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4.2 RIGHT TO A HEARING ARISING FROM
STATUTE OR RULE
Many substantive statutes under which state agencies operate specifically create the
right to a contested case hearing under chapter 14. The right to a contested case hearing
may also be created by a state agency rule.1 Where a right to a hearing is created by statute
or rule but without specific reference to chapter 14, the statute or rule is usually interpreted
to require a contested case pursuant to the APA.2 The right to a hearing may also be
implied, even though it is not specifically stated in an agency's statute. The Minnesota
Supreme Court has held that a right to a contested case hearing was implied by an
examination of the purpose of an environmental act.3 The court noted that chapter 14
hearings were granted in other sections of the act and that there was a strong public demand
for a review of the environmental questions involved. 4
However, even where a statute or rule specifically creates a right to a contested case
hearing, there may be limitations on that right. For example, the Minnesota Supreme Court
has held that where a statute only required a contested case hearing when a “significant
issue” was unresolved and the petitioner failed to contest the issue or request a contested
case hearing, no contested case hearing was required. 5 Likewise, the Minnesota Court of
Appeals determined that challengers to a permit issued by the Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency were not entitled to a contested case hearing where they failed to raise material fact
issues that would aid the agency in its decision.6 The court held that the burden of
demonstrating the existence of material facts is on the petitioners.7
In In re Hibbing Taconite Co.,8 the Minnesota Court of Appeals found that the
Pollution Control Agency’s denial of a contested case hearing was error where it was
established that specific facts needed to be developed concerning potential long-term
pollution problems and the financial viability of a party. Similarly, where a cooperative
electric power association raised issues of material fact regarding potential duplication of
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services and safety hazards with city’s municipal electric utility, the Minnesota Court of
Appeals held that a contested case hearing was necessary to resolve these concerns.9
Even where there is no statutory rule or constitutional right to a hearing, an agency
may choose to provide a hearing. The respondent does not acquire the right to judicial
review under the APA simply because a "gratuitous hearing" was granted.10 The right to a
contested case hearing may also arise by contractual means such as a collective bargaining
agreement or a federal court order.
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