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9.2 RELEVANCY
Information sought to be discovered must be relevant to the subject matter of the
proceeding,1 that is, the information must satisfy the trial standard of evidentiary admissibility
or be related to the proof or defense of issues involved in the proceeding. 2 Relevant
evidence, for purposes of admissibility at trial, is defined as “evidence having any tendency
to make the existence of any fact that is of consequence to the determination of the action
more probable or less probable than it would be without the evidence.”3 In State v. Horning; 4
the Minnesota Supreme Court explained that the “threshold determination of relevance turns
on whether the evidence logically or reasonably tends to prove or disprove a material fact
in issue, or tends to make such a fact more or less probable, or affords the basis for or
supports a reasonable inference or presumption regarding the existence of a material fact.”5
The scope of inquiry, however, is relevant to the “subject matter of the action” not to
the “issues” in the case. 6 Thus, the scope of discovery extends to inadmissible evidence if
the information sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible
evidence.7 In addition, impeachment material may be discovered as relevant information.8
In Jeppesen v. Swanson,9 the Minnesota Supreme Court discussed the limits of relevancy
as regards discovery:
It would seem to us that, even though the discovery is not to be limited to
facts which may be admissible as evidence, the ultimate goal is to ascertain
facts or information which may be used for proof or defense of an action.
Such information may be discovered by leads from other discoverable
information. The purpose of a discovery rule is to take the surprise out of trials
of cases so that all relevant facts and information pertaining to the action may
be ascertained in advance of trial. Where it is sought to discover information
which can have no possible bearing on the determination of the action on its
merits, is can hardly be within the rule. It is not intended to supply information
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for the personal use of a litigant that has no connection with the determination
of the issues involved in the action of their merits. 10
In short, matters sought to be discovered in administrative law settings will be considered
relevant if the information requested has a logical relationship to the resolution of a claim or
defense in the contested case proceeding, is calculated to lead to such information, or is
sought for purposes of impeachment.11
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