
 
City of Whittier 

Port and Harbor Advisory Commission 
Regular Meeting 

 

 
Picture by Jamie Loan 

 

November 3, 2022 @ 6pm 



November 3, 2022 6:00 p.m.      Council Chambers

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. OPENING CEREMONY

3. ROLL CALL

4. CITIZEN COMMENTS
5. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND CONSENT AGENDA [Approval of
Consent Agenda passes all routine items indicated by asterisk (*).  Consent Agenda
items are not considered separately unless a commissioner so requests.  In the event of
such a request, the item is returned to the Regular Agenda]

6. PRESENTATIONS AND REPORTS

A. Certificate of Appreciation for Mark Mitchell
B. Chair Report
C. Vice Chair Report
D. Harbormaster Report

7. PUBLIC HEARINGS – [Public hearing comments are limited to five
(5) minutes per person.  After all speakers have spoken, a person may speak for a
second time for no more than one (1) minute.}

8. NEW BUSINESS

A. RESOLUTIONS
1. RESOLUTION 2022-002 - A Resolution of The Port and Harbor
Advisory Commission Whittier Alaska, Recommending Whittier City
Council Approve a 4.9% Increase to Preferential, Annual, Monthly,  Daily,
Winter Moorage, Hoist, Grid, Monthly/Daily Dry Storage, a $2.00
Increase to Daily Launch Ramp Fee and a $36.50 Monthly Service Charge
for Electrical on the Delong Dock on updating the Harbor portion
of the 2023 Whittier Fee Schedule……………………………….................Pg 4 

2. RESOLUTION 2022-003 A Resolution of the Port and Harbor
Advisory Commission Whittier Alaska, Recommending Whittier City 
Council Adoption of the Proposed 2023 Harbor and Delong Dock 
Enterprise Fund Operating and Capital Budgets……………………............Pg 12 

City of Whittier
GATEWAY TO WESTERN PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND 

P.O. BOX 608 WHITTIER, ALASKA 99693 (907) 472-2327 FAX (907) 472-2404 

Nic Olzenak 
Chair- Seat A 
Term Expires 2024 

Grover “Trey” Hill 
Vice Chair- Seat C 
Term Expires 2024 

Jim Morrison 
Commissioner Seat B 
Term Expires 2023 

Steven Bender 
Commissioner Seat D 
Term Expires 2024 

Vacant – Seat E 
Commissioner  
Term Expires 2023 

Arnie Arneson 
Commissioner Seat F 
Term Expires 2024 

David Goldstein 
Commissioner  
Term Expires 2023 

Jackie C. Wilde 
Assistant City 
Manager 

Dave Borg 
Harbormaster 

Shelby Carlson 
City Clerk 

Holly Wells 
City Attorney 
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9. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS AND REPORTS (No Action Required)
1. Three Essential Questions for Better Planning…….............................................Pg 41 

10. COMMISSION COMMENTS

11. CITIZEN COMMENTS [Those who have signed in will be given the first opportunity
to speak.  Time is limited to 5 minutes per speaker]

12. COMMISSION AND ADMINISTRATION RESPONSE TO CITIZEN
COMMENTS

13. ADJOURNMENT
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CITY OF WHITTIER, ALASKA 
PORT AND HARBOR ADVISORY BOARD 

RESOLUTION NO 2022-002 

A RESOLUTION OF THE PORT AND HARBOR ADVISORY COMMISSION 
WHITTIER ALASKA, RECOMMENDING WHITTIER CITY COUNCIL 
APPROVE A 4.9% INCREASE TO PREFERENTIAL, ANNUAL, MONTHLY, DAILY, 
WINTER MOORAGE, HOIST, GRID, MONTHLY/DAILY DRY STORAGE, A $2.00 
INCREASE TO DAILY LAUNCH RAMP FEE AND A $36.50 MONTHLY SERVICE 
CHARGE FOR ELECTRICAL ON THE DELONG DOCK UPDATING THE HARBOR 
SECTION OF THE 2023 WHITTIER FEE SCHEDULE.   

WHEREAS, during the city budget work sessions October 12 and 13, 2022 the council 
recommended fee increases to certain harbor services; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Whittier Harbor provides certain services for customers using 
City facilities; and 

WHEREAS, a fee schedule is necessary to ensure fees are being charged appropriately 
and fairly; and 

WHEREAS, at the November 14, 2022 City Council meeting the 2023 Whittier Fee 
Schedule will be introduced by Non-Code Ordinance; and  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND RECOMMENDED BY THE PORT 
AND HARBOR ADVISORY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF WHITTIER, 
ALASKA, that: 

Section 1. The City Council of the City of Whittier, Alaska, approve the 4.9% Increase 
to Preferential, Annual, Monthly, Daily, Winter Moorage, Hoist, Grid, Monthly/Daily Dry 
Storage, a $2.00 Increase to Daily Launch Ramp Fee and a $36.50 Monthly Service Charge for 
Electrical on the Delong Dock updating the harbor section of the 2023 Whittier Fee Schedule.   

Section 2. The changes to take effect on January 1, 2023. 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the City of Whittier, Alaska, Port and Commerce Advisory 
Board this 3rd day of November 2022. 

THE CITY OF WHITTIER, ALASKA      

____________________________________ 
      Nick Olzenak, 
      Port and Harbor Commission Chair 

AYES:   
NOES:    
ABSENT:   
ABSTAIN:    
VACANT: Seat E 

ATTEST: 

______________________ 
Shelby Carlson 
City Clerk (City Seal) 
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Port and Harbor Advisory Commission 
Agenda Statement 

Meeting Date: November 3, 2022 

To:  Port and Harbor Advisory Board 

From:   David Borg Harbormaster 

Agenda Item:  A Resolution of The Port And Harbor Advisory Commission Whittier 
Alaska, Recommending Whittier City Council Approve A 4.9% Increase To Preferential, 
Annual, Monthly, Daily, Winter Moorage, Hoist, Grid, Monthly/Daily Dry Storage, A $2.00 
Increase To Daily Launch Ramp Fee And A $36.50 Monthly Service Charge For Electrical On 
The Delong Dock Updating The Harbor Section Of The 2023 Whittier Fee Schedule.   

BACKGROUND JUSTIFICATION & INTENT: 

This statement is requesting a 4.9% increase to specific harbor related fees.  Specifically, 
preferential, annual, monthly, daily and winter moorage, hoist, grid, monthly/daily dry storage. 
Addition of a $36.50 monthly service charge for electrical on the Delong Dock. A $2.00 increase 
to daily launch ramp fee.  The monthly trash fee is open for discussion. 
CONSISTENCY CHECKLIST: Yes No N/A 

1. Resolution request X 

2. Whittier Code: X 

3. Other (list): 

ATTORNEY REVIEW:   Yes____  No X 

RECOMMENDATION: Port and Harbor Advisory Commission Approve Resolution 2022-002 
Recommending Whittier City Council Approve A 4.9% Increase To Preferential, Annual, 
Monthly, Daily, Winter Moorage, Hoist, Grid, Monthly/Daily Dry Storage, A $2.00 Increase To 
Daily Launch Ramp Fee And A $36.50 Monthly Service Charge For Electrical On The Delong 
Dock Updating The Harbor Section Of The 2023 Whittier Fee Schedule.   
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SERVICE
DESCRIPTIO

N
RATE

PER
Bad Check (N

SF)
39.00

$                     
Each N

SF *
Late Interest

.875%
/m

o. or 10.5%
/annum

0.875%
Late Fee

$4.99 per m
onth for billing

4.95
$                        

Copies 8.5" x 11"
per page / per side

0.25
$                        

Each Page *
Color Copies 8.5" x 11"

per page / per side
1.00

$                        
Each Page *

Copies 8.5" x 14"
per page / per side

0.35
$                        

Each Page *
Color Copies 11" x 17"

per page / per side
1.50

$                        
Each Page *

CDs
Electronic files provided on CD

5.00
$                        

Each CD *
DVDs

Electronic files provided on DVD
10.00

$                     
Each DVD *

Em
ailed electronic records

electronic files provided by em
ail

5.00
$                        

Each em
ail *

Fax 1st Page
First page

1.50
$                        

Each *
Fax Each Additional Page

Additional Pages
0.50

$                        
Each Page *

Labor Fee
1 hr Per Staff m

in.
75.00

$                     
Hour

Labor O
vertim

e fee (or after Hours)
2 hr Per Staff m

in. (if call out)
112.50

$                   
Hour

Labor Holiday Pay
2 hr Per Staff m

in. (if call out)
150.00

$                   
Hour

Penalty for storage on City property (non-leased land)
$0.25 per sq ft per m

onth
0.25

$                        
Per m

onth
Platting and recording fees per W

M
C 16.04.080

N
otary

per docum
ent

10.00
$                     

Each Stam
p *

SERVICE
DESCRIPTIO

N
Current RATE

4.90%
PER

Preferential M
oorage

JAN
 through DEC

70.49
$                  

73.94
$       

ft./year 
Annual Transient M

oorage (For Q
ualifiying Patrons)

JAN
 through DEC

70.49
$                  

73.94
$       

ft./year 
Transient M

oorage (Sum
m

er Rate)
Daily

1.12
$                    

1.17
$         

ft./day
Transient M

oorage (Sum
m

er Rate)
M

onthly (Eff. Apr 1 - Sept. 30)
16.07

$                  
16.86

$       
ft./m

onthy
Transient M

oorage (W
inter)

Eff O
ct 1 - M

arch 31
47.25

$                  
49.57

$       
ft./season 

Launch Ram
p (Rec/Com

m
 Fishing)

Round Trip
20.00

$                  
22.00

$       
Each *

Launch Ram
p (Rec/Com

m
 Fishing)

Annual Launch Perm
it

160.00
$                   

Year *
Launch Ram

p  Com
m

ercial U
se

Annual Perm
it

500.00
$                   

Year *
Launch Ram

p Freight Landing Fee
Each U

se
125.00

$                   
Each Tim

e *
W

harfage
Freight (per ton)

14.29
$                     

Ton
W

harfage
Raw

 Fish (per ton)
19.05

$                     
Ton

Delong Dock W
harfage - Freight 

Freight (Per pounds)
0.03

$                        
LBS

Delong Dock W
harfage - Raw

 Fish
Raw

 Fish (Per pounds)
0.02

$                        
LBS

2023 W
H

ITTIER FEE SCH
ED

U
LE

ALL DEPARTM
EN

TS

HARBO
R

* m
eans any applicable taxes are included
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Hoist
M

in. 1 hr
41.50

$                  
43.53

$       
1 hr

Grid
Per Foot per Tide

2.42
$                    

2.54
$         

ft./tide

Dry Storage -- W
inter, Per Ft/M

onth
Vessel (O

ct 1-April 1)
4.00

$                    
4.20

$         
ft./M

onth 
Dry Storage -- W

inter, Per Day 
Vessel (O

ct 1-April 1)
6.00

$                    
6.29

$         
Day 

Penalty for storage on City property (non-leased land)
$0.25 per sq ft per m

onth
0.25

$                    
Per m

onth
Boat M

aintenance (5 hours) **
Vessel

25.00
$                  

5 Hour M
ax

** Boat m
ust rem

ain on trailer.  W
ork lim

ited 

Single Vehicle Parking (up to 24ft.) N
o cam

pers
Daily - flat rate per day

11.00
$                     

Day *
Parking (January Through Decem

ber) Per Car
Annual - Flat rate per year (a)

250.00
$                   

Year *
Parking - Truck &

 Trailer (w
hen available)

Daily - flat rate per day
22.00

$                     
Day *

KW
H W

hittier Harbor
0.19

$                        
Per KW

H
KW

H DeLong Dock
0.34

$                    
Per KW

H
M

onthly Service Charge - W
hittier Harbor

O
nly if elec. U

sed
13.20

$                     
M

onthly
M

onthly Service Charge - Delong Dock
O

nly if elec. U
sed

36.50
$                     

U
nm

etered Electric 
12.00

$                     
Day

Absorbent Pads
Each

2.25
$                        

Each

Tent Site + Vehicle
Prim

itive w
/fire ring

11.00
$                     

Day *
Tent Site + Vehicle (W

eek)
Prim

itive w
/fire ring

65.00
$                  

W
eek (7days) *

RV/Trailer/M
otorhom

e
Prim

itive w
/fire ring

20.00
$                  

Day *
RV/Trailer/M

otorhom
e (W

eek)
Prim

itive w
/fire ring

120.00
$               

W
eek (7days) *

O
w

ner/Agent Assist
75.00

$                  
Hour

Bilge Pum
p O

ut
M

in. 1 hour
75.00

$                  
Hour

Em
ergency snow

 rem
oval

Each occurrence
250.00

$               
Each

Sew
er Pum

p O
ut

10.00
$                  

Each
Bilge Pum

p Rental
M

in. 1 hour
40.00

$                  
Hour

Show
er

4.76
$                    

Tim
e

M
onthly trash service charge for each Harbor business/leaseholder/private parking lot (b)

75.00
$                  

Per m
o; April thru O

ct

M
onthly trash service for hotels and restaurants

Per m
o; April thru O

ct

Tow
 (boat rate)(plus labor charged per hour)

m
in. 1 hour, Plus labor

75.00
$                  

Hour
Harbor W

ait List
50.00

$                  
Year *

a) Effective 1/1/22 special parking arrangem
ents no longer allow

ed. Stall holders, business ow
ners, individuals w

ill pay for each individual parking perm
it

w
ith no additional free parking passes allow

ed, and each parking space that is used w
ill require a parking perm

it if not paid at the daily rate.

b) Effective April 1 through N
ovem

ber 1, applies to all businesses, leaseholders and com
m

ercial vessels subject to business license requirem
ents, including Passage Canal private parking lot.

U
SED O

IL AN
D W

ATER CO
LLECTIO

N
 FEES

CAM
PIN

G
 (rates are noon-noon) [Kiosk or M

acKay Pay App]

M
ISCELLAN

EO
U

S

STO
RAG

E / M
AIN

TEN
ACE

PARKIN
G

 (daily rates are m
idnight-m

idnight) [Kiosk or Passport Pay App]
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 Excludes other businesses South of rail tracks. M
ay not apply to hotels and restaurants if a separate M

onthly Trash Service applies to those businesses.

 SERVICE
DESCRIPTIO

N
RATE

PER
Requests for Police Records on paper

20.00
$                  

Each
Request for accident report on paper

20.00
$                  

Each
Civil Paper Service

50.00
$                  

Each
Records or reports on CD

20.00
$                  

Each
Records or reports on DVD

25.00
$                  

Each
Burn Perm

it - O
ne Tim

e
25.00

$                  
Each

Burn Perm
it - Com

m
ercial

100.00
$               

Each
First Aid/CPR Class

50.00
$                  

Each
Am

bulance fees
see W

M
C 13.16.010; based on actual costs + O

/H

Tow
ing and storage fees

see W
M

C 10.24.200

Civil penalties for parking violations
See W

M
C 10.24.230

Fire fees
See W

M
C 2.27.200; based on actual costs + O

/H

PU
BLIC W

O
RKS

All Equipm
ent and Vehicles w

ill be billed at current Blue Book Rates.
All Labor w

ill be billed at applicable City rates (see All Departm
ents).

PU
BLIC SAFETY

All Equipm
ent and Vehicles w

ill be billed at current Blue Book Rates.
All Labor w

ill be billed at applicable City rates (see All Departm
ents).
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Sponsored by: Harbormaster 

 
 

CITY OF WHITTIER, ALASKA 
PORT AND HARBOR ADVISORY COMMISSION 

 RESOLUTION 2022-003 
 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE PORT AND HARBOR ADVISORY 
COMMISSION WHITTIER ALASKA, RECOMMENDING WHITTIER 
CITY COUNCIL ADOPTION OF THE PROPOSED 2023 HARBOR AND 
DELONG DOCK ENTERPRISE FUND OPERATING AND CAPITAL 
BUDGETS  
 
WHEREAS, on September 8, 2022 the Port and Harbor Advisory Commission 

reviewed the 2023 Operating and Capital Budgets for the Harbor and Delong Dock Enterprise 
Funds; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Commission recommended adding Harbor Float Lighting to the 
Capital Budget; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Commission requested the Council address the issue of trash disposal 
on a holistic community-wide basis seeking to apportion costs to entities identified as 
contributing most to the trash problem; and  
 

WHEREAS, the Commission has reviewed both the Harbor Capital and Operating 
Budgets prior to approval by the Whittier City Council. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND RECOMMENDED BY THE PORT AND 
HARBOR ADVISORY COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF WHITTIER, ALASKA, that: 

 
Section 1. The City Council of the City of Whittier, Alaska, approve the adoption of the 
proposed 2023 Harbor and Delong Dock Enterprise Fund Operating and Capital 
Budgets  

 

Section 2. The changes to take effect on January 1, 2023. 
 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the City of Whittier, Alaska, Port and Commerce Advisory Board 
this 3rd day of November 2022. 
 

       ____________________________  
       Nic Olzenak 
       Port and Harbor Commission Chair 
AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 
VACANT: Seat E 
 

 

ATTEST:       
 
_____________________________    
Shelby Carlson-City Clerk 
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 Port and Harbor Agenda Statement 
 

Meeting Date: November 3, 2022 

To:   Port & Harbor Advisory Commission    

From:    David Borg, Harbormaster  

Agenda Item: A Resolution Of The Port And Harbor Advisory Commission 
Whittier Alaska, Recommending Whittier City Council Adoption Of 
The Proposed 2023 Harbor And Delong Dock Enterprise Fund 
Operating And Capital Budgets  

 

BACKGROUND JUSTIFICATION & INTENT: 
The City of Whittier Finance Director is presenting the proposed 2023 Harbor and Delong Dock 
budget to the Ports and Harbor Advisory Board for their recommendation for City Council 
approval. 

CONSISTENCY CHECKLIST: Yes No N/A 

1.  2020 Comprehensive Plan (document source here):        X 

2.  Whittier Code:  2.54.040 X   

3.  Other (list):     X 
 
ATTORNEY REVIEW:   Yes____  No _  X  _  
 
RECOMMENDATION: Port and Harbor Advisory Commission Approve Resolution 2022-003 
Recommending Whittier City Council Adoption of the Proposed 2023 Harbor and Delong Dock 
Enterprise Fund Operating and Capital Budgets  
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Date: 11/1/2022 

CITY OF WHITTIER 
FIVE‐YEAR (2023 – 2027) 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
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1. Harbormaster Door Replace      $50,000      2023 
2. Harbormaster Heat System Upgrade   $12,000      2023 
3. Harbormaster Server Electric Upgrade  $ 5,000      2023 
4. Float (A/G/H), Piling Replacement    $9.0 million    2024 
5. Harbor Loop Restroom Replace    $400,000      2024 
6. Harbor Walking Path Pave/Light    $100,000      2024 
7. Ocean Dock Modernize/Upgrade    $600,000      2024 
8. Grid Install Electric/Lighting/Water    $ 25,000      2024 
9. Boardwalk Lighting Upgrades      $ 60,000      2024 
10. Harbor Triangle Restroom Replace    $400,000      2025 
11. Used Oil Collection/Recycle      $400,000      2025 
12. Smitty’s Cove Launch Ramp      $1.5 million    2026 
13. Harbormaster Building Replace    $5.0 million    2027 
14. Boardwalk Extend to Launch Ramp   $2.0 million    2027 
15. City Dock w/Drive‐Down Replace    $20 million    2027 
16. Mariner’s Memorial        $100,000      2027 
17. Harbor Float Lighting Improvements  $150,000      2027 
 
      Total:        $39,802,000 

CITY OF WHITTIER 
HARBOR PROJECTS 

2023 – 2027 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
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Harbor office building doors are aged and in disrepair.  Doors leak during high wind events requiring 
staff to hang trash bags in front of doors to divert rainwater.  This project would replace the second 
story emergency exit door and lock, first floor main office entry, and double doors off the workshop 
area. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $50,000     
 
Recommended Funding: Harbor/MRRF 
 
Status of the project: Planning/Awaiting bid 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Heating system in the harbor office was repaired in 2016.  For cost saving measures the hydronic heating 
system was filled with fresh water and not glycol.  The lack of glycol results in the heating system freezing 
up during cold weather events.  Pipes have burst in the past resulting in more expense to repair.  Staff 
must trouble shoot daily in the winter with heat guns to thaw pipes to maintain heat in the building.  This 
project would upgrade our heating system with glycol thus reducing the danger of frozen pipes and water 
damage. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $12,000    Recommended Funding: Harbor/MRRF 
 
Status of the project: Shovel Ready  
 
 

Current server room has 28 outlets on one 30‐amp breaker.   This project would provide new electrical 
panel that would isolate and provide safe, reliable, and dedicated electrical service including emergency 
generator feed to the harbor computer servers, camera and WiFI system. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $5,000     Recommended Funding: Harbor 
 
Status of the project: Shovel ready with estimate   

1: HARBOR – Harbormaster Building Door Replacement 

2: HARBOR – Harbormaster Building Heating System Upgrade 

3: HARBOR – Harbormaster Building Server Room Electrical Upgrade 
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The project will remove A, G and H floats and will replace all creosote pilings in the Small Boat Harbor 
with new steel pilings. Floats will be replaced and fingers on the floats will be reconfigured, if necessary. 
Project will also include stainless steel utility pedestals, fire hose cabinets, fire extinguishers and 
cabinets, a dry fire suppression system to match fire systems previously installed, plus potable water 
spigots. Includes disposal of floats from this project and from previous float replacement projects. 
 
Without this Harbor float and piling replacement project, the City will consider whether it is necessary to 
invest in temporary but costly repairs necessary to ensure safety and accessibility, or to remove the floats 
from service (affects 132 out of a total 413 slips ranging in size from 24’ to 28’ on two floats, and larger 
commercial fishing vessels on another float. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $9 million 
 
Recommended Funding: 50/50 State Municipal Matching Grant; Harbor Revenue Bond/Reserves 
 
Status of the project: Awaiting Grant decision. Design largely complete. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4: HARBOR – A/G/H Float and all Piling Replacement, plus on‐dock storage building 

Page 23 of 50



5 | P a g e  
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Current Harbor corridor restrooms were constructed in the late 1990’s and have reached their useful 
service life and no longer meet visitor capacity.  This project would demo the current restroom, expand 
the footprint, and build modern multi‐stall restroom. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $400,000  Recommended Funding: Private/Public Partnership 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5: HARBOR – Harbor Loop (west end) Restroom Replacement 

Page 25 of 50



7 | P a g e  
 

 

The current wooded boardwalk on the east harbor corridor is in poor condition due to rot.  It does not 
meet current ADA requirements.  This project would replace the current 250 ft wood boardwalk with a 
4/5’ wide asphalt walking path.  The path would include expanded “bump‐out” areas to facilitate picnic 
tables and or benches.  Utilize current lighting infrastructure with new LED architectural light standards. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $100,000    Recommended Funding: CPV 
 
Status of the project: RFP Design/Build in development as a current project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

6. HARBOR –Replace Wooden Harbor Walking Path and Pave/Lighting Eastside Boardwalk 
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Little is known about the Ocean Dock. We are awaiting an engineer report to evaluate load rating, 

produce “as‐built” drawings, and a plan to fix the damaged concrete approach panel closest to the 

paved road.  This project would repair the approach, install appropriate fresh water supply, install 

electricity, and repair lighting.   

 
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $600,000   
 
Recommended Funding: Federal funding and Delong Dock MRRF 
 
Status of the project: Planning and design. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7: HARBOR – Ocean Dock Modernization, approach repair, addition of electric 

Page 27 of 50



9 | P a g e  
 

Grid is in good working order.  This project would install electrical service, on‐demand lighting, and 
water service.   
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $25,000    Recommended Funding: Harbor/MRRF 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 
   

8: HARBOR – Grid Repairs 
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Estimated Cost: $60,000 for the entire project (requires 20% VEEP Grant match requirement)  
 
Recommended Funding: VEEP Grant (Village Energy Efficiency Program Grant) 
 
Status of the project: Planning/Design (submitted but denied 2021)  Will reapply in 2023 
 
Boardwalk lighting is dated and utilizes sodium style lighting.  This project would replace current sodium 
lighting with LED lighting.  Energy cost reduction is estimated to be $15000.00 annually. 
 
 
 
   

9. HARBOR – Boardwalk lighting upgrade 
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Current Harbor corridor  restrooms were constructed  in  the  late 1990’s and have  reached  their useful 
service life and no longer meet visitor capacity.  This project would demo the current restroom, expand 
the footprint, and build modern multi‐stall restroom. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $400,000  Recommended Funding: Private/Public Partnership 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10: HARBOR – Harbor Triangle Restroom Replacement 
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EVOS building was constructed in the early 1990’s and many of the components need replacement.  Waste 
oil burner is non‐operational which requires contractor removing waste oil when we reach our current 
1250‐gallon storage capacity.  Fire suppression system has not been maintained or tested since 2010.  The 
doors to the building are in disrepair and will require a full replacement of the door frame/jam and doors 
or install a roll‐up door.  Replace incinerator. A more user‐friendly oil collection system/tank needs to be 
designed to ensure proper collection, storage and filtration prior to waste oil burning. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $400,000  Recommended Funding: Grant/MRRF 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

11: HARBOR – EVOS Used Oil Collection & Recycling Modernization 
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The launch ramp was constructed in the late 1980’s early 1990’s.  It is 250’ in length and 26’ wide. 
Primary use is for commercial landing craft servicing the communities of Prince William Sound to include 
Tatitlek, Chenega and the various hatcheries located throughout the Sound.  The ramp has degraded to 
a dangerous point with large chunks of concrete missing and rebar exposed.   
 
Estimated Cost: Awaiting bid for replacement concrete planks.  Estimate $1.5 Million 
 

65 4’ x 26’ cast planks @ $8250.00 per = $536,250 
Permits, demo, contractor installation = $1,000,000 

 
Recommended plan for funding: Grant 
 
Status of the project: this project is in the planning stage. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

12: HARBOR – Smitty’s Cove Launch Ramp Replacement 
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Age of current building is unknown.  Siding was installed in 2016.  The office building is not ADA compliant; 
the restrooms are.  A significant amount of work needs to be completed to bring the building up to date 
and compliance.   All exterior doors require replacement.   The roof has several  leaks during heavy rain 
events.  The heating system is aged and requires upgrades to continue to operate properly.  Workspace 
for operations is small with very limited storage and work surfaces.  Restrooms require a full overhaul of 
to remain serviceable. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $5,000,000    Recommended Funding: State Grant 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

13: HARBOR – Harbormaster Building Replacement 
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Current boardwalk is rotting and needs to be replaced with a more robust material.  This separate project 
proposes to connect the west sea‐walk to the east terminating at the launch ramp.  Project would utilize 
current design. 
  
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $2,000,000    Recommended Funding: CPV 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

14: HARBOR – Extend Sea‐walk/Boardwalk East to Launch Ramp 
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The City Dock is nearing the end of its useful life. This project is in the planning stage. Given the type of 
commercial use of  this dock, consideration should be given  to a drive‐down dock with several cranes 
capable of facilitating  loading and unloading of cargo and commercial gear. Such capacity would prove 
much more advantageous for Whittier’s commercial fishing fleet.  Drive down floats are in use throughout 
Alaska.  There are current engineering plans available thus reducing the overall engineering and design. 
 

Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $20 million    Recommended Funding:  Federal grant 
 
Status of  the project: Planning. City dock was evaluated  in 2021  for  its  current  capacity  load bearing 
condition.  The engineering report recommended not to exceed 16,000 lb load rating which disqualifies 
the use of the Travel‐Lift.  Replacement cost to meet the 30‐ton load limit for travel lift operations would 
cost an estimated $20,000,000.   
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

15: HARBOR – City Dock Replacement with drive‐down dock 
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The heart  and  soul of Whittier  is  found  in  the beauty  and waters of Prince William  Sound, home  to 
seafarers and mariners, many of whom make their living and/or choosing to spend their time recreating 
throughout the Sound. In recognition of the mariners who have lost their lives at sea, the community may 
consider constructing a mariner’s memorial to honor those we have lost.  
 
Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $100,000    Recommended Funding: Private fundraising 
 
Status of the project: RFP Design/Build in development as a current project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   

16. HARBOR – Mariner’s Memorial 
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The Whittier Harbor is located in an area that experiences high winds and severe winter weather, 

making adequate lighting a critical component of harbor safety. The City desires to balance the need for 

adequate lighting with a preference to minimize the impact of light pollution on nearby residences and 

improve energy efficiency. As harbor floats are replaced, appropriate low‐impact lighting will be 

installed. The City will seek to add and upgrade lighting in the vicinity of the harbor launch ramp since 

that location does not benefit from existing float lighting and is especially dark. 

Estimated Cost: ROM estimate is $150,000    Recommended Funding: Harbor Fund 
 
Status of the project: Planning 
 

 

 

 
   

17. HARBOR – Float and Launch Ramp Lighting Improvements 
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CITY OF WHITTIER 
DELONG DOCK PROJECTS 

2023 – 2027 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

 

18. High‐Mast Lighting Replace w/LEDs  $      21,995  2023 
19. Delong Dock Replacement      $36.1 million  2025 
 
    Total:          $36,121,995 
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Delong dock high mast lighting is aged and in need of replacement.  This project would replace the sodium 
lights with energy efficient LED lights. 
  
Estimated Cost: Current estimate $21,995    Recommended Funding: Delong Dock budget 
 
Status of the project: Shovel ready, current estimate in hand 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

18. DELONG DOCK – High‐Mast Lighting Replacement  
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This project proposes to replace the existing 70‐year‐old Delong Dock which is at the end of its usable 
life. The intent would be to expand the utility of the dock to include cargo and freight capable to 
supporting transportation and food security for Alaska, since the Port of Whittier handles a significant 
portion of Alaska’s incoming marine cargo. The dock is also a critical but aged component of a seafood 
supply chain that connects fish harvested in Alaska’s Prince William Sound. 
 
Estimated Cost: Current estimate $36.1 million 
Recommended Funding:  Federal MARAD/PIDP funding with potential public/public partnership 
Status of the project:  Preliminary concept planning. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19. DELONG DOCK – Dock Replacement  
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Three Essential Questions for Better Planning 

Planning for and with people is a complex and challenging 
undertaking. 

Planning practice spans the social and physical sciences, 
requiring planners to gain a comprehensive understanding of 
the many aspects of a proposed topic and offer recommen-
dations for objectively making decisions. The high expecta-
tions placed upon our profession for finding and commu-
nicating multidisciplinary answers to complicated human 
questions means that as planners, we must develop savvy po-
litical acumen, extensive research and analysis proficiencies, 
clear and concise writing styles, and advanced facilitation and 
presentation skills. 

We prove ourselves as reliable, valuable professionals. And 
while the widely used term “the planning process” can mean 
different things to different planners, the essence of planning 
for and with people is simple: we want our work to benefit as 
many people as possible, to negatively impact as few people 
as possible, and to include as many people as possible. 

What if we as planners addressed these intentions directly 
across all our work by asking three essential, explicit questions? 

Who is helped?
Who is harmed?
Who is missing?

This PAS Memo introduces these essential questions and 
explains how they can create a foundation for good planning 
practice by better defining and strengthening the “why” for 
any planning idea. It stresses that we should always have these 
questions in mind for all our work and offers ways to best ask 
them throughout a wide range of planning work routines. 

Effectively integrating these questions throughout planning 
practice can enhance the breadth and depth of our developed 
professional skills. It can also create opportunities for us to take 
stronger leadership positions in community conversations 
around more inclusive decision-making, empowering planners 
to have even more valuable professional roles.

The Essential Questions Explained
We ask versions of these questions all the time, but perhaps 
not explicitly, intentionally, and often as we might. 

Answers arise from seeing and understanding the people we 
serve more meaningfully. Planners already consider the people 
who become the end users of our processes, plans, policies, 
programs, and projects, but asking the essential questions for 
any planning idea allows us to better recognize the potential im-
pacts of planning outcomes on the people in our communities. 

Who Is Helped?
Asking who is helped—identifying the readily apparent users 
or beneficiaries of a planning proposal—commences the 
essential question-asking process. 

At its core, the field of planning is about helping people. 
We become planners because we want to help people, and 
our purpose is to help make great communities a reality for 
everyone. Knowing who we help when we practice plan-

By Kyle Ezell, edd, faicp cud

Figure 1. The three essential planning questions.
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Figure 2. Answering the essential question “Who is helped?” justifies 
a planning proposal. 

To assess the potential negative impacts to as many people 
as possible to create great communities for all, when answer-
ing “Who is harmed?” by a planning proposal, planners should-
consider people who may be:

•	 Financially harmed. Will someone’s livelihood be affected 
by an incompatible land-use decision, or will an infrastruc-
ture proposal negatively impact someone’s property? 

•	 Physically harmed. Will someone suffer from unsafe or 
unhealthy physical or environmental conditions caused by 
the outcomes of a planning proposal?

•	 Culturally harmed. Will someone’s ties to the built envi-
ronment such as important buildings, sites, or landmarks, 
be negatively impacted? 

•	 Psychologically harmed. Will someone’s state of mind be 
impacted, such as having one’s home demolished against 
one’s will? Or will someone be subjected to potentially 
overwhelming new sensory inputs (e.g., blinking lights, 
loud noises) caused by changes in land uses? 

•	 Harmed by neglect. Will groups containing many loud 
voices be harmed by being ignored? Will people with 
quieter voices suffer by not being loud enough? 

Answers in any of these “harmed” categories should 
prompt reflection and a reset in our planning strategy.  
Figure 4 summarizes these categories in a checklist  
for planners. 

Planners can modify our scans by coming up with ad-
ditional categories to represent specific circumstances for 
different contexts, always being frank about the potential 
for harm. Doing so invites authentic and caring engage-

ning is a tenet of our profession, so we must begin with  
this question.

Figure 2 illuminates the simple test of asking “Who is 
helped?” that we can use to double-check the “why” of a plan-
ning idea to establish that the idea is good—that is, it helps 
more than it harms. 

If we cannot answer this straightforward question quickly 
and easily for any proposed planning intervention, the inter-
vention should not be necessary. We can use this information 
to justify and to build support for a good idea. 

Who Is Harmed?
Part of helping the communities we serve means doing our 
best within the sphere of our influence to prevent them from 
harm. We can build on our planning profession’s ethical ex-
pectations in deliberately and actively asking for any planning 
proposal, “Who is harmed?” 

Doing so can lead to building trust among people we work 
for and with. Purposefully asking who is harmed by a planning 
idea—directly or indirectly, intentionally or unintentionally—
forces a proactive assessment of its potential negative impacts 
on real people. 

Figure 3 shows how identifying who will be harmed by 
planning work provides reasons for not implementing that 
work. If an idea negatively impacts people, it lessens the 
idea’s value; the “why” becomes less clear. If we can answer 
this question quickly and easily, that idea would likely not be 
worth considering. We can also use the answers to this ques-
tion to improve a planning idea by mitigating any negative 
impacts to people we identify when considering who may be 
harmed by that idea. 

Figure 3. Answering the essential question “Who is harmed?” spotlights 
potential negative outcomes planning proposals have on people. 
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• Are interested in the subject matter. We should identify 
people who could enhance knowledge around topics 
associated with any planning situation. Updated lists of 
agencies, organizations, clubs, and other groups associat-
ed with planning topics can help. For instance, we should 
inform and invite local hikers and fishing clubs to provide 
input on a proposed new park with hiking trails and a 
large fishing pond.

• Live in the greater area. We should work within legal 
requirements for public notification with an awareness of 
those farther away who have a right to be informed and 
engaged. Groups out of the jurisdiction of the range of work 
may be interested in and have a stake in the proposed idea. 
For instance, annual vacationers to a beloved beach town, 
alumni of a college considering a campus reconfiguration, 
and property owners near to but outside of the required no-
tification area for a transformational land-use development 
proposal will likely bring valuable input. 

• Have different abilities and needs. We should continuously 
scan for people with different physical and mental abilities 
and health needs who should be at the decision-making ta-
ble, keeping continuously updated contact lists for reaching 
out across the spectrum of community members’ abilities 
and special needs and building notification partnerships with 
agencies that serve various populations. 

• Are diverse in a variety of ways. We should insist on rep-
resentation for as many people as possible who represent 
the demographic makeup of the people we serve. Notifi-
cation partnerships can include service providers, places of 
worship, schools, and as many organizations as possible to 
bring representative voices into planning conversations. 

Figure 5. Planners should carefully consider who is missing from 
the conversation for all planning ideas. 

ment during the conception of a planning idea, its evo-
lution towards fairer and more equitable outcomes, and its 
implementation. 

Intentionally showing a willingness to acknowledge and 
understand the potential for harm—including legacies of past 
planning-related harms both direct and indirect—manifests in 
the simple, deliberate question, “Who is harmed?” This should 
be asked of everything we as planners do. 

Who Is Missing?
People opposed to or negatively impacted by a planning 
idea may not be present at a decision-making meeting. They 
may not be aware of the public hearing—or if they are aware, 
they may not show up because they do not think they will be 
allowed to speak, are afraid to speak up, or may not have time 
or access to attend a meeting. Any variety of barriers can keep 
someone from participating, and people without connections 
or power may not be seen or heard.

Asking and answering the final essential question “Who is 
missing?” brings challenges. Though we know not everyone 
can or should participate in every planning situation (depend-
ing on the context and location of planning proposals), people 
who can and should be there may be missing from the con-
versation. But identifying people who want to lend their voice 
to a planning process or decision can be difficult because we 
might not think of them, know they are there, or understand 
the context for why they aren’t there. 

The following set of scan questions offers a framework to 
help identify who is missing from the table. Planners should 
look for people who: 

Figure 4. A general checklist planners can use when scanning for 
people who may be harmed. 
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Here, being a leader does not mean being the boss: it 
means taking agency in activating knowledge and skills 
gained from studying and practicing planning, stepping up 
with confidence, and bringing fairer solutions to problems 
that we as planners were trained to solve. Leading by an-
swering the three essential questions can expand planners’ 
curiosity and comprehensive ways of thinking, making it 
easier to see both the big picture and the small details nec-
essary for taking action. 

Actions we decide to take can have many forms depending 
on each situation’s needs. Different planning organizations or 
firms will have different methods for taking action; therefore, 
no one-size-fits-all approach can cover all possibilities in the 
planning field. Because we want our work to benefit as many 
people as possible, negatively impact as few people as possible, 
and include as many people as possible, taking appropriate 
action (recommending, altering, including, extending, revising, 
inviting, encouraging, empowering, and every other conceivable 
possibility) can help make our work fairer, and therefore, better. 

Asking the Essential Questions  
Across Planning Practice
It is implausible (impossible!) to expect that planners will ask all 
three essential questions out loud, all the time, in all planning 
situations. And we may not be taken seriously if we ask who is 
helped, harmed, and missing all day long. 

However, as planners, we should always have those questions 
in mind for everything we do. Keeping those questions front of 
mind will help us encourage better outcomes. Integrating these 
questions will take time, and we will have to think carefully about 
how best to incorporate them into our work routines.

Consider where and when more detailed processes for ask-
ing the essential questions make sense and how they can be 

•	 Live in communities that are underrepresented or are 
otherwise disproportionally left out of the conver-
sation. Every community will have groups who seem to 
be always left out and are therefore not represented in 
local decision-making processes. Planners must look back 
on how previous planning implementations negatively 
affected people, identify who was missing from those pro-
cesses and thus unable to ask questions or raise concerns, 
and work forward to ensure current conversations include 
all individuals and groups who should have a chance to 
weigh in.

In addition to finding additional individuals or groups who 
may be harmed by a planning idea, answers to the question 
“Who is missing?” can also uncover more people who are 
helped. We can invite newly discovered beneficiaries to partici-
pate in supporting and improving an idea.

Customizing the Essential Questions 

Words matter. They mean different things to different 
people. Since most words and terms do not cleanly 
translate the same way for all situations, consider modify-
ing the essential questions to fit your organizational and 
procedural expectations. 

For instance, replace “Who is helped?” with “Who 
benefits?” Perhaps expand “Who is harmed?” to “Who 
is negatively affected or impacted?” You may want to 
rephrase “Who is missing?” in a way that more directly 
represents a particular planning situation, such as “Who 
is underrepresented in this proposal?” or “Who is absent 
from this conversation?” 

This PAS Memo provides an essential question frame-
work you can adjust as you see fit; you can choose how to 
craft the base questions depending on planning circum-
stances and preferences for one word or term over another.

Figure 6. A general checklist planners can use when scanning for 
missing people. 

Answers, Action, and Leadership
As planners, keeping the essential questions front of mind com-
pliments our professional skillsets and our leadership potential. 
As efficient researchers nimbly learning and making sense of 
knowns and unknowns, we now can include previously unrec-
ognized people who are helped, harmed, and missing. With 
this information, we can lead richer community conversations 
about planning ideas in ways that help applicants, community 
members, and decision makers better understand the potential 
impacts of those proposals, and we can help ensure to the best 
of our abilities that our work benefits as many as possible, harms 
as few as possible, and includes everyone possible. 
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integrated more formally into established planning work. The 
following sections show how asking the essential questions 
can add value to our planning duties and offer suggestions 
about when and how we might regularly ask the questions 
when leading comprehensive and other plan-making process-
es; developing or reviewing policies, programs, or projects; and 
having formal or informal discussions about our communities.

Plan Making 
Involving detailed process design and covering all topics, 
ranges, and scales, making plans presents many opportunities 
for asking and answering the essential questions. Plans create 
guiding visions and provide specific recommendations for 
achieving those visions to communities. Therefore, we must 
strive for our plan-making processes to bring everyone to the 
table, gather feedback from as many people as possible, and 
produce well-thought-out recommendations that benefit the 
entire community. 

Generally, for any planning process design, we must do the 
following:

•	 Ask and answer the essential questions before we begin. 
•	 Employ the essential questions throughout when creating 

and confirming the “why” for goals, objectives, policies, 
and actions. 

•	 Scan for people who are underrepresented or missing 
from the conversation and invite and include them in our 
process. 

The essential questions should be integrated into all steps 
of the plan-making process, as described below. As part of our 
published plans, we should document asking and answer-
ing the questions and any subsequent actions taken for all 
plan-making stages.

Preparing to launch the plan-making process. Planning 
processes offer value only if they accurately represent people. 
One of the critical times for asking the essential questions 
happens well before the visioning and other public input 
sessions begin. Answering the questions is performing “fairness 
due diligence” in helping ensure we have carefully considered 
people whose voices enhance visioning and goal setting and 
who should be encouraged to participate. 

To reach the most people in creating great communities for 
all, “Who is helped?” becomes a fundamental question to set 
the plan-making process’s vision and mission. Answers to who 
is harmed and missing can help us understand people left out 
of the plan’s benefits, without resources or access to education 
and representation. We can find, invite, and welcome them 
well before the date of the first public meeting.

Visioning and values. Visioning sessions are meetings 
setting long-range visions and goals. Charettes (high-intensity, 
in-depth sessions centered around a longer-range vision or 
goal-setting topic or problem) often launch plan-making pro-
cesses by establishing a community vision and goals to guide 
subsequent plan development. Creating a vision for specific 

(and sometimes existential) planning issues requires commu-
nity members to define their agreed-upon values from which 
a plan’s visions and missions take root and grow. Asking and 
answering the essential questions can improve representation. 

We can also ensure a more representative vision throughout 
the plan-making process by continuously asking “Who is miss-
ing?” Identifying and including community members whose 
ideas and concerns have been missing from previous conver-
sations about community visions and goals will strengthen 
the process and result in the creation of more inclusive and 
representative community values. 

Public engagement data strategy. Once we find answers 
for who should be invited to a plan-making process, we can 
also ask and answer the essential questions to discover how 
different approaches to collecting data might help, harm, and 
leave people out, helping us strategize better public engage-
ment and input processes. Doing so can positively impact our 
plan-making process’ visions, goals, and recommendations. 

We can closely look at our data-gathering methods and 
sources in focus groups, surveys, and public engagement tech-
nology. For instance, who is helped by posting a survey online 
might be people on a particular social media platform, potential-
ly skewing results. Who is harmed or missed by posting a survey 
online might be people without access to technology, so choose 
data collection methods that help increase participation.

Also, think about who may be helped, harmed, and miss-
ing when selecting data and tools from external sources. 
Make sure those providers collect their data from fact-based, 
relevant, unbiased, and reputable methods and sources. 
Integrating the essential questions into data-driven process-
es can increase the chances for high-quality, relevant, and 
reputable data that leaves no one out and avoids building 
bias into an analysis. 

Public meetings. Encouraging planning decision makers 
(such as board members and commissioners) to ask the essen-
tial questions can help us continuously monitor our plan-mak-
ing process’ level of success. Making sure to ask the questions 
out loud during the many public meetings required in plan 
making supports the following outcomes: 

•	 Gaining clarity on a plan’s impacts
•	 Providing answers to make well-informed, justifiable 

decisions
•	 Bringing human impacts of decisions to light
•	 Keeping the conversation focused on what is important
•	 Improving outcomes for all involved
•	 Providing depth to deliberations 
•	 Generating viable alternatives 
•	 Exposing potentially unethical motives
•	 Increasing comprehensiveness in decision-making
•	 Uncovering or identifying unintended outcomes of  

decision-making 
•	 Providing opportunities for greater consensus 

We can use the essential questions to accomplish the fol-
lowing elements of successful public meeting outcomes: 
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Lifting missing voices in public meetings during plan 
making. When organizing and facilitating meetings, we can 
ask who is harmed and missing to interpret whether people 
feel comfortable speaking. In the context of an active meeting, 
this can look like making sure no one person or group is domi-
nating the conversation (scanning for missing voices and those 
harmed by neglect).

Reducing adverse effects by considering accessibility. 
If our data collection strategies in a public meeting involve 
movement, we can ask who may be harmed and missing. 
Planning process activities such as “gallery walks” or poster 
pin-ups and reviews, sticky dot voting, post-it note comment-
ing, stretching over base maps, and other movement-relat-
ed activities offer excellent ways to gather input. Still, they 
will likely hinder some participants with ambulatory issues, 
eliminating critical voices—and therefore harming by neglect 
or leaving people out. Consider people with vision, hearing, 
sensory, social anxiety, and technology access issues. We know 
how hard it is to provide fully accessible meetings, but asking 
the essential questions and making necessary changes can 
support our aspirations.

Decreasing the number of people who may be harmed 
or missing through diversity assessment. Facilitating 
meetings offers assessment opportunities for inclusiveness. 
Take time to determine if the diversity in the room generally 
represents the community’s representative census data. Also, 
we can account for underrepresented people and groups that 
were identified when preparing to launch the plan-making 
process. After each public meeting, we should ask and answer 
the questions again to evaluate the success of our attempt 
in attracting people we hoped would attend. Did those who 
showed up represent one group more than others? Did we 
notice people and groups who weren’t there? If so, consider 
how the resulting lack of diverse ideas from public input might 
harm the plan.

Readjusting between public meetings. We can ask and 
answer the essential questions to guide adjustments between 
public meetings to potentially increase chances for people to 
participate and build a sense of ownership in the plan, which is 
crucial for implementation.

Drafting plan policies, objectives, and actions. As noted 
above, we can keep the essential questions in mind and ask 
them throughout the plan-making process, actively seeking to 
achieve continuous improvement.

Public review and feedback. When seeking public input 
on the draft plan, we can focus on who is harmed (by neglect) 
and missing. When preparing for widespread publication 
across all media platforms, we must consider the accessibility 
and inclusion checks provided above for public engagement 
strategy development and public meetings. Is the draft plan 
conspicuous and accessible for everyone? Did we consider 
people with different abilities and needs who will want to 
see the draft? Did we ensure media outlets reach people in 
the community and did we consider how people find, read, 
and provide feedback on draft plans? We can check on the 
beneficiaries, the negatively affected, and people who may be 

underrepresented throughout the review and feedback period 
and shift outreach strategies accordingly.

Finalizing the plan document. We can make sure to pub-
lish documented steps in asking and answering the essential 
questions. Published steps become a record of monitoring 
answers and actions taken to improve the community’s pro-
cess over the plan’s lifespan. When launching new plans and 
updating old ones, we can examine the success of employing 
the questions by scrutinizing current conditions, making ad-
justments, and improving as we advance. 

Implementation. Using the essential questions to gauge 
and manage shared, equitable implementation, we can select 
those accountable for plans’ implementation as we continue 
improving wider stakeholder participation. 

Policies
Plans are collections of policies and recommendations, but local 
governments may develop and adopt standalone policies inde-
pendent of their plans. Policy development also offers opportu-
nities for planners to ask and answer the essential questions. 

The essential questions are critical in policy making because 
policies are widespread community directives that typically apply 
to many people and form the basis for creating and implement-
ing rules. Answering the questions “Who is helped?” and “Who is 
harmed?” can mitigate unintended negative consequences. 

Problem identification. Asking the essential questions 
helps us establish the “why” for our policy-making processes, 
providing a more thoughtful justification for why and how we 
should solve an identified problem.

Policy making. The essential questions and their answers 
can help policies take positive directions as they make their 
way through decision-making bodies and bureaucracies to be 
adopted and implemented. 

Policy adoption and implementation. If we answer the 
essential questions and take appropriate actions in develop-
ing a policy and finalizing it for adoption, it will help establish 
confidence in a policy’s worth. Still, we should take the time 
to check through the questions again. Has anything changed 
since the problem identification that might impact the an-
swers? Hopefully not, but last-minute adjustments could be 
warranted. We can also use the answers to prioritize policies; if 
a policy helps many people and harms few or none, this justi-
fies funding and implementation.

Evaluation. A fundamental application of answering the 
essential questions is taking a detailed look at how an imple-
mented policy helped people, harmed people, or missed peo-
ple. With this knowledge, we can put forward more informed 
recommendations and make necessary adjustments. 

Programs 
When we develop programs to solve an issue or meet targeted 
needs, “Who is helped?” becomes the crucial question. Answers 
support our confidence in developing and administering 
programs that are truly helping who they intend to help. And 
though the goal of creating a new program is never to harm 
people, we can ask “Who is harmed?” to make sure. Finally, ask-
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ing “Who is missing?” could reveal additional people who may 
be helped by a program or suggest different implementation 
strategies to maximize program benefits and make the most of 
program investments. 

Program justification and goal setting. Limited resourc-
es mean that planners and others require good reasons for 
proposing and developing programs. How many people will 
the proposed program help, and are we sure it will not harm 
anyone? We may not know who is missing when validating 
why a proposed program should exist, but asking the question 
will keep this idea on the radar later. 

Once the “why” of the program is established, answers to 
the essential questions can help form proposed program goals: 
we can target goals to improve the lives of people who are 
harmed and increase the number of people who are helped. 
Answering “Who is missing?” at this stage is essential. We may 
discover opportunities to expand a proposed program’s reach. 

Budgeting and implementation. If a proposed program 
helps many people and keeps them from harm, we can make a 
stronger argument for allocating funds for its implementation. 
Building out a program requires action steps (often including 
physical logistics) and working out the details needed for a 
program to be successful offers additional opportunities for 
asking the essential questions.

Evaluation. Asking the essential questions during each 
annual review can help us identify who a program may have 
helped beyond the intended participants, understand any 
unintended negative consequences or impacts to people, and 
offer opportunities to uncover more people who might be 
helped by the program. Enhancing formal audits with answers 
to the essential questions allows us to more clearly identify 
ways to improve.

Projects 
Projects can benefit from the essential questions, as asking 
them refocuses the conversation from what the project is to 
who the project’s users are. Often designed and implemented 
by private entities, projects include residential, commercial, 
or mixed-use developments. Public agencies may also lead or 
participate in project design and implementation; examples 
include a development authority constructing an affordable 
housing project or managing a brownfields redevelopment, 
a transit agency leading infrastructure improvements, or a 
local government forming a public-private partnership for a 
revitalization project.

Near-term implementation involves current planning ac-
tions, such as project conception and design, technical reviews, 
planner recommendations, public hearings, applicant revisions, 
approvals, budgeting and scheduling, construction, and proj-
ect evaluation. Answers to the essential questions can benefit 
projects throughout all such efforts. 

Conception and design. During a project’s conception and 
design phases, planners will hear from people asking questions 
or complaining about the project. The essential questions 
can become part of the dialogue between staff and project 
applicants, which can help applicants better understand the 

potential impacts of—and potential community opposition 
to—their projects. This can inform adjustments to projects that 
result in better community benefits, smoother public com-
ment processes, and better development outcomes. Project 
commentors can use the questions to assess projects that will 
impact them, potentially resulting in constructive suggestions 
rather than outright condemnation.

Planners and designers in both the public and private 
sectors also bring forth project proposals and designs. Pub-
lic-sector planners working for and with people will be familiar 
with their communities and how the people they serve could 
be helped, harmed, or missed by a proposed project. They will 
immediately or quickly be able to answer the essential ques-
tions and can encourage project applicants to concurrently ask 
and answer the questions themselves. 

Private-sector planners and designers contracted by mu-
nicipalities, land developers, and other entities usually do not 
directly report to people they plan for and with. Since they may 
not immediately know the answers to the essential questions 
when working in nonlocal or otherwise unfamiliar commu-
nities, they may need more time to seek answers and ensure 
they are correct. Private-sector planners can integrate the es-
sential questions and answers as part of requisite due diligence 
in project proposals and designs to show they care enough to 
consider the needs of all community members.

Technical reviews. Current planning reviews of design, 
transportation, and construction projects require specialized 
expertise and meticulousness. They can also de-emphasize 
people. Answering the essential questions remind reviewers 
that people are the end users of a proposed project. 

Answers to the questions support our decisions when we 
analyze engineered drawings or site plans, review the technical 
data found in digital or blueprint layers, or navigate land-use 
tables. Technical project reviews pair well with the questions 
because visuals allow us to point to details we can see and 
encourage imagination when answering. (“See this curb cut for 
the parking lot entrance? Who is helped and harmed by the 
decision to locate it there?”) 

When we work as technical reviewers, we cannot realistically 
(and should not) ask these three questions out loud every time 
we see something on a site plan. But general awareness of the 
essential questions reminds us to remember who is helped, 
harmed, and missing and to take appropriate action as we dig 
deep into the details. 

Recommendations. Since our recommendations as 
planners influence projects, answering the essential questions 
when writing reports provides an additional layer of care and 
thoughtfulness, potentially improving projects under consider-
ation. We can achieve higher levels of trust with our communi-
ties when we demonstrate our awareness of the specific ways 
projects help, harm, or leave people out, and we can create 
fairer recommendations with that information. 

Public hearings. Generally held during an existing meeting 
such as a planning commission or city council meeting, public 
hearings offer people a chance to express their opinions on 
project proposals. The essential questions can help us guide 
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public dialogue around a proposed project, providing focus, 
clarity, and community around its impacts on real people.

Applicant revisions and approvals. We and other review-
ers can verify that any revisions applicants make to project 
proposals help more, harm less, and bring more people to the 
table. And asking the questions one last time before project 
approval can increase confidence for decision makers. 

Implementation schedules and budgeting. We can 
employ questions and answers in prioritizing which projects 
should be implemented and when. For instance, when deter-
mining the implementation schedule for a community’s parks 
and recreation plan, we can ask, “Who is helped and harmed 
if we implement Park A’s improvements before Park B’s?” This 
can help us guide more informed budget decisions and more 
transparent public communication about those decisions. 

Construction. Project implementation is high profile, 
and projects under construction directly impact people. The 
essential questions can improve people’s experiences during 
times of change. Asking and answering the questions across 
the range of activities required for a project’s implementation 
can potentially create a more tolerable, humane experience. 
Examples include land clearing, foundation pouring, utility 
work, framing, installing, operating construction equipment, 
transportation detours, parking and storing the construction 
equipment, and many other situations. Who will be helped 
and harmed by construction during the workday and over the 
nighttime hours? Who should be part of the conversation on 
leaving heavy construction equipment on the school parking 
lot? Construction managers can choose to reduce negative 
real-time impacts that project implementation often brings. 

Evaluation. Were decision makers correct? Did the proj-
ect help more people than it harmed? Were missing people 
found? Answering the essential questions as part of an eval-
uation process can provide clear directions for improving an 
implemented project and enhancing similar projects through 
lessons learned. 

Planning Deliberations 
As planners, we can ask the essential questions any time deci-
sion makers and the public consider a planning topic, includ-
ing in any meeting for any planning proposal at all ranges and 
scales. Whether in public meetings, professional conversations, 
or in an individual planner’s mind, asking and answering the 
questions can enhance the value of planning-related discus-
sions and decision-making outcomes.

Regular meetings. For meetings scheduled during specific, 
expected times (e.g., a monthly planning commission meeting) 
in which some form of Robert’s Rules of Order (or modified 
Parliamentary procedural meeting rules) is employed, decision 
makers can ask and begin answering the questions at appro-
priate times during proceedings. 

Staff reports. The essential questions can support us 
as planners in writing better staff reports and adding more 
value to our recommendations, providing increased clarity 
and confidence for decision makers and the trust granted by 
people we serve. 

Visualizing the Essential Questions 
New concepts—even three simple questions—can be 
difficult to visualize when considering how they fit into your 
planning duties. Imagine yourself in various planning roles 
and what you might say to gain a better understanding of 
potential opportunities: 

Plan making: 
•	 The planning manager evaluating past plans’ impacts 

before beginning a new plan-making process: “Let’s take 
a look at the current and prior plans and ask who these 
plans helped and harmed—and who was missing from 
the process—to guide our new initiative and help us avoid 
past mistakes.” 

•	 The lead planner holding internal pre-plan-making 
meetings with colleagues as a pre-scanning exercise: 
“We’re here today to define the ‘why’ for our plan by 
determining who will enjoy planning’s impacts, who may 
be negatively impacted, and who doesn’t know but would 
want to know about our work. This way, we can get a 
handle on current conditions before we officially begin the 
plan-making process.” 

•	 A planner in charge of online content adding an 
interactive and updatable webpage for the plan’s 
informational website: “Welcome to this page, where you 
can offer input to help make our plan as fair as possible 
by offering your thoughts on who the plan helps, who it 
potentially harms, and who is currently absent from the 
conversation.” 

•	 The planning director bringing the plan to official 
adoption: “We feel confident that knowing who benefits, 
may be negatively affected, or left out of the conversation 
increased our goal of being as fair, transparent, and demo-
cratic as possible. I urge you to adopt this plan.” 

Policy making and implementation: 
•	 A planning consultant beginning an environmental 

scan for a proposed policy: “We have begun identifying 
and tracking current and future trends associated with 
your proposed policy. We want to find who is currently 
helped, harmed, and missing in the assessment of our 
current condition, then predict how their situations might 
change if the proposed policy is implemented.” 

•	 The planning policy initiators investigating political 
will: “Who in local politics might win, lose, or be absent as 
a result of our policy idea? Let’s consider how what we are 
proposing might create political winners and losers. Our 
developed policy will require political buy-in, so let’s strive 
to design our policy for more winners.”

•	 A planner writing an annual policy review: “Following 
is information on the people we serve and how we ask 
who is helped, harmed, and missing to monitor the reach 
of our work.” 
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Program development: 
•	 The planners exploring a need for a program: “Today we 

launch a needs assessment to identify who our program will 
serve, but to also explore possible unintended consequences 
and human impacts of our proposed program by asking 
who is helped, who is harmed, and who is missing from the 
dialogue around our program idea.” 

•	 A private planning consultant holding a focus group: 
“Today, we want your thoughts on how to make our program 
work for everyone possible. Who will likely benefit? Who 
probably won’t? Have we done a good enough job of inviting 
everyone who needs to be here?”

•	 The core planning team developing goals and objectives for 
a program: “We’ve gathered a lot of input from the public and 
stakeholders about what our policy’s goals and objectives should 
be. Do they help? Do they harm? Do they leave anyone out?”

Project proposal development and review: 
•	 A current planner with a project applicant: “We ask that you 

as the project proposer take time to answer the following three 
questions as accurately and completely as possible: Who is 
served by your project? Who is negatively impacted by your proj-
ect? Who is missing from the table in evaluating your project?”

•	 A private-sector planner facilitating a neighborhood input 
session to discuss a land-development project proposal: 
“We know this is where your heart lives, and we hope you can 
help us figure out how we can be good neighbors today by 
thinking about how this project will help the neighborhood, 
whether it might somehow have a negative impact on you or 
others, and who may be missing from the discussion today.”

•	 A site planner reviewing a project’s site plan: “How does this 
location for a new manufacturing plant help or harm resi-
dents in both this neighborhood and the greater community, 
and who might not but should know about this proposal?” 

Planning deliberations: 
•	 A current planner presenting staff recommendations to 

the board of zoning appeals: “Based on our assessment of 
who will benefit, who will be negatively affected, and who we 
believe is underrepresented, staff recommends not approving 
the request. We have determined this proposal could possibly 
harm a significant number of residents, and we believe many 
people to be unaware of the proposal and its impacts.” 

•	 A city councilor in an emergency budget meeting: “Who 
does this budget cut proposal advantage? Who does it disad-
vantage? And who doesn’t know it’s coming?” 

•	 A planner in an internal meeting with colleagues choosing 
neighborhoods for their next neighborhood planning 
effort: “How does spending our time and resources updating 
an existing plan for a neighborhood not currently in need 
help or harm the rest of town? There are a lot of people not yet 
involved in our community’s planning process.” 

•	 A planner thinking alone, watching a moving van carry 
out a family’s furniture, wondering about unintentional 
displacement in a fast-changing neighborhood: “Did our 
property tax abatement policy decisions for this neighbor-
hood harm this family, who might be moving because they 
have to, not because they want to? I sure hope we didn’t 
inadvertently help only those people who needed it the least, 
and I don’t know where to begin to understand who’s missing 
here. I’ll bring this up with the other planners as I work on the 
department’s annual plan implementation evaluation report.” 

Does one or more of the above opportunities to implement 
the essential questions apply to your planning practice? These 
are only a few of the many possibilities. 

Public forums and special meetings. Often lengthy and 
focused on one topic (such as the need for a comprehensive 
plan or the details and outcomes of a community visioning 
session), these meetings invite the public to learn about, 
discuss, and debate an idea in more depth than is typically pos-
sible in a regular meeting. Essential questions can bring depth 
and breadth to these deliberations. We planners, decision 
makers, and participants can explicitly ask and answer who is 
helped, harmed, and missing. 

Emergency meetings. Answers to the questions can help 
decision makers think more deeply about the human impacts 
of their decisions before they take action. Essential questions 
can also steer emergency meetings deliberating on topics 
requiring immediate attention.

Conversations with planning colleagues and decision 
makers. Much of our work involves behind-the-scenes inter-
actions with colleagues, including professional conversations, 
data preparation, and recommendation development. We can 
employ the questions in various situations, such as discussing 

a topic with applicants, researching in the field, brainstorm-
ing with colleagues, and conducting internal meetings with 
decision makers.

Alone. Though this PAS Memo stresses purposeful imple-
mentation of the essential questions in everyday work, asking 
and answering the questions never requires a formal process. 
As individual planners, we should be asking and answering the 
questions in our minds as we fulfill our planning duties. 

Conclusion
This PAS Memo demonstrates how using three essential 
questions—Who is helped? Who is harmed? Who is missing?—
when planning for and with people across planning practice 
can make communities fairer and better. 

Asking and answering these three straightforward questions 
enhances our ability to cut to the chase to what is real, because 
our work involves real people. And though we often work in 
highly complex ambiguity within our multidisciplinary field, 
starting with these simple questions allows us to more effec-
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tively explain the very real human impacts of planning ideas in 
our visual, verbal, and written communications. The breadth of 
our developed skills and knowledge exemplifies the qualities 
of successful leaders: answering the essential questions and 
taking action provides opportunities for us to have an even 
more valuable professional role as planners. 

But be flexible and realistic. We must understand when and 
where to take advantage of opportunities to ask the essential 
questions in our everyday work and expand their use across 
work ranges and scales—facilitating meetings, writing reports, 
making recommendations, crafting and implementing plans, in 
one-on-one conversations or in large group discussions—but 
we must realize nothing is perfect. Some people will always 
be helped too much. Others will be unavoidably harmed. And 
unfortunately, many people will never make it to the table. 
Life is not fair; being realistic about this can stave off burnout. 
Though implementing a planning culture that regularly asks 
and answers these three essential questions doesn’t guarantee 
easy and straightforward decisions, it does allow planners and 
decision makers to make the most informed, transparent, and 
therefore best decisions possible in each context and situation. 

Everywhere possible in our planning practice we should 
ask who is helped, harmed, and missing. We must always keep 
these three questions front of mind to help us encourage 
fairer outcomes in everything we do. When we answer the 
questions, we can decide the best ways to take action. Because 
when planning for and with people, knowing “who is” and 
taking action represents our “why.” 
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