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March 4, 1980

Proj ects:
1. Challenge to
2. Purchase of

TRI-COUNTY CITTZENS ' LEAGUE

the Veteransr Hospital project.
the PI buildings.

3 Comprehensive plan.
Would there be a great difference if Metro prepared a com-prehensive plan and a comprehensive plan was made up ofof constituent jurisdictions. Should a tax equalization
program be included to soften the blow of relocation ofindustrial sites.

plans

3.1 Ask the above questions of the planners at Metro.
Ask the same questions of the county planners from
outside Metro's boundaries.

3.2 Are the statutory guide lines of I'letro relating toplanning sufficient.
3.3 fs there a utility pIan.

4 l{ho should have the responsibility for landfill citing.
Should it be l"letro or DEQ.

Statutory changes.

4.1 Relationship between Metro and LCDC.

4.2 Where does the power reside.
4.3 Is the urban gro\,rth boundary correct.
4.4 Can the legislature now change the charter of l"letro.
Public transit takeover.
5.1 Need for more responsibility and accountability.
5.2 Eliminate the payroll tax.

3 What is the influence of constituent governments on
Tri-uet.

4 What is the relationship between the Department of
Transportation and Tri-Met and'the City of Port1and.

3

4

5.

5

5
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6.

7.

8.
o

10.

5-5 what is !1," long-range plan e.g.r rlo underground in1ight rail system.
Boundary commission.

Analysis of financial base.
7.1 Statutory restrictions.
7.2 Other restrictions.
7.3 A and B ballot.
Governing structure.
Port's relationship to other regionar agencies and unifiedport for Columbia River.
Relationship between Metro and vancouver and clark county.



Additional projects from METRO questionnaire

I.
2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

r1.

t2.
I3.

I4.

15.

16.

L7.

18.

19.

20.

2t.
22.

23.

24.

Water Supply

Drainage

Sewers

SoIid trlaste

Transportation

Parks and Recreation

Cultural and Entertainment Facilities
Zoo

Publ.ic involvement

Criminal Justice

Boundaries

Energy

Economic Development

Air Quality
Hous ing

Land Use

Airports

Cable TV

Data Processing

Disaster and Emergency Preparedness

Human Rights

Marine Trades

Pub1ic Safety--Police and Fire

Purchas ing
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March 4, 1980

Proj ects :

1. Challenge to
2 - Purchase of

3.1 Ask the
Ask the
outside

3. Comprehensive plan.
Would there be a great difference if Metro prepared a com-
prehensive plan and a comprehensive plan was made up of plans
of constituent jurisdictions. Should a tax equalization
program be included to soften the blow of relocation of
industrial sites.

TRI-COUNTY CITTZENS I LEAGUE

the Veteransr Hospital project.
the Pf buildings.

above questions of the planners at Metro.
same questions of the county planners from
Metrors boundaries.

4

3.2 Are the statutory guide lines of l'letro relating to
planning sufficient.

3.3 Is there a utility p1an.

3.4 l{ho should have the responsibility for 1andfil1 citing.
Should it be l"letro or DEQ.

Statutory changes.

4.1 Relationship between Metro and LCDC.

4.2 Where does the power reside.
4.3 Is the urban growth boundary correct.
4.4 Can the legislature now change the charter of Metro.

Public transit takeover.
5.1 Need for more responsibility and accountability.
5.2 Eliminate the payroll tax.
5.3 What is the influence of constituent governments on

Tri-Met.
4 llhat is the relationship between the Department of

Transportation and Tri-Met and the City of Portland'

5

5
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5.5 What is the long-range
light rail system.

6. Boundary commission.

7. Analysis of financial base.
7.\ Statutory restrictions.
7.2 Other restrictions.
7.3 A and B baIIot.

8. Governing structure.
9. Port's relationship to other

plan e. g. r rlo underground in

regional agencies and unified

10.

port for Columbia River.
Relationship between Metro a:nd Vancouver and Clark County.



Additional prolects from METRO questionnaire
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18.

I9.

20.
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22.

23.

24.

Water Supply

Dra inage

Sewers
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Trans portat ion

Parks and Recreation

Cultural and Entertainment Facilities
Zoo

PubIic involvement

Criminal Justice

Boundaries

Energy

Economic Development

Air Quality
Hous ing

Land Use

Airports

Cable TV

Data Processing

Disaster and Emergency Preparedness

Human Rights

Marine Trades

PubIic Safety--Police and Fire

Purchas ing


