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I.   INTRODUCTION 

The Park’s response contains little opposition to the analysis 

put forward in Ms. Allen’s brief.  Instead, the Park reargues its case, 

putting forth a new statutory definition of park model, introducing 

evidence outside the record, and offering approaches other than 

statutory construction to come to the meaning of park model, all 

while providing little or no authority for its conclusions.  

II.  The Park’s Main Arguments are Based on 
Unsound Premises. 

A. The Park’s Arguments Supporting Its 
Interpretation of the Statutory Definition of Park 
Model Are Unpersuasive (BR 2).  

The Park provides no response to Ms. Allen’s analysis of key 

terms of the statutory definition of park model, other than to 

summarily dismiss the analysis as “statutory contortions” (BR 2).1   

The Park fails to elaborate on how it reached this characterization or 

to respond with any of its own analysis.  Instead, the Park reframes 

the statutory definition of park model2 into issues of (a) what the 

owners of recreational vehicles consider to be park models (the 

“democratic approach”), (b) current industry usage (the “industry 

                                                 

 

 
1 “BR” refers to the Brief of Respondent Dan & Bill’s RV Park. 

2 The Park states “the lynchpin definition – what constitutes a park model turns on 
whether or not the trailer was designed for permanent or semi-permanent 
installation” (italics added, BR 2).  The definition of park model instead requires a 
park model to be “intended for permanent or semi-permanent installation” (italics 
added).  RCW 59.20.030(14).   
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approach”), or (c) how the utilities are connected to the recreational 

vehicle (the “utilitarian approach”).  All three of these approaches 

stray from the statutory definition of park model because they avoid 

consideration and analysis of the key terms recreational vehicle, 

intended for, semi-permanent, and installation contained in the 

definition of park model. 

1. The Democratic Approach is Flawed Because 
the Testimony of Lay Witnesses Does Not 
Determine the Legal Meaning of the Statutory 
Term Park Model (BR 2, 11). 

The Park seems to urge this court to rely on testimony of the 

park tenants in which they deny that they live in park models. BR 2, 

11.   Even if the tenants were well versed in the relevant law, their 

testimonial descriptions of park model lack consistency.  For 

example, Ms. Hamrick testified that park models “plug into lower 

amperage” (AR 1024), while Mr. Haugsness stated “[t]hey require 

quite a bit of amperage” (AR 1214).   Mr. Bordenik stated “it’s got to 

be tied down” (AR 1085), while Mr. Haugsness stated “[t]hey’re not 

tied to the ground” (AR 1214).  Mr. Niquette said “if it’s 34 feet or 

over it’s considered a park model” (AR 1033), while Mr. Haugsness 

stated that park models are “about 12-by-40-foot” (AR 1214).  This 

testimony reveals that there is no testimonial consensus as to what a 

park model is, so that no unambiguous definition emerged for the 

ALJ to consider.  But more significantly, the witnesses also testified 
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that they were unaware of the MHLTA’s definition of a park model.3  

AR 1024-1025 (Ms. Hamrick); AR 1035, 1052 (Mr. Niquette); AR 

1063 (Mr. Shinkle); AR 1094 (Mr. Bordenik).  Their testimony is thus 

irrelevant as to the definition of park model under the MHLTA. 

2. The Industry Approach is Flawed Because the 
Industry Definition of the Term Park Model 
Was Not Used by the Legislature (BR 2-3, 6, 11, 
17, 20-23, 41). 

A second approach the Park seems to urge is the adoption of 

a contemporary industry definition for the term park model.4,5 Ms.  

Allen’s park model home certainly does not look like the 

contemporary and idealized depictions that the Park introduced into 

the record.6  The Park tries to explain away this visual disparity by 

                                                 

 

 
3 During the hearing, the AG’s counsel objected to the Park’s counsel asking the 
witness what his or her understanding of what is a park model on the ground that 
the question called for a legal conclusion (AR 1017, 1060, 1085). The ALJ overruled 
the objection, but elaborated on his rationale as follows: “. . . I don’t consider it a 
legal conclusion, because I’m more interested in what . . . the witness describes 
than what he characterizes, particularly since I’m obliged to use the RCW 
definition, which it’s likely none of the witnesses are familiar with, . . . so I’m going 
to allow it” (AR 1061). 
 
4 The Park states that “[i]ncreasingly, park models are referred to as ‘tiny 
houses’[,]”and makes reference to ANSI standards (BR 20-21; AR 466). 

5  Assuming arguendo that manufacturers’ designations were used to define park 
model, it is inescapable that there are at least two park models in the Park: (1) Ms. 
Allen’s trailer depicted in AR 366-374 is identified as a 1995 Breckenridge Park 
Model (AR 351, AR 470); and (2) Mr. Niquette identifies his Jayco brand 36-foot 
trailer as a park model (AR 1034). Furthermore, based on Mr. Niquette’s testimony 
that 34-feet is the threshold that distinguishes a park model (AR 1033), one might 
easily conclude that Mr. Shinkle’s 40-foot home is also a manufacturer-designated 
park model (AR 1056). 

6  For examples, see the photos attached to the end of the Park’s brief (AR 293-94).  
The Park fails to explain, using the statutory definition of park model, why the 
units in the photos referenced by the Park are park models, while the photos 



 

4 

 

claiming Ms. Allen’s unit is an “exceptionally stripped down park 

model” (BR 20, fn. 5), but there is no evidence in the record 

supporting this claim whatsoever.7 This disparity highlights the 

legally untenable aspects of using an industry definition in lieu of the 

statutory definition. Manufacturer specifications for what the 

industry refers to as a park model have changed over time and may 

well differ by manufacturer. Under the Park’s argument, 

manufacturer-naming conventions should control the statutory 

interpretation of park model. Such a scenario would empower 

manufacturers essentially to rewrite the law and undermine 

legislative intent.  In any event, the law is clear that a statutory 

definition controls over an intuitive or industry definition.  Cooper v. 

Alsco, 186 Wn.2d 357, 365, 376 P. 3d 382 (2016). 

3. The Utilitarian Approach is Flawed Because the 
Permanency of the Home or Removability of the 
Connections to Utilities Are Not Relevant to the 
Definition of a Park Model (BR 6, 17, 20-21, 23-
24). 

The third approach that the Park urges this Court to adopt is 

the interpretation of park model in terms of how moveable the RV is 

and how permanent and substantial are its connections to water, 

electricity and sewer.  This is essentially the same approach the ALJ 

                                                 

 

 
submitted to the ALJ of recreational vehicles in the Park (AR 251-269) are not. 

7 Ms. Allen’s home may well have been considered the Cadillac of park models in 
1995, the year in which it was built.   
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took in making his determination that there was only one park model 

in the Park. Ms. Allen has already fully briefed the ALJ’s 

interpretation of park model, presenting analysis that refutes such 

an interpretation (Pet. Allen Br. at 28 – 35).   The upshot of the 

analysis is that the Park’s approach would convert the statutory 

definition of park model into a readiness test to move the RV from 

the Park, a test that is clearly far afield from the plain and ordinary 

meaning of the words intended for, semi-permanent and 

installation in the statutory definition of a park model.  

Furthermore, it does not consider the intention of the tenants as to 

how long they intend to stay in the Park (Pet. Allen Br. at 32), and it 

fails to resolve the inherent inconsistency in the statutory definitions 

of recreational vehicle and park model.     

This Court should reject the Park’s proposed democratic, 

industry and utilitarian approaches to determining the definition of 

a park model.  The evidence before the ALJ establishes that a number 

of residents of the Park live in park models under a proper definition 

of the term, and the Park has not shown to the contrary (Pet. Allen 

Br. at 37-40). 

B. The Definition of Mobile Home Park Here is 
Based on Whether It Contains Two or More Park 
Models, Not Whether the Park has any Lots (BR 
17-19).   

The Park begins with the faulty premise that “[i]n Order for 

the MHLTA to apply, there must be (1) mobile home lots .  .  .” [sic], 
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but allows that two or more park models present on real property are 

sufficient to “bring an operation within the purview of the MHLTA” 

provided there are mobile home lots (BR 18).  The thrust of the Park’s 

argument seems to be that if a park does not designate specific lots 

for the placement of park models, then the park cannot be a mobile 

home park.   

This reasoning suggests that a mobile home lot can be 

ascertained independently of whether the lot is in a mobile home 

park.  Just the opposite is true:   a mobile home lot can exist only if 

the lot is in a mobile home park.  This conclusion follows from the 

statutory definition of a mobile home lot: 

“Mobile home lot” means a portion of a mobile home 
park .  .  . designated as the location of one  .  .  .  park model 
and its accessory buildings, and intended for the exclusive use 
as a primary residence by the occupants of that  .  .  . park 
model; [emphasis added] 

RCW 59.20.030(9).  Reduced to its essence, a mobile home lot is a 

portion of a mobile home park, as indicated in this definition.   

Furthermore, the MHLTA does not define a mobile home 

park in terms of whether the park has mobile home lots, but whether 

the park has two or more park models, a fact the following statute 

makes clear: 

 “Mobile home park”  .  .  . means any real property which is 
rented or held out for rent to others for the placement of two 
or more mobile homes, manufactured homes, or park models 
for the primary purpose of income production, except where 
such real property is rented or held out for rent to others for 
seasonal recreational purpose only and is not intended for 
year-round occupancy.  
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RCW 59.20.030(10).   

Thus, as to the applicability of the MHLTA, it is clear that the 

determination of whether the Park is a mobile home park comes first.  

The place in the mobile home park where a park model is located, 

i.e., the mobile home lot, has no relevance to the legal question at 

hand, namely whether the Park has two or more park models. 

Finally, it should be observed that the MHLTA requires 

mobile home park owners to provide a written rental agreement, 

which must contain a “written description, picture, plan or map of 

the boundaries of a mobile home space sufficient to inform the 

tenant of the exact location of the tenant’s space in relation to other 

tenants’ spaces[.]”  RCW 59.20.060(1)(j).  Therefore, a park owner’s 

failure to designate a specific mobile home lot does not abrogate the 

finding that the lot is in a mobile home park, but instead constitutes 

a violation of the MHLTA.  Id. 

C.  The ALJ’s Erroneous Construction of the 
Definition of a Park Model Is Not Dependent 
Upon Any Finding of Fact (BR 23-25, 33-39). 

The Park argues that unchallenged findings of fact are verities 

on appeal (BR 24-25).  While that is true, this case is not about 

contested facts.  It is about the ALJ’s erroneous legal construction of 

the statutory terms recreational vehicle and park model.8  The Park 

                                                 

 

 
8  Conclusions of law are reviewed de novo. City of Tacoma v. William Rogers 
Company, Inc., 148 Wn.2d 169, 181, 60 P.3d 79 (2002) (citing State v. Johnson, 
128 Wash.2d 431, 443, 909 P.2d 293 (1996)). 
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fails to cite a single “fact” which makes any difference to the outcome 

of this appeal.   

Ms. Allen objected to certain of the ALJ’s factual findings in 

large part because they contained imbedded legal conclusions, e.g., 

FOF 4.9 stating that “[b]ecause the Park occupies a flood zone, Mr. 

Haugsness will not allow any unit to be permanently installed.”  This 

statement distorts the legal meaning of the word installed by 

inserting the ambiguous term not allow and is contradicted by the 

fact that Ms. Hamrick has lived in the Park for thirteen years (AR 

1013), Mr. Shinkle has lived in the Park for approximately five years 

(AR 1055), and Mr. Bordenik has lived in the Park for approximately 

nine years (AR 1081).  Findings of fact which are in reality 

conclusions of law are treated as conclusions of law.9  

Another example is FOF 4.11, which states that “[t]he Park 

requires all residents to be ready to move anytime” [sic].  Mr. Shinkle 

has not had to move his unit when the river floods (AR 1057), nor has 

Mr. Bordenik (AR 1082).  Nor is this requirement stated in the rules 

given to Ms. Allen (AR 359).  But as shown above, readiness to move 

is not part of the definition of permanent or semi-permanent 

                                                 

 

 
9 If a conclusion of law is incorrectly denominated as a finding of fact, it is 
reviewed as a conclusion of law. City of Tacoma v. William Rogers Company, Inc., 
148 Wn.2d 169,181, 60 P.3d 79 (2002) (citing Alexander Myers & Co. v. Hopke, 
88 Wn.2d 449, 460, 565 P.2d 80 (1977)). 
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installation in the definition of a park model.  Thus any “facts” 

contained in FOF 4.11 are irrelevant to the outcome of this appeal. 

 Another example is FOF 4.53, which states that “Mr. 

Bordernick’s [sic] motor home is not permanently installed at the 

Park and he has no intention of permanently installing it.”  However, 

Mr. Bordenik’s motor home has been installed, i.e., made ready for 

use, it has been in the Park for the last nine years, he has lived in the 

unit for the last nine years, and he plans to stay indefinitely (FOF 

4.47).  FOF 4.53 contains within it the ALJ’s erroneous interpretation 

of the word installation, and thus is really a conclusion of law, and 

an erroneous one at that.10  

                                                 

 

 
10 The same analysis applies to the other challenged findings of fact:   

FOF 4.8: “.  .  . [N]umbers are assigned to units, not lots.  *  *  *  No one rents a 
specific lot [in the park].”  This is clearly erroneous.  If a number is on a unit, the 
lot upon which the unit sits has the same number as the unit. 

FOF 4.16: “.  .  . [N]one of the units have anything permanent attached to them, by 
order of the landlord and in compliance with county code.”  Despite the ambiguity 
of the word permanent here, fences, stairs and other improvements put in by 
tenants were intended for long-term use, i.e. at least semi-permanent use.   The 
landlord’s “order” cannot determine whether attachments to the home are 
permanent (or semi-permanent) within the statutory definition of a park model.  
Moreover, the Park does not comply with Pierce County Code 18J.15.210.D.3, 
which provides that “[n]o recreational vehicle shall be used as a permanent place 
of abode, or dwelling, for more than 180 calendar days.”  Clearly residents remain 
in the Park more than 180 calendar days.  

FOF 4.18: “None of the units in the Park are [sic] hardwired for electricity or 
plumbed for septic and water.”  All of the units in the Park receive electricity and 
water and are able to dispose of sewer waste (FOF 4.18).  Again, hardwiring of 
anything is not a requirement of permanent or semi-permanent installation in the 
definition of a park model.  
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D. Previous Pierce County Superior Court Rulings 
and Pierce County Decisions Are Not Authority 
for the Claim That the Park Is Not a Mobile Home 
Park (BR 6-7, 25-33). 

The Park spends five pages of its brief arguing that the trial 

court decision in the unlawful detainer case of Haugsness v. Gilispe, 

Pierce County Superior Court cause #10-2-13592-3, somehow 

establishes the “lack of applicability of the MHLTA to RV Park” 

because the issue “has been briefed, litigated, and ruled upon with 

finality in the Pierce County Superior Court.”  BR 26.  That decision 

is irrelevant.  “[T]he findings of fact and conclusions of law of a 

superior court are not legal authority and have no precedential 

value.”  Bauman v. Turpin, 139 Wn. App. 78, 87, 160 P.3d 1050 

(2007), citing Tunstall v. Bergeson, 141 Wn.2d 201, 224, 5 P.3d 691 

(2000), cert. denied, 522 U.S. 920 (2001);  Kitsap County v. Allstate 

Insurance Co., 136 Wn.2d 567, 577, n. 10, 964 P.2d 1173 (1998) 

(stating that "unpublished decisions of trial courts .  .  . have no 

precedential value .  .  .”).11  Even unpublished opinions of the court 

                                                 

 

 
11  Of course, it would be inappropriate and unfair to apply the doctrine of 
collateral estoppel to the Haugsness case, because neither Ms. Allen nor the AG 
were parties to that case.  The doctrine of collateral estoppel "prevents relitigation 
of an issue after the party estopped has had a full and fair opportunity to present 
its case."  Hanson v. The City of Snohomish, 121 Wn.2d 552, 561, 852 P.2d 295 
(1993). Application of the doctrine also requires identity of the parties, which is 
lacking here, id. at 562, and precludes the working of an injustice on the party 
against whom it is applied.  Christensen v. Grant County Hosp. Dist. No. 1, 152 
Wn.2d 299, 307, 96 P.3d 957 (2004).      
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of appeals are not binding authority.12  The ALJ recognized the 

soundness of these principles.  COL 5.14 (AR 867).   

Moreover, contrary to the Park’s claim that the “Pierce County 

Court ruled that RV Park is an RV Park governed by RLTA .  .  .” (BR 

30), and “the precise issue here has been actually litigated and ruled 

upon with finality” (BR 7), the court made no such rulings.  Instead, 

the court merely ruled that the defendant Gilispe was in unlawful 

detainer and ordered the issuance of a writ of restitution.13  The 

Gilispe court made no ruling on whether the Park was an RV Park or 

whether it was governed by the RLTA or MHLTA.14  The Gilispe case 

thus has no legal significance to the case at bar.   

                                                 

 

 
12  GR 14.1(a), which recently has been amended to permit parties to cite 
unpublished decisions of the Court of Appeals as nonbinding authorities. The Park 
has not referred to any decision of the Court of Appeals – published or 
nonpublished – which holds that the Park is not a mobile home park. 
 
13 See, Appendix B. 

14 The MHLTA clearly governs the general relationship between a park owner and 
a tenant.  RCW 59.20.040.  In contrast, the RLTA applies to a landlord (“owner .  
.  .” of property) renting out a dwelling unit (“structure or that part of a structure 
used as a home, residence or sleeping place .  .  .”) to a tenant (“person who is 
entitled to occupy a dwelling unit primarily for living or dwelling purposes under 
a rental agreement”).  The definition of landlord is contained in RCW 
59.18.030(2); that of dwelling unit in RCW 59.18.030(1); and that of tenant in 
RCW 59.18.030(8).  Certain living arrangement are exempt from the RLTA, as 
provided in RCW 59.18.040, but none of those exemptions is applicable here.   

The MHLTA governs the bases for eviction for a mobile home park tenant and the 
RLTA, through incorporation of the MHLTA, governs the procedural mechanics of 
an eviction.  RCW 59.20.040; RCW 59.20.080(3). 

If the Park were not a mobile home park, only RCW ch. 59.12 would apply to the 
eviction process. The RLTA would not apply to Park tenants renting lots from the 
Park (they are not renting dwelling units).  Thus, the Park tenants would have none 
of the protections available to residential tenancies, i.e., people living in 
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The Park cites a footnote in Brotherton v. Jefferson County, 

160 Wn. App. 699, 701, n.1, 249 P.3d 666 (2011), overruled in part 

by Durland v. San Juan County,182 Wn.2d 55, 340 P.3d 191 (2014), 

in further support of its claim that courts have ruled upon the 

definition of a park model.  However, this case did not involve the 

definition of a park model under the MHLTA, so has no applicability 

to the present case.  The ALJ properly found this case not persuasive 

because “[t]he characterization of the unit was not at issue” (COL 

5.15). 

E. The Arbitrary and Capricious Standard Does Not 
Apply to Errors of Law (BR 25-26). 

An appeal to superior court from an administrative order 

invokes appellate jurisdiction.  Cheek v. Employment Security 

Dep't., 107 Wn. App. 79, 83, 25 P.3d 481 (2001).  RCW 34.05.570(3) 

specifies nine grounds for relief from an administrative agency order 

in adjudicative proceedings, including where the order erroneously 

interpreted or applied the law.  RCW 34.05.570(3)(d).  Ms. Allen’s 

primary claim is that the ALJ erroneously interpreted the meaning 

of the terms park model and recreational vehicle in the MHLTA.   

Another ground for relief occurs when the ALJ’s decision is 

arbitrary and capricious under RCW 34.05.570(3)(i).  The ALJ’s 

                                                 

 

 
apartments, living in houses, living in manufactured homes, living in mobile 
homes, etc.  It is highly doubtful that the Legislature intended this result for the 
large number of people living in recreational vehicles as their primary residence. 
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decision here is not only arbitrary and capricious because it 

misconstrues the definition of a park model by inserting irrelevant 

language from another statute, but also because it distorts the 

intention of the legislature in the defining of park model and 

obscures the public policy considerations involved. 

The superior court decisions and Pierce County adjudications 

cited by the Park do not establish that there are two reasonable 

opinions regarding whether the Park contains two or more park 

models.  Pierce County’s determinations under its code, which has a 

different definition of mobile home park, have no bearing on the 

question of whether the Park is a mobile home park under the 

MHLTA.15  The ALJ simply erred as a matter of law in his 

interpretation of the term park model, regardless of whether his 

ruling was arbitrary and capricious. 

F. Policy Supports Reversal of the ALJ Ruling (BR 
39-42).  

The Park wants to have it both ways:  it wants to keep rental 

income flowing from its spaces twelve months out of the year, yet not 

comply with the requirements of the MHLTA.  The Park could easily 

rent spaces for seasonal use only, say six months out of the year, but 

                                                 

 

 
15  Actually, the Park here does not even meet the requirements of an RV park 
under the Pierce County Code.  See, Pierce County Code 18A.38.030.A(4), which 
states that occupancy of a recreational vehicle “for more than 120 days in any 12-
month period shall be considered permanent occupancy” (CP 123, 140).  The 
residents of the Park here stay for as long as 11 years (AR 1013) or 9 years (FOF 
4.47; AR 863).   



 

14 

 

then the Park would lose potentially half of its yearly income.  It can’t 

have it both ways:  if the Park is providing long-term tenancies, as 

the undisputed evidence shows it is doing, it has to provide the 

legislatively-mandated protections for the tenants.  The Park can 

choose to be an RV park by simply limiting and enforcing the 

duration of the tenancies it offers to occupants.  In other words, the 

Park can provide rental space “not intended for year-round 

occupancy” so as to be excluded from the purview of RCW 

59.20.030(10). 

The Park tries to argue that it cannot maintain year-round 

leases because it is in a flood zone (BR 41).  Yet the Park provides no 

explanation as to why it cannot move tenant spaces a bit farther from 

the river, or on higher ground, or provide additional drainage, so as 

to avoid the deleterious effects of flooding on its property.  The Park’s 

argument is like the slumlord who asserts that the substandard 

housing he provides is better than the conditions the homeless 

otherwise live in, so people should be happy to live in their 

substandard housing.   

Furthermore, while it may not cost as much to move a park 

model or RV as a mobile home, particularly an RV that is readily 

movable, cost must be viewed relative to a person’s financial 

circumstances.  A person who must resort to living in a park model 

may not have an operating vehicle with which to move the unit, may 

not have the funds to move the unit, and may not have an alternative 
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place to which to move the unit.  Thus, as a practical matter, the 

owner of a park model may find the prospect of having to move the 

home just as cost prohibitive as owners of manufactured homes. 

Both groups of owners are just as much in need of protection.  If 

owners of parks having full-time, permanent residents want to 

continue to provide such housing options, they should comply with 

the protections enacted by the Legislature in the MHLTA, not try to 

circumvent those protections by claiming not to come within the 

scope of the MHLTA. 

III. The Park Makes Numerous Other Claims 
Unsupported By the Record or Legal 
Authority (BR 5, 7-8, 21-22). 

Under the Rules of Appellate Procedure, "an appellant's brief 

must include arguments supporting the issues presented for review 

and citations to legal authority." Bercier v. Kiga, 127 Wn. App. 809, 

824, 103 P.3d 232 (2004), review denied, 155 Wn.2d 1015, 124 P.3d 

304 (2005); see RAP 10.3(a)(6). Without supporting argument or 

authority, "an appellant waives an assignment of error," Bercier, 127 

Wn. App. at 824, 103 P.3d 232 (citing Smith v. King, 106 Wn.2d 443, 

451-52, 722 P.2d 796 (1986)); and "[w]e need not consider 

arguments that are not developed in the briefs for which a party has 

not cited authority." Bercier, 127 Wn. App. at 824, 103 P.3d 232 

(citing State v. Dennison, 115 Wn.2d 609, 629, 801 P.2d 193 (1990)).  

https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=127+Wash.App.+809&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=103+P.3d+232&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=124+P.3d+304&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=124+P.3d+304&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=103+P.3d+232&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=722+P.2d+796&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=103+P.3d+232&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=801+P.2d+193&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
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In addition to the assertions made by the Park already 

discussed above, the following are examples of other assertions made 

by the Park that are unsupported by the record or legal authority in 

an effort to bolster its legal arguments: 

1. The Park claims that since Ms. Allen’s death in July of 2017 

her park model home was stripped of fixtures by family members 

and is in an uninhabitable condition, including having mold and 

water intrusion issues (BR 5, footnote 1).  The administrator of Ms. 

Allen’s Estate vigorously contests this version of events and 

description of the condition of the home.  The administrator went to 

the Park on July 29, 2017, after Ms. Allen’s death, and found that 

even though Ms. Allen’s rent was paid through July 31, 2017, the Park 

had without notice and without permission uprooted Ms. Allen’s unit 

and relocated it to a fenced-in area in the back of the Park, severely 

damaging the unit in the process by breaking the windows and 

destroying the “pop outs” on her home, and essentially rendered it 

uninhabitable without a great deal of expense.  Furthermore, the 

administrator has personal knowledge that the home was habitable, 

kept clean and had no visible mold.  Ms. Allen’s Estate had a right to 

transfer the unit to a new owner,16 but was deprived of that 

                                                 

 

 
16  The superior court ruled that the Park was a mobile home park.  Depriving Ms. 
Allen’s Estate of the right to transfer her personal property by rendering the home 
unusable is a violation of the MHLTA, RCW 59.20.073, among other legal 
principles.   
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opportunity owing to the precipitous action of the Park. Out of 

fairness to Ms. Allen’s Estate and her memory, this Court should 

strike and ignore the purported set of facts that the Park has 

improperly tried to argue via its footnote 1 (BR 5).17 

2. The Park asserts that a park model can become real 

property for tax purposes, whereas a “travel trailer recreational 

vehicle can never become real property[,]” citing RCW 82.50.530 

(BR 21).  Even if relevant, this assertion is clearly erroneous.  The 

applicable statutes, set forth in Appendix C, provide that a park 

trailer may become real property if permanently sited in location and 

placed on a foundation.  RCW 82.50.530.  A park trailer or park 

model trailer is a travel trailer less than 400 sq. ft. in area “designed 

to be used with temporary connections to utilities necessary for 

operation of installed fixtures and appliances . . .”  RCW 46.04.622. 

A travel trailer is defined as a “trailer built on a single chassis 

transportable upon the public streets and highways that is designed 

                                                 

 

 
 
17 Citing the hearing transcript, the Park also describes Daniel Haugsness as having 
“graciously rescued Ms. Allen from her [homeless] predicament” and credits Mr. 
Haugsness with inviting her to live in a left-behind trailer and encouraging her to 
obtain government benefits (BR 7-8).  This version of events is at odds with the 
record. Ms. Allen’s testimony identified Wayne Dickens as the person who gave her 
the trailer home (AR 962-963; AR 351). When asked if she talked to anyone at the 
Park about moving in, Ms. Allen identified Mickey, the assistant manager, adding 
“. . . I never talked with Mr. Haugsness until I went to pay rent” (AR 966).  
Furthermore, there is no reference in the hearing transcript of Ms. Allen’s signing 
up for government benefits nor of Mr. Haugsness’s being a factor in her doing so. 
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to be used as a temporary dwelling without a permanent foundation 

and may be used without being connected to utilities.” RCW 

46.04.623.  A travel trailer is by definition a recreational vehicle 

under RCW 59.20.030(17).  Thus, it follows logically that a 

recreational vehicle, i.e., a travel trailer, can become real property, 

if it meets the statutory conditions.  Therefore, the distinction the 

Park attempts to make between park models and other recreational 

vehicles is inapposite.  

3. The Park cites RCW 36.01.22018 as authority for its claim 

that “Washington State’s legislature recognizes Park Model RVs, as 

defined in RCW 59.20 also require building permits due to their 

unique design, higher amperage electrical use, and need for more 

permanent sewer connection” [sic] (BR 21).  But RCW 36.01.220 

does not convey any such recognition for park models nor such a 

characterization of park models; it simply says that the county must 

transmit to the landlord a copy of any permit issued to the tenant or 

tenant’s agent for the moving or installing of a mobile home, 

manufactured home, or park model.19 RCW 36.01.220.  This Court 

                                                 

 

 
18  The Park also cites RCW 35.21.897, which is the “towns and cities” identical 
counterpart to RCW 36.01.220.  These statutes are set forth in Appendix C. 

19 Moreover, RCW 36.01.220 does not speak to any specific building permit 
requirements for park models as defined in RCW ch. 59.20, although it does refer 
to RCW 43.63B.010, which has been recodified in RCW 43.22A.010, for the 
requirements regarding “[m]obile or manufactured home installation.”  
Significantly, RCW 43.22A.010 is silent as to requirements for park model 
installation.   
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should ignore the Park’s assertion that park models as defined in 

RCW ch. 59.20 require building permits.  

4. The Park claims without any citation to the record that the 

ALJ found that the Park “does not hold out the Premises for year 

round occupancy” [sic] (BR 19).  This is flatly contradicted by several 

of the findings of the ALJ.  FOF 4.19 and 4.23 (Ms. Allen has lived in 

the park since January 3, 2014 and has never moved the unit since 

she occupied it); FOF 4.29 – 4.31 (Ms. Hamrick has lived in the park 

since 2003, she temporarily relocates the unit at least twice per year 

to avoid flooding, and “considers her recreational vehicle to be her 

permanent home” (FOF 4.31)); FOF 4.39 (Mr. Niquette plans to 

reside at the park for an indefinite period of time); FOF 4.41 and 4.44 

(Mr. Shinkle moved into the park in approximately 2010, has never 

relocated and has no plans to leave the park).  Finally, the ALJ 

concluded that the residents of the Park “live in [their units] 

continuously.”  COL 5.17.  The Park’s bare claim is without merit. 

IV. The Attorney Fee Award Was Within the 
Discretion of the Superior Court (BR 42-46). 

The Park opposed Ms. Allen’s fee request in the superior court 

by arguing against the amount of the fees requested, not the statutory 

basis for the fees (CP 182-198).  The Park argues that it pointed out 

to the Superior Court that, per RCW 59.30.040, “If an administrative 

hearing is initiated, the respondent and complainant shall each bear 
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the cost of his or her own legal expenses”, and that per RCW 

4.84.340, fees are assessed against the agency whose action is 

overturned (BR 14).  No citation to the record was provided in the 

Park’s brief, and in fact, no such argument or reference to RCW 

59.30.040(9)20 was made to Judge Hirsch following Ms. Allen’s filing 

a motion requesting attorney’s fees (CP 182-198).  The Park made 

this argument, if at all, only after the superior court had ruled on Ms. 

Allen’s motion for attorney’s fees.   

A party generally may not raise such an issue for the first time 

on appeal.  RAP 2.5(a); Brundridge v. Fluor Federal Services, Inc., 

164 Wn.2d 432, 441, 191 P.3d 879 (2008); Cole v. Harveyland, 163 

Wn. App. 199, 204-05, 258 P.3d 70 (2011).        

More specifically, "[q]uestion[s] regarding authority for fees 

should not be considered for the first time on appeal." In re Marriage 

of Freeman, 146 Wn. App. 250, 259, 192 P.3d 369 (2008), aff’d sub 

nom. Freeman v. Freeman, 169 Wn.2d 664, 239 P.3d 557 (2010); 

Bierce v. Grubbs, 84 Wn. App. 640, 645, 929 P.2d 1142 (1997); Hill 

                                                 

 

 
20  RCW 59.30.040(9) provides that “[i]f an administrative hearing is initiated, the 
respondent and complainant shall each bear the cost of his or her own legal 
expenses.”  This provision is identical to RCW 34.05.425(9), which also provides 
that for hearings under the APA, the respondent and complainant “shall each bear 
the cost of his or her own legal expenses.”  By their terms, these statutes apply only 
to administrative hearings, not subsequent appeals.  Young did not represent Ms. 
Allen at the administrative hearing and sought no fees relating thereto.  In 
addition, just because attorney attorney’s fees may be awardable under the Equal 
Access to Justice Act (RCW 4.84.340 - .350) does not preclude an attorney-fee 
award under some other appropriate statute, i.e., RCW 59.20.110. 



 

21 

 

v. Cox, 110 Wn. App. 394, 411, 41 P.3d 495 (2002) (“Regarding 

attorney fees below, we will not consider an issue raised for the first 

time on appeal”). 

The Park never moved for reconsideration of the superior 

court’s award of attorney’s fees to Ms. Allen and never raised an 

objection – other than the amount of any fee award – to the superior 

court at the time of the hearing on Ms. Allen’s motion for attorney’s 

fees (CP 182-202).  The Park is thus precluded from raising a new 

objection based on the claimed inapplicability of RCW 59.20.110.   

In addition, where a statute or contract authorizes attorney 

fees, the court of appeals reviews the superior court's determination 

of the amount of fees for abuse of discretion. Tradewell Group, Inc. 

v. Mavis, 71 Wn. App. 120, 126-27, 857 P.2d 1053 (1993); see also 

Chuong Van Pham v. Seattle City Light, 159 Wn.2d 527, 538, 151 

P.3d 976 (2007).  The superior court abuses its discretion when it 

exercises its discretion on untenable grounds or for untenable 

reasons.  Collins v. Clark County Fire District No. 5, 155 Wn. App. 

48, 98, 231 P.3d 1211 (2010).  The Park here has failed to show any 

such abuse of discretion. 

Finally, RCW 59.20.110 authorizes attorney’s fees to the 

prevailing party in any action “arising out of” the MHLTA.  RCW 

59.20.110.  Washington courts have previously defined "arising out 

of" as meaning "‘originating from,’ ‘having its origin in,’ ‘growing out 

of,’ or ‘flowing from.’"  National Surety Corporation v. Immunex 

https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=71+Wash.App.+120&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=857+P.2d+1053&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=151+P.3d+976&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=151+P.3d+976&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=155+Wn.App.+48&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=155+Wn.App.+48&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=231+P.3d+1211&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
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Corporation, 162 Wn. App. 762, 772-3, 256 P.3d 439 (2011), aff’d, 

176 Wn.2d 872, 297 P3d 688 (2013).  The phrase is unambiguous 

and has a broader meaning than "caused by" or "resulted from."  

Munn v. Mutual of Enumclaw Insurance Co., 73 Wn. App. 321, 325, 

869 P.2d 99 (1994) (citing Toll Bridge Auth. v. Aetna Ins. Co., 54 Wn. 

App. 400, 404, 773 P.2d 906 (1989)).  "Arising out of" does not mean 

"proximately caused by."  Id. 

The present action clearly arose out of the Park’s violations of 

the MHLTA and Ms. Allen’s subsequent complaints to the MHDRP.  

Thus, the attorney’s fees awarded by the superior court under RCW 

59.20.110 were proper.   

A. Compensation for Writing Briefs Was Not an 
Abuse of Discretion (BR 44-45).   

Although the Park argues that the fees awarded by the 

superior court are unreasonable, it cites only two examples:  $8,000 

charged for a 19-page response brief and $6,000 for a ten-page brief 

(BR 45-46).  The Park cites no authority for the position that the 

reasonable fee for researching, writing and editing a brief is 

measured by the number of pages contained in the brief.  Indeed, 

good writers know that it is more difficult and time consuming to 

write a clear, concise and compelling brief than to write a lengthy, 

scattered and muddled brief.21  In any event, Ms. Allen’s 10½-page 

                                                 

 

 
21 “I have only made this letter longer because I have not had the time to make it 
shorter.”  Blaise Pascal, The Provincial Letters (letter 16, 1757).  Or as perhaps 

https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=73+Wash.App.+321&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=869+P.2d+99&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=54+Wash.App.+400&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=54+Wash.App.+400&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
https://www.casemakerlegal.com/SearchResult.aspx?searchFields%5bstate%5d=&query=773+P.2d+906&juriStatesHidden=&searchCriteria=Citation&tabAction=ALLC&dtypeName=&headAdmin=&headCaselaw=&headStatutes=&searchType=overview&jurisdictions.allStates=on&jurisdictions.includeRelatedFederal=on&pinCite=y
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reply brief of which the Park complains is attached in Appendix A, 

and this Court can determine whether the superior court abused its 

discretion in awarding some $6,000 in fees for preparing this brief 

(CP 180).   

Ms. Allen addressed constitutional issues and briefly whether 

the AG had standing to appeal because those were issues raised by 

the Park before the superior court (BR at 45).  If the superior court 

relied upon constitutional defects to dismiss the notice of violation, 

as the Park urged the superior court to do, then Ms. Allen’s appeal 

may have failed.  So Ms. Allen needed to address those issues.  

Moreover, both the AG’s brief and Ms. Allen’s brief were due on the 

same day, so Ms. Allen could not know exactly what the AG would 

argue.  Finally, the AG could have dismissed its appeal at any time, 

so to protect herself, Ms. Allen had to address all significant issues 

raised by the Park.  The Park has shown no abuse of discretion. 

B. The Law Clerk’s Rate was Appropriate (BR 46).  

Next, the Park argues that the trial court abused its discretion 

by including time at $125 per hour that Young’s Rule 6 law clerk 

spent on the case (BR 46).  Beyond this broad assertion, however, the 

Park fails to show why Young’s law clerk’s efforts were not valued at 

                                                 

 

 
more concisely summarized: “So the writer who breeds more words than he needs, 
is making a chore for the reader who reads.”  Dr. Seuss, A Short Condensed Poem 
in Praise of Reader’s Digest Condensed Books, Reader’s Digest Condensed Books, 
Vol. 1  (Reader’s Digest 1980) (back cover).   
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$125 per hour.  The qualifications of the law clerk (CP 175-176, 210-

211) were not challenged and were accepted by the superior court 

(CP 229, ¶ 4).  Another attorney in Puyallup, not Seattle, billed out 

paralegals, not law clerks, at $100 per hour in 2012 (CP 436-37).  The 

Park has shown no abuse of discretion. 

C. Awarding a Multiplier Was Not an Abuse of 
Discretion (BR 46).   

The Park makes a cursory argument that the award of a 

multiplier was inappropriate (CP 46).  The Washington Supreme 

Court has approved the award of multipliers in contingency fee cases.  

Chuong Van Pham, supra, 159 Wn.2d 527, 542.  The trial court here 

adjusted the lodestar to account for the contingent nature of the case 

and its undesirability (CP 229, COL 4).  The Park has not shown that 

the superior court’s conclusion was an abuse of discretion.     

V.  Ms. Allen’s Claim Is Not Moot (BR 53). 

A case is moot "if it is deprived of its practical significance or 

becomes purely academic." In re Marriage of Irwin, 64 Wn. App. 38, 

59, 822 P.2d 797 (1992).  Stated another way, a case is moot when 

the court can no longer provide effective relief.  Orwick v. City of 

Seattle, 103 Wn.2d 249, 253, 692 P.2d 793 (1984). Such is not the 

case here.  Ms. Allen’s estate can still recover any excess rent she was 

charged through the Park’s violation of the MHLTA. 

Furthermore, even if an issue is moot, the “fact that an issue 

is moot does not divest [the] court of jurisdiction to decide it.”  
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DeFunis v. Odegaard, 84 Wn.2d 617, 628, 529 P.2d 438 (1974).  The 

court there stated that it would “retain an appeal and decide issues, 

even though moot, if they present matters of substantial public 

interest . . .”  Id.   The present case presents issues of substantial 

public interest which this Court should decide, as there are no 

appellate decisions which resolve the inherent conflict in the 

definitions of a park model and recreational vehicle in the context of 

a mobile home park under state law.  

VI.  CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, this Court should reverse the 

ALJ’s interpretation of park model, adopt Ms. Allen’s interpretation 

of the term park model, uphold the superior court’s subsequent 

judgment for attorney’s fees, and award to Ms. Allen her attorney’s 

fees and costs incurred in this appeal.  

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 5th day of September, 

2017. 

     Law Offices of Dan R. Young  

 

  

     By _____________________ 

           Dan R. Young, WSBA # 12020 

           Attorney for Petitioner Allen 
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(1) Key Statutory Definitions of the MHLTA Discussed in the Parties’ Briefs 

Title 59 RCW – LANDLORD AND TENANT 

Chapter 59.20 RCW – MANUFACTURED/MOBILE HOME LANDLORD-TENANT ACT 

RCW 59.20.030 – Definitions. 
For purposes of this chapter: 

*   *   *   *   * 
 (9) "Mobile home lot" means a portion of a mobile home park or manufactured housing 

community designated as the location of one mobile home, manufactured home, or park model 
and its accessory buildings, and intended for the exclusive use as a primary residence by the 
occupants of that mobile home, manufactured home, or park model; 

(10) "Mobile home park," "manufactured housing community," or "manufactured/mobile 
home community" means any real property which is rented or held out for rent to others for the 
placement of two or more mobile homes, manufactured homes, or park models for the primary 
purpose of production of income, except where such real property is rented or held out for rent 
for seasonal recreational purpose only and is not intended for year-round occupancy; 

*   *   *   *   * 
 (14) "Park model" means a recreational vehicle intended for permanent or semi-permanent 

installation and is used as a primary residence; 

*   *   *   *   * 
 (17) "Recreational vehicle" means a travel trailer, motor home, truck camper, or camping 

trailer that is primarily designed and used as temporary living quarters, is either self-propelled or 
mounted on or drawn by another vehicle, is transient, is not occupied as a primary residence, 
and is not immobilized or permanently affixed to a mobile home lot; 

*   *   *   *   * 

 

(2) Other Statutes Defining or Using Terms Appearing in the MHLTA’s 
Definition of Recreational Vehicle  

Title 19 RCW – BUSINESS REGULATIONS - MISCELLANEOUS 

Chapter 19.105 RCW – CAMPING RESORTS 

RCW 19.105.300 - Definitions. 
As used in this chapter, unless the context clearly requires otherwise: 

*   *   *   *   * 
(3) "Camping site" means a space designed and promoted for the purpose of locating a 

trailer, tent, tent trailer, pick-up camper, or other similar device used for land-based portable 
housing. 

*   *   *   *   * 

Chapter 19.118 RCW – MOTOR VEHICLE WARRANTIES 

RCW 19.118.021 - Definitions.  
Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definitions in this section apply throughout 

this chapter. 

*   *   *   *   * 
 (10) "Motor home" means a vehicular unit designed to provide temporary living quarters for 

recreational, camping, or travel use, built on or permanently attached to a self-propelled motor 
vehicle chassis or on a chassis cab or van that is an integral part of the completed vehicle. 
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*   *   *   *   * 

Title 46 RCW – MOTOR VEHICLES 

Chapter 46.04 RCW – DEFINITIONS 

RCW 46.04.085 – Camper. 
"Camper" means a structure designed to be mounted upon a motor vehicle which provides 

facilities for human habitation or for temporary outdoor or recreational lodging and which is five 
feet or more in overall length and five feet or more in height from its floor to its ceiling when fully 
extended, but shall not include motor homes as defined in RCW 46.04.305. 

RCW 46.04.305 – Motor homes. 
"Motor homes" means motor vehicles originally designed, reconstructed, or permanently 

altered to provide facilities for human habitation, which include lodging and cooking or sewage 
disposal, and is enclosed within a solid body shell with the vehicle, but excludes a camper or 
like unit constructed separately and affixed to a motor vehicle. 

RCW 46.04.620 – Trailer. 
"Trailer" includes every vehicle without motive power designed for being drawn by or used in 

conjunction with a motor vehicle constructed so that no appreciable part of its weight rests upon 
or is carried by such motor vehicle, but does not include a municipal transit vehicle, or any 
portion thereof. "Trailer" does not include a cargo extension. 

RCW 46.04.622 – Park trailer. 
"Park trailer" or "park model trailer" means a travel trailer designed to be used with 

temporary connections to utilities necessary for operation of installed fixtures and appliances. 
The trailer's gross area shall not exceed four hundred square feet when in the setup mode. 
"Park trailer" excludes a mobile home. 

RCW 46.04.623 – Travel trailer. 
"Travel trailer" means a trailer built on a single chassis transportable upon the public streets 

and highways that is designed to be used as a temporary dwelling without a permanent 
foundation and may be used without being connected to utilities. 

RCW 46.04.653 – Truck. 
"Truck" means every motor vehicle designed, used, or maintained primarily for the 

transportation of property. 

Title 82 RCW – EXCISE TAXES 

Chapter 82.50 RCW – TRAVEL TRAILERS AND CAMPERS EXCISE TAX 

RCW 82.50.530 – Ad valorem taxes prohibited as to mobile homes, travel trailers or 
campers—Loss of identity, subject to property tax. 

No mobile home, travel trailer, or camper which is a part of the inventory of mobile homes, 

travel trailers, or campers held for sale by a dealer in the course of his or her business and no 

travel trailer or camper as defined in RCW 82.50.010 shall be listed and assessed for ad 

valorem taxation. However, if a park trailer as defined in RCW 46.04.622 has substantially lost 

its identity as a mobile unit by virtue of its being permanently sited in location and placed on a 

foundation of either posts or blocks with connections with sewer, water, or other utilities for the 

operation of installed fixtures and appliances, it will be considered real property and will be 

subject to ad valorem property taxation imposed in accordance with the provisions of Title 84 

RCW, including the provisions with respect to omitted property, except that a park trailer located 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.04.305
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=82.50.010
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=46.04.622
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=%2084
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on land not owned by the owner of the park trailer shall be subject to the personal property 

provisions of chapter 84.56 RCW and RCW 84.60.040. 

 

(3) Statutes Relating to the Moving or Installing of Mobile Homes, 
Manufactured Homes, or Park Models  

Title 35 RCW – CITIES AND TOWNS 

Chapter 35.21 RCW –MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

RCW 35.21.897 – Mobile home, manufactured home, or park model moving or installing—
Copies of permits—Definitions. 

(1) A city or town shall transmit a copy of any permit issued to a tenant or the tenant's agent 

for a mobile home, manufactured home, or park model installation in a mobile home park to the 

landlord. 

(2) A city or town shall transmit a copy of any permit issued to a person engaged in the 

business of moving or installing a mobile home, manufactured home, or park model in a mobile 

home park to the tenant and the landlord. 

(3) As used in this section: 

(a) "Landlord" has the same meaning as in RCW 59.20.030; 

(b) "Mobile home park" has the same meaning as in RCW 59.20.030; 

(c) "Mobile or manufactured home installation" has the same meaning as in *RCW 

43.63B.010 [recodifed in RCW 43.22A.010]; and 

(d) "Tenant" has the same meaning as in RCW 59.20.030. 

 

Title 36 RCW– COUNTIES 

Chapter 36.01 RCW –GENERAL PROVISIONS 

RCW 36.01.220 – Mobile home, manufactured home, or park model moving or installing—
Copies of permits—Definitions. 

(1) A county shall transmit a copy of any permit issued to a tenant or the tenant's agent for a 

mobile home, manufactured home, or park model installation in a mobile home park to the 

landlord. 

(2) A county shall transmit a copy of any permit issued to a person engaged in the business 

of moving or installing a mobile home, manufactured home, or park model in a mobile home 

park to the tenant and the landlord. 

(3) As used in this section: 

(a) "Landlord" has the same meaning as in RCW 59.20.030; 

(b) "Mobile home park" has the same meaning as in RCW 59.20.030; 

(c) "Mobile or manufactured home installation" has the same meaning as in *RCW 

43.63B.010 [recodifed in RCW 43.22A.010]; and 

(d) "Tenant" has the same meaning as in RCW 59.20.030. 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.56
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.60.040
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.20.030
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.20.030
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.63B.010
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.20.030
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.20.030
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.20.030
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=43.63B.010
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=59.20.030
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Title 43 RCW – STATE GOVERNMENT – EXECUTIVE 

Chapter 43.22A RCW – MOBILE AND MANUFACTURED HOME INSTALLATION 

RCW 43.22A.010 – Definitions 
Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definitions in this section apply throughout 

this chapter. 
(1) "Authorized representative" means an employee of a state agency, city, or county acting 

on behalf of the department. 
(2) "Certified manufactured home installer" means a person who is in the business of 

installing mobile or manufactured homes and who has been issued a certificate by the 
department as provided in this chapter. 

(3) "Department" means the department of labor and industries. 
(4) "Director" means the director of labor and industries. 
(5) "Manufactured home" means a single-family dwelling built in accordance with the 

department of housing and urban development manufactured home construction and safety 
standards act, which is a national, preemptive building code. 

(6) "Mobile or manufactured home installation" means all on-site work necessary for the 
installation of a manufactured home, including: 

(a) Construction of the foundation system; 
(b) Installation of the support piers and earthquake resistant bracing system; 
(c) Required connection to foundation system and support piers; 
(d) Skirting; 
(e) Connections to the on-site water and sewer systems that are necessary for the normal 

operation of the home; and 
(f) Extension of the pressure relief valve for the water heater. 
(7) "Manufactured home standards" means the manufactured home construction and safety 

standards as promulgated by the United States department of housing and urban development 
(HUD). 

(8) "Mobile home" means a factory-built dwelling built prior to June 15, 1976, to standards 
other than the HUD code, and acceptable under applicable state codes in effect at the time of 
construction or introduction of the home into the state. Mobile homes have not been built since 
introduction of the HUD manufactured home construction and safety standards act. 

(9) "Training course" means the education program administered by the department, or the 
education course administered by an approved educational provider, as a prerequisite to taking 
the examination for certification. 

(10) "Approved educational provider" means an organization approved by the department to 
provide education and training of manufactured home installers and local inspectors. 
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