
 
This issue:  

Unmanned Aerial 
(Agricultural) Vehicles 
(Ready for Take-Off) 

1 

Protecting the Home-
stead – Life Estates 
and DHS 

2 

Farm Equipment 
Leases & Tax         
Ramifications 

4 

AG HOMESTEAD – 

Qualifying for MN $4 

million farmland        

exemption 

6 

Notes from the Chair  6 

Section Financial    
Report 
 

8 

Newsletter Contact          

Information 

8 

AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LAW NEWSLETTER Winter 2014/Spring 2015 

MSBA Section Update 

Continued on Page  7 

UNMANNED AERIAL (AGRICULTURAL) VEHICLES 

(Ready for Take-Off) 

Connie Lahn and Joe Thompson, Barnes & Thornburg LLP, Minneapolis, MN  

Unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) tech-

nology is set to take off, and the agri-

cultural industry is once again perfectly 

positioned to lead a revolution.  And, 

although the United States has banned 

the commercial use of UAVs without 

express authorization, integration is on 

the horizon. UAVs have been used in 

many countries for agricultural pur-

poses, and the Association for Un-

manned Aerial Vehicle Systems Inter-

national predicts that, along with public 

safety, precision agriculture will com-

prise 90% of the potential market for 

UAV technology. On February 15, 

2015, the Federal Aviation Administra-

tion (FAA) released a long awaited   

notice of proposed rulemaking that, 

once finalized, will replace the near-

universal ban with a protocol for au-

thorizing commercial UAV flights of 

small unmanned aircraft weighing up to 

55 pounds. 

Grounded, But Prepare for Take-Off 

The law regarding UAV use in the 

United States is unsettled and it is the 

opinion of the FAA that the use of UAVs 

for commercial purposes is prohibited 

without express authorization.  How-

ever, UAV technology has been used 

for commercial purposes without spe-

cific authorization from the FAA by indi-

viduals that liberally construe the defi-

nitions of both “model aircraft” and 

“recreational purpose” in order to ra-

tionalize their UAV use. 

The FAA recently reacted to these lib-

eral interpretations and attempted to 

clarify what constitutes a commercial 

purpose. Among the list of commercial 

purposes was “[d]etermining whether 

crops need to be watered that are 

grown as part of commercial farming 

operation.”  This strongly indicates that 

the FAA considers any use of an UAV in 

a commercial farming operation to be 

illegal. Therefore, one must be cautious 

in implementing commercial UAV use 

without FAA express authorization. 

 

Joe Thompson and Connie Lahn are partners in Barnes & Thornburg’s Minneapolis   

office. Mr. Thompson is a member of the firm’s Corporate Department and co-chairs 

the Agriculture and Food Processing Practice Group.  Ms. Lahn is a member of the 

firm’s Finance, Insolvency and Restructuring Department, the Aviation Practice Group, 

and co-chairs the Asset Revitalization Practice Group.  



property was attributable to the 

life tenant based upon their age at 

the time of their death may be 

subject to a lien for Medical Assis-

tance purposes. Thus, a zombie 

life estate outlives the life tenant.  

Life estate deeds executed prior to 

August 1, 2003 are still 100% 

protected from Medical Assistance 

estate recovery liens.   

 

To illustrate how the “zombie life 

estate” operates, an example is 

helpful.  Lisa Lifetenant executed 

a life estate deed on her farm in 

2002, providing Regina Remain-

derman with a remainder interest 

in her property.  Lisa then applies 

for Medical Assistance in 2014 af-

ter going into a nursing home, 

and dies in 2015. Lisa’s farm 

passes to Regina upon her death, 

and the state cannot place a claim 

against the farm for whatever 

amount they paid out for Lisa’s 

cost of care.  However, if the 

same fact scenario existed with 

Lisa executing the life estate deed 

in 2008, and applying for Medical 

Assistance in 2014, dying in 2015, 

then a percentage of her farm 

may have a lien placed upon it to 

the extent that the state paid for 

her cost of care at the nursing 

home.   

 

The Larson Case 

Equally as concerning as Minne-

sota legislature’s creation of these 

“zombie life estates” is the current 

treatment by the Department of 

Human Services of pre-2003 life 

estates owned by couples.  In 

2013, a case came out of Polk 

County involving the Larson fam-

ily, a farm family who had exe-

cuted a life estate deed on their 

Life estate deeds and Medical As-

sistance have a complex relation-

ship in Minnesota.  A life estate is 

a way of owning property that di-

vides the ownership based on the 

duration of someone’s life.  The 

person whose life the ownership is 

based upon is called the “life ten-

ant.”  This person has the right to 

use, occupy, possess, and receive 

all income off a piece of property 

until they die.  Upon their death, a 

“remainderman” has the right to 

immediately inherit the property, 

avoiding the probate process.  

 

Zombie Life Estates  

Life estate deeds are a tool that 

was a panacea to Medical Assis-

tance planning for protecting real 

property.  Medical Assistance ap-

plicants who executed a life estate 

deed beyond the applicable gifting 

look back period could protect 

100% of the value of their prop-

erty from ever being forced into a 

sale, or ever being subject to a 

Medical Assistance lien upon their 

deaths.  However, in 2003, the 

Minnesota legislature passed a law 

which created what is irreverently 

referred to by legal practitioners 

as a “zombie life estate.”  See 

Minn. Stat. § 514.981 subd. 6 (8).  

Under common law, and prior to 

2003, life estate interests in prop-

erty terminated upon the death of 

the life tenant.  This meant that 

for estate recovery claims for 

Medical Assistance, no portion of 

the property could have a lien 

placed against it by the state, and 

100% of the property passed onto 

the remainderman upon the death 

of the life tenant.  Now, however, 

legislation changed the treatment 

of life estates to provide that 

whatever percentage of the real 

Lauren Fink, Esq., Pluto Legal, PLLC, Tyler, MN 

farm in 1996, naming the husband 

and wife as the life tenants and 

the children as the remaindermen.  

Audrey Larson, the wife, was diag-

nosed with Alzheimer’s disease 

and entered a nursing home in 

2011.  Audrey transferred her life 

estate interest to her husband Ar-

nold prior to entering the nursing 

home, a common practice for 

Medical Assistance planning, allow-

ing Arnold to retain the meager 

farm income to sustain his lifestyle 

beyond his Social Security income.  

Polk County denied the subsequent 

application for Medical Assistance 

benefits for Audrey on the grounds 

that the whole value of the life es-

tate was an asset for determining 

Medical Assistance eligibility, and 

as a result, he exceeded his com-

munity spouse resource allowance. 

 

Under Federal and state law, pre-

2003 life estates are not deemed 

assets for determining Medical As-

sistance eligibility.  Federal law 

requires the state to determine 

Medical Assistance eligibility based 

on the “total value of resources to 

the extent that either the institu-

tionalized spouse or community 

spouse has an ownership interest.”  

“Resources” are defined in the 

Code of Federal Regulations 

§416.1201(a)(1) as:  

 

cash or other liquid assets or any 

real or personal property that an 

individual (or spouse, if any) owns 

and could convert to cash to be 

used for his or her support and 

maintenance.  If the individual has 

the right, authority or power to 

liquidate the property or his or her 

share of the property, it is consid-

ered a resource.   
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Protecting the Homestead – Life Estates and DHS 



If a property right cannot be liqui-

dated, the property will not be 

considered a resource of the indi-

vidual (or spouse). (Underlining 

added for emphasis.)    

 

A life estate is an interest that 

cannot be sold without the con-

sent of the remainder interest 

holder.  Because of this, a person 

with a life estate interest does not 

have the right, authority or power 

to liquidate their interest in the 

property.  Without the right, au-

thority or control to liquidate, an 

asset does not constitute a re-

source and is not included in the 

determination of eligibility for 

Medical Assistance benefits for the 

individual applicant or their 

spouse. 

 

Additionally, Minnesota outlines 

the treatment of life estates in 

Minnesota Statute §256B.056 

subd. 4a, which states: 

 

For the purposes of verification, 

an individual is not required to 

make a good faith effort to sell a 

life estate that is not excluded un-

der subdivision 2 and the life es-

tate shall be deemed not salable 

unless the owner of the remainder 

interest intends to purchase the 

life estate, or the owner of the life 

estate and the owner of the re-

mainder sell the entire property.  

This subdivision applies only for 

the purposes of determining eligi-

bility for medical assistance, and 

does not apply to the valuation of 

assets owned by either the institu-

tional spouse or the community 

spouse under section 256B.059, 

subdivision 2.  (Underlining added 

for emphasis.)    

 

Thus, although life estate interests 

held by the community spouse are 

counted during the asset assess-

ment, they are not counted when 

determining eligibility, unless ei-

ther the remainder interest holder 

intends to purchase the life estate 

or the owners of the life estate 

and the remainder interest intend 

to sell the entire property.   

 

The Larson case ended up in dis-

trict court in the Ninth District, 

where the judge ruled favorably 

for the Larson family, finding the 

denial of the application by the 

Commissioner of Human Services 

an arbitrary and capricious deci-

sion premised on an error of law.  

This decision was not appealed by 

DHS.  Unfortunately, despite this 

favorable decision, the different 

counties have still taken the 

stance that the Ninth District deci-

sion only applies to cases that 

come out of that jurisdiction.  This 

has resulted in more families be-

ing subject to a misinterpretation 

of the law surrounding life estates.   

There are cases developing that 

will force DHS to either follow the 

law or go to court in order to try 

to support their own position.  The 

lesson to be learned from these 

“zombie life estates” and the Lar-

son case is that any time a person 

or client is thinking about execut-

ing a life estate deed on their 

property, careful thought should 

be taken.  It is highly recom-

mended that the person seek the 

advice of an attorney who is ex-

perienced in this area.   

 

“PROTECTING THE HOMESTEAD” continued from Page 2 
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Lauren Fink, Esq. is a 2012 

graduate of William Mitchell Col-

lege of Law in St. Paul, Minne-

sota, and has worked with Pluto 

Legal, PLLC since 2013.  During 

law school, she was the Presi-

dent of the Elder Law and Estate 

Planning Society, staff member 

of the William Mitchell Law Re-

view, and represented William 

Mitchell in the Albert Mugel Tax 

Moot Court.  Lauren graduated 

from the University of Wisconsin 

– Madison in 2005 with a degree 

in English Literature.  Lauren is 

a member of Wealth Counsel, 

the National Academy of Elder 

Law Attorneys (NAELA), the 

Minnesota State Bar Association 

Probate and Trust Section and 

the Elder Law Section, and the 

Ramsey and Hennepin County 

Bar Associations.  
  
Lauren currently lives in Min-

neapolis, Minnesota with her 

husband Ben and their two 

cats.  In her free time, Lauren 

enjoys cooking, sailing, and 

practicing yoga. 
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Farm Equipment Leases & Tax Ramifications 

Introduction 

An expected downturn in farm equipment sales in 2015 is predicted to correlate with an uptick in equipment 
leases. This article provides some background on typical legal issues and considerations related to farm 

equipment leases and the potential impact on clients’ tax filings. 

 

 

 

 

 

When evaluating whether your client has entered into a conditional sale or whether the underlying transac-

tion is a lease, presents a threshold issue. Is it a Sale or a Lease? The standard answer: it depends.  

 Whether a transaction constitutes a lease or a conditional sale is based upon a number of factors 

found in UCC Article 2.  

 Minnesota’s version of the UCC Article 2 is codified in Chapter 336, Minnesota Statutes. 

 Minn. Stat. §336.1-203 lists a large number of factors courts consider when determining whether a 

particular transaction creates a security interest governed by the UCC as a sale of goods or whether 

a transaction constitutes a true lease.  

 The inquiry is one of fact, and is based on the circumstances of each individual case.  

Some of the relevant factors under the statute include, but are not limited to, the following: 

 A transaction in the form of a lease creates a security interest if the consideration that the lessee is 

to pay the lessor for the right to possession and use of the goods is an obligation for the term of the 

lease and is not subject to termination by the lessee, and: 

 (1) the original term of the lease is equal to or greater than the remaining economic life of the 

goods; 

 (2) the lessee is bound to renew the lease for the remaining economic life of the goods or is bound 

to become the owner of the goods; 

 (3) the lessee has an option to renew the lease for the remaining economic life of the goods for no 

additional consideration or for nominal additional consideration upon compliance with the lease 

agreement; or 

 (4) the lessee has an option to become the owner of the goods for no additional consideration or for 

nominal additional consideration upon compliance with the lease agreement. 

Tax Ramifications 

Since it is tax season, I give a nod to the IRS for providing guidance on the issue. According to IRS Publica-
tion 535 on Business Expenses, the IRS permits “rent” for property be deducted in certain circumstances as 

can the interest on a loan, when used for certain business purposes.  

1 Available online at: http://mncorn.ncgapremium.com/index.cfm?show=31&mid=7 
2 Available online at irs.gov, at: http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p535.pdf  
3 Available online at irs.gov, at: http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p535.pdf  

Sarah Jewell, Esq., Reichert Wenner, P.A., St. Cloud, MN 

CHS in SAVAGE, MN 

Commodity  Delivery Cash Price Date 

Corn  March $3.67 March 30 

Corn  October $3.73 March 30 

http://mncorn.ncgapremium.com/index.cfm?show=31&mid=7
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Sarah Jewell is an attorney in the St. Cloud office of Reichert Wenner, P.A. She has concentrated her 

practice on business law and civil litigation, including entity formation, contract review, creditors’ reme-

dies, real estate, agricultural law, landlord/tenant and family law.  Ms. Jewell resides on a hobby farm in 

central Minnesota and enjoys jogging, horseback riding, and spending time with family and friends.  She 

may be contacted at sjewell@rwkp.com or (320) 252-7600. 

“FARM EQUIPMENT LEASES & TAX RAMIFICATIONS” continued from Page 4 

Business Expense - Rent is defined by the IRS as: 

“…any amount you pay for the use of property you do not own. In general, you can deduct rent as an expense 
only if the rent is for property you use in your trade or business. If you have or will receive equity in or title to 

the property, the rent is not deductible.” Id. 

However, the pesky question of whether the transaction is a true lease or actually is a conditional sales agree-
ment requires further analysis if you want to avoid IRS problems. IRS Publication 535 provides detailed exam-
ples as well as analysis on whether a transaction is a conditional sales contract. The answer is important, be-

cause “payments made under a conditional sales contract are not deductible as rent expense.” Id. at pg. 9.  

The IRS also states, “whether an agreement is a conditional sales contract depends on the intent of the par-
ties.” This is a somewhat different inquiry than the Minnesota Statutes cited above, but much of the analysis is 
the same. The IRS will look to the language in the agreement and the surrounding facts and circumstances 
that exist at the time the transaction is commenced. Since rational minds may disagree on the interpretation 
of a contractual provision, some equipment sales/financing companies include language covering both scenar-

ios in the event of default and ensuing litigation.  

As usual in the law, there are a number of gray areas. The IRS admits, “…no single test, or special combination 
of tests, always applies.” The general rule is that an agreement “may be considered a conditional sales con-

tract” as opposed to a lease, if: 

 The agreement applies part of each payment toward an equity interest you will receive. 

 You get title to the property after you make a stated amount of required payments. 

 The amount you must pay to use the property for a short time is a large part of the amount you would pay 

to get title to the property. 

 You pay much more than the current fair rental value of the property. 

 You have an option to buy the property at a nominal price compared to the value of the property when you 

may exercise the option. 

 You have an option to buy the property at a nominal price compared to the total amount you have to pay 

under the agreement. 

 The agreement designates part of the payments as interest, or that part is easy to recognize as interest. 

Id. at pg. 9. 
 

Conclusion 

Due to the downturn in commodity pricing, area farmers may be more likely to enter into lease type agree-
ments this year than purchasing new equipment through traditional loan financing. Being aware of this trend 
and the basic legal issues presented can assist your clients in understanding the tax ramifications and may as-

sist in attaining better cash flow for their operations.  

 



I have enjoyed my two years serving as chair of the Agricultural and Rural Law Section of the Minnesota State 
Bar Association.  I want to thank the Section Council members and MSBA Section Managers for their hard work 

in growing our Section and providing lasting leadership. 

While the diverse practice areas of our Section may present challenges, I am very pleased with the educational 
opportunities that we have afforded our Section members.  This year we have offered CLE programs on Farm 
Leases, Farm Equipment Leases and Farmer-Lender Mediation.  Last year, we had a great program on Agricul-
tural Homestead classification for property tax purposes.  On March 27th, there was an engaging program on 
the Clean Water Act: Waters of the United States.  For more information on our Section and CLE programs, 

please visit the Minnesota State Bar Association’s website and search for the Agricultural & Rural Law Section. 

I especially want to thank Andrea Gievers for her work in the production and editing of this Newsletter.  I also 
want to thank the contributing authors.  We are always looking for contributors to the Newsletter along with 

input for ways in which the Section may serve its members. 
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Christopher Roe is a partner at Blethen, Gage & Krause, PLLP located in Mankato, MN.  He has a vi-

brant practice consisting of agricultural, estate/trust, business and real estate clients. A large part 

of Chris’s practice is devoted to assisting individuals and businesses in the agricultural setting. 

Chris is a farmer himself; he and his family operate Roe Farms a large crop/hog operation near 

LeRoy, MN.  He may be reached at (507) 345.1166 or croe@bgklaw.com.  

AG HOMESTEAD – Qualifying for MN $4 million farmland exemption 

When agricultural (ag) homestead became a component of the qualified farmland exclusion for Minnesota es-

tate tax, I sat down with my local assessor and had her explain the various requirements for agricultural 

homestead.  I developed the chart included on the next page to give to my clients to help them easily under-

stand the requirements when we discuss the farmland exclusion for their estate planning.  My assessor, Kathy 

Hillmer, double-checked the chart and even added the particular homestead type designations.  Note that the 

chart is meant to boil things down as simply as possible for the individual landowner. Additionally, the chart 

does NOT cover agricultural homestead as it relates to entities – that is a whole different matter for which you 

really need the Department of Revenue’s flowchart from their website. 

Notes from the Chair  

Christopher M. Roe, Partner, Blethen, Gage & Krause, PLLP, www.bgklaw.com  

Jennifer L.J. Gilk is a partner in Estebo, Frank, Gilk & Munshower, Ltd. in Redwood Falls, Minnesota 

and is in her 21st year of practice.  Having grown up on dairy farm in southwestern Minnesota, she 

focuses her practice on estate planning, entities, and real estate, all of which is approximately 85% 

agricultural-related.” Ms. Gilk can be reached at jgilk@rwflaw.com or (507) 637‐5721. 

Jennifer L.J. Gilk, Partner, Estebo, Frank, Gilk & Munshower, LTD, Redwood Falls, MN  



AG HOMESTEAD – Qualifying for MN $4 million farmland exemption 

Assume for all scenarios:  Farmer Brown owns 1,000 acres of farmland outright and not in an entity (LLC, LLLP, Corporation, etc.). 

 

 Lives on the land and/or farms it himself:   Ag Homestead?   Type of Homestead  
 

1. Farmer Brown lives on land and farms it himself. YES Regular Ag  
 

2. Farmer Brown lives on land but doesn’t farm it himself. YES Regular Ag 
 

3. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and farms it himself. YES Active Farming 

 

 Doesn’t live on the land and doesn’t farm it himself – child involved:  
 

4. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and a child lives on the land and a child farms it. YES Ag – Relative  
 

5. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and a child lives on the land but the land is rented to an  

unrelated neighbor. YES Ag – Relative  
 

6. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and no child lives on the land but a child farms the land. YES Active Farming 

 

 Doesn’t live on the land, doesn’t farm it himself, no child involved:  
 

7. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and cash rents it to an unrelated neighbor. NO 
 

8. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and crop shares it to an unrelated neighbor. NO 
 

9. Farmer Brown lives in town but still within 4 contiguous townships 

of the land, and custom farms it. NO 
  

 

Regular Agricultural Homestead – Single application until requirements change. 

Agricultural Relative Homestead – Single application until requirements change 

Active Farming – Annual application required. 

©Estebo, Frank, Gilk & Munshower, Ltd. 
315 S. Washington St., Redwood Falls, MN  56283 



Taxiing Towards Runway 

Section 333 of the FAA Moderniza-

tion and Reform Act of 2012 allows 

the Secretary of Transportation to 

grant exemptions for certain un-

manned aerial systems if he deter-

mines that they can operate safely 

within the national airspace.  In 

order to receive approval under 

Section 333, a commercial entity 

must demonstrate that its opera-

tion of an UAV will not adversely 

affect safety, or that it will provide 

at least an equal level of safety to 

that of the current rules.  The Sec-

retary is to consider the “size, 

weight, speed, operational capabil-

ity, proximity to airports and popu-

lated areas, and operation within 

visual line of sight” when deter-

mining if their operation will 

“create a hazard to users of the 

national airspace system or the 

public or pose a threat to national 

security.”  If an exemption is 

granted, the Secretary is then   

required to establish specific safety 

requirements for the operation of 

the UAV under Section 333. 

Exceptions have been commonly 

granted to public entities including 

uses for law enforcement, fire-

fighting, border patrol, disaster 

relief, search and rescue, military 

training, and other government 

operational missions.  While the 

FAA made exceptions readily avail-

able for public entities, it was 

slower to allow private commercial 

entities the right to use unmanned 

aircraft. Towards the end of 2014, 

the FAA started granting these re-

quests more frequently, including 

requests for use in precision agri-

culture. However, there are still 

many entities waiting for their   

petitions to be approved. Among 

these requests are several from 

individuals and companies that 

plan to use UAVs in the agricultural 

industry including crop sprayers, 

agriculture cooperatives, UAV 

manufacturers targeting the agri-

cultural industry, and individual 

agricultural surveying companies. 

The FAA has not commented 

about the consideration and possi-

ble approval of these remaining 

requests to date. Several agricul-

tural interest groups joined with 

lobbyists from across several   

industries in a letter addressed to 

FAA Administrator Michael Huerta 

urging the FAA to expedite regula-

tions.  Among these groups were 

the American Society of Agron-

omy, the Crop Science Society of 

America, and associations repre-

senting soybeans, wheat, barley, 

sunflowers, and canola farmers.  

This letter urges the FAA to recog-

nize that the United States is fal-

ling far behind in UAV integration 

and to provide UAV regulation that 

will allow commercial entities to 

begin operating UAVs safely and 

responsibly in the national air-

space. The letter suggests that the 

FAA should model the commercial 

standards for UAV use after the 

standards already in place for 

model aircraft operators. 

The FAA took a giant leap towards 

integration of unmanned aircraft 

in the national airspace when it 

released its notice of proposed 

rulemaking, which was promul-

gated under Section 333. The pro-

posed rule outlines a series of  

restrictions the FAA believes will 

allow UAVs to operate safely 

within the national airspace. It 

limits unmanned flight to daylight 

and visual-line-of-sight operations 

in addition to addressing height 

restrictions, operator certification, 

optional use of a visual observer, 

aircraft registration and marking, 

and operational limits. Once the 

new rule is finalized it will allow 

commercial entities to operate an 

UAV for business purposes as long 

as they comply with the restric-

tions. There will still be some in-

stances where a commercial entity 

will need to file a petition for an 

exemption under Section 333. For 

example, if a farmer would like to 

operate an UAV that is heavier 

than 55 pounds to be used for 

crop spraying, an exception will 

remain necessary. 

The new rules have not yet gone 

into effect. First, there will be a 

60-day public comment window, 

which is an ideal opportunity for 

anyone involved in commercial 

agriculture to offer input that 

could shape the future of UAV 

regulation. The window for public 

comment may be followed by a 

revision and modification period, 

Congress could step in to modify 

or replace the rule, or there could 

even be challenges in the court 

system. No one can say how long 

this process will take. In the 

meantime, it may still be wise to 

file a petition for exemption. 

Takeoff 

Be prepared.  While no one can 

predict when the FAA will provide 

final regulations for the use of 

UAVs for commercial agricultural 

purposes, one can prepare to 

move quickly once the FAA frost 

has lifted.  As an agricultural pro-

ducer, learn your options, investi-

gate potential UAV service provid-

ers, and evaluate the pros and 

cons of implementing UAVs into 

your crop production management 

system.  As a potential provider of 

UAV services, understand your 

risks and the costs to mitigate 

those risks, learn and understand 

expected licensing requirements, 

and research UAV manufacturers 

and their products.  With proper 

preparation, the United States  

agricultural industry will lead the 

revolution of UAV commercial use.   
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“UNMANNED AERIAL (AGRICULTURAL) VEHICLES” continued from Page 1 
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AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL LAW SECTION FINANCIAL REPORT 
 

Financial Activity Report for the Seven Months Ending January 31, 2015 
 

Jared Peterson, Section Treasurer 

Berens Rodenberg & O'Connor, Chtd. 

 

           Month                YTD 

               __Actual__                    __Actual__ 

Beginning Balance 7-1-2014                                          $4,400.14 

            REVENUES: 

            Membership Dues     12.00                 794.00 

 Meeting Fees                                           __ 50.00         __                       335.00 

Total Revenue                                                          $62.00         $1,129.00 

 

            EXPENSES: 

            MSBA Internal Section Invoices                                  11.84                                    157.44 

            Catering     269.77                              269.77 

            Reimbursements       168.00 

            In-House Charges              37.50 

Miscellaneous/Other     _ 73.65                                  _268.52 

            Total Expenses                                                $355.26                                  $901.23 

 

            Ending Balance                                                    _($293.26)_                $4,627.91 

 

Ending Balance Including Investments          ($293.26)                              $4,627.91 

NEWSLETTER CONTACT INFORMATION 

Section Chair: 

Christopher M. Roe, Esq. 

Blethen, Gage & Krause, P.L.L.P. 

Mankato, MN 

www.bgklaw.com  

croe@bgklaw.com 

 

Editor: 

Andrea Gievers, Esq. 

Andrea Gievers Law Firm 

P.O. Box 173 

Dayton, MN 55327 

www.aglawmn.com  

Andrea@aglawmn.com  

 

Articles and comments are those of their contributors and do not represent the position of the Minnesota State Bar        

Association, Section, or any governmental body.  No articles should be construed as an endorsement for a particular 

political candidate.  Articles, comments, and letters to the Editor should be emailed with an “Ag Law” heading to  
Andrea@aglawmn.com or mailed to the address above.  They will be published at the discretion of the Editor.    

*All photos are the product and property of the Editor. 




