


Page: 2 

to the rv lot.  The applicants were of the view the property was not a manufactured home park 

and were of the position the respondent perpetrated a fraud upon them and other occupants 

residing on the property. 

Where there is a question of jurisdiction, the applicant bears the burden to prove the Act 

applies.  Residential Tenancy Branch Policy Guidelines 9 and 27 provide policy statements and 

information with respect to jurisdiction concerning recreational vehicles, campgrounds and 

licenses to occupy.  As provided in those policy guidelines, a recreational vehicle may meet the 

definition of a “manufactured home” but I must be satisfied that the property rented to the 

occupier is a manufactured home site in a manufactured home park under a tenancy agreement 

as opposed to a license to occupy.   

Considering the property was not equipped with services and utilities one would ordinarily 

expect in a manufactured home park (frost free water lines, sanitary waste disposal, electrical 

connections and the like); the property was not zoned for use as a manufactured home park; 

and, the site was not on land the respondent had the right rent, I am unsatisfied that the subject 

property is a manufactured home site in a manufactured home park to which the Act applies.  

Therefore, I decline to accept jurisdiction to resolve this dispute. 

The applicants remain at liberty to pursue a remedy against the respondent in the applicable 

forum which may include the Civil Resolution Tribunal, Small Claims Court and/or the criminal 

justice system.  

This decision is made on authority delegated to me by the Director of the Residential Tenancy 

Branch under Section 9.1(1) of the Manufactured Home Park Tenancy Act. 

Dated: March 15, 2019 




