
 

 

DATE:  02/23/2021 
 
TO:  John Day City Council   
 
FROM:  Nicholas Green, Chief Planning Official 
   
RE:  Supplemental staff report to AMD-20-11 (Manufactured Housing/Home Parks) 
 
Staff wish to enter the following into the public record: 
 
1) Comprehensive Plan Housing Policy & Prior Plan Amendments. John Day’s 

comprehensive plan was adopted June 10, 2003 and is nearing the end of its 20-year planning 
period. The comprehensive plan includes eight housing policies – documented in pages 57-58 
of the plan (Enclosure 1). These policies relied on population growth assumptions provided by 
Portland State University (PSU) based on the 1990 U.S. Decennial Census, shown at the top 
of page 57. PSU’s forecast relied on a historically stable population base that showed a current 
population of 1,988 residents when the plan was adopted in 2000 and forecast of 2,304 
residents in John Day by the year 2020. PSU’s certified population estimated in 2020 was 
1,750 residents, a full 554 residents short of their projection. Not only did John Day fail to 
achieve their projected 15 percent population increase, the city in fact experienced a 12 
percent decline in population. The comprehensive plan never anticipated declining population, 
the loss of a mainstay industry (timber) or the subsequent impact of outmigration, job loss and 
private sector capital flight that has occurred over the past two decades. The comprehensive 
plan also failed to consider the significant impact this population and socioeconomic decline 
would have on the housing market, demographic mix and the long-term impacts to public 
facilities that relied on stable population growth forecasts to determine utility and bond rates. 
For example, K-12 student enrollment declined by nearly 50 percent during this period, from 
over 1,000 students at the turn of the century to less than 600 today. From 2008 to 2018, only 
three site built homes were permitted within city limits. 
 
The City adopted new housing incentive programs and rehabilitation programs in 2018 that has 
led to the creation of 12 new dwelling units and the major rehabilitation of an addition six 
housing units in John Day. This highly successful program has reduced the total cost of new 
home construction in John Day by 10-11 percent and has since been replicated in other 
communities. The City has also promoted significant public investment in new infrastructure, 
including a new wastewater treatment plant, to support additional housing, such as the 
proposed master planned communities at Ironwood Estates and Mahogany Ridge that will 
create up to 100 new mixed-income homes in those areas, with the first phase programmed to 
begin site design this year.  
 
The City went further to promote equitable housing developments and adopted amendment 
AMD-19-03 to City of John Day Development Code in November 2019 to allow for residential 
use of existing homes in the General Commercial (GC) and Downtown (D) districts that were 
previously restricted for use only as a business. This amendment also adjusted Temporary 



 

 

Dwelling Units provisions of the Code to allow for temporary Recreational Vehicle (RV) dwelling 
in all zones under special circumstances. 
 
Building on the nascent success of these programs, the City contracted with EcoNorthwest to 
perform a housing market assessment and comprehensive economic development strategy to 
provide a detailed assessment and guidelines for new home construction in John Day, along 
with an Economic Opportunity Assessment to guide future development of commercial and 
industrial properties in John Day. These documents were formally adopted in May 2020 
through AMD-20-05.  
 
The goal of these amendments was to further encourage residential development which 
provides prospective buyers with a variety of residential lot sizes, diversity of housing types, 
and a range in prices (Policy 4), to emphasize the need for the appropriate type, location and 
phasing of public facilities and services sufficient to support housing development (Policy 5) 
and to promote the rehabilitation of existing housing, and the re-use of vacant land (Policy 7) 
consistent with the objectives of the City’s comprehensive plan.  
 
Each amendment was backed by extensive analysis that met or exceeded the State’s 
requirements as well as the City’s own housing policy requirements in the comprehensive plan. 
The City’s overarching efforts throughout these various code amendments seeks two primary 
outcomes: (1) to achieve sustained population growth, and (2) to expand the local economy to 
create opportunities for all John Day residents.  
 

2) Manufactured Home and Home Park Amendments. Concurrent with the city council’s 
redevelopment strategy to overcome two decades of population decline, the City has been fine 
tuning various drafts of proposed amendments to manufactured homes and manufactured 
home parks in John Day. These adjustments were recommended by the City’s contract 
planning staff to meet the intent of Policy 8 that mobile home parks should be developed in 
areas in close proximity to service commercial, with access to a collector, and should be 
designed to protect the character of adjoining residential uses and provide for a maximum level 
of quality living for occupants. Improving quality of life standards, such as open space 
requirements, may inherently create some tension for other housing policy objectives like 
Policy 1, which requires that ordinance revisions be made to better accommodate 
manufactured housing, planned or cluster developments, and other innovative design 
techniques which might provide more flexibility and/or lower housing costs.  
 
Riverside Home Park claims that the proposed amendments “violate” Housing Policy 1, but do 
not develop this argument with any specific examples.  As a general matter, Housing Policy 
does not establish a blanket prohibition on ordinances that might increase housing costs 
(hence the “and/or”).  Secondly, Housing Policy 1 cannot fairly be read as preventing individual 
refinements to housing regulations.  The correct interpretation is that the City’s “ordinance 
revisions” must have the overall effect of “better accommodate[ing]” housing.  As demonstrated 
from the discussion above, the City has adopted a number of ordinance revisions directed at 
better accommodating all forms of housing through ordinance revisions that increase flexibility 



 

 

and/or lower housing costs.  Finally, it must be noted that the various housing policies may 
conflict.  Specifically, policies aimed at increased flexibility and/or lower costs may conflict with 
policies to provide “appropriate or sufficient public services and facilities, open space, 
recreation, and aesthetic quality, and/or maximum levels of quality living.”   More specifically, 
the effect of the amendments is largely to bring regulations on manufactured homes and 
manufactured home parks in line with requirements of state law, adopting provisions 
specifically authorized by state law, and/or clarifying improvement standards to meet health 
and safety objectives.  Given the nature of the amendments, they do not result in an undue 
increase in housing costs (otherwise the state would not have adopted such standards or 
authorized cities to adopt such standards).  Staff is also unaware of any undue burdens on 
housing development these standards have created in other jurisdictions with similar 
standards.       

 
3) Section F, Section G & Regulatory Takings. No portion of the Section F applies to existing 

manufactured home parks or proposed manufactured home parks This section applies 
exclusively to manufactured homes on individual lots and staff would be supportive of an 
amendment to retitle Section F as “Manufactured Homes on Individual Lots”. Accordingly, it 
has no effect on Riverside Home Park or any other existing manufactured home park in John 
Day and there is no “regulatory taking” at issue in the proposed amendments. The Floor Plan, 
Roof, and Residential Building Materials requirements (Section F.1 through F.3) along with 
other sections identified in black text are not an amendment to the City’s existing code as these 
requirements exist in the City’s existing acknowledged development code.  If the Council were 
to decline to adopt this proposed ordinance, these requirements of the current code will remain 
in effect. 

 
Section G governs manufactured home and mobile home parks, which are developments 
where multiple manufactured homes and/or mobile homes are located on the same piece of 
property.  As identified above, the amendments to Section G are largely to comply with all 
applicable State of Oregon standards including street and utility improvements, along with 
additional standards for play areas recommended by the Planning Commission. Text in black 
for Section G, like Section F, is part of the City’s existing code and will remain in place even if 
the Council were to decline to adopt this proposed ordinance. 

 
4) Insufficient Analysis for Tiny Home Requirements. City staff are coordinating with state 

officials to review requirements and model codes for tiny homes. The City has not completed 
this analysis and is not prepared to make any recommendations with respect to tiny homes as 
tiny homes are not the focus of the amendments.  As noted above, the 1,000 sf minimum for 
manufactured dwellings on individual lots is an existing standard in the City’s Development 
Code.  Moreover, it is expressly authorized by ORS 197.307(8)(e).  

 
5) Comments on Proposed Ordinances. Our File No.: 135966-252955. Subject document from 

Riverside Home Park (RHP) received on February 19, 2021 via email shall be entered into the 
official record (Enclosure 2). 

 



 

 

Staff recommendation: Staff continues to find that the proposed amendments satisfy all 
applicable criteria and recommends adoption.  However, if Council desires additional time to 
review the materials provided or desires to make significant revisions to the proposed 
amendments, Council should continue the hearing to a future date to allow for deliberation 
and/or leave the record open to additional written testimony and conduct deliberations as a 
future date. 



Enclosure 1 

Housing Policies from Housing Element section of City of John Day Comprehensive Plan 

[Attached] 
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Enclosure 2 

Comments on Proposed Ordinances. Our File No.: 135966-252955 

[Attached] 
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J. Kenneth Katzaroff
Admitted in Washington and Oregon
T: 206-405-1985
C: 206-755-2011
KKatzaroff@SCHWABE.com

February 19, 2021

City Council
City of John Day
c/o City Manager, Nicholas Green
450 East Main St. 
John Day, OR 97845

RE: Riverside Home Park, LLC’s Comments on Proposed Ordinances
Our File No.: 135966-252955

Mayor Lundbom, Councilors:

Our offices represent Riverside Home Park, LLC (“Riverside” or the “Park”). This letter 
provides Riverside’s comments on the torrent of new ordinances and request that the City of 
John Day (the “City”) include this letter in the records for AMD-20-10, AMD-20-11, AMD-21-
02, and the RERC Adopting Ordinance. 

I. Introduction and Background

Riverside is a manufactured home park that provides roughly 15% of the housing supply 
for John Day and has been a valid and existing use since the 1960s. The entire park is adjacent to 
the John Day River and includes roughly 23 acres and 154 spaces for manufactured housing. 
Riverside provides affordable housing to some of the poorest residences in the City, and indeed, 
in all of Oregon. In recent years, Riverside has worked hard to upgrade the park. This has been a 
relatively slow process as it is complicated and requires careful compliance with state law, 
including issues regarding landlord–tenant rights, equal housing, and the state’s manufactured 
housing statutes. In the last 14-months alone, this has meant an investment in excess of 
$100,000. 

Riverside is proud that it continues to provide some of the poorest citizens in all of 
Oregon with a safe place to live and a roof over their heads. Indeed, but for the extremely low 
rental rates that Riverside has attempted to maintain (most as low as $230 per month), the City 
would likely see an increase in homelessness, people camping in public areas, and people of all 
ages living out of vehicles parked on the street. 

Riverside is unclear as to whether the City Council is aware of the City’s roughly 16-
month battle and ongoing harassment at the hands of the City’s Manager. Rather than repeat all 
actions unlawfully taken against Riverside, we highlight a few here:
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 Early fall 2019: City Manager meets with Riverside’s ownership after including 
portions of the Park on trail maps for the City’s “Innovation Gateway.” Riverside 
objects to the City planning to use its private property without compensation. City 
Manager asks if the City could purchase the park but scoffs when told the appraised 
value. 

 November 2019: City Manager takes a tour of the Park and informs Riverside that 
there are “hundreds” of code violations. The City Manager then presents Riverside 
with an “Abatement Agreement” that would essentially require the Park to be gutted 
and dozens of families made homeless. Riverside refuses to sign such agreement and 
asks for even a basic list of the alleged code violations. 

 January 14, 2020: City Manager takes a request before the Planning Commission to 
unlawfully revoke a conditional use permit related to the Park. Our offices are 
engaged to appeal that unlawful revocation. The City relents when the revocation is 
appealed to the City Council and the Land Use Board of Appeals (“LUBA”) and 
withdraws that revocation. Riverside files a Tort Claim Notice against the City. 

 April 9, 2020: City Manager issues to Riverside a “Cease and Desist and Notice of 
Code Violation” alleging that Riverside conducted unlawful fill in the John Day 
River. The notice is followed by a “Criminal Citation” for violating a particular 
section of the John Day Development Code (“Code”). The Criminal Citation is later 
dismissed by the circuit court. 

City Manager also reports Riverside to the Department of State Lands (“DSL”) 
alleging the same violation. DSL investigates and determines no such violation.

 May 2020: Without proper notice, City Manager asks the Planning Commission and 
the City Council to adopt two new ordinances that directly target Riverside and its 
business. Due to improper notice, the amendments were challenged by Riverside. 
Riverside files another Tort Claim Notice against the City. 

 June 2020: Through referral from local DLCD Representative, mediator Sam 
Imperati (“Mediator”) contacts both Riverside and the City about the possibility to 
mediate, paid for by DLCD.  

 September 2020: Planning Commission again tries to take up ordinances, which, 
again, are improperly noticed and do not provide the availability for the public to 
comment. 

 November 2020: Planning Commission again takes up the ordinances. Riverside 
comments voicing significant concern. 

Mediator re-contacts both parties to offer assistance.
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 January 2021: Planning Commission recommends approval of ordinances over the 
objection of Riverside.

 February 2021: Riverside renews its objections to the passing of ordinances that make 
the cost of doing business in John Day more expensive, and to the passing of any 
ordinance that provides the City Manager any more authority or discretion. The trust 
between Riverside and the City Manager is broken. Despite continued requests, the 
City Manager still refuses to provide Riverside with a list of alleged code violations, 
and, instead, has spent nearly a year attempting to adopt new code provisions that 
would enable the City to revoke, fine, or otherwise punish Riverside for alleged 
violations. 

II. The City Council should decline to adopt Ordinance No. 20-188-09 (AMD-20-10) or 
remand it to the Planning Commission to Incorporate Changes that Protect Private 
Citizens

Riverside references and incorporates its previous comments regarding this code 
amendment. The draft presented to the Planning Commission and recommended for adoption by 
that body is substantially different from the proposal before the City Council and includes 
several changes made by staff that were not recommended by the Planning Commission. On that 
basis alone, this amendment should be remanded to the Planning Commission for review before 
a new recommendation before this body. 

Section B of AMD-20-10 “deems” any violation of the code to be a “public nuisance” 
and subject to the procedures at Title 8, Chapter 2 of the Code. That is inappropriate and not 
supported by the law or by the Code. To the extent that the Code contains a definition of a 
“public nuisance” it is located at JDC 8-2-8-A, which states that “[a] public nuisance is any 
thing, condition, or act which is or may be a detriment or menace to the public health, safety, or 
welfare. No person will cause, permit, or maintain a public nuisance on public or private 
property.”  Therefore, any “public nuisance” must, invariably, provide some risk of public health 
and safety. To the extent a party fails to get the proper permit or other technical violation of the 
code, or, perhaps places a pre-fabricated shed on its property but violates setback requirements, 
such “violations” simply cannot sufficiently be tied to the doctrine of nuisance nor its application 
in the Code. Any attempt at enforcement for “violations” without specific endangerment to 
public health and safety cannot be inappropriately lumped in via this amendment to the Code. 

Section D of AMD-20-10 seeks to greatly expand the City’s ability to revoke permitted 
land uses. This sets a scary precedent and will lead to increased harassment on less-desirable yet 
necessary uses (such as low-income housing), and enables revocation proceedings upon just a 
single allegation of violation – whether technical in nature or actually endangering the public. 

It is likely that this provision will be un-equally applied and could cause an as-applied 
constitutional challenge because it is likely that the City’s enforcement is targeted more at uses 
and properties of low-income persons who could not defend against alleged violations. Further, 
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the remedy for a violation should be to seek compliance and not to revoke the permit. Such 
compliance can already be forced through the City’s Code or via ORS 197.825(3)(a). 

Section F, and its companion (the new definition of “Planning Official”) are misguided. 
Under the current definition, there are no professional requirements for the “Planning Official” – 
no planning experience requirements, certifications, building inspection or other expertise, or any 
vetting process. Further, the City Manager is given full authority to appoint anyone to said 
function. Staff argues that there is “no incentive for the City Manager or Planning Official to 
designate someone that is unable to perform the duties assigned” but that assurance is simply not 
good enough. As stated above, Riverside has been forced to hold the current City Manager and 
Planning Official, Nicholas Green, accountable for a variety of illegal and improper planning 
acts. Enabling the City Manager to continue to appoint unqualified persons to administer the 
Code and independently enforce its provisions will only lead to additional conflict and litigation. 

Lastly, Section I seeks to add vicarious liability to the owner of any property. Liability 
should lay with the bad actor alone. In Riverside’s case, vicarious liability could be particularly 
inappropriate as Riverside is a landlord to 15% of the residents of the City. If a tenant violates 
the Code, even if corrected, the City could (and based upon the pattern of broken trust, will) seek 
penalty against Riverside – even if the violation is corrected. Further, during COVID-19, many 
of Riverside’s authorities to enforce against its tenants, such as through eviction, remain, 
difficult. Although statewide moratoriums on eviction only relate to non-payment of rent, it is 
virtually impossible to schedule a court hearing or other process to seek eviction or other causes 
as well. Liability should be limited to the actor. 

Lastly, to the extent the City plans to use this ordinance as a weapon, such as to punish or 
revoke permits due to past-occurring violations, such application is disallowed under the Oregon 
State Constitution as an ex post facto punishment. See Section 21, Oregon Constitution Article I. 
State v. Harberts, 198 Or App 546, 108 P3d 1201 (2005) (a law that increases the punishment for 
a crime for an offense committed prior to enhancement of the penalty is a prohibited ex post 
facto law).

III. The City Council should decline to adopt Ordinance No. 20-188-09 (AMD-20-11) or 
remand to the Planning Commission to Amend Consistent with these Comments

Riverside refers to and incorporates its past comments regarding this proposed 
amendment. Riverside’s main objection to this amendment remains that it increases the cost of 
housing and seeks to further limit manufactured dwelling uses, which violates Housing Policy 1 
of the John Day Comprehensive Plan. 

Beyond that, Riverside is unclear as to the City’s interpretation of Section F.1., which 
requires manufactured homes to be multi-sectional and in excess of 1,000 square feet. It is 
unclear whether the City intends this restriction to apply to manufactured homes outside of 
manufactured home/dwelling parks, or whether it only relates to those homes outside of dwelling 
parks. To the extent it intends this restriction to apply within parks, such as Riverside, the 
enactment of this restriction will result in a regulatory taking of approximately thirty (30) lots 
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within Riverside because the established lot sizes cannot accommodate more than a single-
section manufactured dwelling. If it is the City’s intent to apply this to Riverside, Riverside 
reserves the right to seek just compensation for such taking.  

Further, given the rapid rise of tiny homes, which have substantially increased the options 
for affordable housing, this limitation is just poor policy. Staff included scant evidence with 
regard to its Goal 10 analysis, focusing on the actual lands and housing needs for new dwelling 
units within the City. No analysis was provided regarding the economic consequences and 
restriction in housing types that this amendment creates. It does not take a planning expert to see 
that prohibiting tiny homes or other affordable modularized homes – as this amendment does – 
violates the City’s Comprehensive Plan, including Housing Policies 1, 2, 4, 6, and 8.

This amendment needs additional analysis and should be remanded to the Planning 
Commission until such analysis is provided. 

IV. Ordinance No. 21-191-02 (AMD-21-02) is Designed to Reduce Public and 
Participation instead of furthering Oregon Planning Goal 1

The entire purpose of this amendment is to further restrict public participation and 
involvement. Staff is correct that this aligns the state and code requirements for notice. However, 
given that the City has failed to meet the current requirements, on numerous occasions (which 
Riverside has been forced to point out and/or appeal), further reducing procedural protections is 
ill advised. Additionally, the City continues to reduce public access in other matters, including 
reducing hours of operation and access to City Hall in general. 

This pattern of reducing public notice, access, and participation is deeply concerning. The 
response from the City Manager on challenges to process and participation has resulted in this 
(and other) attempts at shutting down public participation. This should be a warning sign for all.

This amendment should be rejected until the City Manager and Planning Official can 
show an actual pattern and practice of meeting the existing requirements of the Code.  

Perhaps most importantly, this amendment would be in direct conflict with the John Day 
Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan requires that notice to DLCD be given 45 days 
prior to the first public hearing. See Plan Amendment Procedure 1, Comprehensive Plan, p. 85. 
However this amendment only amends the Code and not the Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, 
this amendment may not be adopted until accompanied by the required Comprehensive Plan 
amendment so that the two are not in conflict. 

V. RERC Plan incorporates Riverside’s Lands – Including for Public Access Trails – 
Without Just Compensation

The RERC Plan seeks to increase economic vitality within the City. Riverside applauds 
the City’s work for that endeavor. However, this plan, when accompanied by the onslaught of 
additional regulation and consistent attack by the City Manager, has Riverside understandably 
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concerned. For example, page 9, Figure 4, again depicts and “integrated park and trail system” 
which directly traverses Riverside’s property. Riverside has not received compensation for this 
taking and will challenge any regulatory taking as such. 

With more particularity, Riverside objects to certain findings contained within the Staff 
Report:

 Goal 1’s requirements are not met. The City conducted the bare minimum when it 
comes to process to adopt a new plan that governs future of John Day. According to 
the plan, only one community workshop was held, despite the fact that the City has 
been actively engaged in seeing grants and other code changes for the past 12-months 
to facilitate this plan’s adoption. 

 Goal 2 is not met. The City has engaged in planned adoption of additional ordinances 
to facilitate the adoption and furtherance of the RERC Plan. The City provided no 
analysis as to how the RERC Plan comports with the City’s existing code and/or the 
Comprehensive Plan.

 Goal 10. Staff’s findings are in error. The RERC Plan impacts the housing provided 
by Riverside and violates Housing Policy 1, which seeks new ordinances to “better 
accommodate manufactured housing” instead of continuing the City’s assault on 
Riverside. (Including adding public trails over Riverside’s property.)

The impacts of the RERC Plan have not been properly evaluated. A more proper and 
complete analysis must be completed before the RERC and its adopting ordinance may be 
approved.

/

/

/

/

/

/

/

/

/

/
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VI. Conclusion

Riverside has attempted to work collaboratively with the City Manager. After multiple 
calls, ongoing correspondence, and multiple assurances that we should just “trust” the City 
Manager in performing his duties equitably, my client simply cannot continue to stand by and 
wait for the next attack. Over the past 13-months, rather than continuing to improve the Park, 
Riverside has spent tens of thousands of dollars fighting improper adoptions, illegal revocations, 
and erroneous reports to state agencies. Enough is enough. 

Rather than collaborate or engage in the mediation process suggested by DLCD, the City 
Manager continues to attempt to adopt additional code provisions to weaponize the code against 
a manufactured home park that houses some of the state’s poorest citizens. 

This Council should review each and every ordinance and each and every comment 
submitted, carefully. Anything that increases the cost to citizens during this extremely difficult 
time should be rejected. Now is not the time to hit the community when it is down or to further 
alienate the citizen and business community. 

Sincerely,

/s/ J. Kenneth Katzaroff

J. Kenneth Katzaroff

JKKA

PDX\135966\252955\JKKA\30162306.2
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