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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that the Manufactured/Mobile Home Landlord-Tenant Act
permits a landlord and tenant to agree to a 25-year rental term that becomes a one- or two-year term if
the tenant assigns the agreement. The court concluded that this provision did not waive the tenant's
statutory right to assign the rental agreement and did not violate the MHLTA, while remanding the
separate Consumer Protection Act claim for further factual findings. Justice Alexander and three other
justices dissented.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The Supreme Court of Washington reviewed a Court of Appeals
decision reversing the trial court's determination that a manufactured-
home park lease provision complied with the Manufactured/Mobile
Home Landlord-Tenant Act. The CPA claim had been remanded by the
Court of Appeals for further factual findings and was not before the
Supreme Court on review.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Statutory interpretation is reviewed de novo. When statutory language
is unambiguous, the court enforces its plain meaning.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the MHLTA permits a landlord and tenant to agree to a 25-year rental term that becomes a one-
or two-year term if the tenant assigns the rental agreement.

2. Whether the assignment provision unlawfully waives or restricts the tenant's statutory right to assign the
rental agreement under the MHLTA.

3. Whether legislative-intent provisions of the MHLTA required invalidation of the assignment provision
despite the plain language of RCW 59.20.090(1).

HOLDINGS

1. The MHLTA permits a landlord and tenant to negotiate and agree to the term of a rental agreement,
including a term determined by a formula or linked to the tenant's decision to assign the lease. The
agreed provision providing a 25-year term for the original tenant and a one- or two-year term upon
assignment therefore does not violate the MHLTA.

2. Because RCW 59.20.090(1) is unambiguous, statements of legislative intent are irrelevant to the
statutory interpretation analysis and do not justify invalidating the assignment provision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the MHLTA expressly preserves the right of a landlord and tenant to negotiate and agree to the term
of a rental agreement, this agreed-to provision does not violate the MHLTA.” (194)

“The MHLTA does not prevent landlords from offering special terms to the tenants who first move into a new
mobile or manufactured home park.” (196)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Little Mountain Estates MHC LLC operated a manufactured-home community for elderly residents and offered
new residents a 25-year lease with rent increases tied to the Consumer Price Index. The leases stated that the 25-
year term was available only to the original tenant and that an assignment would result in a one- or two-year



term. Tenants had the opportunity to review and signed the agreements without objecting to the assignment
provision, but some later assigned their leases and challenged the provision under the MHLTA and CPA.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tenants and their association sued, alleging that a lease provision reducing a 25-year lease to a one- or two-year
term upon assignment violated the MHLTA and the Consumer Protection Act. The trial court rejected both
claims and held the tenants were bound by the leases they voluntarily signed. The Court of Appeals reversed as
to the MHLTA claim and remanded the CPA claim for further factual findings. The Supreme Court reversed to
the extent inconsistent with its holding and remanded the CPA and attorney-fee claims.

DISPOSITION

reversed_and_remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Court of Appeals decision was reversed to the extent inconsistent with the holding that the assignment
provision did not violate the MHLTA. The CPA claim and the claim for reasonable attorney fees under RCW
59.20.110 were remanded to the trial court.
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