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SUMMARY

The Utah Supreme Court held that, in an appeal involving an administrative land-use decision, it
reviews the intermediate district court's decision without deference while applying the statutory
standard governing the administrative decision. The court concluded that the Moab City Council failed
to make sufficiently explicit findings of fact and conclusions of law supporting denial of a conditional
use permit for a bed-and-breakfast facility. It vacated the district court's decision and remanded with

instructions for the district court to remand the matter to the City Council for more detailed findings.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Utah Supreme Court should review the district court's decision or the underlying municipal

land-use decision when reviewing a district court's judgment on an administrative order.

2. Whether the City Council's denial of the conditional use permit was adequately supported by findings of

fact and conclusions of law permitting meaningful appellate review.

3. Whether the district court erred by overturning the Council's decision rather than remanding the matter

to the Council for adequate findings.

HOLDINGS

1. In an appeal of a district court's review of an administrative order, the Utah Supreme Court reviews the
district court's decision, affords it no deference, and applies the governing statutory standard to

determine whether the district court correctly evaluated the administrative decision.

2. A city council acting in an adjudicative land-use capacity must produce adequately detailed findings of
fact and conclusions of law that identify the evidence and legal standards supporting its decision and

permit meaningful appellate review.

3. When a municipal land-use decision lacks findings sufficient for meaningful appellate review, the
reviewing court should remand the matter to the municipal body for additional findings rather than

independently reconstructing the agency's reasoning and overturning the decision.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Although this conflicts with what we did, but not necessarily with what we said, in Bennion, we clarify that

in the appeal of an administrative order, we review the intermediate court’s decision.” (Y 26)

“Simply stated, if a city council is going to sit as an adjudicative body, it needs to produce findings of fact

capable of review on appeal.” (1 41)

“The district court correctly concluded that the Council failed to issue findings sufficient to support its denial
of the McElhaneys’ application for conditional use permit. But the district court erred in overturning the
Council’s decision without remanding to permit the Council to craft findings of fact and conclusions of law
capable of appellate review.” (9 42)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The McElhaneys sought a conditional use permit to operate a bed and breakfast on property in Moab's R-2
residential zone, where bed and breakfasts could be permitted conditionally. Neighbors raised concerns about

traffic, noise, parking, lighting, drainage, property values, and neighborhood character. City staff investigated the



concerns, and the Planning Commission recommended approval subject to mitigation conditions. The City
Council denied the permit by a 3-1 vote but did not issue explicit findings identifying the detrimental effects,
explaining why they could not be mitigated, or connecting its conclusions to the applicable municipal-code

criteria.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Moab City Council denied the McElhaneys' application for a conditional use permit to operate a bed and
breakfast in an R-2 residential zone. The McElhaneys appealed to the district court, which overturned the
Council's decision after concluding that the record did not support the asserted traffic and noise concerns. The
City and Council appealed to the Utah Supreme Court, which vacated the district court's order and remanded for

further proceedings, including a remand to the Council for adequate findings.
DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The district court's order is vacated. The case is remanded to the district court with instructions to remand the
matter to the Moab City Council so that the Council may enter findings of fact and conclusions of law relevant

to the governing conditional-use standards and adequate to permit meaningful appellate review.
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