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CAH 82-0325-41268 
 
 

STATE OF MINNESOTA 
COURT OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 

 
 

Katherine Minks 
 

Complainant, 
 

v. 
 
Danielle Robertson, 
 

Respondent. 

 
 

PROBABLE CAUSE  
DETERMINATION AND ORDER FOR 

FINAL WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS 
 

 
This matter came before Administrative Law Judge Barbara J. Case for a probable 

cause hearing held by telephone on November 12, 2025. The hearing addressed a 
campaign complaint (Complaint) filed under the Fair Campaign Practices Act by 
Katherine Minks on October 22, 2025.1 The probable cause determination record closed 
at the conclusion of the hearing. 

 Complainant appeared on her own behalf, without legal counsel. 
Danielle Robertson (Respondent) appeared on her own behalf, without legal counsel. 

Based upon the record and proceedings in this matter, and for the reasons 
explained in the attached Memorandum, the Administrative Law Judge makes the 
following: 

ORDER 

1. There is probable cause to believe that the Respondent violated Minn. Stat. 
§ 211A.02 (2024) as alleged in the Complaint. 

2. This matter will be referred to the Chief Administrative Law Judge for 
assignment to a panel of three administrative law judges (Panel), pursuant to 
Minn. Stat. § 211B.35 (2024). 

3. Both parties waived their right to a final evidentiary hearing in this matter 
and agreed that all documents filed for the Probable Cause Hearing would be included in 
the final determination record for the Panel’s consideration.  

 

 
1 Campaign Complaint (Oct. 22, 2025). 
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4. Both parties shall file and serve upon the other party written submissions 
presenting any additional facts and arguments they want the Panel to consider in making 
a final determination in this case by 4:30 p.m. on Wednesday, November 19, 2025 

Dated: November 17, 2025  
  

__________________________ 
BARBARA J. CASE 
Administrative Law Judge 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
I. Introduction and Background 

 
Respondent was a candidate for the Bloomington City Council At-Large Seat in 

the 2025 general election, and the Complaint in this matter arises out of facts associated 
with that campaign.2 Respondent filed her first Campaign Financial Report, detailing the 
donations her campaign received and disbursements it made, on October 8, 2025.3 The 
Complaint alleges that, based on the size of the contributions and the dates those 
contributions were received, this initial campaign report was late, in violation of Minn. Stat. 
§ 211A.02.4  

On October 28, 2025, the assigned Administrative Law Judge determined that the 
facts in the Complaint, if true, were sufficient to support the conclusion that Respondent 
had violated the statute.5 The Administrative Law Judge ordered this matter be set on for 
a probable cause hearing to be conducted by telephone conference call on November 12, 
2025.6 

II. Legal Standard 
 

The purpose of a probable cause hearing is to determine whether, given the facts 
submitted by the parties, sufficient facts exist in the record to believe that a violation of 
law has occurred as alleged in the Complaint.7 Probable cause "requires no more than a 
reasonable belief that there is a chance that a claim may be held valid upon 
adjudication.”8  

The prima facie determination assumed that all the allegations in the complaint 
were true as required by law.9 At the probable cause hearing, the Administrative Law 

 
2 Complaint at 4 (The election in this race took place in between the prima facie determination and this 
order being filed). 
3 Complaint at 6. 
4 Complaint at 3-4. 
5 Determination of Prima Facie Violation and Order for Probable Cause Hearing (Oct. 28, 2025). 
6 Determination of Prima Facie Violation and Order for Probable Cause Hearing (Oct. 28, 2025). 
7 Weinberger v. Maplewood Review, 668 N.W.2d 667, 664 (Minn. 2003) (“[I]n civil cases probable cause 
constitutes a bona fide belief in the existence of the facts essential under the law for the action and such 
as would warrant a person of ordinary caution, prudence and judgment, under the circumstances, in 
entertaining it”) (internal quotation marks omitted). 
8 Pro. Real Est. Invs., Inc. v. Columbia Pictures Indus., Inc., 508 U.S. 49, 62–63 (1993) (citation modified). 
9 Minn. Stat. § 211B.32, subd. 3. 
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Judge’s task is to perform a cautious review of the facts available without that assumption, 
and to determine whether sufficient facts exist in the record to believe the law has been 
violated.10 As in criminal cases, the probable cause hearing does not call for an 
assessment of the relative credibility of conflicting testimony.11 A probable cause hearing 
in a civil matter is neither a preview nor a hearing on the merits; its function is simply to 
determine whether the facts available establish a reasonable belief that a respondent has 
committed a violation.12 

III. Analysis 

The sole allegation in this matter is that Respondent violated Minn. Stat. § 211A.02 
by failing to timely file her initial Campaign Financial Report. Subdivision 1(a) of that 
statute provides that: 

A committee or a candidate who receives contributions or makes 
disbursements of more than $750 in a calendar year shall submit an initial 
report to the filing officer within 14 days after the candidate or committee 
receives or makes disbursements of more than $750 and must continue to 
make the reports required by this subdivision until a final report is filed. 

 Minn. Stat. § 211A01, subd. 3 defines a “Candidate” as “an individual who seeks 
nomination or election to a county, municipal, school district, or other political subdivision 
office. This definition does not include an individual seeking a judicial office.” As 
Respondent was seeking election to a municipal office, she was a Candidate under the 
statute. Minn. Stat. § 211A.01, subd. 5 defines a “Contribution” as “anything of monetary 
value that is given or loaned to a candidate or committee for a political purpose.” 

 The copy of Respondent’s initial October 8, 2025, Campaign Financial Report filed 
in this matter states that it reports contributions and disbursements made from January 1, 
2025, through August 2, 2025.13 Respondent’s report lists a total of $3,493 in cash 
contributions, and an attached second sheet itemizes those contributions by amount and 
date received.14 As of May 9, 2025, Respondent’s campaign had received $750 in 
contributions, so a campaign financial report should have been filed by May 23, 2025.15 
Respondent did not directly contest these facts, but instead presented evidence regarding 
her campaign’s work to ensure they were in compliance with all relevant campaign 
finance rules and requirements, as well as their efforts to remedy their error as soon as 
they learned of it.16 

 

 

 
10 Minn. Stat. § 211B.34, subd. 2. 
11 See State v. Florence, 239 N.W.2d 892, 903-04 (Minn. 1976) (explaining probable cause standard in 
criminal context). See also State v. Hegstrom, 543 N.W.2d 698, 702 (Minn. Ct. App. 1996), review denied 
(Minn. Apr. 16, 1996). The criminal probable cause standard is informative but not controlling in a civil case. 
12 See Minn. Stat. §§ 211B.34, subd. 2(b), 211B.35.  See also Florence, 239 N.W.2d at 903. 
13 Complaint at 6. 
14 Complaint at 7. 
15 Affidavit of Katherine Minks (Oct. 31, 2025); Complaint at 7. 
16 Affidavit of Ranielle Robertson (Oct. 31, 2025). 
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IV. Conclusion  

 Based on a cautious review of the facts available, the Administrative Law Judge 
determines that the record establishes a reasonable belief that Respondent violated 
Minn. Stat. § 211A.02, subd. 1(a) by failing to timely file a Campaign Financial Report 
within 14 days of receiving $750 in contributions. As a result, this matter will be assigned 
to a panel of three Administrative Law Judges by the Chief Judge for a final determination.  

As an aid in the consistent application of administrative penalties across different 
types of violations of the Fair Campaign Practices Act, the judges of the Court of 
Administrative Hearings use a “penalty matrix” to guide their penalty determinations. The 
matrix categorizes violations based upon the willfulness of the misconduct and the impact 
of any violation upon the voting public.17  In their submissions to the panel, the parties 
may address the factors listed on the matrix provided below. 

B. J. C. 

 

 

 
17 See Penalty Matrix (http://mn.gov/oah/self-help/administrative-law-overview/fair-campaign.jsp); Fine v. 
Bernstein, 726 N.W.2d 137, 149-50 (Minn. Ct. App.), review denied (Minn. 2007).  

http://mn.gov/oah/self-help/administrative-law-overview/fair-campaign.jsp
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