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theories and strategies often not pres-
ent in standard litigation. While there are many other aspects of Alabama
appellate jurisprudence in the administrative law context worthy of dis-
cussion, this article is intended to present a quick overview of the main
topics practitioners should keep in mind when engaged in judicial review
of an administrative agency decision.

I. The Purpose of 
Administrative Agencies
Administrative agencies are governmental entities typically created by

statute1 established to exercise regulatory “expertise in a specific area.”2

For example, where the legislature enacts a statute covering “highly tech-
nical, specialized interstitial matter[s],”3 it may delegate to a specialized
administrative agency the power to make the required findings, rules and
rulings necessary to implement the statute.4 In doing so, the agency is in-
tended to have “specialized competence in the field of operation en-
trusted to it,”5 and is expected to apply not just its expertise, but also its
ever-increasing experience when making findings or issuing decisions.

A Primer on Alabama 
Administrative Appeals and

Judicial Deference
By Marc James Ayers

Challenging or defending the decision
of an Alabama administrative agency

involves unique procedures,
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Understanding the purpose and powers of adminis-
trative agencies is important because, as discussed in
more detail below, such an understanding is key to
advancing or defending against a judicial challenge to
an agency’s decision–and especially to navigating the
deference given to agency interpretations of govern-
ing statutes and regulations.

II. Appellate Procedure
Appeals from decisions of administrative agencies

are often subject to special rules of procedure. “A fun-
damental concept of judicial review of administrative
action is that it is a limited review, delineated by
statute and court-established standards relating to the
nature of the issues or questions open to judicial re-
view, or to the particular method or means by which
review can be had.”6 Ultimately, by statute, the Ala-
bama Court of Civil Appeals has jurisdiction to hear
appeals stemming from decisions of administrative
agencies,7 and further review by the Alabama Supreme
Court would be discretionary by way of the writ of
certiorari. However, the method by which an appeal
from an administrative agency is taken prior to arriv-
ing at the court of civil appeals can differ substantially.

A. Early practice
Historically, appellate review of administrative de-

cisions was available through the common law writ of
certiorari (barring some express statutory provision
allowing an appeal by another means, such as by
mandamus8). This writ was first reviewed by the cir-
cuit court acting in an appellate capacity, and then by
the appellate courts. In such a circumstance, review
was limited in a manner consistent with the nature of
certiorari as an extraordinary remedy:

[C]ourts will issue certiorari to make a limited
review of the quasi-judicial acts of administra-
tive boards and officers. That limited power is to
determine whether the acts in question were sup-
ported by any substantial evidence, or, otherwise
stated, whether the findings and conclusions are
contrary to the uncontradicted evidence, or
whether there was an improper application of the
findings viewed in a legal sense.9

This standard was in many respects incorpo-
rated by the legislature in the Alabama Adminis-
trative Procedure Act.10

B. The Alabama Administrative Procedure Act
Enacted in 1981,11 the Alabama Administrative Pro-

cedure Act (“AAPA”)12 serves as the default set of
procedural rules for challenging administrative
agency decisions, among other things (such as provid-
ing the parameters for agency rulemaking, etc.). The
AAPA was based upon the Revised Model State Ad-
ministrative Procedure Act, a uniform model statute
promulgated by the Uniform Law Commission (also
known as the National Conference of Commissioners
on Uniform State Laws).13 As expressly stated by the
legislature, the AAPA was “intended to provide a
minimum procedural code for the operation of all
state agencies when they take action affecting the
rights and duties of the public,”14 and is to be “con-
strued broadly to effectuate its purposes.”15 The
AAPA applies to “[e]very state agency having express
statutory authority to promulgate rules and regula-
tions,”16 but does not govern “agencies whose rules or
administrative decisions are subject to approval by the
Supreme Court of Alabama and the Department of In-
surance of the State of Alabama.”17

With regard to appeals from agency decisions, the
AAPA is intended “[t]o simplify the process of judicial
review of agency action as well as increase its ease
and availability.”18 The AAPA’s general procedure for
obtaining judicial review of agency decisions is set
forth in Ala. Code 1975, § 41-22-20, which provides,
among other things, for a deferential review akin to
the historical practice (unless by separate statute the
legislature has provided for de novo review):

Except where judicial review is by trial de novo,
the agency order shall be taken as prima facie
just and reasonable and the court shall not substi-
tute its judgment for that of the agency as to the
weight of the evidence on questions of fact, ex-
cept where otherwise authorized by statute. The
court may affirm the agency action or remand
the case to the agency for taking additional testi-
mony and evidence or for further proceedings.
The court may reverse or modify the decision or
grant other appropriate relief from the agency ac-
tion, equitable or legal, including declaratory re-
lief, if the court finds that the agency action is
due to be set aside or modified under standards
set forth in appeal or review statutes applicable
to that agency or if substantial rights of the peti-
tioner have been prejudiced because the agency
action is any one or more of the following:



(1) In violation of constitutional or statutory
provisions;

(2) In excess of the statutory authority of the
agency;

(3) In violation of any pertinent agency rule;

(4) Made upon unlawful procedure;

(5) Affected by other error of law;

(6) Clearly erroneous in view of the reliable,
probative and substantial evidence on the
whole record; or

(7) Unreasonable, arbitrary or capricious, or
characterized by an abuse of discretion or a
clearly unwarranted exercise of discretion.19

C. Special provisions providing for judicial review
“Nothing in the [AAPA], however, relieves agencies

of the duty to comply with additional procedural re-
quirements otherwise established by law.”20 And, in
fact, the legislature has, at times, created additional,
unique avenues of judicial review for decisions of
particular administrative agencies.
One example would be found in appeals from final

tax orders issued by the Alabama Department of Rev-
enue, a procedure that has undergone several revisions
over the years. Under the original form of the Alabama
Taxpayers’ Bill of Rights and Uniform Revenue Proce-
dures Act (“TBOR”),21 enacted in 1992, judicial review
of certain final determinations of the Department of
Revenue was obtained through filing of a notice of ap-
peal in circuit court or in the department’s administra-
tive law division (which was then followed by an
appeal to circuit court),22 with further appellate review
as of right in the Alabama Court of Civil Appeals. How-
ever, in 2014, the legislature abolished the department’s
ALD and created the Alabama Tax Tribunal,23 a three-
person tribunal “separate from and independent of the
authority of the Commissioner of Revenue and the De-
partment of Revenue.”24 The Alabama Tax Tribunal is
expressly not “subject to the declaratory judgment, de-
claratory ruling, or contested case provisions of the Ala-
bama Administrative Procedure Act.”25 Under the new
structure, appeals from final orders of the Department
of Revenue can still be filed in circuit court, but they
can also be heard before the independent tribunal.26

Another example is appeals from agencies wherein
the legislature has removed the circuit courts’ role 

altogether, and has directed that any appeal will go di-
rectly to the Alabama Court of Civil Appeals. This is
true with regard to, for example, appeals from disci-
plinary decisions of the Alabama Board of Medical
Examiners27 and from the state Health Planning and
Development Agency concerning the issuance of cer-
tificates of need.28 In such appeals, the administrative
record is compiled by the agency and transmitted 
directly to the court of civil appeals as the record on
appeal.29

A word of caution: where the legislature has pro-
vided a specific statutory avenue of appeal, one
should assume that that avenue provides the sole ap-
pellate remedy and must be strictly followed to pre-
serve one’s appellate rights. “‘Appeals from decisions
of administrative agencies are statutory, and the time
periods provided for the filing of notice of appeals
and petitions must be strictly observed,’ on pain of
dismissal.”30

III. Standards of Judicial
Review of Administrative
Agency Decisions
As it is in any appeal, determining and applying the

applicable standard of review in the appeal of a deci-
sion of an administrative agency is crucial. Depend-
ing on the type of agency decision at issue, that
standard of review can vary.

A. True “trial de novo”
Some statutes direct that judicial review of an

agency decision will be by “trial de novo.” Under this
standard, the parties would essentially be allowed to
start completely from scratch–from a true “blank
slate.” The reviewing court will attach no weight or
presumption of correctness to the agency’s decision
and the reviewing court can take evidence (even evi-
dence not submitted before the agency), hear new wit-
nesses, etc.31 “Alabama cases have consistently held
that a trial de novo means an entirely new trial, as if
no trial had ever been had, and just as if it had origi-
nated in the circuit court. A trial de novo ... means try-
ing anew the matters involved in the original hearing
as if they had not been heard before and as if no deci-
sion had been previously entered.”32
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Some examples of statutory language providing for
judicial review by true trial de novo include:

• Appeals from decisions of the Commissioner of
Agriculture and Industries regarding licenses for
application of pesticides (“The court shall have ju-
risdiction to affirm, set aside or modify the action
of the commissioner and the board, and such pro-
ceedings in the circuit court shall determine by trial
de novo whether the applicant is entitled to the li-
cense under the requirements of this article.”);33

• Appeals from decisions of the Board of Zoning
Adjustment (“In case of such appeal such board
shall cause a transcript of the proceedings in the
action to be certified to the court to which the ap-
peal is taken, and the action in such court shall be
tried de novo.”);34 and

• Appeals from decisions of the Department of
Public Health concerning food safety permitting
(“Judicial review shall be by trial de novo in cir-
cuit court in accordance with provisions of the
Alabama Administrative Procedure Act....”).35

In these situations, a reviewing court commits re-
versible error if it fails to hold a trial de novo and ap-
plies a higher procedural standard–such as
determining instead only whether the agency’s action
was “arbitrary and capricious.”36

B. “Trial de novo, but the agency decision is prima
facie correct”
Some administrative appeal provisions direct that

judicial review is to be by trial de novo in a sense, but
not in the pure “blank slate” sense as discussed above.
Instead, as in the case of appeals from decisions of the
Alabama Tax Tribunal for example, the administrative
agency’s decision is to be considered “prima facie
correct”:

The appeal to circuit court from a final or other
appealable order issued by the Alabama Tax Tri-
bunal shall be a trial de novo, except that the
order shall be presumed prima facie correct and
the burden shall be on the appealing party to
prove otherwise. The circuit court shall hear the
case by its own rules and shall decide all ques-
tions of fact and law. The administrative record
and transcript shall be transmitted to the review-
ing court as provided herein and shall be admit-
ted into evidence in the trial de novo, subject to
the rights of either party to object to any testi-
mony or evidence in the administrative record or

transcript. With the consent of all parties, judicial
review may be on the administrative record and
transcript. The circuit court shall affirm, modify
or reverse the order of the Alabama Tax Tribu-
nal, with or without remanding the case for fur-
ther hearing, as justice may require.37

This means that the agency decision begins with a
substantive presumption of correctness that can be re-
lied upon and advanced by the agency and which
must be overcome by the challenger. Procedurally,
however, that challenge is not limited to the adminis-
trative record and can proceed with the taking of new
evidence as in a standard de novo trial.38

C. No “trial de novo”
With regard to other agency decisions, however, the

legislature has directed that judicial review is not to
be de novo in any sense. In such situations, no new
evidence may be heard (with the possible exception
of arguments touching on fundamental due process
rights, as discussed below), the review is limited to
the administrative record, and reversal of the agency
decision is possible only for certain circumscribed
reasons. For example, judicial review of decisions of
the state Oil and Gas Board is governed by such a
provision:

Any interested person aggrieved by any rule, reg-
ulation or order made or promulgated by the
board under this article and who may be dissatis-
fied therewith shall, within 30 days from the date
said order, rule or regulation was promulgated,
have the right, regardless of the amount involved,
to institute a civil action by filing a complaint in
the circuit court of the county in which all or part
of the aggrieved person’s property affected by
any such rule, regulation or order is situated to
test the validity of said rule, regulation or order
promulgated by the board. Such civil action shall
be advanced for trial and be determined as expe-
ditiously as feasible, and no postponement or
continuance thereof shall be granted except for
reasons deemed imperative by the court. In such
trials, the validity of any rule, regulation or order
made or promulgated under this article shall be
deemed prima facie valid, and the court shall be
limited in its consideration to a review of the
record of the proceedings before the board, and
no new or additional evidence shall be received.

The reviewing court shall limit its consideration
to the following:
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(1) Whether the rule, regulation or order is con-
stitutional;

(2) Whether the rule, regulation or order was
without or in excess of jurisdiction;

(3) Whether the rule, regulation or order was
procured by fraud;

(4) Whether the rule, regulation or order is rea-
sonable; and

(5) Whether the rule, regulation or order is un-
supported by the evidence.39

When the legislature has set forth specific grounds
limiting judicial review in this manner, a reviewing
court has no authority to reverse an agency decision
on a different ground.40

However, regardless of the type of review, a party
claiming that the agency’s decision amounted to a de-
nial of due process will be allowed to submit evidence
outside the administrative record in support of that
claim.41 Indeed, the AAPA specifically provides that,
even where the review is not de novo, “evidence may
be introduced in the reviewing court as to fraud or
misconduct of some person engaged in the adminis-
tration of the agency or procedural irregularities be-
fore the agency not shown in the record and the
affecting order, ruling, or award from which review is
sought, and proof thereon may be taken in the review-
ing court.”42

D. Deference to agency interpretations of law
In certain circumstances, courts will defer to an ad-

ministrative agency’s interpretation of statutes and
regulations. In the federal courts, this doctrine of def-
erence has developed over time in response to the rise
of the administrative state. Understanding the basic
types of deference developed in the federal courts can
be helpful in questions arising in Alabama state
courts.

1. Deference in the federal courts

The governing standard of deference in the federal
courts comes from Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural
Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837
(1984). Under “Chevron deference,” a reviewing
court first asks “whether Congress has directly spoken
to the precise question at issue” and “[i]f the intent of
Congress is clear, that is the end of the matter; for the
court, as well as the agency, must give effect to the
unambiguously expressed intent of Congress.”43 In
other words, deference to an agency interpretation is

not even a relevant issue where the meaning of the
statute is clear.44 However, if the reviewing court de-
termines that the statute at issue “is silent or ambigu-
ous with respect to the specific issue, the question for
the court is whether the agency’s answer is based on a
permissible construction of the statute.”45 “In ascer-
taining whether the agency’s interpretation is a per-
missible construction of the language, a court must
look to the structure and language of the statute as a
whole.”46

“Chevron deference”–determined through an analy-
sis of the above test, often affectionately referred to as
the “Chevron two-step”–is typically applied to formal
agency interpretations of statutes that have the force
of law (for example, through a formal regulation).
Agency interpretations that do not have the force of
law, however, can qualify for the weaker form of def-
erence set forth in Skidmore v. Swift & Co., 323 U.S.
134 (1944). As currently applied, under “Skidmore
deference” “[i]nterpretations such as those in opinion
letters–like interpretations contained in policy state-
ments, agency manuals, and enforcement guidelines,
all of which lack the force of law–do not warrant
Chevron-style deference.”47 Instead, such interpreta-
tions are “‘entitled to respect’ ... but only to the extent
that those interpretations have the ‘power to per-
suade.’”48 Under Skidmore, such an administrative in-
terpretation might be given some weight “depend[ing]
upon the thoroughness evident in its consideration,
the validity of its reasoning, its consistency with ear-
lier and later pronouncements, and all those factors
which give it power to persuade, if lacking power to
control.”49

Finally, an agency’s interpretation of its own regula-
tions is generally entitled to deference under the prin-
ciples set forth in Auer v. Robbins, 519 U.S. 452
(1997), which was an application of the Supreme
Court’s decision in Bowles v. Seminole Rock & Sand
Co., 325 U.S. 410 (1945). Under “Auer/Seminole
Rock deference,” an agency’s interpretation of its own
regulation has controlling weight unless it is “plainly
erroneous or inconsistent with the regulation,” or un-
less “there is reason to suspect that the agency’s inter-
pretation does not reflect the agency’s fair and
considered judgment.”50

2. Deference in the Alabama courts

With regard to an agency’s interpretation of statutes
and regulations, Alabama courts have generally fol-
lowed the “Chevron two-step” model.51 That is, Ala-
bama courts put a heavy focus on determining the plain
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meaning of the statute or regulation at issue, and will
consider deference to an agency interpretation only
where the meaning of the statute is truly ambiguous:

[A] reviewing court will accord an interpretation
placed on a statute or an ordinance by an admin-
istrative agency charged with its enforcement
great weight and deference. Notwithstanding this
rule of construction, however, where the lan-
guage of the statute or ordinance is plain, this
Court will not blindly follow an administrative
agency’s interpretation but will interpret the
statute to mean exactly what it says. Although a
court should give deference to an agency’s inter-
pretation of an agency rule or a statute imple-
mented by the agency, that deference has limits.
When it appears that the agency’s interpretation
is unreasonable or unsupported by the law, defer-
ence is no longer due.52

Thus, the rule in Alabama is–as in the federal courts–
no deference can be given to an agency interpretation
that is directly contrary to the statute at issue. “An ad-
ministrative agency cannot usurp legislative powers
or contravene a statute.”53 “This is because an admin-
istrative board or agency is purely a creature of the
legislature, and has only those powers conferred upon
it by its creator.”54

If the statute or regulation at issue is truly ambigu-
ous, then the question becomes whether the agency’s
interpretation is at least one reasonable interpretation,
although others might exist:

It is settled that courts should give great weight
to any reasonable construction of a regulatory
statute adopted by the agency charged with the
enforcement of that statute.

. . .

Under the formulation now familiar, when we
confront an expert administrator’s statutory ex-
position, we inquire first whether “the intent of
Congress is clear” as to “the precise question at
issue.” Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources
Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 842, 104
S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). If so, “that is
the end of the matter.” Ibid. But “if the statute is
silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific
issue, the question for the court is whether the
agency’s answer is based on a permissible con-
struction of the statute.” Id., at 843, 104 S.Ct., at
2782. If the administrator’s reading fills a gap or
defines a term in a way that is reasonable in light

of the legislature’s revealed design, we give the
administrator’s judgment “controlling weight.”
Id., at 844, 104 S.Ct., at 2782.55

In determining whether a statute is ambiguous–and
thus whether any reference to an administrative
agency’s interpretation is even relevant–Alabama
courts engage the established rules of statutory inter-
pretation (or at least those rules that do not them-
selves depend on a finding of ambiguity).56 These
rules likewise apply to the interpretation of agency
regulations. “‘[T]he construction of administrative
rules is governed by the same basic rules as those ap-
plicable to the construction of statutes; that is, we are
bound to look to the plain meaning of the language
used in the rule when construing it.’”57

Of course, it is axiomatic that ambiguity does not
exist simply because the parties advance differing in-
terpretations of a statute; that circumstance will virtu-
ally always exist in practice, but says little about
whether there is one, or more than one, objectively
reasonable interpretation of the statute.58 Rather, a re-
viewing court always has a constitutionally-grounded
obligation to use established rules of construction to
determine whether a statute’s meaning is clear or
whether there is in fact more than one reasonable in-
terpretation (thus creating a true “ambiguity”).59 As
the Alabama Supreme Court explained when declin-
ing to defer to an interpretation of a zoning code pro-
vision in Ex parte Chestnut, 208 So. 3d 624 (Ala.
2016): “This is not a case where the agency’s inter-
pretation is reasonable, even though it may not appear
as reasonable as some other interpretation. Here, the
zoning-enforcement coordinator’s interpretation con-
travenes the clear intent of Article 73.7.4. ... The def-
erence given an administrative agency’s interpretation
of its own rule or regulation is not boundless.”60 In-
deed, the Alabama Supreme Court and the Alabama
Court of Civil Appeals have made clear that they will
reverse an agency’s interpretation that is contrary to
the plain language of the statute, even where that in-
terpretation has been applied by the agency over a
number of years.61

Additionally, deference is not proper where an
agency’s interpretation of its governing statute actu-
ally expands its jurisdiction beyond the limits set
forth in the statute. “Because an administrative
agency may not expand its own jurisdiction by its in-
terpretation of a statute (or by any other means),
courts deciding whether to give deference to an
agency’s interpretation of a statute must first deter-
mine whether the agency’s interpretation is operative
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within the agency’s particular sphere of statutory au-
thority.”62 This “authority” analysis is somewhat simi-
lar to what has been referred to as “Chevron step
zero,” where the reviewing court asks whether the
issue at hand is truly one that the legislature should be
presumed to have desired agency interpretive control
and influence, given that it concerns significant, fun-
damental policy-making.63

3. Asking the “why?”–what types of interpretations
get deference?

Far too often, practitioners fail to use the doctrine of
deference to their benefit–or, if they are attempting to
overturn the decision of administrative agency, fail to
properly navigate around deference–because they did
not ask why deference should or should not apply to a
certain agency interpretation. However, asking the
“why” is actually quite important and can possibly
turn the analysis of a case in one’s favor.
As stated above, the basic justification for giving

deference to an administrative agency’s interpretation
is the notion that the agency is an expert body in a
particular regulated field, and has obtained real-world
experience about what works and what does not
through performing that regulatory activity. Accord-
ingly, then, parties involved in an administrative ap-
peal should always make sure that the statute at issue
calls for, and the type of interpretation at issue is the
type that actually utilizes and reflects, an exercise of
the relevant expertise, experience and deliberation
that was intended when the agency was created. If
not, then deference might not be appropriate.
For example, take a statute that contains an express
limitation on the authority or jurisdiction of the
agency to do something. Asking the “why” in this cir-
cumstance could bolster an argument that deference
might be lessened or improper.64 Interpreting such a
statutory limitation is more purely a judicial function
that is by nature a guard against possible agency over-
reach, and tends to involve primarily an exercise of
judicial expertise (i.e., in reading statutes).65 Assum-
ing a delegation of interpretive authority to an admin-
istrative agency as to a limiting or jurisdictional
statute could therefore raise substantial separation of
powers concerns.66 Such a situation is quite different
in nature from, for example, interpreting a statute set-
ting forth factors as to whether there is truly a “need”
for a new medical service in a particular area, which
involves more of an exercise of the substantive, par-
ticularized expertise of the agency. It is more natural
to believe that the legislature intended to use broad

language concerning a matter truly within the
agency’s particular area of expertise, with the expec-
tation that the agency will fill in the technical details.
Another reason to ask why deference should be ap-

plied concerns the type of administrative agency in-
terpretation being offered. Is it a properly adopted,
formal administrative rule or regulation construing a
statutory provision? Is it an informal, perhaps purely
internal agency position in a manual, handbook, letter,
etc.?67 Is it a position that has been consistently held68

in various matters in various cases litigated cases for
many years,69 or is it a position being advanced for
the first time in litigation?70 The level of deference
that is appropriate will likely change depending on
how much actual and consistent expertise and experi-
ence is found to have been exercised in arriving at the
interpretation at issue. As the United States Supreme
Court has stated, “[t]he fair measure of deference to
an agency administering its own statute has been un-
derstood to vary with circumstances, and courts have
looked to the degree of the agency’s care, its consis-
tency, formality, and relative expertness, and to the
persuasiveness of the agency’s position.”71 Therefore,
asking why deference is appropriate in a particular
case–rather than simply jumping straight to general-
ized deference standards in the abstract–can help give
practitioners avenues to argue for or against deference
in that case.

4. De novo review and deference

One area of confusion concerns the application of
deference where the judicial review in a circuit court
proceeding is “trial de novo.” Even in a “trial de novo”
review, the agency’s interpretation of relevant provi-
sions of law is entitled to deference (where otherwise
appropriate under the particular deference doctrine).
The same principle applies when a circuit court’s

ruling on an agency decision is then reviewed “de
novo” by one of Alabama’s appellate courts under this
oft-cited standard: “This court reviews a circuit
court’s judgment as to an agency’s decision without a
presumption of correctness [i.e., de novo] because the
circuit court is in no better position to review the
agency’s decision than is this court.”72 This does not
mean that the appellate court always reviews the facts
and the applicable regulations as though it were the
administrative agency. Instead, in this context, “de
novo review” by an appellate court means that when
an appellate court is reviewing the circuit court’s review
of an agency decision, the appellate court gives no cre-
dence to the decision of the circuit court and instead
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performs its own “de novo” application of whatever
deferential standards apply to the agency’s findings
and interpretations.73

E. Review of Agency Fact Findings
Where the appeal of an administrative agency deci-

sion is not by trial de novo, the agency’s factual find-
ings arrive at the reviewing court with a heavy
presumption of correctness.74 A court may not “substi-
tute its judgment for that of the administrative agency
as fact-finder; the judiciary is required to give the
agency’s factual findings due deference.”75 This is
true “even in cases where the testimony is general-
ized, the evidence is meager, and reasonable minds
might differ as to the correct result.”76 “In no event is
a reviewing court ‘authorized to reweigh the evidence
or to substitute its decisions as to the weight and cred-
ibility of the evidence for those of the agency.’”77 As
long as there is “substantial evidence” in the record to
support the agency’s fact findings–notwithstanding
the existence of some contrary evidence–the findings
will not be disturbed. In the administrative context,
“substantial evidence” is “relevant evidence that a
reasonable mind would view as sufficient to support
the determination.”78

Furthermore, “considering [an agency’s] recognized
expertise in [its] specialized area, the weight and sig-
nificance of any given piece of evidence presented ...
is left primarily to [the agency’s] discretion.”79 Ac-
cordingly, for example, where an agency has heard
relevant testimony from competing experts and has
weighed one expert to be more convincing than the
other, that “weighing” is going to be entitled to defer-
ence.80 Or if a statute requires the agency to make a
finding based on the balancing of certain statutory
factors, unless the legislature expressly states that one
or more factors has priority or is in fact a requirement
(rather than a mere factor), the balancing of those fac-
tors–as to each of which the level of evidence will
differ–is generally left to the agency, and not a re-
viewing court, to perform.81

Putting together these standards reveals the diffi-
cult–but not impossible–burden carried by a party
seeking to challenge the factual findings of an admin-
istrative agency in a non-trial de novo appeal. In such
appeals, “[r]egarding factual matters, a circuit court
may reverse [the agency’s] decision if the decision is
‘[c]learly erroneous in view of the reliable, probative,
and substantial evidence of the whole record’ or is
‘[u]nreasonable, arbitrary, or capricious.’”82

IV. Conclusion
Practitioners desiring to appeal the decision of an ad-

ministrative agency should first examine the statutes
governing the agency to determine whether the statu-
tory framework contains a specific procedural provi-
sion governing judicial review of the agency decision.
As discussed herein, many such statutes provide not
only a particular procedure, but also an applicable time
frame and a standard of review. (A potential appellant
should also examine the regulations adopted by the
agency concerning judicial review, which may contain
more detail.83) If there is no governing statute specifi-
cally addressing judicial review of that agency’s deci-
sions, then the default provisions of the AAPA should
be followed. Of course, in accord with one of the
golden rules of appellate law–to be risk-averse–if there
is any confusion concerning the proper avenue for
seeking appellate review, a party should timely try
multiple, alternative routes (such as through filing
both under the AAPA and by way of common law writ
of certiorari) to be safe.
After determining the proper procedure and timing,

parties should evaluate whether the agency’s decision
can either be attacked or defended under the deferen-
tial standards discussed above. This evaluation should
cover both the agency’s factual findings and its legal
interpretations. And, with regard to the latter, the
focus should not simply be reciting abstract standards
of deference, but also in being prepared to answer
why deference should or should not be given to the
particular interpretation at issue.                               s
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