OAH 28-0325-40782

STATE OF MINNESOTA
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

Rebeccah Thompson, ORDER DENYING COMPLAINANT’S
Combiainant REQUEST FOR SUPOENA FOR
omplainant, PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
VS.

Naomi Wilson,
Respondent.

This matter is pending before Presiding Administrative Law Judge Joseph C.
Meyer upon a request for issuance of a subpopenas for the production of documents
(Request), filed by Rebeccah Thompson (Complainant) on June 17, 2025.

Based upon the record, and for the reasons set forth in the attached Memorandum,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED:

Complainant’s Request for issuance of a subpoena compelling production of
documents is DENIED

Dated: June 23, 2025

4OSEPH C. MEYER

Administrative Law Judge



MEMORANDUM

This matter is a Fair Campaign Practices Complaint (Complaint) brought pursuant
to Minn Stat. § 211B.32 (2024) alleging that Naomi Wilson (Respondent) violated
Minn. Stat. § 211B.04 (2024) by failing to include a mandated disclaimer on campaign
material including, relevant to the Request, a website with the address
https://voteforbecka.com (Vote for Becka Website). The Complaint alleges that, despite
the website address’ implications, it was not created by or with the knowledge or
authorization of, Complainant.’

Complainant seeks a subpoena compelling GoDaddy.com LLC, an internet
domain registry, to disclose the owner or registrant of a different website found at
www.beckafourward12.com (Second Website).? Based on the Request, there is no
content whatsoever on the Second Website.?

Pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 14.51 (2024), a subpoena may be issued upon written
request of an interested party for “the production of books, papers, records, or other
documents as are material to any matter being heard by the Office of Administrative
Hearings.”

As narrowed by the Notice of Determination of Prima Facie Violation and
Prehearing Conference issued on April 24, 2025 (Prima Facie Determination), this
proceeding is about whether Respondent violated Minn. Stat. § 211B.04 by failing to
include a disclaimer on the Vote for Becka Website.

Previous orders in this proceeding have repeatedly addressed the use of filings in
this matter to address issues irrelevant to this matter and the perils of using compulsory
legal process to seek information about a candidate’s critics.* The Request plainly
disregards both of these admonitions. The Second Website is not within the scope of this
proceeding. Further, Complainant avers that Respondent is not responsible for the
website.®> The only purported connection the Second Website has to this proceeding
whatsoever is that Complainant alleges that Respondent was aware of its existence.®

The Request appears to be an effort by Complainant to identify the owner of a
contentless web domain that she believes was created with the intent to harm her
campaign. Indeed, Complainant herself states that the motivation for the Request is to
“know who purchased the [Second Website.]”” The answer to that question is immaterial
to this proceeding. Attempting to use the discovery tools in this process to unmask a
perceived critic who bears no relationship to the issues in this case is entirely improper.

T Complaint at 3.

2 Request at 4.

3 Request at 3.

4 See, e.g., Order on Complainant’'s Request for Subpoenas Compelling Attendance of a Witness and
Production of Documents at 3-4 (Jun. 13, 2023).

5 Request at 2.

6 Request at 2.

7 Request at 3.
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For these reasons, the Request is DENIED.

J.C.M.
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