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SUMMARY

The Washington Supreme Court held that a rural public hospital district may not provide health care

services within the boundaries of another rural public hospital district without that district’s

permission. Applying the statutory framework and the rule against duplicative municipal functions, the

court concluded that the hospital district acted in excess of its jurisdiction. The court also held that the

trial court did not abuse its discretion in finding that no plain, speedy, and adequate remedy was

available, and it affirmed issuance of the writ of prohibition.
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affirmed

Appeal from a Snohomish County Superior Court order issuing a writ

of prohibition against Skagit Valley Hospital.

The statutory interpretation issue was reviewed de novo. The
determination whether a plain, speedy, and adequate remedy existed
was reviewed for abuse of discretion; a decision is an abuse of
discretion when manifestly unreasonable or based on untenable

grounds or reasons.
Published Washington Supreme Court opinion; precedential.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a rural public hospital district may provide medical services within the boundaries of another

rural public hospital district without that district's permission.

2. Whether the superior court abused its discretion by finding that United General lacked a plain, speedy,

and adequate remedy in the ordinary course of legal procedure.

HOLDINGS

1. A rural public hospital district may not provide health care services within the boundaries of another

rural public hospital district without that district's permission.

2. The superior court did not abuse its discretion by finding that United General lacked a plain, speedy, and
adequate remedy in the ordinary course of legal procedure.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A writ of prohibition is a drastic measure, which is to be issued only when two conditions are met: “(1)
[a]bsence or excess of jurisdiction, and (2) absence of a plain, speedy, and adequate remedy in the course of

legal procedure. The absence of either one precludes the issuance of the writ.”” (at 723)

“The statutory framework governing rural PHDs indicates that a rural PHD may not provide health care
services within the boundaries of another rural PHD without that PHD’s permission.” (at 730)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Skagit County Public Hospital District No. 1, doing business as Skagit Valley Hospital, acquired the assets of a
medical practice that operated several clinics, including Unit 2 of a commercial building within the territory of
Skagit County Public Hospital District No. 304, doing business as United General Hospital. United General
opposed the acquisition and asserted that Skagit Valley needed its permission to operate within United General's

boundaries. Skagit Valley nevertheless began providing medical services at Unit 2.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

United General Hospital sued Skagit Valley Hospital in Snohomish County Superior Court after Skagit Valley
acquired a medical practice operating a clinic within United General's boundaries. United General sought
declaratory, injunctive, and prohibition relief. The superior court issued and stayed a writ of prohibition pending

appellate review, and Skagit Valley appealed directly to the Washington Supreme Court.
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