (NAVFAC), Command Management Plan,
applicable Navy planning directives, and responses to the master

planning survey conducted for this paper,

Backgrour 4:  "The Commaund Management Plan is the basic plonning
document of the Naval Facilities Engineering Command. It reflects the
Command's philosophy of manogement by programs and management by
objectives. This management process compliments the Planning,
Programming, Budgeting System of the Department of Navy and the

Deportment of Defonse."l So says the Commander .




-
i
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The Command Management Plan dascribes the various programs
which, collectively; make up the total NAVFAC responsibility, state
the basic Command objectives, define the intermediate goals for
eoch component program, and explain the Command policies for

accomplishment of each progrom.

Intermediate goals are focused on considerations of product, service,
support, improvement, and perrormonce. Product and service goals
concern "externalities”, or support of customers while the other three
relate to internal functions of the crganization. Product, improvement
and performance gools are measurable; the other two ore not. Specific
resource allocations are made toward product, service and support goals
and, occasionally, to improvement goals. Performance goals are, in
effect, measures of accomplishment toward the other four goals and are

not separately funded.

Master planning is not really o separate program, but an element
of a lorger program - Planning and Real Estate. It is, therefore, a
sub-program which possesses the characteristics of a full program in thot

specific goals are stated for its execution.

The basic Command objective applicable to master planning is,
“to ensure that the shore facilities and fixed ocean facilities necessary
to support the Navy are available at the best balance between require-

ment and economy. w2 The language is straightforward, but doesn't
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lend itself to penetroting analssis. The oniy real implication for

master planning is the suggestion of an austere approach.

The Command product gesis i« - master planning consist of annual
turgets for preparation ond updating; service and support goals oddress
master planning only indirectly; improvement goQI; cd\l for development
of a concept for regional and systems master planning teams; and,
performance goals are to "limit effort devoted to 'untargeted studies’ to
15% of planning effort", ond to "reduce the backlog of master plans greater
than five years old to 20% of tofcl.“a Accomplishment of product and
performance goals is discussed in Section C., "Program Output", and

improvement goals are discussed in Section F., "Program Management" .
Command policies applicable to master planning ore that:

1. "Shore installation and facilities plonning will be performed
'in-house' to the maximum extent practicable®;

2. "Planning for the provision of shore installations ond focilities
will be accomplished in time to provide a basis for orderly
progromming and budgeting";

3. "Planning studies will be sensitive to environmental and
community-oriented constraints, with consideration given
to the social and economic impacts of planned octions on
surrounding civilion communities, Noise, air and water
polluting plonned octions will be minimized and due con-
sideration given to all natural onvironmenhljoctors,
operational sofety and energy conservation."

—_57 —
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These objectives, goals and policies speak to the broad issues of shore

support for the operating forces, and to external output and internal
management of the various programs. While they do stress timeliness of
accomplishment, they do not address the succinct purpose of master
planning, nor do they refer to quality of the program output in terms of

benefits to the users. For these items, we must turn eisewhere.

The Navy's Shore Installations Planning and Programming System
(SFPPS) was initiated in 1960. The basic philosophy of the system was

stated in positive terms:

*The primary reason for o shore focility planning system is to
ensure that the effort and funds expended for shore facilities
are in proper balance with the support requirements generated
by the Operating Forces of the Navy. Accordingly, plans for
shore facilities must be based upon an austere approach to
satisfying firm operational requirements; they should not become
o megns for the over-development of shore facilities to

satisfy the whims or desires of individuals. Planning in each
of its successive steps must adhere to reality and not encompass
utopian goals that are financially unatiainable. Such an
approach has an obvious advantoge: considerable sovings
should accrue from the reduction in expenditures of manhours
and paperwork which have in the past been required for plans
thot had ery little relation to true requirements and had no
chance of sver being funded. ..Planning must be a continuous
process andl under frequeni review if it is to produce the
maximum benefit with the minimum of effort."

As noted in Section 1.B., the directive did not mo':e reference to master
planning, and such did not exist at thot time as on official planning

function.
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A revision of the original planning directive, which oppeared in
1962, added policies concarning personnel support facilities and criterio
for their design. The thrust of these items was the provision of an
improved physical environment for living and working which should be
efficient in function and economical in cost., The latest edition of this
dircetive, dated 1972, states: "It is essential that the focilities necessary
for the shore (field) activities to accomplish assigned missions be ocquired

. . 6
in a timely manner."

The first Navy directive addressed specifically to master planning
oppeared in June 1968, It stated:

"In order for NAVFAC to produce master plans capable of
providing factual data and sound facilities planning
recommendations, it is essential that the plans and studies
be bosed on...(valid facilities requirements). Further, it

is necessary that this planning effort be monitored at critical
stages to ensure thot it conforms with established guidance,
provides ¢ basis for selection of alternative solutions, avoids
theoretical solutions impracticol to implement, and reflects
competent and professioral talent.”

Master ploning was defined as:

"The scientific art of comprelemsive planning performed for an
activily or ¢ comolex of activities to assure the timely and
orderly physical development of facilities required to support
present ond future mititory operations. This process biends
considerations cf the total environment including pnysi:o!
characteristics, uperational necessities, humon interesis,

and areus of mutual conc.ern beyond station boundaries.
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The master plan, upon opproval, was defined as:

"The official planning document for the Naval activity

or complex of activities covered by the plan. | represents
in graphic, narrative and tabular form the present
composition of the activity and proposes the timely,
efficient and orderly physical development required to
perform its assigned mission and to meet its planned
operational workload. . .The Master Plan also provides
information useful in plonning the operational expansion
of the activity beyond_its present mission, up to its
maximum capability, "

Again, many good words, but no definite statement of purpose.

Subsequent revisions of the master planning directive, made in
March 1971, and May 1974, did nothing to clarify the situation except
to reflect the increasing importance to plonning of community and inter-
governmental relations. New requirements were added and procedures
altered, but the document remained basically a recipe telling "what it

is" and "how to do it",

The most recent evolution of the directive, dated December 1975, is
highly descriptive in terms of definitions and methodology; also, it adds
further requirements while stressing the need for flexibility in the opproach
to individual situations. It dafines planning as,

"The meons of providing for the efficient and orderly
deve lopment of the rec| estate and facilities resources of
naval installations ond shore activities." Continuing,
"The planning process is a2 multi-disciplinary effort and
gives full consideration to the total environment,
including physical characteristics, operational require-
ments ond human concerns. The process is also sensitive
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ond responsive to the noals and concerns of government on
the local, state and federal icvels. Federal government
policies in areas such as the environment, energy ond
regioral p'anning are implemented through the master plan
progrem. "

P=rhops the closest to o legitimate statement of purpose for master
planning is cortained in o relotively early Navy directive, issued in
February 1968. Master planning, under the Shore Focilities Planning ond
Programming System, was in its infancy and this directive ociuvally pre-
dated the NAVFAC master glanning instruction. [t stated-

"(Master plans) will become the media for maintaining

continuity in future plenning and development, thus

obviating problems associoted with chonges of Command

and individual preferences. Approved Master Plans will

be utilized for siting all future facitities to ensure moximum

economy of construction and operating efficiency and for

evaluating the capability of the activities to meet their
assigned missions and any contemplated changes thereto. "

Discussion: The gist of tne cbove statements appears to be thot the

basic purpose of the Shore Facilities Planning and Pregramming System is
to support the timely acquisition of tocilities needea by shore installations
to accomplish their assigned rissions. |t follows, then, that the baosic
purpose of the moster planaing program is to achieve functionclly efficient
ond well ordcred physical plans whici ore configured appropriately to the
installation mi--"nn ond work ioad and are eccnomical 1o vcquire ond

mo'ntuin, Secondary concerns ore then: 111 the capabitii - for orderly

‘
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physical expansion io0 occommodate possible but unforereen future
requirements; (2) compatibility with civilian regional and community
development policies and programs to avoid problems of encroachment
and a poor public image; (3) support for, or adherence to, relevant
federa! policies and progrems oddressing the pkysical environment;

(4) adaition of credibility to the Defense Depariment's Planning, Pro-
groniming, Budgeting System as it affects Naval shore facilities
acgquisition and management; and, (5) enhancement of the installation's
physical environment, to increase internal morale and externol

acceptonce,

While these secondary concerns appeor to reflect the ‘ntent of the
documents reviewed, they are not necessarily in order, nor are they all-
inclusive. Also, it appears rhat they are not whollv complementary, and

that trade-offs might be needed in the ¢ * t for their attainment,

The master planning survey solicited opinicns on program goal
attainment through questionnaires which were submitted to three groups
as discusseq in Part | E., "Information Sources". These groups are
referrec to as "Staff", "Consultarts", and "Installations" in the following
onalyses. Respnnses were aggregated to form a consensus for each group,

and are summari, e * - ne following paragrophs.
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1. There wos general ogreement that the master plon pro-
gram has been “reasonably” successful in meeting the
stoted goals and objectives, recognizing that these are
normally given as "requirements" and "definiticns" in

the official directives.

2, Areas of highast achievement were considered to be:

a. Projection of g good physical environment for
the installation which would erhance the public
image and bolster morale of assigned personnel;

b. Provision for attainment of order ond efficiency
in facilities development and utilization;

Ll e

c. Suitability of plonned development to installa-
tion mission and worklood accomplishment;

d. Provision of capability for expansion end/or
accommodation of future requirements.

3. Areas of morginal achievement were considered to be:

i s dullans

a. Response to social ond economic concerns of the
civilian community regarding impacts of planned
operations and development;

b. Sensitivity to elements of the natural environment
regarding impact:. of planned operations and
development;

¢. Inter~governmental coordinaiion regording
planned operations and development, such as
sharing of policies and planning concegts with
othe: agencies or the civilion community,
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Reasons given for marginal achievement ‘n the creas
roted were; (1) a general lack of concern among
Novy planners and maonagement officials, os all these
factors are basically "external" to the installation
ond its headquarters, and (2) a general reluctance on
the part of Navy management officials to voluntarily
"get involved" in "external" merters, or to commit

their intenticns to "outsiders” without a mandate.

Areas of lowest achievement were considered to be:

a. Timeliness of master plan input to the Shore
Focilities Plonning and Programming System;
i.e,, response to the ongoing facilities pro-
gramming and budgeting cycle;

b. Documentation to support the acquisition of
desi.ed facilities;

c. Capacity for timely and systematic master plan
implementation.

Rem.cns given for 'owest achievement in the areos

noted were: (1) the overly extended time period

consumed ir 1he pireparation of master plans; (Z) ihe

tendency of Navy planners to accept given facilit,

recuirements os sacrosanct, requiring no further

justification; (3) insufficient attention given to
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project phasing and priorities for implementation;
(4) loss ¢ planning continuity through rototion of
Navy management personnel; (5) unforeseen changes

in installation mission, workload and organizational

A W o A e %W\W«N‘MW"

structure, ond in policiss and priorities ot the
departmental or headquarters levels; and, (6) lack
of commitment to the value of the moster plan at all

levels of concern.

The installations also cited a preoccupotion of Novy

planners with long range, idealized planning concepts
as a problem source. In essence, odvocacy for ;
unsupported projects, at the expense of established ¥
and immediute requirements, casts a shadow on the 3

credibility of the entire plan. i

5. There was genercl agreement among tne groups sur=-
veyed that the progrom has best met the stated goals
when the master plan has been viewed os a general ;

guide to development. rother than o detoiled mondate.

This approach appears to conflict with the desires of

o i o

the installations, however, which stress project

n
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definition and phasing. All groups ogreed on the need

for more sensitive consideration of environmental factors, B
closer inter-governmental coordination in planning and

development, and o higher regard for socio-economic

impacts of the Navy on the surrounding civilian community.,

The record to date, however, was conceded to be mediocre

in all of these areas. Suggestions for improvement focused

on the need for more frequent and open interaction on

both furmal and informal bases, ond the involvement of

both management and stoff personnel, according to the

level or status of the issues concerned.

6. Another factor that emerged through the survey is
that master planning is @ multi-purpose function, having
a substanticlly different purpose for each of four
distinct user groups: (a) Installations, for day-to-day
decision making con physica! plont monagement and
interface with the civilian community on motters of
mutuul concern; (b) NAVFAC Engineering Field
Divisions, for project siting review and certification;
{c) Installation headquarters, for foci.ities programming

ond budgeting; and, (4) NAVFAC Headquarters, ior




interface with Navy Department, Defense Deportment
and Congressiona! representatives on matters of shore

installation development.

7. There was conseasus that the master plon progrom is

of relative value, in descending order, to the installa-

tions, NAVFAC Headquarters and Engineering Field

Divisions, installotion headquarters, and other

Washington level ogencies and deportments.

| 8. The moster planning program weas iudged tc accommo-
] date the full spectrum of installation operational and
environmental choracteristics "quite well" ("1.5"
averoge on a "1" to "5" basi:); chonges in

‘ Congressional and departmental level policy
"moderately well" ("1.7" aoverage); and, changes in
installation mission, workload or organization only
“marginally well” ("2,6" average). Suggestions for
improvement included keeping the master plan
"flexible”, voliciting better planning guidance from

headauarters and deportmental levels, and ochieving

better "in-house" (NAVFAC) coordination regarding

master plan purpose and use.
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Conclusions: The overall sentiment of the moster plan survey is that

the Navy's moster plan progrom has neither fully succeeded nor utterly
foiled in goal attairment, but that its level of ochievement lies somewhere
within the mid-spectrum. This is completely understandable ond could
have been predicted on the basis of evalyation used, which took a con-
sensus of 18 separote responses, Substantial deviations from the norm were
not uncommon on on individual basis, however, and these have been

considered for their motive and valuve.

Navy stoff are concerned mainly with master plan process and pro-
ducitivity, and leon more toward quality and quantity where o choice
must be made. Consultants ore oriented toward the specific master plon
program and product; i.e., the scope of work, which sets the ground rules
for their performance, and the end-item document, which is what they're
being poid to produce. Installations, on the other hand, are strongly
implementation and project oriented, having little quibble with program
goals, objectives and policies, process or product; 50 long as the master
plan is rationolly conceived, maintained current, and capoble of stimulating

appropriations.

The basic planning objectives, goals and policies of the Ncvy

Department and NAVFAC are very general as steted, ond do not provide o

good basis for program evaluation, in either qualitative or quontitotive

lld.
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terms. Furthermore, o clear statement of purpose for moster planning of

Naval shore installations is not explicitly stated in any of the cfficial

W]

directives. | share the conclusion that, "The most clear-cut evidence of
the primitive state of federal self-evaluation iies ir the widespread failure
of agencies even to spell out program objectives. . .there is no stondard
ogainst which to measure whether the direction of o program or its rate of

10

progress is satisfactory.” = Another source adds, "Failure to achieve
stated program objectives may not always reflect unfavorably on the use-
fulness of the program. But such failure imposes substantia! requirements

for information cbout the conduct of the program, and roises questions

. . . -
about the assumptions made in planning for it."

1. On the bosis of master plan survey responses, the following are
concluded with regard to stated goals, objectives and policies
as they apply to master planning, and to "definitions" and

"requirements” contained in the master plonning instructions:

a. The moster plcnning program hos, in proctice, advanced
some "idealized" plonning concepts which are not
supportable on the basis of known or firmly projected
facilities requirements. This is in possible confiict with

the basic NAVFAC Command objective, "to ensure thot

the shore faciiities and fixed ocean focilities necessary to
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support the Navy a.e avoilable at the best balance
between requirement and economy." This situation under-
scores o dilemma in thot, while o mid-range (5-8 yeor)
planning approach is specified, the master plan program
seems to be on appropriate toc! for long-range forecasting
in search of on improved physical plant configuration for
shore installations. This is to soy, mid-ronge planning
based on firm requirements inhibits the possibility of inno-
vation. While inclusion of "pie-in-the-skyv" projects has not
been made to the exclusion of established facility require-
ments, their presence may have ploced the credibility of the
entire plun in question. The requirement for investigation
of potentialities does oppeor in the NAVFAC moster plan
directive; perhaps it should also appeor in the basic
Command objectives. A DELPHI survey conducted by
NAVFAC in 1972 raised the question of plonning beyond
the mid-range period. The response (22 positive; 6
negotive) was strongly in favor of long~ 2nge planning.

A Navy planning consultant has said. "1 s absolute folly
to base military installation planning entirely upen current

13

missions., " 1
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b. The Command policy stating, "Planning for the provision of
shore installations and facilities will be accomplished in time
to provide a basis for orderly programming and budgeting”,
has not been complied with to the extent originally antici-
pated. This issue is discussed in Section C., "Program

OQutput”,

¢. The Command policy stating, "Shore inctallations and facil-
ities planning will be performed 'in-house' to the maximum
extent practicable”, has ganeraolly been complied with,
although greater reliance on contract prepara‘ion would
tend to increase mcster plan output. This issue is also

discussed under "Program Output".

d. The Command policy stating, "Planning studies wiil be
sensitive to environmenta! and community-oriented
constraints, with consideration given to the sociol ond
economic impacts of planned actions on surrounding
civilion communities", has been complied with in letter,
if not in spirit, While the degree - desired complionce is
not clear, there was generol agreement among the groups
interviewed thot what has been done is less than ultimately

desirable. It has more likel, been the mandatory minimum.
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The master plan program has been generally successfu!l in

providing o suitable physica! environment for Naval
installations to accomplish their assigned missions and
work load, and in supporting the environrmental policies ond

programs of other federal agencies.

The program has been somewhat less successful in providing
for occommodation of unanticipated changes to installation
mission ond workload, and in lending support for ocquisition
of high priority facilities projects. These failures can be
rotionalized on the ground that: (1) there is no feasibie way
to provide for all possible alternative futures in the master
plon process--this can only be accomplished through pian
revision at the time in which changes occur; and (2) there
is no bonus given for possession of o master plon in terms of
project acquisition--the plan con only hope to establish
meaningful priorities for incremental development. These
ore, of course, good arguments against the case for "long-
range' master plans which speak in generoiities, suggesting

considerotion of shorter~range plans with more specific

emphasis on project acquisition,




g. The survey consensus that no substantive changes to the
master planning goals and objectives are necessary, is
surprising and disappointing. | believe that the Navy's
master plan directive should include o consp’cuous stotement
on the purpose of the program in addition ‘o its definition
and procedures for accomplishment. The purpose should be
defined, both in terms of general benefits to the Nuv/ and
the Department of Defense, ond of specific benefits tc. the
instailation and its environment, Such a statement would be
of furdamental interest, both to all prospective commands
for which a master planning effort is targeted, and to head-
quarters leve! offices who must often pay for the services.
Furthermore, it would establish @ common point of reference
for all “in-house" discussions of "process” and "product”,
addressing the multi-purpose nature of the master plan.
Personal experience, ougmented by discussions with other
Novy plonners, confi-ms that o ten-year dialogue on the
purpose(s) of master plans has failed to produce a sctisfactory

Qqnswer ,
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PROGRAM DIRECTIVES

Objective and Criteria: Determine the relevance of official master

plonning procedures and documentation to the fulfiliment of stated progrom

objectives, goals and policies.

The evaluation is based on review of historical and current Navy

master planning directives and responses to the master planning survey

conducted for this paper.

Background: The Navy master planning directive describes o pre=-
cise methodology for accomplishment of master pians. The major
elements of procedure are; preparation of o scope of work, pre-planning
conference (at the installation), dato collection, (field investigation of the
installation physicai plant and discussions with key departmental personnel:,
planning analysis and concept development, coordination and review

tiocal and headquarters level), publication, submittal, approvo! and

updating. 14

The directive also prescribes a model for format cnd contents of the
master plan document, Format items include an executive sunmary,
introduction, areo factors (regional and vicinal considerations, instoiln-
tion description (existing conditions, mission ond tasks, bose loading,

organization structure, functional inter-relationshios, etc. 1, planning
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analysis and development concepts, and recommendations, with
appendices. The current instruction also requires an environmental
impact assessment, an energy conservation plan, and a capital improve-
ment plan, as supplemental elements. Contents irems include various
maps ond plans, augmented by charts, graphs, tables, diagrams and

photographs as necessary to describe the situation and proposals.
Discussion: Considerations of nrocedures and documentation are
treated separately and are based on findings of the master planning survey.

1. Results of the survey indicated general agreement among

participants that the master planning procedures outlined in

the directive are "moderately" relevant to satisfaction of
the stated gcals, objectives and policies of the program ("2.1" :

average ona "1" to "5" basis). ;

The NAVFAC Engineering Field Divisions believe that the
methodology is too extensive and that portions are irrelevant
to the desired product; NAVFAC Headquorters and the
Consultants believe the niethodology is satisfactory os stated.

Staff considers both field investigotion,and planning analysis

and concept development, to be the elements cf the methodology
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most sensitive to master plan quality. Consultants believe the
scope of work, including program requirements, is the most
sensitive element. This is predictable, considering their

contractual relationship to the program,

There was general agreement that coordination and review
is the most troublesome element of the methodology, and
Consultants also cite data collection as a oreblem area.
Coordination and review is accomplished ot several levels and
at several stages in master plan Jevelopment, with ezch iteration
requiring a different approach in the presentatica method.
Experience has shown this to be a costly, time-consuming, and
often frustrating process. The same can be said for dato
collection, as available information is often incomplete and
out-of-date, requiring additional field work ond communication.
Although not surveyed on methodology, the Installation responses
suggest a need f=r more reliance on quantitative daota regarding

facilities requirements and assets.

There was a definite indication that more flexibility is
needed in master plar.aing procedures, permitting interpretive

judgment to suit individual circumstances.

—_—76 —

b L

s

e ey e NN e

e o Wl

T T XA



A S s et

Results of the survey indicated gera-al ugreement that the pre-

scribed format and contents are "moderately" relevant to

1
il
e

satisfaction of the stated goals, objectives and policies of the

master olanning program ("2,1'" average on a "1" to "5" basis). »

Staff and Installaticns consider that planning analysis and
development concepts are the elements of documentation most
impc-tant to master plan quality and usefulness. Consultants
believe ike executive summary to be the most iraportant, as it

is often all thot's read by management.

There was general agreement that arca “actors are the least
important element ot the documentation, as they are often
irrelevont to the master plan obiectives. If retained, this
element shoula Le res. . ~ed in scope and related explicitly to
master plan considerations. Staff also cited installation
description, and Consultants, intraduction, as relatively
unimportant, as they are somewhat redundant and subject to

eariy obsolescence.

Installations would like to see the approved Basic Facilities
Requirements List included in the documentation, together with

a project priority and phasing schedule. Also, the Installations
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noted that the master plan document has not proven to be very

useful in preparation of project submittals, day-to-day manage-

ST

ment of the physical plant, and facilitation of community inter-

face. ;
Conclusions: Based on the findings of the master planning survey, the 1
following are concluded for program directives related to procedures ond ;
documentation:
3
1
1. The methodology prescribed for master plan preparation is generally
satisfactory, but could be more generalized and condensed. The

historical tendency has been toward precocupation with detailed
procedure, which inhibits flexibility in its application. Once ]
the purpose ond fina! configuration of the plan are known, the

procedures necessary to reach these ends should be a matter of k

b g

formative professional judgment.

The tendency to detailed procedure has not diminished;
the most recent master planning directive runs for 44 poges -
the original directive only 24. Allowing for chonges in forma*
and discounting dissimilor material, the current instruction
requires 31 pages to describe what its  2decessor said in 12

pages. It can be argued in truth that planning issues have
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grown more ~omplex, and tF-. the procession of mcndatory

planning requirements is hardly diminishing. But it appears that

il
e

the master plan program may be tiying to do too much; perhaps,

more than it needs tu. The audible complaint that master plans

2

‘ake too long to prepare is scarcely appeased by the addition of

supplemental requirements, 1t seems a characteristic of

bureaucracies to meet pressure for reform by adding layer: of

responsibility to existing requisites. |f Command policies for

respor..iveness are laid against the new instruction, the Navy's

e e

master planning program may be in danger of serious over-

commitment.

2. The documentation prescribed for master plans is generally
satisfactory in terms of its relevance to progrom goals and
objectives. The finding that installctions apparently derive
little operative value from their master plans, however, is dis-
appointing; it suggests that either the document format be
modified, or the proposed statement of purpose be limited to
known productive uses. The current directive appears to opt
for the former, os it has added several mandatory plan elements,
including an "Energy Conservation Plan" and a "Capital

Improvement Plan", These will doubtless be welcomed by both
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the installations and headquarters level commands. As noted

earlier, however, they will certainly frustrate efforts to produce
master plans in a "timely manner". Furthermore, their ultimate
value will depend on their accuracy and completenes-, requiring

possible trade~-offs in other areas of planning responsibility .

There is little discussion of quality in the master plan directives.
The fundamenta! difference between Gene ! Development Maps
(which preceded master plans and are still in use ro portray
existing ond planned facilities developinent) ond master plans,
is that the maps can only describe proposed development in terms
of "what, where" and "how much"; master plans also state “why,
when" and "how". These ore the qualitative elements which are
unique to master plans and are deserving of conspicuous mention

in the basic planning instruction,
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PROGRAM OLTPUT

Cbjcctive and Criteria: Determine the extent to which master plon

output has met the assigned goals and targets of the program, considering

both initial preparation and periodic updating of plans.

The evaluation is based on moster plan accomplishment schedules,
goals and policies for updating, and records of current and targeted

achievements, all received from NAVFAC Headquarters.

Background: The original Navy master planning directive, of June
1968, lisred 137 major Naval and Marine Corps installations and complexes
for which master plans were required. Seventeen of these plans had
already been prepored, leaving a balance of 120 plans to be accomplished
in a stated five-year time frame. The enclosed schedule, however, called
for this work to be performed between fiscal years (FY) 1949 and 1975,
inclusive; therefore, a seven-year time frame is used for purposes of

evaluation.

A subsequent revision vl ilic original directive, dated March 1971,
stated a requirement 1o update master plans on a three-year cycle,

"resources permitting" .
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Within the seven-year planning period, 20 additional master plans

{ were assigned, but the original schedule was not adjusted to accommodate
E the increased requirements. NAVFAC Command policies anc goals re-
garding master plan preparation and updating are stated in Szction Il. A,
"Program Objectives", and are used for evaluation of the program output

discussed in this section,
Current Status:  As of 1 July 1975 (the end of FY 1975), the NAVFAC
Master Plan Status Report gave the following information:

Master Plans completed . . . . . , 65* (22 by contract)

Master Plans underway . . . . . . 32 ( 6 by contract)

ol ] e

Master Plans remaining . . . . . . 43

*excludes the 17 plans completed prior to FY 1969

In addition to these master plans, two "Air installations Compatible

Use Zone" (AICUZ) plans were completed in 1975. Thirty -two AICUZ

plans were underway, and 47 were remaining, with program completion
targeted in 1979. AICUZ plans are o recent requirement and o separate
planning program. They cre comparable to master plans in scope and
complexity and are the respon:ibility of the NAVFAC master plenning
branches. Although they are prepared by planning service contract, they
are a time-consuming responsibility which was not unticipated ot the outset

of the master plan program.
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The Master Plan Status Report shows further that 15 master plon up-

e

dates were completed through FY 1975 and 25 updates were underway.
The total number of moster plans requiring updating as of that dote,
according to a three~-year cycle (i.e., plans completed through FY 1972), z

was 56.

Discussion: Of the 55 initially-targeted master plans completed

through FY 1975

45 were completed later than scheduled (1 to 6 yeors )

8 were completed earlier than scheduled (1 to 3 years )

2 were completed on schedule
The average completion date was 2.01 years later than scheduled.

Of the 15 master plan updotes accomplished, only two were started
within three years after the plan was completed. The interval ronged

from 2 to 13 years, with the average interval being 5.26 years,

Two assumptions are made in order to ailncate performance credit in

the evaluation:

1. Master plan preparation or updating underway is given
50 percent value of a completed effort;
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2. Master plan updates completed within three years of initial
preparation represent 50 percent of the effort required for
initial preparution; updates completed within four years
represent 75 percent of the effort; and, updates completed
within five years or more represent 100 percent of the effort.
Completion of 55 master plans between FY 1969 and FY 1975, of 120
plans initially assigned, is only 45,8 percent of the total. Adding credit
for master plans underway, (23 x 0.50), gives an equivalent completion
total of 55.4 percent; adding credit for the additionally assigned master
plans completed, (10 x 1.00), and underway, (9 x 0.50), gives on
equivalent completion total of 47.5 percent; a somewhat more respectable
accomplishment. Figure 6 shows relative values of targets and accomplish~
ments for master plan preparotion. The average rote of completion as
visualized in the directive is 17.1 masicr plans per year; the actual rate
has been 11,6 plans per year, allowing for wo < underway. At this rate,

the remainder of 75 assigned master plans will require 5.09 years to

complete, and so will terminate that aspect of the program late in 1980.

Completion of 15 master plan updates between FY 1969 and FY 1975,
out of 56 master plans eligible on a three-year cycle, is only 26,8 percent
of the target. Adding zredit for updates underway, (25 x 0.50}, give:
an equivalent update total of 27.5 plans, or 49.1 percent of the target.

This record still leaves much to be desired.,
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The original master planning directive did not specificoliy address
updating and may be assumed to have considered only original preparation.
If all resources expended ir master plan updating could have been applied
to initial plan preparation, the cutput would have been more impressive.
Using the criteria assumea for master plan updating, expressed as o percent-
age cf initial preparation effort, updating work to date would tronslate into
the equivalent of 25.5 odditional master plan completions. The total
completion equivalent would then be 106.5 master plans, or 88.0 percent
of the original target. Figure 7 shows relative values of targets and

accomplish.nents for master plan updating.

Additionally 20 Targets | .
Astigned
Master Plans
,,,,, Accomplishments fF———
: B | ==
, 116 L Most
Initially 20 | 1O we-Moster
Assigned SRS Plans
! U o |
Master Plarns : : Underway
""" aE 4, Completed
— Master Plans
: P
—] Master SR
: - Plan -—4 2.5 le— Updotes
Initially o EmI T Updates - Underway
- . 26 12357
Completed  F=== Required T e =] Updates
Master Plars E?:—EQEE —35 Completed

FIGURE 6: MASTER PLANNING FIGURE 7: MASTER PLANNING
TARGETS & ACCOMPLISHMENTS  TARGETS & ACCOMPLISHMENTS

PEREPARATION UPDATING

FY 1969-1975 FY 1969-1975
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Whatever the intent of the original master plan directive, regular
updoting is a practical necessity and cannot be ignored in the evaluation.
A DELPHI study was conducted by NAVFAC Headyuarters in 1972 to

. . . 15
obtoin a concensus en certain features of te master planning process.

The study originated out of concern over the growing master plan workload
which had to be accomplished with limited and/or diminishing resources.
One conclusion of the study was that regular updating is essential to the

usefulness of master plans, and that the interval should not exceed three

years,

Figures 8, 9 and 10 chart the targeted and actua! master plan
accomplishments for preparation and updating, respectively, frc FY 1969
through FY 1975, and project the schedules and accomplishments through

completion of the respective cycles.

Figure 8 shows the chronological backlog of: (1) original master plan
preporation targets, as established by the initial directive; (2) "revised"
targets, adjusted to reflect the addition of 20 new master plans to the
total requirements; and, (3) actual "net" accomplishment as an incremental
reduction of the bac':log, considering both initial targets and new master
plan requirements at the time of their introduction. Figure 9 shows similar
information, but in reverse progression; that is, actual targets and

occomplishments in ascending order.
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MASTER PLAN BACKLOG

MASTER PLAN PROGRESS
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FIGURE 9: MASTER PLAN PREPARATION PROGRESS
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It con be seen from these chaits that:

1. A wide disparity between targets and accomplishments wos
generated in the first year of the program and has not been
closed in subsequent years;

2. The actual rate of master plan accomplishment has been
reasonably uniform, therefore, the 32 moster plans shown

as underway in FY 1976 will probcbly not be completed
before FY 197%;

3. Bosed on the average rate of master plen accomplishments
(9.3 plans per year), ond if no more new plans are ossigned,
the present backlog of 75 master plans car be completed by

t'.e end of FY 1983,

Figure 10 shows tne chronological sequence of: (1) master plon up-
dating targets, bosed on a three-year cycle and the preporation schedule
contained in the initial directive; (2) "revised" updating torgets, based
on o three~year cycle and odjusted to reflect the addition of 20 new
master plans to the total requirement at the time of their introduction,

(3) "corrected" updating targets, based on a three-year cycle and adjusted
to reflect the actual rate of accomplishment, for both initially assigned
and additional requirements; and, (4) the actual master plan updating

accomplishments--an average of 3.75 plans per yeor.
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FIGURE 10: MAST™R PLAN UPDATING SEQUENCE

It can be seen frem this chart that:

1. Moaster plan updating targets, based on a three-year cycle
for initially assigned and additional requirements, have
extremely wide anrual fluxuation, varying from 25 to 85

updates per year. A constant three-year cycle would begin 1
in FY 1976;

2. Updating targets, based on o thiee-yeor cycle for actual
master plan accomplishments, would have less annual
fluxuation, varying from 18 to 58 updates per year beyond
FY 1975. A constont three-year cycle would begin in FY
1984,

3. ne average actual accomplishment to daote is 3.75 updates
per year, for below the desired rate. If this rate is main-
tained until FY 1984 (ot which time all assigned master plans
would be completed ot the present preparation rate), the back-
log of targeted master plan update octions will be 311.4 !
This is an impressive deficit, but hardly fair, since
unaccomplishment targets have been compounded on a tri-
annual basis. The actual backlog at that time, in terms of
delinquent updates, would be 84, This is still o lot of work.
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Theoretically, all nlanning effort beyond FY 1983 con be directed
toward updating, as all scheduled master plans will have been compieted.
Assuming that an update accomplished on a three-year basis represents
half of the eff~-t required for initial preparation, updates can proceed at
the rate of 22.35 per year (twice the average historical preparation rate
of 9.3 plan; per year, plus the current update rate of 3.75 plans per vear).
The demand, however, will be for 52.3 updates per year, as can be seen

on Figure 10. Therefore, it will be impossible to meet the stated objective

under the given criteria.

One alternative is to use a five-year update interval. Under this
approach the required number of annual updates, upon reaching cycle
equilibrium in FY 1984, would range from 27.7 to 41.7. This range is
still beyond the theoretical capability of the program under the present
arrangement . Furthermore, updating on a five-year cycle would require
much more effort per unit that a three-year cycle--perhaps twice os
much--as has been assumed. The theoretical copability for updating en

a five-year cycle would be only 13.05 master plans per year.

It seems reasonabie to assume that not all master plans will require
updating every three years; many could be extended to five years or more,
ond few would become cbsolete in less than three years. Furthermore,

updates accomplished by planning service contract require less "in-house"
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effort than those accomplished wholly "in-house". Only one of the 15 up-
dotes cor.pleted through FY 1975 was made by contract. If "in-house"
planiing resources utilized in planning service contract administration can
result in two or three times the master planning productivity than when
used wholly "in-house", it appears that the requirement for master plan

vpdating on a three year interval can be satisfied in this manner.

Records of manhour expenditures at Western Division, NAVFAC,
indicate "in-house™ administration effort for planning service contracts
to be approximately 17 percent of the effort required for exclusively
"in-house " accomplishment. A trend toward increased use of planning
service contracts for updating is already opparent; eight of the 25 updates

now “underwoy " are being done in this manner.

Conclusions:

1. The output of the master planning program has not met its stated
goals and targets in terms of initial plan preparation, The
DELPHI study conducted by NAVFAC in 1972 showed : nanimous
agreement among participants that master plan output was
inodequate, and that means to higher productivity must be found.lb
The mastc, planning survey conducted for this paper conceded

that output has been only "fair", receiving o value of "2.4" on

a "1" to "5" basis; "1" being the highest. Another source of
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opinion was found in ¢ "Market Survey" conducted by NAVFAC
in early 1975.]7 The Survey assessed the performance of all
NAVFAC functions through the eyes of staff civii engineers or
public works officers at the installations served. On a rating
scale of "1-to-9", master plonning was given a "potential
value" of "7.3" and a "performance value" of "5.9". This
placed naster planning 12th out of 14 functions conducted within

the NAVFAC planning departments. The cverage "performance

value" for ﬂ NAVFAC functions was "6.3".

It is assumed that NAVFAC planning resources have been
allocated on the basis of "in-house" accomplishment of the
initially targeted master plans, through full-time effort of the
assigned personnel. Had this situation been realized, it seems

probable that the targets would have been met. The master

planrning survey indicated that only about 50 percent of the master
planning teams' time is spent on "in-house" master plan prepara-
tion. |f this figure were 100 percent, and a corresponding output

rate mcintained, 135 master plans could hove been prepared

through FY 1975 and the target would very nearly hove been met.
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Addition of new master planning requirements (including
AICUZ plans) has inhibited accomplishment of the initially
ocsigned plans, and diversion of master planning personnel to
other, non-targeted planning studies has reduced master plan
output substantially, The master planning survey indicated the
major deterrants to output were, in order: (a) interruptions due
to “brush fires" and other priority, non-targeted workload;

(b) inadequate personnel resources; and, (c) extersive perinds
for master plan presentation and review, | appears that the
first obstacle could be reduced by change in local management
policies or in distribution of personnel resources; the second, by
using more contract planning services to augment "in-house"
capabilities; and, the third, by revision of basic planning
procedures and requirements. These issues are discussed at

length in Section li. F., "Program Management".

Higher master plan productivity appears necessary, particularly
in the updating process, if the program is to be responsive to

the stated NAVFAC Command policy of timeliness..."to provide
a basis for orderly programming and k:»udgefing."]8 Military

construction programming and budgeting are continuous

functions which are reviewed annually for Congressional
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appropriation. A master plan that is out of date (let alone,

non-existent) cannot provide the decision making guidance -

needed and is, consequently, of little or no valve. The
majority of master plans are sufficiently out of date within three
years to reduce their optimum value; further delays not only
compound the loss of value, but entail a larger planning effort

in the updating process.

Master plan updating has met neither the stated goals and targets
of the program, nor the NAVF, * ~~rformance goal *o "r luce the
backlog of master plans over five yeurs old to 20% of fofol".w
The backlog of master plans over five years old was 22 in July
1975--33.8 percent of the tot~' number of plans completed. The
problem is one of priorities, Master plan updating has been
subordinated to initiol plan prepa-ation, with needed updates
being routinely deferred. As the initial preparation cycle
approaches finality, increasingly more resources can be allocated
to updating; but "in-house" capabilities will never be adequate

to fully meet the demand. More reliance on planning service

contracts is the most obvious solution, but it has some problems:
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a. It is counter to stated NAVFAC policy, wt ch favors

"in-house" planning, "...to the maximum ..xtent practi~
cable."20 This policy is also consistent with opinions
rendered in the muster planning survey, which indicated
a unanimous preference for "in-house" accomplishment.
Contract planning services are considered to be of some-
what lower quality than "in-house" efforts;

b. It would require additional funding. To maintain required

updates at three-year intervals, and utilizing "in-house"
resources to capacity, contract planning services would be
required for an average of 34 updates per year through FY
1983, and for 30 updates per year thereafter; the balance
being performed "in-house" in each case.
The NAVFAC support goal to "limit effort devoted to unto-geted
planning studies to 15% of efforf",m has apparently been met--
but barely. The r.aster planning survey indicated this effort to

be 14 percent of the aggregate Master Planning Branch work loed

in FY 1975,

Master plons take too long to prepare. A sampling of 15 master
plans completed by Western Division, NAVFAC, between July
1965 and December 1974, took an average of 21.8 months to
complete, and an additional 3.9 months to publish; a total of
25.7 months with a roange between 12 and 46 months. Extended
delays in preparation time were due, in some cases, to temporary
suspension of effort in favor of other priority work. The primary

cause of delay, however, was extended periods of review, which

—95 —

i m e sam
- .-

N

% 1

3

4
assnecsnndl




Y

ore conducted at local, field and heodquarters levels, and at
vai ious stages of plan preparation. A sampling of 12 master
plans prepared by contract for Western Division, NAVFAC,
between February 1968 and the present, expended on average

of 22.4 weeks for reviews a: all levels, with a range between

11 and 39 weeks.

Responses to the master planning survey indicated an
"optimum" preparation time for a master plan of "typical"
complexity of 9 to 12 morths, including an allowance of
approximately nine weeks for reviews. There is obviously a
wide dispority between "what ought to be" and "what is",
in terms of master plan preductivit, . This is @ common
situation and is understandable, It is noted, however, that
actual master plan completion dates have exceeded those

initially scheduled in every case, sometimes by as much as

100 percent,
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PROGRAM COST

Objective and Criteria: Estimate the total cost of the Navy's master

planning program to the present, and to the completion dote of all initial
preparation efforts. Relate pronram cost to program output and determine

whether the Navy is getting its "m .nay's worth",

The evaluation is based on a histerical record of monetary allocations

and actual expenditures for master planning, both locally and Navy-wide.

Background: The Navy's master planning progrom, unlike the more
familior federal programs, is not o dedicated, single-purpose, limited
duration activity with a fixed appropriation. Therefore, costs and outputs
can be measured and compared, but not correlated in terms of goal
ottainment., According to Dror,22 the primary criterion of net output is
usuclly hard to identify, let alone to measure, in a social process such as
master planning. Where an output of professional service is reloted to
dollar input, even secondary criteria are elusive, and the best that can be

hoped for is a beiter guess as to whether the money is being wisely spent,

According to data furnished by NAVFAC Heodquorters,23 the Navy
spent approximately $10,527,000 on the master planning progrom between

FY 1969 and FY 1975, inclusively. This is the estimated total cost for
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preparation and updating of master plans and regional complex plans,
including planning service contract fees and associated "in-house"
administrat:ve costs. |t is based on direct labor and overhead for all
professional, administrative and technical support services required for

program accomplishment, including travel and printing costs.

The figure is approximate as the method of accounting has varied
from year to year, and consistent data is not avoilaole for all years con-
sidered, As example, costs for FY 1971 and 1972 ore based on fund
allocations rather than actual expenditures, and costs for FY 1969 and
1970 hove been estimated, as no data is available for this period. The
estimate uses a straight line projection from the mean of FY 1971-1975,

but discounted to allow for 5.50 percent average annual inflation,

No credit hos been given for master plans "underway" at the end of
FY 1975, since some number of plans were also "underway" at the
beginning of FY 1969. This is assumed to constitute a balance for

evaluative purposes.

Discussion: Figure 11 shows annual moster planning aliocations and
expenditures on both incremental and cumulative bases, for the FY 1969-

1975 time frome. Figure 12 shows "adjusted" alloca.icn and expenditures

as compared to master plan output, on both incremeniul and cumulative

bases for the same time frame. The "“adjustment" was inade to
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neutralize the impact of inflation on inci :mental funding, assuming on
averoge cost crowth rate of 5,50 percent per year, compounded. Master
pian out:ut includes both initial preparation and updating, a total of 80
units. These have been correlated with total expenditures on the basis of
uniform cost per unit. [t has been assumed, for this purpose, thot o

master plan update is equivalent to initial preparation, and that oll units

of output are equa' in effort and cost,

Figure 11 shows that allocations have exceeded expenditures since
FY 1972 and that, prior to that time, expenditures may hove exceeded
allocations, This reflects o probable shift in priorities from earlier
emphasis on assigned program targets to later emphasis on associoted
plonning support services. In essence, a portion of the funds allocated to
targeted master planning tasks were diverted to non-t irgeted efforts
which, apparently, were given priority. This assumption 's reinforced by
the responses to the master planning survey conducted for this paper,

which confirmed o recent and growing trend in this direction.

Figure 12 shows that the rate of master plan output has generally
been lower than that for corresponding expenditures, based on equivalence
ot the initiol and terminc! positions. Both output and expenditures have

varied significantly from year to year, but have been mutually compen-

sating .
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In all, preparation and updating of 80 master plans have cost
approximately $10,527,000, or an average of $131, 600 per unit.
Translated into FY 1975 dollars, this is an equivalent expenditure of
$12,504,000, or $156,300 per unit. The portion of this total attributable
to initial preparation (65 units) is $10,159,000. Therefore, the estimated
cost in FY 1975 dollars for completion of the 75 remaining master plans is
$9,222,000, (32 plans "undc-way* x 0.50 + 43 plans remaining x 1.00,
at $156,300 per unit). At completion of the master plan preparation cycle,
then, the program will have cost approximately 19,380,000 in FY 1975

dollars, exclusive of future updating expenses.

Comparative costs for "in~house" versus contract accomplishment aore
not readi’y available. To optain an appreximation, o survey wos made of
24 master plans prepared or updated by contract between FY 1971 and 1975,
The 24 plans had an aoggregate cost of $1,873,000, or an average of
$78,000 per unit. To this must be added the "in-house" costs for contract
administration and printing, which averaged $13,500 and $6,000 per unit,
respeciively. Thus, il a contract master plan cost averages $97,500 per
unit, the 15 units accomplisked in this manner cost $1,463,000; it then
foilows that the 65 "in-house" units cost $9,044,000, or an average of

$139,300 per unit.
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Conclusions: "In-house" muster planning has cost perhaps 40 percent
more than equivalent work by planning service contract. Direct labor costs
for private firms are assumed to be equivalent to those for NAVFAC staff.
Therefore, considering thot private firms charocteristically have overhead
factors in the range of 1.y percent (versus about 30 percent for NAVFAC),
and ore also paid profits in the range of 15 percent of direct costs plus
overhead, it is obvious that substantially more time is spent on "in-house"

accomplishment than on cctroct work.

it can be argued that the more ambitious, thus time=-consuming,

projects are normally done "in-house". This oppears to be true; never-
theless, the conclusio~ is inescapable that, while "in-house" accomplish-
ment is preferable in terms of end-item quality, contract performance is
more "efficient" in terms of product yield per dollar expenditure. I: is
probable that private firms under planning service contracts maintain o
higher sense of urgency for accomplishment than do Navy staff planners
on permanent salary status. Furthermore, private firms are undoubtably

fess subject to distractions and interruptions than are Navy planners, who

— o arp

must respond to many calls. It is almost certain, though unproven, that
frequent interruption couses deluys through redundancy, which are

additive to "actual" time lost through the interruption itself. Responses

to the master planning survey indicated frequent interruption to be,

increasingly, o "way of life" for Navy planners.
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The questions remaining, then, are; (1) is the Navy getting its

"money's worth" from the master planning program,and (2) should "in-
house" accomplishment be maintained as the preferable option over
planning service contracts? Stated in more explicit terms, as provided
by this research; (1) is $139,300 ¢ "fair" price to pay for a "typical"
“in-house" master plan, or $97,500 for a "typical" contract plan, and

(2) is the superior quality of an "in-house" plan worth an average of $41,800

more than a contract plan.

e gl

The questions are somewhat inter-related, but neither can be
answere~ with finality, Considering absolute costs, it can only be con-
cluded that the maximum probable cost of an installation master plan is
less than the minimum probable acquisition cost of any of the proposed
facilities projects which it oddresses. Fo. example, a master plan costing

$100,000 may recommend construction of 20 projects estimated to cost

R

$10,000,000. If one percent of this estimated construction cost can be

avoided through application of master plan guidance, then the plan has

o

paid for itself in dollars. One private planning contractor estimated, in !
1958, that accrued savings of three to five million dollars could be

attributed directly to the avoilability of master plans for two Naval

o

installotions in the Pacific area. A tiine-saving of several months,
perhaps a vear, was also attributed to the presence of a master plan for

incremental facilities development ot these locations,
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A more negative view is expressed by another executive:
"l do not believe that one can usefully come up with
dollar earnings or dollar savings attributable to the
long~range planning function, This is because usually
the function is a necessity to the conduct of a business
which survives, and the real question is whether it is
formally recognized os a separate and distinct function
or one which is joined with other functions and does
not get clearly demarcated."25
Long-range planning certainly gets clearly demarcated in the Navy,
but the monetary benefits, if any, are elusive. It connot be assumed that
a savings of $10,527,000 to date would have resulted from having not
conducted the master planning progrom. The master plan staff performs a
variety of oncillary planning services which, in thz absence of the
program, would have required additional staffing. These services include
collection ond distribution of plonning data, facility siting review, con-
sultation, and graphic support. |t is difficult” . ° . *a the value of

these services independently, but they couldr ... equal up to

25 percent of the total program cost, or $2,632,000.

"In-house" planning does have a number of spin-off benefits which,
when added to the greater value of the completed master plans, suggest
the NAVFAC Command policy ot favoring “in-house" accomplishment be
maintained, For example, a wealth of peripheral knowledge is
accumulated during the master planning process, which can be of con-

siderable value in subsequent applications. Under controct accomplishment,
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this knowledge is gained by the consultant, but is all but inaccessible

to the Navy. Furthermore, it is probable that the more direct personal

involvement of "in-house" service conveys a higher sense of responsibility

and competence to the plan beneficiaries, thus adding insurance to the

likelihood of the plan staying "on track".

R

Aok
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PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS

Objective and Criteria: Determine the performance level of the

Navy's master planning program in terms of its effectiveness in:

(1) guiding subsequent physical development consistent with master plan
recommendations; (2) producing an improved physical environment
consistent with specific beneficiar s needs; and, (3) satisfying additional

requirements of the Naval establishment and the civilian community.

The evaluation is bosed on questionnaire responses from the master
plonning survey, recommendations of selected installation master plans,
ond data on in-place and programmed construction at these and other

military insfcllations.26

Procedure: The analysis is focused on two separate considerations
of program effectiveness, The first portion is addressed to master plan
implementation; it examines the integrity of the master plan process in
affectuating recommended development in quantitative terms, considered
as a "batting average". Melville Branch calls implementation, "...the
vital essence of real planning and the most difficult part of the process. w2
While he was referring to planning in the metropolitan sector, the process
is equally importc it in the military. If less complicated, it is still marked

by uncertainty and compromise.
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Within the purview of NAVFAC responsibilities, master plans are
implemented through the processes of construction programming, facilities
site review and certification, General Development Map administration,
and continuous ligison with the various installations ond their chains-of-
command. None of this guarantees early funding of priority projects,
but it all attempts to keep incremental facilities development "on track”

with the intent of the master plans.

Both conventional benefit-cost analysis and controlled experimen-
tation were inappropriate to the nature of this research, due to
limitations of time and data .28 "Time-trend" projections were likewise
inapplicable for similar reasons, and also because the results would be

. . .29 .
highly inconclusive.”” The evaluative methods used, then, were
limited to adaptations of "before versus ofter" comparison, "semi-

controlled experimentation, and "planned versus actual” comparison.

Of 41 West Coast candidates, ten Naval installations - representing

a good cross-section of size and mission characteristics - were selected
for comparison. Five of these installations had master plans which were
completed in the 1969-1971 time frame and thus have had at least five

years' experience in their use. The other five installations did not have

master plans completed as of 1 July 1975 and thus have developed io the

present in "unplanned" fashion.
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For installations with master plans, the evaluation sought answers

to the following questions:

]’

What were the conditions existing just prior to the inception
of the master plan process, in terms of recognized facilities
requirements or deficiencies and planned physical development ?

What chonges to these conditions were proposed through the
master plan process, in terms of additional facilities
requirements generated, modification of previous planning,
and additional physical development proposed?

What has happened since completion of the master plan, in
terms of proposed physical development accomplished, pro-

grammed or dropped, and additional development accomplished
or programmed?

For the five installations without master plans, accomplished or

programmed facilities development was compiled for the same time frame

ond analyzed for comparative purposes.

Since a quantitative analysis yields recults only as valid as the data

input, certain assumptions need to be made to form a more equitable

basis for comparison:

].

The master plan program did not, in most cases, develop "new"

focilities requirements, but crystallized those previously
vnidentified;

Conditions viewed as substantive benefits of the master plan
process include; (a) any "new"facilities requirements that could,
in foct, be attributed to the master plan process, particulorly if
they have been built or included in current construction
programs, and (b) major changes in pre-existing land use or
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siting of proposed facilities affected through the master plan
process;

3. Conditions viewed as substantive deficits of the master plan
process include; (o) changes in proposed land use or siting of
facilities subsequent to completion of the master plan, and
(b) facilities projects proposed by the master plon and sub~
sequently dropped.

4. "New" projects, initiated since completion of the master
plon, are considered benefits, if judged to conform to the
busic plan, and deficits, if judged to be non-conforming;

5. Most of the projects proposed by the masier plan and either
built or included in current construction programs would have
fared the same without the plan. That is to say, there is no
bonus for having o master plan in terms of securing funding
for needed development.

6. Comparative physical development analysis should exclude
utilizies systems, as they are often neglected in the master
plan process and are, in fact, subservient to the super-
structure of operational facilities.

The second portion of the anclysis is addressed to master plon value;

it assesses in qualitative terms, the effectiveness of master plans in
satisfying the major perceived needs of installations and other progrom

beneficiaries, and estimates the benefits derived by the presence of master

plans which would have been precluded by their absence.

This evaluation has been drawn exclusively from opinions rendered
in the master planning survey. Accordingly, the findings are totally

subjective. Were ample time and daota available, the evaluation could
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have been made on a more objective and quantitative basis. For example,

master plan effectiveness could be related directly to program goal

accomplishment in terms of:

]o

8.

Facilities operational and maintenance costs = (lower ?)
Community relations - (fewer complaints?)

Workload output = (higher or of better quality ?)
Personnel morale - (fewer complaints or disturbances?)
Facilities site development costs - (lower ?)

Lead time for facilities acquisition - (shorter ?)

Pollution control and energy conservation - (better record of
abatement and savings ?)

Capability to accept unforeseen change - (improved?)

This depth of analysis may be accomplished ot a later date, but the

format and criterio could be established now and data collection could

begin immediately.

Analysis: The master plans for the five installations selected pro-

posed 232 facilities construction projects for implementation, excluding

utilities projects. Of these, 70 were pre-existing, of which 56 were

accept .d without change and 14 were resited in accordance with proposed

loand use concepts. These master plans initioted 162 "new" facilities pro-

jects, some of which cai. be attributed directly to the master planning process.

— 110 —

ol

b a0

IR

il

.
f
j



ol e i A
-

Between FY 1971 ond 1975, inclusive, 40 projects were constructed

at these installations, of which 26 were included in the master plons and

i

14 were new items, generated by changing requirements. Of the 2%

master plan projects, 21 were built in conformance with the plan .
recommendations ond five were built at alternative locations. Of these
five, two were the result of the designated site having been preempted
for other use, and three were due to inadequacies of the designated site
at the time of project design. Of the 14 "new" projects constructed,
eight were totally new requirements and six were "substitutes". These
“substitute" projects were, without exception, rehabilitiations,
expansions, or other modifications of existing structures financed through
"non-appropriated furds". They were deemed less expensive or more
expedient than new construction, but are considered non-conforming for
evaluative purposes. Of the eight totally new requirements, four were

considered to be in conflict with the approved master plan concepts.

As of November 1975, 113 projects were included in the current
Military Construction Program Ob]ectivesm for these five installations.
Of these 113 projects, 90 have been sited in accordance with the moster
plon recommendctions, and three hove been resited due to preemption of

the designated sites. Of the remainder, 19 are "new" projects and one

il A ol e

is a "substitute" project. The estimated cost of the programmed projects
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is $276,829,000. Of the 232 master plan projects proposed, 107 have

been dropped due to loss of requirement,

For comparison, the five installations without master plons have had 53
projects constructed in the FY 1971-1975 time frame. They also have 123
projects included in the current Program Objectives, at a total estimated
cost of $§195,283,000. All of these facilities projects have been reviewed
for conformance with opplicable planning criteria and have ultimately

been approved on that basis.

Graphic comparisons of the above statistics are shown on Figure 13,
This dato can be related to master plon effectiveness through use of the
assumptions made earlier, as criteria, and establishment of appropriate
standards. "Positive" values include master plan or "new" projects
built or programmed for construction in accordance with approved master
plan concepts. "Negative" values include master plan projects or "new"
projects built or programmed for construction in violation of approved
master plan concepts, "substitute" projects, and master plan projects

which have been dropped,
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Total =232 | Tota! = 220
SRR "New" M.P, | |
155 ] Projects M.P.Projects | 107 | i
........ 'Dropped' “l :
' | 4 Non-Conform :
SEH || 13 ‘
Pre-Existing | New' Projects-o ::20: -
Projects o
\ 3 Jsncceped M.P.Project Conf
Resited / P.Projects onform .
-1y o "New"] 14 Non-Conform p—
M.P 26— Conform
PLANNED: CONSTRUCTED: PROGRAMMED: ’

FY 19XX-1970 FY 1971-1975 FY 1976-19XX -

FIGURE 13: MASTER PLAN IMPLEMENTATION STATUS

Master plon projects receive full value; "new", "substitute" ond
"dropped" projects receive half value; ond both built and programmed
projects receive equal value, since the master plan process cannot
increase the rate of facilities acquisition and should not be penalized

for this inability.

The maximum positive value would then be achieved by having all
master plan projects built or programmed in conformance with approved
concepts, no master plan projects dropped or substituted, and any "new"
projects developed in conformance with approved plan concepts. This
situation would yield a minimum positive value of +232, the total number

of master plan projects proposed. Conversely, the maximum negative
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value would be achieved by having all master plan projects built or pro-

grammed, and any "new" projects developed, accomplished in violation :
of the approved plan concepts. This situation would yield a minimum

negative value of -232. The "break even" point is thus "zero", which

may be assumed to constitute the minimum level of effectiveness tolerable.

A reasonable goal, or “par value", may be assumed as lying midway

between the "break even" and maximum possible value, or +116. On

this basis, then, the five installation moster plans examined had an

average value of 459, derived as shown below.

ACTION NO. IMPACT VALUE TOTAL

Master plan projects built
or progrommed in accordance
with approved plon concepts. ... 111 POSITIVE FULL +111.0

Master plan projects built
or programmed in violotion
of opproved plan concepts. ..... 8 NEGATIVE FULL - 8.0

"New" projects built
or programmed in accordance
with approved plan concepts.... 23 POSITIVE HALF 11,5

"New" projects built
or progrommed in violation

of approved plan concepts...... 4 NEGATIVE HALF - 2.0
"Substitute" projects built

or progrummed. . ..iiiiniien e 7 NEGATIVE HALF - 3.5
Master plan projects dropped -

(total, less "substitutes")....... 10C NEGATIVE HALF - 50.0
NET VALUE + 59.0
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The master plan program for the five selected installations has thus
achieved about half of the established "par value" for implementation
effectiveness. This is indicative of substantial room for improvement,
particularly in the retention of master plan projects in the construction
program. Additional weighting could have been ascribed to "new"

proiects developed through the master plan program. It seems that this

.aay have resulted in a trade-off, however, since the aggregate number

of master plan projects built or programmed is almost equal to the number

dropped.

So much for implementation. We now turn to considerations of
master plan qualit;. Opinions cffered in the master planning survey
contained few surprises, but lend the weight of evidence to intuit.ve
judgments and speculation. One assumption that must be made here is
that acceptance of a master plan by the installation and its chain-of-
command, and approval by the Chief of Naval Operotions, constitutes
aochievement of at least a minimum level of acceptability; that is, the
plan has met all stipulated requirements. The test for relative quality,

then, must look to the progrom Leneficiaries.

Who are the beneficiaries? The assumption that an instailation is
the only beneficiary of its master plan is a pitfall common to piurners ana

managers throughout the Navy. The totality of master plan purpose is
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sometimes obscured by parochial concerns, but in truth, a master plan is
. . . . 32
different things to different people, und never a single purpose entity.,
Prevailing local needs ore conceded to be first priority, but not to the
exclusion of headquarters and departmental level interests. | cannot see

a basis fer wide divergence, however, if the program objectives have

been correctly interpreted.
The results of the master planning survey are summarized as follows:

1. There was general agreement among participants that the master
plan implementation procedures relate "moderately well" to the
stoted program objectives, gools and policies ("2.1" rating on a

"1" to "5" basis).

2. Stoff believes the ensuing physical development at installations
has followed the master plan recommendations "moderately™
closely ("2.2" averuge). Installotions believe it hos followed
only "marginally" closely ("3.0" average). They all agree
that, historically, implementation has been closer to the spirit

ihan the letter of the recommendotions.

w

Staff believes the most important factor in successful plan
implementation is good coordinaticn between all porties involved.

Installations berlieve the most important factor is regular and

frequent updating and review of the plan.
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4, Suggestions for improving the process of timely and consistent

u master plan implementation are:
[ Staff - Shorten the master plan preparation and
3 review process and provide a staff planner

at each major installation.
Installations = Increose headquarters level recognition .

of the importance of the master plon and
provide regular review and update.

S. The most important real needs for facilities development at most

il mude

installations are:

Staff - Definition of general land use boundaries
crc protection of the installation from
community encroachment. (The latter
item wos roted low by Consultants.)

e el s AL b il |

Consultants - Satisfaction of all facilities deficiencies
and resolution of access, circulation and
parking problems. (The latter wos rated -
low by Staff ond Installations.) :

Installations ~ Definition of generol land use boundaries
ond satisfaction of all facilities deficiencies.

6. Staff and Consultants believe the moster plan program has
satisfied the real facilities development needs of most installa-

tions "fairly well" ("1,8" average). Installations believe it has

satisfied them only "marginall, wel!l" (“3.1" average).
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7.

8.

There is an apparent divergence of philosophy between interest
groups surveyed on the principal value of master plans, which
harks back to the conflicts over master plan purpose discussed
in Section ', A., "Program Objectives". Staff advocate the
concept of generality--that the plans' principo! value is as a
guide to crderly physical development in terms of compatible
land use objectives. Consultants are more problem oriented,
believing that the plans' major benefits are the solution of
existing problems hampering efficient operations. Installations
favor a project approach aimed at a responsive facilities con-
struction program baosed on phasing of priority requirements and
vltimate satisfaction of calculated deficiencies. There was o
consensus that all of these items are important, but Installations
were more pessimistic than Staff or Consultants on the degree to
which they have been successfully accommodated in the master

plan program.

The major weakness in master plon effectiveness is the inability
to anticipate and accommodate change, whether it occurs at
local or departmental levels, or is internal or external to the
MNava! establishment. Unanticipated changes, both "structural”

(nission, workload, organization, etc.) and "operational
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(policies, priorities, criteria, ¢tc.) occur too frequently to be
dismissed as happenstance, and result in o steady erosion of

moster plan value,

Other limitations tc master plan effectiveness are created by lack
of interest in the program at both the installation and headquarters
levels, inodequate coordination between the various actors in

the planning process, and loss of continuity resulting from con-
tinual rotation of military management personnel. These factors
all relate to progrom management, rather than program structure,

and are discussed in the following section.

Despite its imperfections, the master plonning program provides
o valuable service to the Naval shore establishment. [t should
be modified as necessary and within the limits of practicality,
to increase its effectiveness; but it should not be terminated.

It seems ample to observe that the state of Nava! facilities
planning in the early 1960's, described as "chaotic", prompted
establishment of the master planning prcgram as, "...the basic
requirement for successful multi-year programming. . .to upgrade

the continuously deteriorating, predominantly World War Il Navy

shore establishment . w35
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F. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
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Objectives and Criteria: Assess the adaptability of the master

planning program to its effective local management within the scope of

available resources and prevailing administrative policies. Determine

Gl mE Sy b

the potential for increased master plan productivity, in terms of both

quantity and quality, and whether this can best be achieved through T

restructuring of the program or the organization.

The evaluation is conducted on the basis of responses to the master

planning survey corducted for this paper and review of applicable

literature.

Background: The Navy planning organization is broadly described
in Part 1. A. Master planning ond related services are accomplished by
NAVFAC Headquarters and six Engineering Field Divisions (EFD's) which
are dispersed geographically to serve beneficiaries on a sectoral basis.
Targets for master planning accomplishment are assigned annually to each

EFD, with Headquarters assisting where appropriate.

Headquarters and each EFD maintain master planr.*ng branches com-
prising 10 to 22 professional and technical personnel, and administrative

support as required. Typically, the master plan branch is organized into
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two or three master plan teams ond a technical support section. The

e

teams conduct most of the activities associated with master plan

preparation, including administration of planning service contracts

i

where plans are prepared by consultants. The technical support section

1‘! Sl

works with; (1) master plan implementation, including performance of
facility siting reviews, cdministration of General Development Maps,
and assistance in the conduct of special planning studies of a "current"
nature, and (2) master plan production, including provision of graphic,

editing, typing and publication support to the ma<t i plan teams.

Once an assignment is made to a team, the process generally
follows the pattern described in the master planning directives, including
program formulation, data collection, field investigation, analysis and
concept development, review of alte:natives, selection of a preferred
concept, and development of recommendations, with supporting data.
A pre-planning conference is held at the installation to introduce the
actors, review the scope of work and schedule of accomplishment, and
agree on planning goals and procedures, Presentations and reviews are
then made ot appropriate stages of progress; always at completion of the

"preliminary" and "pre-final" phases, and usually ot several intermediate

points as well,
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Input to the master planning process is made by both the installation Lo
(specific problem areas, special requirements and constraints) and the
installation's headquarters office (mission and workload requirements,

projected staffing, and broad goals ond objectives). Information on

focilities requirements, physical plant inventory and Military Construc-
tion Program status are provided through the Requirements Planning
branches of the NAVFAC EFD's in the form of computer printouts and
supporting documentation. Other inputs, such as maps, photographs,
functional organizational charts, regional and vicinity data, etc., are

availobie through vorious sources at the EFD's and the instalictions.

Field investigation is normally very extensive, requiring fomiliariza-
tion with both the installation physical plant ond its operation, and the
installation's setting within the local environment. Input data must be
verified and adjusted to provide utility of purpose, organizational and
functional inter-relationships must be noted, ond relevant social,
economic, political and environmental factors must be considered in

their relotionship to the master plan objectives.

Planning analysis and concept development are, of course, the
: "creative" aspects of the process, in which goals, objectives, require-
ments and potentials are weighed against criteria, standards,

capabilities and other constraints, and a set of physical development
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alternatives is derived. This phase is then presented for review and

comment to the installation and its chain-of-command, and other

interested parties as appropriate,

Following receipt of comments and selection of a preferred develop-
ment concepnt, the plan is essentially completed and given :aother round
of review. Upon receipt of all comments the plan is completed, published
and submitfed for approvol by tha Chief of Naval Operations. The end-

item format and contents are as described in Part 11, B., “Program

Directives".

The foregoing outlines the basic master planiing madel as prescribed
in the directives. It is, in theory, a clean cut, straightforward process
which appears to be efficient, purposeful and effective. In practice,
this has not a'ways beer the case. Previous sections of this paper have
addressed the purpuce urd effectiveness of the program; this section con-
siders its efficiency,

Discussion: The master planning survey questionnaire was sent to

NAVFAC Headquarters and each of the EFD's. Responses were received
from Headquarters and all but one EFD, and the sections on "program

management" cre summarized os follows:
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"Fixed" teams are preferred over "flexible" teams for master
planning purposes, and assignments are normally made by
geographic location of the project, depending on team back-

ground and orientation.

The “"optimum" team size for a "typical" master plon assignment
is considered to be four personnel, with the team leader
devoting most of his time to organizing, scheduling, coordinating,

etc.

Shore Facilities Planning and Programming System data (com-
puter printouts regarding focilities requirements, physica! plant
inventory, etc.) are used extensively in master plan prepcration,
but are only marginally usefu! as they are often outdated and/or

incomplete for master planning purposes.

Approximately 50 percent of the master planning branch worklood
is devoted to master plans, regional complex plans and other
targeted planning studies. The balance is devoted to non-
targeted special studies, general administration and technical
support functions. About one-third of the master planning

branch workload is devoted to "in-house" preparation of master

plons and regional complex plans.
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Non-targeted workload items, such as special planning studies,

are generated by, in descending order of frequency;

a.

b.

f.

District Commandants

Fleet commands

Local (EFD) command

Field activities (installations)
NAVFAC Headquarters

Other commands and agencies,

The specific nature of non-targeted workload is described os, in

descending order of impoct;

Q.

b.

Special planning studies
Briefings and presentations
Coordination and liaison
Meetings and conferences

Point papers and progress reports

Productivity, in terms of master plan output, measured against

both absolute capabilities and established torgets, is considered

only "fair" ("2.4" rating on o "1" to "5" basis); producitivity,

in terms of master plan quality, is considered "good" ("1.3"

rating). If o choice must be made between quantity and
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10.

quality in master planning, quality must toke precedence, but

both are considered essential to the program's viability.

Where significant changes to the master plans are required
prior to their final submittal, the reasons most frequently given

are, in descending order;

o. Changes in installation mission, workload, staffing, etc.,

b. Other changes at the installation level, such as rotation
of personnel, new policies or requirements, etc.,

c. Inadequate compilation or analysis of planning data.

In general, moster plans prepared by planning service contract
have been of lower quality than those prepared "in-house". The
preference is overwhelmingly in favor of "in-house" accomplish-
ment because this method affords more direct access to Navy
planning data, more direct inter-personal contact, and more

flexibility for absorption of delays, program changes, etc.

The major obstacles to high productivity, in terms of master

plan output are, in descending order;

a. Interruptions due to "brush fires" and other priority work
of immediate nature,

b. Extensive periods of presentation and review,

¢. Inadequate personnel and fiscal resources,
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The major obstacles, in terms of master plan quality, are;

a.

Extensive periods of presentation and review

Interruptions due to "brush fires" ond other priority work
of immediate rature

Unforeseen changes in the internal or external environ-
ment of the installation

Suggestions for improvement of productivity in master plan output

ond quality are, in descending order,

a.

Modify and condense the presentation and review process
Isolate master plan teams from distraction and interruption
Goin acceptance, at all levels, of the fact that the moster
plan cannot solve all of the installation's problems, cannot
foretell the future, and cannot be extended indefinitely as
an uncompleted task

Increase master planning branch staffing

Obtain more timely and definitive guidance and data input
from headquarters and department levels

NAVFAC EFD's ve able to effectively meet assigned master

plan turgets, within the scope and configuration of present

resources and prevailing management policies, "most of the

time". Limitations in this regard are attributed to, (1) manpower

shortages and, (2) local manogement policies.

i
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13. The "optimal" time that should be allotted to a mester plan of
"typical" complexity, considering all relevant foctors, is 9 to
12 months . including a total of about eight to nine weeks for

presentations and review periods.

14, Review periods usually exceed eight to nine weeks by a sub-
stantial amount. Although this is conceded to be a major
obstacle in the master plonning process, it ic o requirement
and it is unlikely that it can be reduced very much., One
suggestion is to eliminate oll but one ("pre-final") presentation,
and to stage informal briefings and reviews at earlier phases as
appropriate; another is to concentrate zn education of the

i installation and its chain-of=command to the "facts of life"

noted in Item 11, ¢. above.

L e i T R

15. Diversion of master planning team personnel to other, non-
targeted "brush fire" type work is considered a substantial, but
not sole, cause of delays in master plon preparation. Although

1 this is conceded to be on inescapable reality which must be

aoccommodated, it could best be alleviated by a change in local

management policies.
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16. The major problems with effective accomplishment of the master

planning program rest mainly at the NAVFAC EFD level, and

not ot Headquarters. Thes2 con vest be solved by increasing

R T N

the planning sta‘f and by reorganizing functions within the

planning division.

Conclusions: There has been a continued growth in the scope and
diversity of Navy planning service oLligations without a commensurate

increase in resources, and this has impaired the efficient management of

i T b 4.8

the program. Spreading limited money and manpower over an evei-larger
area of responsibility has resulted in a growing backlog of unaccomplished

H workload, which is both frustrating and counter-productive. The purpose

and objectives of the Navy's master planning progrom, while not clearly

defined, are assumed to be reasonable and compelling; therefore, the
me : to increased output must be found in the application of local

administrative policy. It is conciuded that:

il !

I+ Unreliabie data is detriinental to master plan quality, and
time spent in augmenting and updating obsolete and incomplete

data is a severe limitation to output as well. Exnerience has

L

shown that the Navy's computerized planning data bank is not
sufficiently accurate, complete or zurrent for effective use in

the master planning process,
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Navy master planning staf” members spend an inordinate amount
of time on non-targete. planning tasks which impair productivity
while contributing little or nothing to target accomplishment.
This situation can lead to a diminished sense of purpcse and

consequent loss of overall productivity.

Time spent in preparation for and conduct of presentations,
briefings and reviews is an excessive portion of the total master
planning effort. This not only results in low output, but effects
master plan quality, through redundancy and obsolescence, as
well. Presentations and reviews are essential to the acceptance
ond subsequent use of master plans, as well as to provide needed
guidance and input; but the time spent in these activities should

be substantially condensed.

While the consensus of this portion of the master planning survey
was one of general satisfaction with the quality of plans produced
to date, the findings discussed in the preceding section (' Progrom
Effectiveness") indicate consideratle room for improvement. |
interpret this to mean that, while master plans have satisfied the
stipulated program requirements quite well, they have been less
effective in addressing the specific needs and uncertainties of

their beneficiaries in the "real world" situation.
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5. There is general agreement that master plan output is less than

desiroble and that more planning resources are the most direct

ol vk it i

solution. This is probablv true, but a major staffing increase is

not only doubtful--the reverse is more likely. Both economics

L

L

and the principles of "Parkinson's Law" drive an understandable

tendency to minimize staff, particularly in a public service

endeavor, This rationale is shown on Figure 14, which indicates

the "cutoff point" for resource allocations beyond which

diminishing marginal utility occurs.:37

6. There is another side to the issue of productivity which concerns
performance on an individual, rather than an organizational,
basis. The Navy planning process always operates against o
backlog of unaccomplished workload. As shown on Figure 15,
this backlog can be increased to point, with a commensurate
increase in unit productivity or output, which is generated by
o sense of urgency. Beyond this "saturation point", however,
unit productivity may begin a decline as opathy replaces
urgency in individual attitudes. If the backlog of unaccomplished
workload continues to grow in relation to measured output, it's
conceivable that organizational net output could decrease even
with an increase in resources.38 | cannot quantify my belief,
but it seems probable that the Navy's master planning program

is experiencing this phenomenon,
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7. |f more resources are not to be forthcoming, and o reduced

workload is equally improbable, then the Navy must develop

a way to produce and maintain useful master plans more

quickly. Unfortunately, some of the possible solutions appeor

to be beyond the planners' grasp, at least for the present.

Some of the more plausible solutions are advanced in the final

part of this paper.
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PART Ill: SYNTHESIS AND PROPOSALS

EVALUATION SUMMARY

sl o oA ot xﬁ. v
R

The evaluation contained in Part Il is structured in terms of program

goal attainment, master planning procedures and documentation, program

output and cost, value and effectiveness, and implications for manage-
ment. The major findings and conclusions ore summarized in the following
paragraphs to gain a better perspective for ronsiderations of program

improvement .,

Program Objectives:

1. Objectives, goals and policies contained in official directives
do not provide a sound basis for the type of evaluation attempted:
a. The objectives are too general and somewhat irrelevant to
the master planning program

b. The gools are set on an annual rather than a long-term
basis

c. The policies are limited to only two aspects of the master
planning program,
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There is no clear statement of master plon purpose in the
directives. "Requirements" and "definitions" of master
plonning do not amount to the same thing, as they fail to
explain the need for and potential value of the program. As
aresult, this evoluation was largely based on assumed purposes,

derived empirically from the available literature.

There is an apparent conflict in ideology between program
porticipants oand beneficiaries regarding moster plan concept.
Participants (staff and consultants) advocate a long-range,
generalized approoch which emphasizes basic land use
objectives and ultimate development potential; beneficiaries
(installations and their choins-of-command) want o shorter
range, specialized approach which addresses established require-
ments, project development and construction phasing by priority
of need. The philosophy gap may not be critically karge, but
the symptoms reinforce the need for visible definition of master

plan purpose.

The Command policy regarding master plan sensitivity to the
natural environment and the socio-economic structure of the
civilian community has been acknowledged, but the degree of

compliance has been iess than possible or cesirable.

;|
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5. The master planning program has been generally successful in

Ml&du/{‘mm\rﬂt\mwfuwdr' *

describing a good physical environment for conduct of present

[

and projected activities; it has failed to provide adequately
for accommodation of unforeseen changes in policy, priorities
or criterio at the departmental level; or in mission, workload

or organization at the local (installotion) level.

6. The issue of environmental quality is not addressed in program

objectives, goals and policies, and is a secondary consideration

T T

in the mastar plonning directives. ~ince the quolitotive improve-

-

ment of the physical environment is o distinguishing charactevistic
of the master planning program, it should be given more visible

presence in the instructions,

Y

Program Directives: 3

1. The methodology prescribed for master plan preporation in the

official directives is not totally relevont to the attainment of
progrom goals and objectives. It is too detailed and extensive,
reflecting both o preoccupation with procedure, in lieu of
results, a7 a tendency to meet the challenge for program
reform by co.+ wunding program requirements. The former is

relatively horn ' .ss==1he latter is deadly.
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2. The documentation prescribed for master plans in the official
directives is not totally relevant to *he attainment of program
goals and objectives, It is growing in bulk, as mentioned
above, thus enlarging the dilemma of meeting program goals of

“timeliness" with supercomprehensive plans.

3. Both the procedures and documentation prescribed are too rigid
and inclusive to permit application of needed flexibility in
application. A more compact and generalized directive would
promote expedience in plan completion without necessary loss

of quality.

Prﬂrcm OutE._:t:

1. Initial program targets for moster plon preparation and updating
have not been met. Due to the diversion of resources to non-
targeted work load obligations, only two-thirds of the initially
targeted plans have been completed within the specified time
frame, and only one-half of the required updates have been

accemplished,
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2. Moster plans take too long to prepare. This is due, in part, to

the workload conflicts mentioned above, but more directly to

the broad scope of planning requirements, to extended periods

of presentation and review, and to delays in obtaining needed i

o

information and guidance.

am
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3. Increased productivity is essential, not only to meet the program
torgets, but to improve the response to increasing demands for
other planning services. Furthermces, an increase in output moy
result in improved service quality, as well, since delays breed

redundance and obsolescence.

Program Cost:

1. Thera ore no standords or criteria with which to evaluate the
cost of the master planning program in relation to output, on
either a ouantitative or qualitative basis. Since master planning
is an ongoing program with multiple objectives, absolute

expenditures have little meaning beyond cost-per-unit comparisons.

2. Master plans occomplished "in-house " have cost somewhat more--
perhaps as much as 40 percent-~than those performed by
consultants through planning service contracts. "In-bouse" piuns
are considered to be of substantially higher quality rhan contract

plans, however, so the extra expense may well be justified.
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3. Negation of the moster plonning program would not have produced
savings equal to its current cost. Likewise, cancellation of the
program would not recover any prior expenditures, nor avoid all
of the obligations remaining. The program fumishes a variety of
ancillary planning services which would have to be separately

funded in its absence,

Program Effectiveness:

1. The master plan implementation process has produced some "yood
news" and some "bad news". The program has been highly
effective in defining facilities requirements and in guiding
their realization as projects, built or programmed in ¢ onformance
with approved plan concepts. The program has been rather
ineffective in onticipating and directing the total subsequent
physical development of installations,since a high percentage
of initially proposed projects have been canceiled and a sub-
stontia! number of "new" projects have been developed in their
place. The net result is considered positive, but there is

considerable room for improvement,
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The rate of master plan implementation has been much slower
than expected, but 's proceeding as quickly as fund appropriations

will allow.

The major v-eal Aesses in master planning effectiveness are the
inability to (6) maintain conformance with approvec plan concepts
throughout the implementation process and (b) anticipate and

accommodate unforeseen changes which affect the plan's . lidity.

Master plons are different things to different people, thus all
questions of value or effectiveness must consider the multiple
beneficiaries of the prcgram. [t appears that master plans pro-
duced to date have satisfied the requirements of the program
participants (NAVFAC Heodquarters and Engineering Field
Divisions} better thon those of the beneficiaries (installations
ond their chains-of-~command). This seems to be a perverse

situation needful of correction.

The master planning program is a vital link to the systematic
upgrading of the Naval shore establiskment. |t can and should

be improved, but should not be terminated.
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Program Management:

i.

A steady increase in planning workload, without a commensurate
increase in resources, has impaired the effective management of
the master planning program. The additional workload is not in
master plons, but in non-targeted planning services of a diverse

nature.

This situation has resulted in a growing backlog of unaccomplished
workload, which is detrimental to personal attitudes and,
consequently, to unit productivity, in both quontitative and

qualitative terms.

Since workload is not likely to diminish, or resources to grow,
the challenge to program management is finding o way to produce
and maintain good master plans more quickly. The essential
program requirements are reasonable and compelling; thereforc,

the main burden of solution rests at the local department level.

The most potentially effective solutions are not within the
plonner's sphere of attainment, but substantive improvement
could be made through functional reorganization and procedural

innovation at the lucal level.




CONFLICTS AND TRADE-QFFS

The multiple problems identified in the Navy's master planning
program can be reduced to three basic shortcomings: (1) the plans take
too long to prepare; (2) when complete, they are too vulnerable to
manipulation; and, (3) they cannot adequately predict or accommodate
future change. All other considerations are included within or
attributable tu these three items, According to the master planning

survey:

1. Initial delays in plan preparation perpetuate further delays

through redundoncy and obsolescence. They are the result of:

o. Extended review pericds and excessive presentation
requirements, whic*. are both time-consuming and
frustrating as they are not always productive;

b. Diversion of team planners to non-targeted, "brush
fire" tasks, resulting from monpower limitations and/
or local managemer.r policies;

c. Difficulty in obtaining timely and reliable planning
guidance and policy input from headquarters and
departmental levels;

d. Difficulty in obtoining appropriate and current planning
data;

e. A scope of work that tries to do too much~-a tendency
within NAVFAC which is supported by the installations
through insistence on supercomprehensive plans;

[
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2, Completed plans are often disregarded or misused by their

beneficiories. This is the result of:

a. Lack of management continuity at the installation level due

to frequent changes of command and rotation of departmental
personnel;

b. Personal whim based on "second guesses" and founded on the
principles of first-cost economy ond expedience;

c. Substitution of "non-appropriared fund" projects for Military
Construction projects proposed in the master plan, often
resulting in the furthe: retention of obsolete and non-
conforming facilities;

d. Erosion of interest in the value of the plan on the part of
the installation or its chain-of-command; and,

e. Inadequate coordination between all parties in the imple-
mentation process; i.e., NAVFAC Headquarters and the
Engineering Field Divisions, the installations ond their
headquarters offices, and Navy Department Headquarters.

3. The "picture of the future" developed by the master planning

process is often out of focus. This is the result of uranticipated

changes in:

a. Policies, priorities ond organization structure made at
headquarters level, reflecting shifts in the national
economy, political mood or defense posture;

b. Facility plonning factors and siting criteria, recu!ting from
increased sensitivity to issues of environmental protection,
public safety and personne! living standords; and,

c. Mission, tasks, base loading, workload or functional
organization at the installation level,
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Suggestions for improvement to the master planning program are abun-

dant. Those most frequently cited in the master plonning survey include:

1. Provision of more flexibility in master plan preparation procedures
and document format, with less emphasis on environmental impact,
area factors, installation description, and architectural character;

2. More articulate guidance from headquarters and departmental
levels on planning pregram, objectives and constraints, and

faster response to presentations and review phases;

3. Revised local management pelicies regarding "brush fires"; i.e,,
isolation of master plan teams from interral disruption;

4. Better definition of bosic master planning goals and objectives in
the official program directives;

5. Keener awareness by all participants of the multiple purposes of
the master plan;

6. Closer coordination of related actions and obligations at aoll
levels of concern; i.e., maintaining o better understanding of

the issues involved and a higher sense of urgency in their resolution;

7. More generous staffing, including provision of a "staff planner”
at all major installations;

8. More "in-house" and less contract master plan preparation;

9. More emphasis on development of sound basic concepts and
alternatives and more frequent review and updating of plans; and,

10. More frequent and candid interface with the civiiian community
on matters of mutual concern.
It is obvious that the various problems are somewhat interrelated and
that the proposed solutions are not all mutually inclusive., Furthermore,
some of the proposed solutions are plainly unreafistic, as they would either

violate command policy or require the input of ncn-existant resources,
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There are some real conflicts between program goals and policies on
the one hand, and the various planning requirements and constraints which
have been identified, on the other. There is the potential for trade-offs,
however, and appropriate areas of compromise can be identified, if not
resolved. The list below has been compiled through the insight of the fore-~
going research with Command goals designated as (G) and Command policies
designated as (P). All other factors are termed either "requirements" (R) or

“"constraints" (C), depending on their basic characteristic.

TIMELY OUTPUT (P) . . . . . . . . VS . . .COMPREHENSIVENESS (R)

IN-HOUSE PREPARATION (P) . . . . VS , . .CONTRACT PREPARATION (C)

TARGETED MASTER PLANS (G) . . . VS . . .PLANNING SERVICES (R)
PRIORITY REQUIREMENTS (R) . . . . VS . . .FUNDING AVAILABILITY (C)
INITIAL PREPARATION (R) . . . . . VS ., . .PERIODIC UPDATING (G)
DEFENSE REQUIREMENTS (R) , . . . VS ., . .EXTERNAL CONCERNS (P)
PROGRAM QUALITY (R) . . . . . . VS . . .PROGRAM COST (C)
LONG-RANGE POTENTIAL(R) . . . VS ., . .SHORT-RANGE NEEDS (R)
GENERAL APPROACH (R/C) . . . . VS . . .SPECIFIC NEEDS {(C/R)
UNIFORMITY (C/R) « . & v o ¢ . . VS . . .FLEXIBILITY (R/C)
PARTICIPANT NEEDS R) . . . . . . VS ., . .BENEFICIARY NEEDS (R)
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These sets are not mutually exclusive; there are numerous overlaps and
cross-relationships. They can be synthesized, however, into two basic

dichotomies: "innovation" (what is needed) versus "conformity" (what is

required), and "workload" (what is required) versus "resources" (what is
avoilcble). This study will not attempt to suggest the precise areas of -
trade-off, but will, instead, consider ways in which the conflicts can be

minimized.
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CAUSES AND EFFECTS

The objective of this paper is to review the Navy's master planning
program in depth and to identify its major strengths and weaknesses. The
findings of the research are believed to be conclusive in most areas ond at
least informative in the remainder. The progrom has been assessed in terms
of both concept and procedure, and the findings of the master planning
survey indicate a stronger consensus on the latter issue. This is to say,
while there is general agreement on the issue of planning process, the
succinct program purpose has neither been clearly identified, nor agreed

upon by the interest groups involved.

Shall the moster planning program focus on long-range objectives;
general concepts for ultimate development of the shore esteblishment to
support the Navy of the future? Should it focus on shorter range
objectives; specific plans and programs to satisfy known requirements ond
immediate concerns? Or should it attempt to do both; to be both general

and specific, according to need and prevailing circumstances ?

Obviously, the last option, "comprehensiveness”, is the most

compelling as it would resolve disputes over concept and purpos:= while

addressing the total facilities plonning needs of the Navy. It is also the
most idealistic, presenting both a picture of the future and a formula for

the present.




The current master planning directive appears to be committed to the
"comprehensive" approach. While the objective is commendable, the
content of the directive fails to offer a solution to the three fundamental
shortcomings of the program; that master plans take too long to prepare,
ace too vulnerable to misuse after completion, and do not adequately fore-
cast or accommodate future change. The problem causes given in the
master planning survey seem to properly account for the shortcomings
noted. On closer examination, however, it appears that these "causes”

are actually residual effects which are underlain by more fundamertal

causes. There zeem to be two forces at work, which are deeply imbedded
in Navy moster planning philosophy and which tend to oppose any scheme

for program reform.

The first is the orientation of the Navy planning system, and inaeed
of many plonning agencies, toward a rigid methodology based on achieve-
ment of a final and static objective. This is the "end=state" planning
criticized by Branch and others as being unresponsive and ineffective to
the needs of a dynamic and pluralistic sociefy.] While the Navy is not
a pluralistic society per se, it does contain a wealth of special interest
groups; while it is not clearly a dynamic institution in terms of political
innovation, it must continually react to extemal stimuli impelled by

changing national interests.




o

Joames R. Schlesinger distinguishes between two general approaches

to planning, referred to as "Cook's tour" planning and "Lewis-and-Clark"

planning:

"Cook's tour planning rests, implicitly or explicitly,
on the supposition that the future is sufficiently certain
that we can chart a straight course years in advance.
In it, direction, speed, size of committment and
achievement milestones (not decision points) are
indicated with, at leost, rough precision. By contrast,
what may be termed Lewis-and~Clark planning
acknowledges that many alternative courses of action
and forks in the road will appear, but their precise
character ond timing cannot be anticipated. Neither
the size of committment nor even the direction of
movement should be stipulated too far in advance.

At the end of a period one can retrospectively examine
the paths pursued, which include many abandoned
initiatives or experiments and many hard {and maybe
erroneous) choices. Only limited confidence could
have been placed in advanced predictions regarding
which options would be chosen, when the choices
would be made, or how long alternative courses of
action would be pursued before obandonement. Retro-
spectively one may map what has taken place, but the
plarning function is not to chart a precise course of
oction. Rather it is to prepare to cope with the
uncertain terrain of the future, to note the signs in

the environment that a decision point has been reached,
and to respond in a timely fashion."

He continues; emphasizing the need for flexibility:

“"Wherever uncertainties are substantial, the bolance
should shift in the direction of Lewis-and-Clark
plonning...Nevertheless, in all bureaucracies there
ore strong pressures to go too far in the quest for
Cook’'s tour planning. In port, this is inevitable in
large organizations as a concommitant to the need

for cohesion and the cost of communications. In part,
the pressure is understandable since it may permit
committing others to our view of the world, our
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objectives, and our strategies. In part, it is a form

of casual laziness. Characteristicially the tendency
toward precise plonning goes much too far. . .the less
well known the futur. torrain, the greater the losses
in planning by simple Cook's tour methods . "2

Schlesinger offers some further insights into planning philosophy which

are appropriate to this discussion:

"...0s one adds to the dimensions of the plan by
increasing the number of issues covered, plonning
ceases to bear any relation to a prescription of
activities that will be undertaken in the future.
Instead planning appropriately becomes a vast hedge,
indicating the character, the means of acquisition,
and the use of certain instrumentalities--of certain
sets of circumstances should materialize. Rother than
providing an exact prescription of activities, o good
plan will admittedly provide no more than the roughest
guidelines. . .if plans for future activities are adhered
to, the results will inevitably be less than optimal.
We are not clarivoyant. Prescription of future
activities requires us to have more knowledge of the
future thon we possibly can...a good plan should be
viewed as o complicated structure to foster intelligent
hedging. It ought not be viewed os a prescription for
future acrivities."

He notes the weaknesses of prescriptive plarning and offers on olternative:

"If planning is in the noture of prescription, it is
bound to be costly--and will probably be inaccurate
as well. For planning variegoted activities under
conditions of uncertainty, indicative planning--
because it lacks precision and rigidity~-is the
oppropriate means for attaining the best result possible,
though not the best possible result. In this case, as in
others, the hypothetical best can be an enemy of the
ottainable good. "3
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Schlesinger is speaking of centralized operational planning in the

Department of Defense, but his rationale can be extended, with little

qualification, to facilities master planning in the Navy. While "Cook's
tour" planning would appear to have an excellent chance for success in
the Navy's planning system, which is highly rational and controlled, it's
application to the master planning program hus not fully succeeded, as
shown by the evidence on hand. Schlesinger's article establishes an
attractive case for planning as o dynamic process to guide enlightened

decision making; a view shared by ot least some Navy plcmners.4

The implication of this discussion is that the Navy's master planning
program is, indeed, too highly structured ond prescriptive to permit
effective physical development of the shore establishment on o necessarily
incremental basis, It's not that the scope of concern is too braod, nor the
aggregate requirements too extensive; it is, rather, thot they are applied
unilaterally and are required to be addressed at a single point in time.
This approach inhibits flexibility in planning for individual requirements
ond ne :essitates making hundreds of deci<ions in advancc of symptomatic
phenomena. |t results in extended periods of plon preparation and

ossures the neec for early and recurring plon updating.

The second cause underlying the program's shortcomings is a psyche-

logical alienation of the master plon beneficiaries from the mainstream of

— 154 —




activity. The installat.ons ond their superiors-in-command apparently
don't feel that they are o vital part of the process; they seem to feel,
rather, that master planning is "NAVFAC's game", which must be tolerated

but not necessarily endorsed,

This attitude understandably stems, in part, from apprehension over
the past record and it's legacy of unfulfilied promises. A stronger factor,
however, is that the beneficiaries are placed in un essentially passive
role throughout the master planning process. All substantive action is
taken by the “participants” (planning staff or consultants), and the final

plon document is presented to the installation as o "gift".

it's true that the beneficiaries are consulted frequently throughout
the planning process and make inputs ot various stoges of the program
development. In addition, they are obligated to endorse the final plon
prior to its submittal for approval by the Chief of Naval Operations.
While it connot be claimed that their needs or desires have been neglected,
it follows that their contributions have been first induced cnd then
tronslated into “staff recommendations”. At each point of contact, the
installation is presented with a completed accompiishment and asked to
respond. While the command staff moy approve what they see, they have not

been privy to the hundreds of cumulative gecisions thot must go into such
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un accomplishment, It is little wonder, then, that they look upon the

document as "NAVFAC's plan" and receive it with less than total

enthusiosm,

This is not to imply that participant-beneficiary relationships are
always adverse or artificial--they are not--but it seems a fact that Navy
plonners tend toward an ottitude of possessiveness regarding the master
plan, and of acquiescence regarding the installation and its superiors~in-
command. This attitude inevitably results in degradation of commitment
on the part of the beneficicries, (Note the distinction used in this paper
between "participants” and "beneficiaries"; indicative of the separate
roles maintained.) It seems reasonable to expect that, as "participants"
in the master planning process, the installation and its superiors-in-
command would view their role in a different light and respond in @ more

constructive manner,

The alienation described here is not limited to the planners, the
installations and their superiors-in-command. It permeotes the entire
structure of the Naval establishment and is reflected in the frequent
inadequacy of fundamental guidance furnished by headquorters ond
departmental levels at the outset of the planning process. Wrile the
plrnner has o special need for the best information available, experience

has shown a strong reluctance within the higher eschelons of Navy
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manogement to accommodate this need. Whether this reticence is
inientional, stemming from mistrust of the motives or consequences of
“enlighrened" plonning, or simply ar. innocent failure to recognize the
critical relationships involved, is not known, It seem probable, however,
that the instilling of a higher sense of departmental involvement in the

plannirg process would stimulate better response to program needs.

This "response gap" can be likened to the procediral conflicts noted
by Altshuler and others in the civilian planning sector, resulting from the
political isolotion of the planning proc_ess.5 It would seem that Navy
p'anners could learn o good deal from the experience of the civilian
sector, and find ways to better integrate the roles of "participants" and

“beneficiaries" in the master planning program.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The findings and conclusions of this research have led ro the formula-
tion of three major proposals for improvement of the Navy's master planning
program. They ore to,(1) realign the planning procedures to o more "process-
oriented" approach, (2) realign the planning concept to a more "policy-
oriented" opproach, and (3) expand the planning data base to include ~'!
infurmation necessary for effective master plan accomplishment. Each or
these proposais can stand alone and eack could provide explicit benefits
for the program. Taken together, however, they con minimize the voiious
obstacles confronting effective program execution under the present
structure and enhance current efforts in the fields of regional complex and

logistics systems planning.

1. Process Plann’... Aoproact.- This propesal is to move the Navy's

master planning procedures closer to those of the "indicative"
planring described by Schlesinger and the "continuous" planning
odvocated by Bronch.é The proposal is motivated by the
recognized need for-
¢. Higher master plan productivity, in the aspects of

be © initial preparation and periodic updating;

b Fa: .r response to the growing demand for ancillary
piaaning services;




c. Accommodation of an increasing number of supplemental
master plon requirements; and,

d. Higher credibility and usefulness in the master plans
| produced.

The approach suggested is not radically different from
established concepts or procedures. The essence and primary
departures are a deeper involvement of the "beneficiaries" in
the master planning process and accomplishment of plan elements

on an incremental basis, according to established priorities.

| Thus, the most essential tasks are performed first and, upon
reaching a point of significant accomplishment where substantive
decisions can be made, the process is temporarily suspended.
The planning team moves on to another task while the initial

effort is undergoing implementation and evaluation.

The initial plan document would be more compact and

generalized thon thouse of the present, thus could accept

:
!
i
i
murginal changes in installation size and structure withcut 1
degradation of basic concepts. !

|

1

The plan would be augmented in scope and content from !
time to time, occording to knowledge gained and prevailing

nceds; thus, the plon weuld become more comprehensive over




time ond updating would be o continuing process. Changes in
requirements, policies and criteria, ond their impact on the plon,
would be acknowledged and assessed immediately and necessary
revisions would be made at the earliest opportunity. Elements of
the plan containing information subject to frequent revision (base
looding and workioad do*u, inventory of existing assets, Military
Construction Progrom status, etc.) would be updated regularly and

replaced in the plan document,

The primary elements of the “process plan" are a policy
section which is discussed in the following paragraphs, and ¢
proposed land use plan similor to that employed in the current
process. The lond use plan would depict long-range land use
concepts based on specific policies ond goals of the installation
and its superiors-in-command. It would depict, in general
‘erm-, tue basic lond use categorie: and circulation pottern
needed to occommodate current and firmly onticipated require~
ments, allowing for, (a) incremental facilities reorganization to
achieve better functionol and environmento! _apability, (&) the
likely expansion of certain facilities types commensurate with an
increase in present mission or vvorkload, and (c) the potential

for accommodation of additional functions of o compatible




na/ure. Secondary elements of the plon would include back-
ground information on the installation and its physicai
environment, relevant socio-economic factors, capital
improvement plan, ond any other items of special interest,
mandatory or optional, which relate to the installation's
physical development profile and which may require periodic

revision.

Policy Planning Approach: This proposal is to move the Navy's

master planning concept closer to that of the "policy plan”
described by Fagin ond others.7 The proposal is based on the
recognition that the most efficient planning procedures cannot
foster rational and compelling decisions if not supported by a
sound policy structure. Rondinelli advocates policy planning
os an action-oriented approach to the management of change,
but cites eight propositions that characterize and limit the
effectiveness of pclicymcking.8 Review of these kos indicated
that they can be more easily manoged within the Naval
establishment, however, than in the "highly fragmented, multi-

nucleated structure" of urban society.9
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Planning based on well articulated policies ot all levels of
Navy management would offer many advantages to the master
planning program. The process should start with a clear statement
of program objectives, goals and policies ot Navy Headquarters
level. These would define the multi-purpose nature of master
planning and describe its potential benefits to the Navy and
Department of Defense, in general, ond to the respective

installations and their superiors~in-command, in porticular.

This cpproach would tend to stimulate a more responsible
commitment from headquarters and departmental levels, in
terms of major plonning goals and guidance; and from the
installation level, in terms of personal involvement and con-
tinuity. Furthermore, it would crystollize requirements and
expectations that otherwise may be only implicit, or even

vunrecognized,

Policies formulated jointly by the installation, its chain-
of-command and the NAVFAC planning staff, would lend
credibility to the plan and would provide long-range goals upon
which to bace incrementol decision moking and problem solving.

This process would, in short, transform master plan "benefiziaries”
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into "participants" ond, more likely than now, good ideas into
realities. At the regional complex level, planning goals and
policies would logically be formulaied by the area Naval Base

Commander or District Commandant.

inclusion of the civilian community in the policymaking
process would tend to reduce friction between the militory and
civilian sectors ond promote better understanding of both
separate and mutual concerns. Appropriate representatives of
the community should be involved in the earliest stages of
policy formulation ot the local level. While they need not be
considered "participants" in the process, their presence could
overt possit:le conflicts and would facilitate follow-up requests

for information and assistance,

Expanded Doto Base: This proposal is to enhance the effective-

ness of the planning process through expansion of the role of
informgtion. It is generally ogreed that occurate and adequate
information is essential, not only to aid routine decision-making,
but to provide a bosis for more accurote forecasting of future

requirements,

il




A five-year workload projection, which is now the basis
for Navy facilities programming, is totally inodequate for
physical development planning. Rear Admiral D, G. Iselin,

Vice Commander of NAVFAC, has stated:

"Re-examination of the logic in our shore facilities
planning and programming system has convinced me
that we must re-establish the procedure for defini-
tion and projection of shore activity workload. ..
A total system discipline must be maintained to
prevent o return to pre-LSR days when arbitrary
policies were used to determine which projects
would be funded, The LSR System is the only
current means of idenfifyin% and controlling shore
octivity interdependency." 0

As noted in Part |. B. herein, the Logistics Support Require~
ments (LSR) System has been recently suspended due to problems

in its management .,

Another Nava! officer, Rear Admiral R, [. Joriberg, of
the office of the Chief of Naoval Operations, has expressed
concern thot (we) are unable to predict v-hat is likely to hoppen
in the communities surrounding Naval installations, and thet
measures for defining and improving four) relationships be

R

instituted.
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NAVFAC's bank of computerized planning data is now
limited to facilities requirements and deficits, physicol plant
inventory and Military Construction Program data compiled on
an individual activity basis. Furthermore, the foimat of this
data is structured for quantitative review of Military Construc-
tion Program submittals; consequently, it is of little use in
resolving the multiple and complex issues which foce the master

pianning staff on a routine basis.

The recent establishment of concepts for broad-based
planning of Naval regional complexes (such as ot San Diego,
Californio or Norfolk, Virginia) ond of logistics support
systems (such as ordnance, ship berthing, aircraft rework, etc.)
places o tremendous bu-den of dota requirements on the system.
For these purposes, irformation on personnel and on the
capacities, capabilities, inventories and physical condition of
various facilities types must be assembled for broad geogrophic
oreas and progromried for retrieval in various formats., Much
of this data is now available in the offices of the Bureou ot
Naval Personne , Bureou of Medicine and Surgery, Novy

.

Finance Center, and Navcl Materiel Command, among others.
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It is often inaccessible to Navy planners though and, when

available, structured in on inappropriate format.

These factors suggest that infermation for planning needs
to be not only more timely, but much more accessible ond
comprehensive, as well. Three actions oppeor necessory to
expand the Navy's data base for effective conduct of the

master planning program:

a. The logistics Support Requirements System should
be reactivated and expanded to include more
definitive "census type" information on military
personnel ond their dependents;

b. The system should be "regionalized" to provide
facilities, personnel and functional workload
dato for Naval complexes, Naval districts, and
other geographic or operational areas a3
appropriate to the needs of current planning
studies; and,

c¢. Novy data sources external to NAVFAC should
be identified and made occessibie to Navy
planners on o reciprocal bosis.

The Integroted Aporoach: The combinec agplication of the

three proposols described above is termed 'he "integrated
planning approach”. The essence of the "“inteprated approach”
is teamwork; responsible cooperation between all the actors in

the planning process, and particulerly betw~en the NAVFAC

planning staff and the installations, All physical development




decisions are made in the light of weli-articulated goals ond
\ policies, and on the basis of o well-stocked bank of current

ploanning data.

A key element in this pursuit is the provision of o permanent

staff plonner at each major installation. Many instaliotions now

kave such o "planner”; but, typically, planning is not their
primary function os they are burdened with multiple obligotions

of more "immediate" concern. A staff planner with o primary
obligation to the installation master plan is essential to the
success of this opproach. This need has been recognized within
the plonning organization, but scarciry of funds has apparently
precluded its teczlizoﬁon.12 Provision of a professional civilian

staff planner ot each Navoi and Marine Corps installation

requiring a maste- ~lon (140 - more or less) wouid cost the Navy

e

o moximum of $3,0C0, WO adaitioncl, annually; probably, much
less. 1t 1s doubtful that there is o better place in the master

lannin ogram to commi* such an expenditure.
(] 9 9 pe

Let us view the "integrated planning approach” os ar

analog model ond “"put it to work", The form-giving action is a
redefinition of mester planning objectives, goals, rolicies and

requirements. The following statement or purpose is suggested



as oppropriate to the thrust of the "integrated planning

approach”:

Master planning of Naval and Marine Corps shore
installations, regional complexes and logistics
support systems is accomplished by Naval Facilities
Engineering Command as directed by the Chief of
Naval Operations. The purpose of the master
planning program is to assure the economical,
order ly and attractive physical development of
facilities within the aggregore Naval and Morine
Corps physical plont to enhance operational
efficiency, personnel welfere ond compatibility
with the external civilian community and
physical environment,

Maoster plans are multi-purpose instruments to oid
decision-making on current and future physical
development and on facilities management ot oll
levels of the Department of the Navy and the
Department of Defense. As such, they provide

o wide range of benefits to each of the verious
viers, ronging from assistance in day-to~doy plant
monagement and interaction with the civilion
community at the installation level, through con-
struction project siting review ond general planning
administration at the engineering field division
level,to area coordination and public relations at
the Naval base or district level and, finally, to
Military Construction Programming and operationa!
policymaking ot the headquarters ond departmentol
levels. Because of the diversity of their multiple
obligations, and the dynamic nature of Noval
operations, master plans must necessarily be both
broad in scope ond general in content, They are
not intended to serve as deloiled prescriptions for
future physical developmeni, but as generic guides
to incremental facilities development in accordance
with wound and substantive goals and policies
formulated ot each level of responsibility.




Following the statement of purpose should be a more explicit
set of master planning requirements, The following are suggested

as relevant to the nature of the "integrated plonning opproach":

Master plans and, where applicable, regional complex
ond logistics support systems plans, shall be based on and ]
reflect in their content:

c. Basic planning objectives, goals and policies
of the Deportment of Defense and the Deport-

ment of the Novy, and other federal agencies
as designated;

b. Specific development objectives, goals 1
and policies of the installation, Naval
base or Naval district as appropriate,
ond as approved by the Deportment of
the Navy;

c. Informotion contcined in the documents
of the Naval Shore Facilities Planning
ond Prograrming System and the Naval
Logistic Support Requirements System;

d. Intimate knowledge of the installation
(or complex, district, systern, etc.)
mission, tasks, administrative organiza-
tion, functional workloed, physical
plant ond surrounding social ond physical
environment; and,

e. Consideration for exponsion and augmen-
totion of the present mission and, or
workload to reclize the ultimate resource
capabilities.
The "integrated planning” process begins with the assignment

for accomplishment of o master plan. Advance scheduling should

be made to permit, (o) notification oi headquarters and departmental



levels and request for expiicit policies and planning guidance

and (b) notification of the installation ond request for assembly

of available planning data, including updating where required.

(The latter is the responsibility of the installation staff planner,

who functions as a member of the planning team.)

The first phase of planning is o general orientation of the
planning team given by the staff planner, including inspection
of the installation physical plant, and discussions with key

departmental personnel on functions and resources.

The second, and crucial phase, is the formulation of
physical development goals and policies for master planning.
This is occomplished by the commanding officer and his staff,
assisted by the chain-of-commard representatives and the
planning team. Appropriate representatives of the civilian
community should also be involved in this process, to the
extent permitted by security measures. The result of this
phase is o set of explicit development gools anc policies,
along with a scope of work and program of accomplishment,

which are forwarded for approval,
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The third phase is planning anclysis and concept develop-
ment. This is accomplithed by the planning team, predominantly
within their office, but there is continual exchange of ideas and
information between the planning team and the sta’f planner.

All issues are discussed before decisions are made, ond the

commanding officer is kept constantly abreust of the plan's

progress. Because of this interaction, presentation and review ¢ 3
of the nlan at the local level is normally not necessary, but may .
be required as a formality or to brief installation staff and !

community representatives on the proposed development.

The basic elements of the plan at this stage of completion

ol ek e il

would be: o bockground section, prepared by the staff planner and
containing description of the installation ond its environment; o policy

section, containing the development goals and policies, and

the scope of work and program for sccomplishment; an analysis

-
e b sl sl

section, stating basic planning assumptions, describing the i
problems to be solved, and outlining the approach used in

their solution; and, a proposals section, containing the pro-

posed land use plan and the rotionale for its development.
Siting of specific facilities would be limited to currently
programmed projects and significunt "new" focilities proposals

resulting from the moster plonning process.
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The plan is then forwarded for headquarters and depart-

mental level review and approval, and the planning teom
moves to its next assignment, [t is stressed that environmental
impact and energy conservation issues ‘vould be given special
attention in the policy section of the master plan. This,
together with the recognition that the generalized lard use
plan cannot offer conclusive evidence of significant environ-
mental impacts or potential energy savings, minimizes the
requirement for a supplemental environmental impact ossessment
ond energy conservation plan. A capital improvements plan can
and should be developed, however, and this would be
accomplished by the staff planner, commensurate with upduting
of the installation's General Development Map and other basic

planning documents which require annual revision.

After approval of the plan, the installation staff planner
would then be responsible for its implementation. This would
include preparation and submittal of construction projects at
sites conforming to the upproved land use plan and its formative
goals and policies. The staff planner would be responsible for
keeping all planning data current, notifying the planning team

of any policy changes and orienting new commanding officers
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and installation staff to the plan, thus maintaining continuity

and commitment to its goal.

As stoted earlier, this planning concept and process is not a
radical departure from the current program structure--many of
the elements are identical. The significant differences are in
the extent of detail considered, the assignment of planning
responsibilities, the order of accomplishment, and the concept
of the master plan as an instrument of Novy policy. The implied
result of these differences, however, is corsidered substantial.
The "integrated planning approach” cppears to have excellent
potentiol for speeding the preduction rate of master plans,
boistering their immunity from misuse, and increasing their
credibility and usefulness. Also, it would tend to minimize the
impacts of unexpected change which erode the value of
prescriptive planning approaches and thus, the confidenze that
can be placed in the overall program. Moreover, the foregoing
proposals appear to be highly applicable to broader based
planning concepts in which the consequences of misdirection

Qre even more severe,
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A final recommendation is that the Navy uvndert=ke a program
of systematic master plan evaluation. Some of the requisites

are discussed in rart }l, E. of this paper, and specific guide-
lines could be formulated without great effort. The articulate

criteria developed through the policy structure of the "integrated

planning aporoach" would be expressly valuable in this endeavor.

The effect of such a program would be a more accurate measure
of the value and effectiveness of Navy master planning than has
been provided in this paper, which could then substantiote or

reject the findings and conclusions advanced.
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1 Branch, Melville C., "Continuous City Planning", American
Society of Planning Officials, Planning Advisory Service No. 20
‘Chicago; Hlinois, July 1974)

2 Schlesinger, James R., “Organizational Structures and Planning"
(Santa Monica, Caolifornia: The RAND Corporation, undated),
pp. 5-6 :

3 Ibid., pp. 9-10 and 25

4 Veech, J, > "Installation and Development Planning", The Navy
Civil Engineer (Naval Construction Battallion Center, Port Hueneme,

California, Jan./Feb, 1967), pp. 16-17

5 Altshuler, Alan A., "The City Planning Process" (thaca, N.Y.: 3
Cornell University Press, 1965), pp. 335 ]

6 Branch, Melville C., op.cit.

7 Fagin, Henry, "The Policies Plan: Instrumentality for a Community
Dialogue" (University of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, 1965)
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8 Rondine!li, Dennis A., "Urban Planning as Policy Analysis:
Management of Urban Change", Journal of the Amesican Institute
of Planners (Washington, D, C., Januory 1973), pp. 13-22

9 Ibid., p. 15

10 Commander, Naval Facilities Engineering Command, Alexandria,
Virginia, memorandum of 11 April 1974 to Chief of Maval Onerations, o
Washington, D, C, '

11 Jortberg, Rear Admiral R, F., Office of the Chief of Naval Operations,
Washington, D, C., personal communication of 12 December 1975 to
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APPENDIX B

COMPOSITE MASTER PLANNING SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

The following survey questicnnaire is a composite of the three
questionnaires sent to each of three master planning interest groups:
(1) NAVFAC Heodquarters (HO) and six Engineering Field Divisions
(EFD's); (2) twelve selected Naval installations for which master plans
hove been prepared; and, (3) six architect-engineer (A&E) firms which
have prepcred master plans for the Navy through planning service con-

tracts,

Since not all questions pertained to all three interest groups, each
question is designated as to its applicability and variations in question

structure are noted.,

The responses shown are also designated by group, with NAVFAC
HQ and EFD's placed within the answer block, instal lotions placed to
the left, and A&E's placed to the right. The numerical answers represent

the average, or mean value, of responses given by each of the three
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groups, thus accounting for fractional values. Narrative responses are
designated by source; i.e., "HQ/EFD's" (NAVFAC), "INST'S" (installa-
tions), and "A&E's", Number shown in parentheses are the actual
number of nominal responses to a given question and do not represent an

ordinal rating or mean interval value.



DEPARTIUNT OF THE NAVY
WESTERN DIVISION
WNAVAL FACILITVIZD ECUILIRL 1o CoMALD
P.O. BOX 727 L

SAN BRUNO., CALIFORNIA 394066 CIN NEPLY KLFER 1
- 2021C: Rl so
. Ser P2-£9°
© 1.4 NOV 1978

From: Commanding Offlcer, Western Divislon, Naval Faclllities
Englneering Command ' ;
To: Distitbution List

Subj: Eveluation of the Navy Master Planning Program

Encl: (1) Survey Questionnalre for Evajuation of the Navy Master
‘Plan Program »

I. Thls Command Is sponsoring a program of graduate study in Urban
and Regional Planning for Mr. Robert Forsyth, a senlor member of our
Facilltles Planning staff. The study Is belng accomplished at San
Jose State University, where Mr. Forsytn s on leave of absence until
his gradusiicin In June 1976.

2, Mr. Forsylh has elected to conduct an evaluation of the Navy's
Master Planning Program as the toplc for hls theslis dlsseriatlion;

a cholce which 1s fully supported by thls Command. To provide a

more complete factusl backgiround for analysis of the Program's overal|
value and effectlveness, Mr. Forsyth has prepared a survey questlonnsire
for comoletion by the Manzger and senlor staff members of your Mastar
Planning Branch. The guestlionnalre, furnished as enclosure (1),
scliclts a comprehensive response to questions regarding the organlzation,
operation and workload of your Branch, and an evaluation of the Program
on the baslts of uoal attalnment, planning methodology, pian format and
contents, plan Implementation, productivity of planning output (quantity
and quality), internal management of the Program, external Impacts on
planning, and alternatives to 1no Pregram siructure.

3. It Is requested that tha questlonnalre be completed and returned 1o
Mr. Torsyti: ¢t hls resldence, 43 Pine Avenue, Sen Carlos, CA 94070,
by | December [975.

4, Whlle Indlvidual atti-udes on the content arc deslirsble, It is
suggested that the respunses reflect, where possibie, a2 consensus
among staff personnc!. Although the questionnalre has been dlrected
to the Englncering Fleld Uivisions, a response from Naval Facllities
Englncering Command Hradquarters would be wejcomerd,
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,k202lC RWF : so
Ser P2-895

14 NoV 1975

5. Your cooperation In this effort will be greatly apprecuafed both
by Mr. Forsyth and this Command. Your office will recelve a copy of
the final study following i+s completion next June.

ya /W/,L

WM. K. G. VAN NESS
By direction

Distribution:
“NAVFACENGCOM (202)

CHESNAVFACENGCOM (202)
A ANTNAVFACENGCOM (202)
L-NORTHNAVFACENGCOM (202)

'SOUTHNAVFACENGCOM (202)
“PACNAVFACENGCOM (202)
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

EVALUATION OF THE NAVY MASTER PLANNING PROGRAM

A. INTRODUCTION: This survey questionnaire is submitted in
connection with an evaluation of the Navy's Master Plan-~
ning Program. The evaluation is being conducted as a
research project for graduate study in Urkan and Region-
al Planning at San Jose State University. The study
will take a comprehensive look at the overall quality
and effectiveness of the Program as it has evolved, and
appraise its merits on the basis of observed results.

Installations having a history of experience with approved
Master Plans are encouraged to participate in this effort,
with particular emphasis on their opinion of the effective~
ness of tae Plan in guiding the orderly and efficient
development of the installation physical plant. Your
cooperation in completing this questionnaire, as it app-
lies to your installation, will be greatly appreciated.

B. BACKGROUND:

1. 1Installation Title: (Eight, west coast Naval installations)

(See listing in Notes ~ Part I - no.65)

2. Date Master Plan started: April 1966 (earliest)

3. Date Master Plan approved: March 1974 (latest)

4. Have their been any significant changes in the mission,
tasks, workload or base loading at your installation
since completion of the Master Plan? If so, describe:

{Three installations noted changes in mission or tasks)

(Two installationrs noted a workload increase, two, a

decrease)
(Two_installations noted a base loading decrease)

2. Have their been any significant changes in the surround-
ing community, (physical/environmentel/political/etc.),
since completion of the Master Plan, which would
require its revision or uwndating? If so, describe:

{Six_ instances of environmental, physical and political

chances, causing impacts on the master plan, were noted)
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

EVALUATION OF THE NAVY MASTER PLANNING PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION: This survey cquestionnaire is submitted in
connection with an evalma..on of the Navy's Master Plan-~
ning Program. The evaluation is being conducted as a
research project for graduate study in Urban and Region-
al Planning at San Jose State University. The study
will take a comprehensive look at the overall cuality
and effectiveness of the Program as it has evolved, and
appraisea its merits on the basis of observed results.

Architect-Engineering firms having a history of profess-
ional experience in contract preparation of Master Plans
for Naval and Marine Corps installations are encouraged
to participate in this effort, with particular emphasis
on the quality of the plans produced and the procedures
used in their development. Your cooperation in complet-
ing this questioniaire, as it applies to your previous
association with the Ravy's Master Planning Program,
will be greatly appreciated.

BACKGROUND :

1. Firm Title: (Three, California firms - names witheld)

2. Title of Master Plan Contract: Naval Electronic Labora-
tory Center, San Diego, Ca.: Naval Regional Medical
Center, San Diego, Ca.; Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado,
California.

3. Date of contract award: June 1970; June 1971; June 1972

4. Date of contract termination; July 1971; May 1973:
December 1975
5. Were you thoroughly familiarized with all relevant
Navy planning directives and criteria at the outset
of the project? YES_(0) SOMEWHAT (3) NO_(0) .

6. Were you given available background and statistical
data on the installation at the outset of the pro-
ject? YES _ (3) NO (0O) .

7. I1If the answer to the above cquestion is "yes", of
what relative value was th.s material in prepvaration
of the Master Plan? HIGH(() MODERATE(2) Low_(l).

8. If the answer to the above question 18 other than
"high", please explain the limitations below.

The data was larhely outdated and incomplete.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

EVALUATION OF THE NAVY MASTER PLANNING PROGRAM

A. ORGANIZATION and OPERATION: (HQ & EFD's only)

1.

2.

e - e

Number of professional/technical personnel
in your master planning branch?.......c.cetceoeveve-s

&
La

Professional ‘technical backgrounds of personnel.
(number of personnel in each category shown).

Architecture 4.7 Landscape Architecture

Engineering .3 Urban Planning 1.4

Other (identify).......J Sociald.8ciencesg)---..- 1

Organizational concept for master planning - (check)

Fixed teams - makeup remains constant

X
Flexible teams - makeup tailored to job l-i

a. If "fixed team" concept, how are team responsi-
bilities assigned? (check)

Geographic location of installation 2.

Mission characteristics of installation 1.0

Major claimant or sponsor command 0

Other (identify! (Nature of Assignment) 2.9

Given a "typical" master planning assignment for
in-house accomplishment, what do you consider ae
the OPTIMUM team siZe, in nunber of personnel? 3.7

Why? Team leader organizes, schedules and coordinates -

Less than three team planners lowers productivity -

More than three are difficult to manage effectively.

Organizational structure. Enclose your organizational
chart, or explain the branch makeup, noting specific
functions of each section. (Typical organization is

two master planning teams and one technical support
saccion, for facilicy siclay reviews, GDM admiaiscra-
*ion an? con nct 0f sme~ial studies of ‘current” naturej,

SRCTILS




WORKLOAD DATA: (HQ & EFD's only)

1.

2.

Indicgte how, (by whom), each of the following
functions are accomplished, for in-house preparation.

Graphic Illustration (Team planners)
Narrative writing (Team leader and planners)
Photography (Team planners)

Assembly for publication(Team planners)

Master vlan EIA's (Team leader and planners)
Architectural concept (Team leader and olahners)
Site review/approval (rechical support section)
GDM administration (Technical support sec:ion)

(consider above items only as they relate to spec.fic
master plans under preparation).

Use of SFPPS data. Rate the following questions on
a "1" to "8" basis, with "1" being the highest rating,
"S" the lowest. (SFPPS data = OPNAV form series, etc.)

1

a. To what extent has this data been used
in master plan preparation? ......... 1.1

b. How satisfactory has it been for this
purpose, in terms of reliability?..... 2.7

e

Total number of master plans and regional complex
plans assigned within your geograohic area?...... 120.2 1

Number of master plans and regional complex plans
completed or underway, since June 1968?.......... [18.]0

Number of master plans and regional complex vlans
uodated or under update action, since June 19682.

i e et e et Lt aait sk et o oLt

Number of plans listec under "“2" and "3" above ‘
4.3

Number of major, targeted planning studies, other
than master plans or regional complex plans, that
have been accomplished since June 19682 (identify
nature, such as Feasability Study, AICUZ, etc.

({Responses were inconclusive) ?
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Indicate the relative distribution, by percent of
total manhours, of in-house resources for FY 1975,

for each category shown. (Code 202 effort only).

a. Master plans/regional complex plans, in-house__38-
b. Master plans/regional complex plans, A&E admin._3+
c. Special studies, targeted, in-house/ A&E admin.l4
d. Special studies, non-targeted, in-house/A&E.* 13
e. GDM administration, if Code 202 function.... 8-

f. Site review/certification, if Code 202..... .

g. Technical support (graphics, photography,
report writing/editing, etc., excluding clerical

V.o

h. Other (identify)..{Besponses.were.incouclysive) 6

*Feasability studies, detailec¢ siting studies,
economic analyses, relocation, land exchange, etc.

Non-tarceted workload items, as discussed above, are
usually generated from outside sources. List below
the primary originators of these studies, based on
past experience, ranking sources in order, from 1l to 6.

District Commandants |2-2 Fleet Commands 2.
NAVFAC Headquarters [3- Local Command (EFD) |[2-
Field Activities 3.4 Other Agencies, etc. |6.

Indicate the relative impacts, in terms of Code 202
time/resource allocation, of the non-targeted work-
load items discussed above. Rank in order, "l1" to "&",
based on the categories listed.

Special planning studies |[1.3] Point papers, etc. 4.
Briefings/pcesentations 2.4 Meetings/conferences 4.3
Coordination/liason 2.9 other (describe) 5.
(General planning
assistance)
3 165«
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EVALUATION: Note - where an evaluative question is proceeded

by a single box, it is intended that the answer

(KQ & EFD's, be weighted on a sacale of "1" to "5", with "l1"
INST's, and representing the highest rating/largest value/
A&E's). most positive response, and "S" representing

the lowest rating/smalleat value/most negative
response. A rating of "2" should indicate a
neutral, average, or undecided position.

GOAL ATTAINMENT: OPNAVINST 11010.1F defines "Shore Inatall-
ation Master Planning" as, "The scientific art of compre-
hensive planning performed for an activity or a complex of
activities to assure the timely and orderly physical

develop of facilities required to support present and

future military operations. This process blends consider-
ations of the total environment including physical charac-
teristics, operational necessities, human interesis, - d
areas of mutual interest beyond station boundarieg -

NAVFACINST 11010.45 defines a "Master Plan®, as ag v ‘'=zd
by CNO or CMC, as "...the official planning document for
the Naval activity or conmplex of activities covered by

the Plan. It represents in graphic, narrative and tabu-
lar form the present composition of the activity and
proposes the timely, efficient and orderly physical devel-
opment required to perform its assigned mission and to
meet its planned operational workload as quantified in the
statement of Logistic Support Requirements, reference (c).
The Master Plan also provides information useful in
planning the operational expansion of the activity beyond
its present mission, up to its maximum capability."”

Subsequent revisions of the NAVFACINST 11010.45 have
expanded on these definitions by emphasizing the inter-
face with state, regional and metropolitan planning
goals and development plans adjacent to activity bound-
aries, and the necessity for sensitive consideration of
the physical and social environment.

Assumming that these definitions constitute planning
goals or objectives to be attained through implementation
of the Navy's Master Planning Program:

a. How closely do you consider that the master planning
process, as outlined in the instructions and as con-~
ducted in your office, has adhered to the stated
goals and objectives? (consider adherence in terms
of bcth stated procedures and actual procedures, and
rate on the basis of "1" to "5", for each category
shown on the following page).

IPRTEIY
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Stated Actual
2.3 N/A

1) Methodology of Plan preparation [1.5]2.0 ]1.8]2.0
2.0 N/A

2) Format and Contents of Plan.... [1.8J1.5 1.0

3) Implementation procedures...... 2]2.0 p.2j2.0

In what areas, and to what extents, has the Master
Planning Program been succesaful in meeting the
stated goals? (explain).

BQ/EFD's - Quite successful, as a general framework

INST's. - Fairly successful in land use & facility siting

A S E's - Quite well in all respects but implementation

In what areas, and to what extents, has the Master
Planning Program failed to meet the stated goals?

HQ/EFD's - Preparation too lengtr, - plans_subjectste change
INST' 8. - Response to current reg .8. - supper. fc¢:. funding
A & E's - Impler._natation, which is slow and inconsiste.t

To what factors do you attribute the areas of failure?

HQ ’EFD's - Personnel rotation - 'iforeseen changes - lack of
communication.
INST's. - Unforeseen changes - lnadequate implementation
support.
A & E's - Economic/political factors beyond planner's
control.

Do you bel%gve that the stated goals are; (check)

0

Too General | 0|0 Too Specific |0 |0 1rrelevant L 010
7 or—1

Satisfactory as stated | 5|3 Other (explain)....| 0|0

Can you suggest a better, (more realistic or precise)
statement of policies, goals or objectives on which
to base the Master Planning Program?

HQ/EFD's - No

INST's. - More attention to phasing/SFPPS‘/mid-ranye devel.

A & E's, - Drop use of the word, "timelv"

Do you consider that there are other significant

goals to be attained, even though they need not be

stated in official directives? (if "ves", explain). 00
{(No responses) =

)
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!. METHODOLOGY: NAVFACINST 11010.45, with subsequent

revisions, outlines a precise method-

(HQ/EFD's & ology for accomplishment of Master Plans,
A&E‘s only) including Scope of Work, Data Gathering,

Lo

Field Investigation, Planning Analysis
and Concept Development, Coordination and
Review, Publication, Submission, Approval
and Updating. In your opinion:

How relevant is this methodology to the attainment
of stated goals and objectives?
(rate on the basis of "1" tO "5")iicieecenens 2.2] 2.0

Do you believe that the methodology is: (check)

Too Bxtensive P.5 0 Too Limited {0 [0 1Irrelevant{l.9 O

Satisfactory as stated (1.0 3 oOther (explain)..... | 0] O

Which elements of the Master Plan Methodolog' do you
consider to be the most sensitive to Master llan

quality, and why?
HQ/EFD's - Planning Anal. & Concept Devel. - Field Invest.

A & E's. - Scope of Work and Planning Program (+ above)

Which elements of the Master Plan Methodology do you
consider to be the most troublesome to accomplish,
and why?

HQ/EFD's - Coordination and Review - Publication

A & E's., - Coordination and Review - Data Gathering

Which of these elements would vou add, delete or
modify, to arrive at a better Master Plan Methodology?

HQ/EFD's - (Responses were inconclusive)
A & E's. - Add a "Draft Review", prior :o preliminary
—SUDMitCtAal.
10 4.<
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3.

s il

FORMAT and CONTENTS: NAVFACINST 11010.45 and subsecuent
revisions outlines the recuired
format and contents tor Master Plans.
Format items include Executive Sum-
mary, Introduction, Area Factors,
Installation Description, Planning
Analysis and Development Concepts,

and Recommendations, with Appendices.

(HQ/EFD's, INST's.
and A & E's.,)

el ks

Lol

e

Contents items include various maps
and plans, augmented by charts,
tables, diagrams and photographs

as necessary to suit specific situ-
ations. In youx opinion:

sl Rkl

How relevant are the specified Format and Contents
items to the attainment of stated goals and 2.1 :
objectives? (rate on the basis of "1" to “5").[2.4 2.0 :

How useful is the end-item document to each of the
following? (rate on the basis of "1" to "5").
(HQEFD's only)

1) INStallation.cieeeeeereeceocnancaosscnoansee

1. O

2) Chain-of~Command. .. c.oeesnceeoccesoeransescse E:g

3) NAVFAC / EFD..veeeevnnecoscncacenconnnncana Lol

4] Other (explain)(DQD.<.SECNAV.<.CNQ.s.etc.). B.3

Which items of the Format and Contents do you
consider to be the most important to the quality
and usefullness of the Master Plan, and Why?

HQ/EFD's - Planning Anal./Devel. Concepts - Recommendations

INST's. - Bame as HQ/EFbD's

A& E's. - Same as HQ/EFD's, + Execu¢-v:: Summary

Which items do you consider to be the least important?

HQ/EFD's - Area Factors - Installation Description

INST's., - Same as HQ/EFD's

A & E's. - Area Factors - Introduction

What items of the Format
delete or

and Contents would you add,
modify to arrive at a better Master Plan

document? (explain).All = Reduce items noted above -
INST's. - Add Basic Facilities Requirements List and ¢ oo
Project Phasing and Priority list. Ja R

/




NOTE: Supplemental,page included to show alternate
guestion 3.b asked of Inatallations, shown in box.
3. TFORNAT and TONIPENDS: NAVFACIEST 11010.45% and subreguent
revisiorz cvtlinres the rerive?l
. format o.ad counweats for Masleyry lans.
' Formut items include Execcucave Sum=
' mary, Intrcduction, Arca TFaclors,
Installation Description, Plonainn
Analysis and Devcloument Concepts,
and Recoimmendations, with Appondices.,

Contents items include various naups
and plans, augmented by craris,
tables, cdiagrams and photosranhs

ag necessary to suit specif{ic citu-
ztions. 1In your opinion:

a. How relevant are the specified Format and Contents
items tn the attainmen:t of stated coale and r“
objectives? (ratc on vhe basis of "1" to "5").

b. How useful has the end-item docum2nt been in each of
the following contexts? (rate on the basis of "1" to "5")|

1) Guide for preparation of project sumittals -
; 2) Guide for physical plant management....... ,E:g
% 3) Guide for facilitating community interface -9
' 4) Other (explain)(Aciefing guide .£qr Aqtivity) .1

¢. Which items of the Format and Contents do you

consider to ke the most important to the qualivy
1 and usefullness of the Master Plan, and Why?

d. Which items do you considar to be the least imporiant?

- - s e+ e —— e —— . ——— > = ———

e. hat items of the Torat eora Teortonce
delete or o lly to arrive v o brioey
docwi-Anl? (eapladin) .

wvould yoo add,
Yuster Plan




4, PLAN IMPLEMENTATION: Master Plans are implemented
through the processes of construc-
(HQ/EFD's and tion programming, Site review and
INST's. only, certification, GDM administration
and continuing liason with the
subject installation and its chain-
of-command. 1In your opinion:

a. How closely has the ensuing physical development
of installations followed the Master Plan 3.
recommendations? (rate on basis of "1" to "5"). R.2

b. Where Master Plan recommendations have been followed,
has the actualization generally been closer to the
letter, or the spirit of the recommendations? (circle
the term which is more applicable). ("Spirit", all cases)

c. To what factors do you attribute observed major devi-
ations in Master Plan implementation? (rate the fac- :
tors shown below on a scale of "1" to "5").

3.4r1
1) Lack of coordination/concern in programming 5
2) Lack of coordination/concern in site review ) h;i.
3) Lack of coordination/concern in GDM admin. 24 .5
4) Ineffective liason with Inst:alllat:ion/zspomo:;.3 .8 :
S) Other (specify)............................%.2 .2 5

o e 4o oo bl w0 T

d. What do you consider to be the most important factors
in successful Plan implementation, and why?

HQ/EFD'3s -~ Coordination between all parties involved

INST's. - Regular and frquent updating - funding support

e. Wnat do yovu consider to be the least important factors
in successful Plan implementation, and why?

HQ/EFD's - General Development Map adminiatration

INST's. - Retention of unsupported projects

f. Considering vyour geegraphic area as a whole, to what
extent do you feel that Master Plans h~ .~ been
accepted by the subject installations?....... . .4
(rate on the basis of "l1" to "5")

wWhat would you sugaest to improve the wrccess of
consistent and timely Master Plan impiemeatation?
(use separate sheet for response) (Seev til of next page)

8 1(.A1.‘<
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HQ/EFD's - Shorten preparation & rcview process - provide a
staff planner at major installations
INTT's. <~ Increase Sponsor recognition - reular review/update

PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS: This issue is concerned with
the overall effectiveness of

(iQ/EFD's, INST's. the Navy's Master 2lanning

and A & E's.) Program in satisfying military
requirements at the local level,
and in responding to changing
situations within the military
establishment.

a. What do you consider to be the most significant
"real" facilities development needs at the major-
ity of Naval and Marine Corps installations?
(rate the categories below in order, "1" tc "8").

1) Definition of general land use boundaries,
affording functional compatability and ex3.l
pansion potential in facilities development. (2.4 3.3

2) Satisfaction, through site allocation, of 3.1
all activity BFRL requirements. 3.4 2.0

3) Specific site allocations for facilities 3.3
of major importance or high priority. JU 3.7

4) Resolution of access, circulation and S. ]
parking problems. 5.1 2.3

S) Replacement/rennovation of substandard 3.4
facilities. 4.1 4.3

6) Statement of architectural character 6.1
and overall base attractiveness goals. 5.8 6.0

7) Protection of existing real estate and 4.
facilities from community encroachment. 3.0 6.3

8) Other (explain) HQ/EFD's - Evaluation of
problems and capabilities: INST's. - 5.
Priorities for implementaticn: A&E's - 6.9 ?
Flexibility in project phasing.

b. How well do you believe that the Navy Master 3.)

Planning Program has satisfied the "real" 1.9 1.7
facilities development needs of Naval and
Marine Corps installations? (rate on basis of "1" to "5").

c. Are you aware of instances where the Master Plan
had no appreciable positive 2ffect on the install-
ation? VYES_ 2 NO_4 .

d. Are you aware of instances where the Master Plan
had a nega.ive effect ¢n the installation?

< YES O NY 6 (explain, if “"yes").

j
&
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e. How well does the Master Flan Program accommo-
date unforseen changes in inst llation mission,
tasks, workload, base loading, etc.? (rate on E:g
the Dasis Of "1" L0 "M ) i ieeritenrcesnosnnnoaneslon

(HQ/EFD's only)

f. How well does the Master Plan Program accommo-
date the full spectrum of characteristics
among various installations, such as nature ot
mission, geographic location, configuration,
physical plant, etc.? (rate on the basis of
“1" tO "S“)-o-.—.oo--c-ooo--.-a---.o.o-o--'--.-

(HQ/EFD's only)

g. How well does the Master Plan Program accommo-
date changes in Congressional/DOD/CNO policy,
such as M )N funding availability, National
defense posture, pollution abatement, energy
conservation, natural and rhysical resources
management, social standards and amenities,
etc.? (rate on the basis of "1" to "5").......1.]

(HQ/EFD's only)

h. The above three questions elicit a subjective
response to generalized situations, concerning
the flexibility of the Master Plan Program in
meeting varying circumstances and unexpected
developments outside the sphere of the planners'
control. Please state here, those specific
factors which you believe to be the most signifi-
cant or troublesome to effective conduct of the
Program. State any suggestions you may have for :
mitigating tlie situation. (HQ/EED's only) . -

-

iy

R I g

Make the master planning process more flexible -

Improve coordination between all parties involved. ;

i. What do you consider to be the most significant
overall benefits provided or promiscd by a Master
Plan? (rank listed items in order, "1" to "12"). ]

(list provided on next page)

Sk
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1) Accommodation of DOD/CNO policy statements » hoxex
2) Accomplishment of NAVFAC/EFD M.P. targets 1. 9xexx
3) Support to project site review/certification [7.85.5
2.
4) Support of construction programming .85.0
2.1
5) Basis and support for construction funding .35.0
6.
6) Allocation of compatikble land use .82.7
4.7
7) valddacion cf sites for key facilities 5.93.5
6.
8) Provision of sites for all BFRL items 7.65.5
7.
9) Protection of installation from community E4§9.0
encroachment 5.7
10) Guide for orderly and economical develop- ai.?z
ment of installation physical plant 5.5

1l1) Generation of concern for base attractiveness . 9.0
7.3
12) Avoidance of economic waste. E.J?.O

Who derives the most berefit from Master Plans?
(rank in order, "“1" to "5").

3.3

l) DOD/CNO ........... * & o ® o o & & o v ® ® # ® 0 & ¢ 9 ¢ " 9 0 e 90 * IS
2.4

2) NAVPAC/EFD. . . covoveeoseosesascerosnnocacases ] .72.5
.8

3) Installation......ceeeeeeceees ceoreoe ceosces L1l1.0
2.4

4) Sponsor Command....c.ecooea.. et aeaae e .83.0
2.5

5) Other (identify) (CPMMIDiLY). ... ............. . kxx5.0

In summary, indicate your priorit:ies for improve-
ment of the overall quality and effectiveness cf
thc Navy Master Planning Program. (rank in order,
lllll to "5").

1) Revise goals and objectivesS.......... ......2.3 -84.0
2) Ravise methodolegy..veeesse e cie st 5.63.32.0
3) Revise format and contents..................l.S .0p.0
4) Revise implementation pProCeSS....c.ciovovase ‘ 2. 0.0
5) Other (exnlain)iﬁggvlar.plan.reyiew/upda:e.i'7x XX

establishment of funding priorities.

11
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PRODUCTIVITY: QUANTITY and QUALITY: This issue is con-

(HQ/EFD's only)

cerned with produc-
tivity in Master
Planning, including
both quantitative and
qualitative outputs.

How would you rate the productivity of your
branch in terms of quantity output, i.e.,
number of Master Plans completed/underway,
as compared to established targets? (rate 2.3
on the basis 0f "1" O "5")..verccecoccosasnoncen

How would you rw.-e this productivity in terms ‘
of "ideal" or "absolute" output, irrespective 2,3
of established targets? (rate "1" to "5").......|

How would you rate the productivity of your
branch in terms of quality output, i.e.,

content, appearance, usefullness, etc., of 1.3
Magster Plans? (rate "1" €© "5").i.cieccaceen. cenn =

Since June 1968, how many installation master plans/
naval complex regional plans has your branch com=-
pleted through at least the preliminary stage?__]R,7

1) How many of these have been approved by CNO?_ 12,7

2) How many hive been accepted by the subject
installation without significant change? 17.2

3) How many have been accepted by NAVFAC
without significant change? ___1f.2

Where significant changes were required, how would
you explain the reasons? {check the appropriate
boxes and weight the respose, "1" to "5", depending
on relative impact of the item selected).

1) Change in installation mission, workload, etc.

2) Other "structural" change (explain)...........

3) Inadequate compilation/analysis of data.......|[3.6

4) Ineffective communication with installation... 4.

5) Disagreement of basic/general plan ccncepts... 4.4

6) Disagreement of specific development proposals 4.2

7) Inadequate Plan forma%t or contents, . ... ... |4
8) Other (eXPlain).....eeeeeeeeeeennennaenns R Lk
12 148<
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In general, have Master Plang Yrepared by A&E
required more (4) or less (2) time to complete
than those accomplished j 1n-house° {check one item).

Regarding the above question, how significant
has the time difference been? (rate "1" to "5"). |2-8

In general, have Master Plans grepared by A&E

been of higher (1) or iower quality than
those accomplished in-house? (check one item).

Regarding the above question, how significant
has the quality difference been? ("1" to "5"). 2.0

In general, do you precrier accompllshmenu of
Master Plans by in-house (6)or AsE (0) effort?
(checii one item). Explain your reason.

Navy planners more familiar with, and have better

access to data sources and key personnel. Can absorb

impact of changes and delays more easily.

Given the conditions that a certain level of Master
Plan output must be maintained, in terms of both
quantity and gquality, and that a completed Master
Plan of marginal quality i€ still better than no
Master Plan at all, which do you consider to be
more important to the Navy?

1) Maximum quantity with marginal quality...... 2)

2) Maximum guality with marginal cuantity...... [(4)

Comments? Question is unfair, as both are needed and

of equal importance. If choice must be

made, have to opt for quality.
Indicate, by rank, your opinion of the major obsta-
cles to achievement of high productivity in Master
Plan output. Consider both guantity and gquality

aspects, and rate each item on the basis of "1" to "5".

(see next page for listing of items).
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

Quantity Quality

Difficulty in obtaining good
planning data......ceeeeuee.

Lack of interest/cooperation
by the installation.........

Unforseen chang=2s in internal
or external environment.....

Lack of competence/motivation
among Navy planners.........

Constraints imposed by estab-
lished Master Plan regirements

Inadequate personnel/fiscal
XESOULCES . cosvsesancocaccnnse

Obstructions within the EFD
management...cceeececeoavsvas

Obstructions with the install-
ation Chain-of-Command......

Inadequately defined goals/
objectives for planning.....

Extensive periods of review/
pending guidanCe...c.vosese.

Interruptions due to brush
fires/other priorities......

Other (explain)

® 8 28R & ¢ 000 0 000 00 PP e 0 e s e e

4. (

2.1

b
bocd

2.1

m. For your top-ranked items above, what would you

suggest as a means to imorove Master Pian product-
ivity, in terms of both qaantity and guality output?

Modi fy,

expedite or eliminate the review procedures -

Isolate master planning teams from disrupti .,

{internal)

14
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7.

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT: This issue is concerned with the
capability of the EFD to effectively

(HQ/EFD's only) meet Master Planning Program require-
ments and targets, within the scope
of available resources and prevail-
ing management policies.

a. Are you able to effectively meet assigned Master Plan
targets within the scope and configuration of present
resources and prevailing local management policies?

Always_(0) Most of time_(5) sSometimes_(l) Never _ (0)

b. If answer above is other than "always", do you attri-
bute this inability primarily to; (rank in order, "1" to

1) Manpower shortages.......ccooecceeaes cerenans cesan

2) Functional 0rganizZation.......e.ecceeecoscaccesas .1

3) Management policieS............. e R

4) Personnel malaise................................3-

5) Other (explain).....ceccceceveccccccss ceceveamns .o ;;J

c. 1If you could augment your present resources, what would
be your priorities? (rank in order, "l1" to "6").

1) Professional personnel.......cecececeeesscssovcans @LJ

2) Technical support personnel.........cccceese. veoe lla

3) Clerical/administrative personnel................3

4) Contract professional services.......c.ccouuoevn.e E:]

5) Contract technical support ServicCeS.........,cc.. b

6) Other (identify)....cc.ccc..  esececectavececcanens

d. How would you rate the degree of professional communi-~
cation between members of your staff, i.e., the extent
of agreement on standardized planning concepts,
approaches and techniques?

(rate on bagis Of “1" tO "5").veeerseacsssoccroranne

e. Regarding the question above, how important do vou
consider this to be? (rate on basis of "1" to "5"). -8

15
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f. Recognizing that, on the one hand, master planning is
a time-consuming, complicated process, and on the
other hand, that excessive delays perpetrate addition-
al work, as a result of obsolescence and redundancy,
what do you consider to be the "optimal" time required
for completion of a Master Plan? For this purpose,
assume a Plan of typical complexity, and a work
schedule commencing with the initial assignment and
extending through submittal to NAVFAC. Assume a
"reasonable" amount of time allocated to presenta-
tations and review, and to publication. (Responses of
HQ, S-EFD's, and 3-A&E's).

{3 months_(0) 3-6 months_(1) 6-9 montha_(1)

9-12 months_(5) 12-18 months_(2) )18 months.

g. What do you consider to be a "reasonable" time to be
allocated to presentations and review periods, as
reflected in the above schedule, assuming that they
occur at the nreliminary and pre-final stages, and
at both the local and Washington, D.C. levels?
(Responses of HQ, S-EFD's, and 3-A&E's)

(3 weeks (0) 3-6 weeks (3) 6-9 weeks (3)

9-12 weeks _(2) »12 weeks _(0)

h. 1If actual experience indicates more time expended
for presentations and review periods than you con-
sider "reasonable", what would you suggest as a means
to expedite this process?

(All) = Various poss.bilities, but no strong probabilities.

Presentation and review is a necessary, if
frustrating reality of master planning.

i. In your experience, are substantial delays in Master
Plan preparation due to diversion of team personnel
to other, non-targeted jobs of the brush-fire cate-
gory which do not contribute directly to the Plan
accomplishment? Yes (2 Somewhat {4) No (0) .
(HQ/EFD response only;

j. If your answer above is other than "no", how severe
do you consider the impact on productivity to E; }
be? (rate on the basis of "1" to "5")..e.... .2

k. Do you consider this manpower diversion to be an ines-
capable consequence which must be accomaodated?
(HQ/EFD response only)

Yes (3) Somewhat (3) No (0)
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ol il « avindlplil

oo i L oot ettt AL i e it Al e O L b L e




1. If your answer to the rrevious guestion was other than
"yes", how would you correct the situation? (rate in
order of preference, "1® to "5").

1) Reorganize internal function8.....c.ceeveseenes

2) Change management policies.............. e cana

3) Hire MOYe PeODPLle. . .cuuerneeeeernensneeninnnnnnsa 220

4) All Of the ADOVEe, . v cvececsooocascssceanascaansses

5) Other (eXpPlain)....ceeeveceacrnaccacsoasanccsses KX

m. Do you feel that the major problems with effective
accomplishment of the Master Planning Program lie at
the Headquarters level? YES _(1) nNo (5)

n. If your answer to the above guestion was "yes", what
would you recommend to mitigate the problems? Con-
sider the requirements of the Master Plan instruction,
Headcquarters" management and administrative policies,etc.

i HQ/EFD's - Expedite the Washington level review process.

o. Do you feel that the major problems with effective
accomplishment of the Master Planning_ Program lie a.
the local EFD level? YES (3.5) no 12.5)

p. If your answer to the above question was "yes',.what
would you recommend to mitigate the problems? Con-
sider organizational structure, local management
policies, manpower limitatiens, etc.

HQ/EFD's - Increase the size of planning staff -

Reorganize internal funtions for greater

flexibility.

(™
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8. EXTERNAL IMPACTS: This issue is concerned wich the grow-
ing requirement for interface between

(HQ/EFD's only, the Navy and both the civilian community

except questions and other governmental agencies, in

d.,e. and f.) matters relating to slanning and devel-
opment.

a : that relative extent is your branch involved in

this type of interface, compared to the level of
of similar activity in the 1968-1970 time frame?
(rate on the scale Of "1" tO "5")ieeccecrcsosocness

b. In general, how much importance do you place on
this type of interface? (rate on "1" to "5" basis).)2.)

c. To date, how beneficial to the Navy do you feel
that this type of interface has been? (rate on E:;
“l" tO "5" baSiS)................--........-.-.....

d. How well do you believe the Master Plan Program accommo-
dates public concerns regarding: (rate each item on a ;
nlll tO nsn baSIS) E

2.2 |
1) The use and disposition of military property.... 2-33.0 :

2) The status of environmental quality.............[2.42.0

.

3) Social and economic impacts on communities......|2.32.5

e. To what relative extent should Navy planners main- :
tain interface with the civilian community during [1.§2.0 |
the master planning process?(rate on "l1" to "5" basis)

f. Comments? Responses inconclusive, but concensus is

for more interface than in the past.

f. At what stages of development should Navy Master Plans/
Regional Complex Plans be released for public angency
review? (check one or more boxes, as appropriate).

Conceptual[(3)] Preliminary [3)] Pre-final {(2

Approved |(5)] oOther (explain) XX

g. Do you believe that interface between the Navy and the
community on matters of planning and development can
be most cffectively conducted on the staff level, in
an informal manner, !- ., or on the management level,

in a more formal manrer (5) ? (indicate by check mark).




What actions would vou propose, (if any), to achieve
more effective coordination between the Navy and the
community on matters of planning and develcopment?

9. ALTERNATIVES to MASTER PLANNING: This issue is concerned

with the value of long-

(HQ/EFD's only) range, comprehensive

?
PR
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facilities planning as
currently practiced by
the Navy, and proposes
two alternative concepts
for consideration.

No Master Planning: Under this concept, facilities
planning would be limited to administration of the
SFPPS System, (i.e., establishment of requirements,
engineering evaluation, identification of facilities
excesses and deficits, and programming for their
disposition or satisfaction), the GDM process, facil-
ity siting on a case basis, and accomplishment of
special planning r-udies as required.

1) Do you recognize any justification for this approach?

(explain) "Yes" = (2) - "No" = (4)

2) What are the major potential bhenefits? (explain)

3) what are the major potential pitfalls? (explain)

A ) . . . in tl 1y 1960's -

No comprehensiveness - no consideration for the
environment" = (6) 19




b. Policy Planning: This concept would be an extension
of the "no master planning" approach, in whirh all
future planning decisions for a given installation
would be bhased on an approved set of planning and
development policies. These policies would set
general standards for land use allocation, facilities
siting, circulation, architectural character, etc.,
and would be approved by the Command. The policies
may be accompanied by maps and plans where appropriate, ]
indicating the graphic depiction of these policies
in conceptual form.

1) Do you recognize any justification for this approach?

(explain)

2) What are the major potential benefits? (explain)
Bett tQ i liate i llati ig =

Some degxee of order and logic in planning for

development on an incremental basis.

3) What are the major potential drawbacks? (explain)

k of clarj od

o e vt

decisions - Lack of "standards" by which j

the value of proposals.

c. Other Alternatives? Can you Suggest other alternative
approaches which should be considered? 1If so, please
summarize in the space below.

No responses),

THIS IS THE END OF THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE.
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION.

UGPO 691-607-1976 ;
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