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From the Editor...
MATTHEW T. MCCLINTOCK, JD, VICE PRESIDENT OF EDUCATION, WEALTHCOUNSEL

For many Americans, 
springtime brings the plant-
ing season. Winter snows 
have melted into warmer 
days, and attention turns to 
preparing the soil for sow-
ing. Various farm and ag 
businesses certainly oper-
ate on different calendars, 

but through the spring and summer - and into the fall 
- rural communities across the country are busy with 
planting, feeding, tending, and harvesting. 

This issue of the WealthCounsel Quarterly focuses 
mostly on the issues that impact farm owners, their 
families, and their communities. Although most family 
owned farm businesses are in rural parts of America, 
agriculture is a major economic driver in many states. 

There is big money in agriculture. Although much 
of the ag economy is built on smaller, family-owned 
farms, we are certainly in an era of “big ag.” Several 
states with anti-corporate farming laws have softened 
their legislation in recent years, opening the door for 
large companies to compete with the family farm. 
Jenny Villier examines recent changes in North Dako-
ta, and considers how the evolution of anti-corporate 
farming laws there may indicate a broader shift in fa-
vor of corporate farming, as well as the natural con-
sequences large operations will have on small com-
munities, economies, and infrastructure.

Some of the most common issues farm families face 
relate to determining how to sustain farm operations 
in later generations, and dividing the estate equita-
bly among children. This gets particularly tricky when 
some kids are working the farm and others are not. 
Hannon Ford provides important insight into counsel-
ing techniques to help get to the heart of client con-
cerns and creatively structure succession plans that 
promote peace and harmony.

Part of advising farm families is helping them choose 
proper structures and strategies to preserve farm-
land, maintain control over the operations, and mit-
igate transfer taxes. In an era of climbing farmland 
values, an increasing number of farm owners find 

themselves with taxable – or nearly taxable – estates, 
driven in large part by the value of the land they own. 
Erin Johnson and G. Bruce Chilcott discuss some 
techniques and strategies to consider as you counsel 
farm clients for the long-term.

Beyond the surface and operational value of fam-
ily farms, many families in rural America are sitting 
on natural resource interests and mineral rights – ei-
ther intact with the land or severed after a transfer. 
If a developer seeks to exploit those interests with a 
wind farm, solar array, or oil and gas production, the 
ownership value can skyrocket. Jenna Keller discuss-
es some options in helping farm owner clients plan 
around what may become a winning “lottery ticket,” 
and highlights some of the challenges that are often 
overlooked.

Row crop farmers often rely heavily on crop insurance 
backed by the Federal Crop Insurance Program. Their 
insurance coverage plays an important role in ensur-
ing the farmer is able to obtain financing and pro-
tect the farm operations in the event of flood, hail, or 
other catastrophic loss. Grant Ballard provides great 
insight into this often misunderstood insurance pro-
gram and gives advice on how to counsel and serve 
clients in ways that preserve this critically important 
insurance coverage.

In this issue we also spotlight my friend, Shawn Vogt 
Sween. The daughter of a row crop farmer herself, 
Shawn is a Harvard Law grad and attorney in rural 
Minnesota. I had the chance to sit down with her and 
listen to her story. I hope you all enjoy that interview 
in Shawn’s profile.

Whether you practice in a high rise in a big city, or 
a small office in the ‘burbs, chances are you come 
across farm families in your practice. When I was in 
practice in Oklahoma I had the privilege of serving 
quite a few farm families and they were often the 
most rewarding clients. I hope this issue of the Quar-
terly gives you some ideas on how best to serve your 
farm clients.  
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Anti-Corporate 
Farming Laws:

“BIG AG” VERSUS THE FAMILY FARM

JENNIFER VILLIER, JD

Nine Midwestern states have laws that restrict the in-
volvement of publicly held corporations in agriculture. 
In mid-March, 2015, following a hotly-contested pub-
lic debate, lawmakers in North Dakota, which has the 
second oldest anti-corporate1 farming statute2 in the 
U.S. (the “Act”), approved an amendment to the Act 
that permits corporate dairy and swine farms to oper-
ate in North Dakota for the first time since 1932 (the 
“2015 Amendment”). 

1  Note that “anti-corporate” farming laws are also regularly 

referred to as “corporate” farming laws. This article refers to 

them as “anti-corporate” farming laws to emphasize their 

restrictive nature on farming operations and ownership.

2  N.D. Cent. Code 10-06.1-02 (1985)

After briefly describing anti-corporate farming laws 
generally, this article discusses (1) how the 2015 
Amendment and earlier statutory changes have grad-
ually opened the door to corporate farming in North 
Dakota, (2) the status of anti-corporate farming laws 
in other states, and (3) the policy considerations as-
sociated with the corporate versus family farming de-
bate. 

Considering the legislative changes to historical prohi-
bitions against non-family corporate farming in North 
Dakota, as well as the continuing trend to scale back 
anti-corporate farming laws in other states, attorneys 
representing agricultural clients and investors should 
prepare for the potential challenges and opportunities 
signaled by similar legislative changes in other histori-
cally protective (i.e., anti-corporate farming) states. 
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ANTI-CORPORATE FARMING LAWS 
GENERALLY

The main objective of anti-corporate farming laws 
is to protect family farms from having to compete 
with corporate-owned and managed farms. While 
the laws vary among the nine states that have them, 
anti-corporate farming laws typically (1) prohibit cor-
porate farming, (2) specify exemptions to the general 
prohibition, and (3) provide a legal means of forc-
ing corporations to divest land owned in violation of 
the law. Cooperative associations, non-profit entities, 
and “family farm corporations” are some of the more 
common exemptions from anti-corporate farming 
laws.  

Generally, a family farm corporation is an entity com-
prised of family members within a certain degree of 
kinship who own a majority of the voting stock in the 
corporation. The shareholders of a family farm corpo-
ration generally must be natural persons, rather than 
corporate entities, and in some states, the total num-
ber of shareholders is limited by statute. Family farm 
corporations are also commonly required to have as 
a shareholder at least one family member who lives 
on the farm.

THE 1981 AMENDMENT TO THE ACT

When first enacted in 1932, the Act prohibited all 
corporations, foreign and domestic, from engag-
ing in farming in North Dakota. In 1981, the Act was 
amended to provide that all corporations and limited 
liability companies3 were prohibited from owning or 
leasing land used for farming or ranching and from 
engaging in the business of farming or ranching, un-
less they met an exemption. One of the enumerated 
exemptions was for family farms and ranches, pro-
vided that:

• They have 15 or fewer shareholders, 

• Each shareholder is related to each other share-

3  Interestingly, the Act did not expressly exclude limited 

or general partnerships. Query whether this was because 

the types of enterprises the Act intended to exclude from 

farming (i.e., Big Ag) do not often utilize the partnership 

form of business entity, for reasons outside the scope of 

this article. 

holder, 

• The officers and directors are shareholders and 
are actively engaged in operating the farm or 
ranch, 

• At least one of the shareholders lives on the farm 
or ranch, 

• At least 65% of corporate income is derived from 
agricultural operations, and 

• The corporation is a domestic corporation. 

THE 2012 AMENDMENT TO THE NORTH 
DAKOTA CONSTITUTION

Just over thirty years after the 1981 Amendment, the 
North Dakota Farm Bureau successfully sponsored 
an amendment to the state’s constitution, the North 
Dakota Farming and Ranching Amendment (the 
“Constitutional Amendment”), which reads:

“The right of farmers to engage in modern farming 
and ranching practices shall be forever guaranteed in 
this state. No law shall be enacted which abridges the 
right of farmers and ranchers to employ agricultural 
technology, modern livestock and ranching practic-
es.”

North Dakota Farm Bureau President, Eric Aasmund-
stad, indicated that the Constitutional Amendment 
was intended to confront the Act and other possible 
legislation (such as laws mandating minimum cage 
sizes for certain hens, sows and calves), which he de-
scribed as potentially ruinous to agriculture, North 
Dakota’s largest industry. Opponents of the Consti-
tutional Amendment, however, argued that it would 
“clearly prevent any reasonable regulation” of agri-
culture and would allow for “large, corporate factory 
farms to pretty much do whatever they want.” None-
theless, North Dakota voters approved the Constitu-
tional Amendment with 66.9% of the vote in 2012.

THE 2015 AMENDMENT

Any attempt to reconcile the broad language of the 
Constitutional Amendment with the Act’s prohibition 
against corporate farming and the increasing number 
of exemptions permitted under the 1981 Amendment 
and the 2015 Amendment arguably points to the 
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overall weakening of the corporate farming ban in 
North Dakota. The 2015 Amendment further eroded 
the Act’s restrictions by permitting non-family cor-
porations to own and operate dairy and swine farms 
having up to 640 acres of farmland. Thus, taken to-
gether, the Constitutional Amendment and the 2015 
Amendment seem to indicate a clear shift in favor of 
corporate farming in the state of North Dakota. The 
same trend seems to be taking place in some other 
historically anti-corporate farming states as well.  

ANTI-CORPORATE FARMING IN OTHER 
STATES

In addition to North Dakota, eight other states cur-
rently have prohibitions against the corporate owner-
ship of farm assets: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, 
Nebraska, Oklahoma, South Dakota and Wisconsin. 
According to the Community Environmental Legal 
Defense Fund, nearly a third of all U.S. agricultural 
revenue is derived from these nine states. Thus, legis-
lation pertaining to agriculture in any of these states 
is significant, but particularly in light of the collective 
trend in favor of authorizing corporate farming. 

Oklahoma has the oldest anti-corporate farming 
law in the U.S., dating back to 1907 (that is, since 
statehood). Like North Dakota, Oklahoma has seen 
a loosening of its corporate farming ban over time. 
Oklahoma’s blanket constitutional prohibition on 
corporate farming was rendered ineffective in 1969 
when the Oklahoma Supreme Court held that corpo-
rations could be chartered for the express purpose of 
farming.4 Oklahoma’s anti-corporate farming statute 
still declares that the state’s public policy prohibits 
any foreign corporation from engaging in farming or 
ranching or owning or leasing any interest in land to 
be used in the business of farming or ranching. How-
ever, the statute permits a domestic corporation to 
engage in farming or ranching if: (1) its shareholders 
are natural persons, (2) it receives less than 35% of its 
revenue from non-farming sources, (3) it has fewer 
than 10 shareholders, and (4) it is approved by the 
State Board of Agriculture.5 There are a number of 
additional exemptions to Oklahoma’s anti-corporate 

4  LeForce v. Bullard, 454 P.2d 297 (OK 1969).

5  Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 18, 951 (1986).

farming statute, which permit certain domestic and 
foreign corporations to engage or invest in farming 
and ranching in the state.6 These exemptions, rang-
ing from non-profit corporations to corporations en-
gaged in fluid milk processing, effectively open the 
door to corporate farming provided that its activity 
falls under one of the enumerated exemptions.  

Kansas’ anti-corporate farming statute has also re-
laxed over the years. In 1995, legislation was passed 
allowing counties to opt-out of the statute. Further-
more, the original anti-corporate farming legisla-
tion prohibited output contracting for hog produc-
tion, but the law now permits contract farming.7 In 
addition to the statutory opt out, the Kansas anti-
corporate farming statute also includes a number of 
exemptions, including one for corporations owning 
land used as a feedlot, poultry or rabbit confinement 
facility and another for corporations owning land for 
the production of timber and nursery products. Thus, 
while a prohibition on corporate farming is still the 
rule in Kansas, the exemptions nearly swallow it.

Missouri’s anti-corporate farming statute has also 
weathered over time. In 1993, the Missouri legislature 
exempted three counties from the state’s anti-corpo-
rate farming law. The statute also includes a number of 
exemptions, including two major exemptions for “family 
farm corporations” and “authorized farm corporations.”8 
An “authorized corporation” is one in which all of the 
shareholders are natural persons and two-thirds of the 
total corporate income is from farming. Three major 
corporations have relied on these exemptions to begin 
farming in Missouri: Premium Standard Farms, Murphy 
Family Farms and Continental Grain. Therefore, while 
Missouri is technically an anti-corporate farming state, 
given the many exemptions, plenty of corporations are 
farming in the state.  

POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF BIG AG 
VERSUS THE FAMILY FARM

The debate surrounding Big Ag’s place in the Mid-
western farming states that have historically banned 

6  See Okla. Stat. Ann. tit. 18, 954 (1986).

7  Kan. Stat. Ann. 17-5904 (18)(b)(1995).

8  Mo. Rev. Stat. 350.015 (1994).
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corporate farming is ongoing. The arguments pertain 
to everything from the environment to employment 
to sustainable food supply. On the one hand, those 
opposed to Big Ag claim that large corporate farms 
are more likely than family farms to cause serious 
environmental damage. They also feel that Big Ag 
will be unfairly protected from liability by such large 
farms’ corporate status. Perhaps most strongly, they 
argue that Big Ag will make it impossible for family 
farms to compete and stay afloat since large corpo-
rate farms benefit from economies of scale, increased 
productivity and specialization of labor. According 
to industry expert, Dr. Peter Davies, it is harder for 
a “small farm to be as economically sustainable in a 
commodity industry.” Production costs are typically 
higher for small farms, which “may need to find mar-
kets that reward them for their differentiated pro-
duction process/practices (antibiotic-free, organic, 
etc.).” Nonetheless, such markets do exist these days. 
With farmers’ markets, locally grown foods, and the 
“slow food” movement all en vogue, and thanks to 
movies such as “Food, Inc.,” consumers are growing 
skeptical of factory farms, “agribusiness” and the like. 

By contrast, Big Ag proponents claim that anti-cor-
porate farming laws are unnecessarily restrictive and 
anti-capitalistic. Supporters of the 2015 Amendment 
for instance, contend that it will open the door to cor-
porate investment that will help North Dakota dairy 
and pork operations rebound after years of decline. 
Supporters also believe that the 2015 Amendment 
will improve farmers’ access to capital, improve the 
state’s economy, and help fuel other agriculture busi-
ness, such as feed and fertilizer. 

In addition to the economic arguments against anti-
corporate farming laws, a number of courts, includ-
ing the U.S. Supreme Court, have heard challenges to 
such legislation on the basis that they were in viola-
tion of the U.S. Constitution. Although courts have 
consistently denied arguments that anti-corporate 
farming statutes contravened the Equal Protection 
Clause, Due Process Clause, Privileges and Immuni-
ties Clause, and Contract Clause, one successful basis 
for arguing the unconstitutionality of anti-corporate 
farming statutes has been the dormant Commerce 
Clause. In South Dakota Farm Bureau, Inc. v. Hazel-
tine, 340 F.3d 583 (8th Cir. 2003), the Court held that 



VOLUME 9 NUMBER 2 / Q2 2015

PAGE 9

an anti-corporate farming law enacted as a voter ap-
proved amendment to the South Dakota constitution 
was unconstitutional because it violated the dormant 
Commerce Clause of the U.S. Constitution. In Smith-
field Foods, Inc. v. Miller, 241 F.Supp.2d 978 (S.D. Iowa 
2003), the Court held that Iowa’s anti-corporate 
farming law violated the dormant Commerce Clause 
and was discriminatory on its face, in its purpose, and 
in its effect. Thus, while anti-corporate farming stat-
utes have typically held up to constitutional challeng-
es on the federal level, claims based on the dormant 
Commerce Clause may be viable.

CONCLUSION

Whether grounded in economic sustainability, con-
stitutionality or morality, people’s feelings towards 
anti-corporate farming laws are passionate.  While it 
remains to be seen how the 2015 Amendment’s dairy 
and swine farm exemption to the Act will affect agri-

culture in North Dakota, it certainly seems that doors 
are opening more broadly to non-family corporate 
farming operations in the state. 

Attorneys representing clients involved in agricultur-
al enterprises should be aware of this changing tide, 
as well as the potential investment opportunities for 
corporations that were previously prohibited from 
involvement with North Dakota farms. Relaxing the 
standards for farming in North Dakota may enable 
corporate farms to operate there without having to 
satisfy the onerous requirements of a family farm. 

As history has shown in other states with traditions 
of “protecting the family farm” and limiting corporate 
farming operations, the trend appears to continue in 
loosening the restrictions that have historically kept 
corporations out of the business of farming. For ag in-
vestors, this may bring interesting opportunities. For 
small farm families, this trend may pose real threats 
to their existence.
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Not long ago my 14-year-old 
son was complaining about the fact 
that his ten-year-old sister had just gotten 
an iPod touch. His objection? He hadn’t gotten 
his first iPod until he was 12. I responded, “When your 
six-year-old sister turns 12, she will have devices you 
haven’t even heard of yet.”

There is a Persian tale about the inventor of chess 
presenting his invention to the king, and the king was 
so pleased he allowed the inventor to name his award 
for the invention. The man asked the king that on the 
first square of the chessboard he would receive one 
grain of wheat, two on the second, four on the third, 
and so on, doubling the amount each time. The king 
quickly accepted the offer, thinking it was a low price 
to pay. However, when the amount was calculated 
(264 – 1, or almost 78 million tons of wheat!), the king 
discovered it would take more than all his wealth to 
provide the award.

In 1965 Gordon E. Moore, one of the Intel founders, 
wrote a paper observing that the number of transis-
tors on integrated circuits doubles approximately ev-
ery two years. This is known in the computing world 
as Moore’s Law. As it turned out, Moore’s Law became 
a self-fulfilling prophecy—partly because the obser-
vation was based on empirical data at the time, but 
more importantly because the law is now used in the 
semiconductor industry to guide long-term planning 
and to set targets for research and development.

While the technology around the legal world advanc-
es at an exponential rate, the technology within the le-

gal 
world, 
e spec ia l l y 
as it relates to 
lawyering (i.e., provid-
ing legal services as opposed 
to running a law business), is much 
slower. There are good reasons for this. 
Lawyers in general are risk averse. We need 
to be. One of the primary benefits of using a law-
yer for legal services is to obtain some level of as-
surance that the advice or outcome of our services 
will actually accomplish the purpose for which the 
services were provided. This places a heavy burden 
of responsibility on lawyers to ensure not only that 
the actual services they provide but also the manner 
in which they provide these services will not in some 
way increase the risk of breaching this important ob-
ligation.

For each new technological advance, a high level 
of analysis and review is needed before lawyers 
can implement it. Our professional obligations de-
mand that we not take risks, so we tend to stick 
with what we know works. This creates tension be-
tween the risk aversion in the legal profession and 
the ever-changing expectations and demands of le-
gal service consumers. This tension is measured as 

The “Near” Future of Technology

 BLAIR JANIS, JD
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the difference in the 
rate of adoption of 

new technology by le-
gal service consumers 

and the rate of adoption 
of new technology by legal 

service providers. Assuming 
Moore’s Law represents the 

rate of technological advance 
for legal services consumers (i.e., 

doubling every two years), and as-
suming a slower rate of growth for 

legal service providers (perhaps in-
creasing by one-half every two years?), 

then every two years the tension grows 
exponentially at a rate of 1.5 times. As that 

tension continues to grow, the legal services 
industry will find itself competing with out-

side providers attempting to fill the gap. This 
phenomenon is already taking place and, as legal 

service providers, we should not ignore it.

The key to our future success as legal service provid-
ers lies in our ability to identify the specific lawyer-
ing areas in which we can be replaced and those in 
which we cannot be replaced. The most prosperous 
law practices in the near future will be those that are 
able to successfully adjust their business models to 
use artificial intelligence–type tools while at the same 
time promoting and delivering the part of the legal 
service value proposition that the machines are not 
able to provide.

Consider for a moment the success of non-lawyer 
legal service providers such as Rocket Lawyer and 
LegalZoom. Both of these online services provide the 
ability for legal service consumers to create their own 
legal documents and forms. Both services proclaim 
that they do not provide legal representation, are not 
law firms, and are not a substitute for an attorney or 
law firm. Yet they essentially provide the same deliv-
erable that many of us do: contracts, wills, business 
formation documents, bankruptcy filings, and the list 
goes on. They provide consumers with the ability to 
create documents that are intended to accomplish a 
specific legal purpose.

These services have identified and are executing a 
business model in areas in which artificial intelligence 
can replace lawyers. They also recognize that there 

is a significant limitation to the value of these ser-
vices. At the end of the day, none of these services 
can guarantee that the deliverables they are provid-
ing can and will accomplish the purpose for which 
the consumer obtained that deliverable. In fact, while 
their marketing efforts portray the results of their 
services in a positive light, they clearly disclaim any 
liability from attorney-client privilege and legal work 
product. Understanding this limitation in the product 
they provide, these services in almost all cases now 
also provide services to connect their consumers to 
lawyers.

When legal service consumers hire a lawyer to create 
a legal document for them, they actually receive two 
items of value: first, a document or other work prod-
uct that meets the legal needs of the consumer (the 
more “replaceable” part), and second, some level of 
assurance of the result by the attorney, which only 
a competent attorney can provide, with malpractice 
insurance and a structure of professional respon-
sibility requirements as supporting elements of the 
guarantee if something goes wrong (the more “irre-
placeable” part). The most successful law practices 
in future will have found a better balance between 
minimizing the cost of the replaceable parts for legal 
service consumers while maximizing the cost of the 
irreplaceable parts.

In the near future, it is those lawyers who are able to 
better leverage their technology as tools for practic-
ing law (in contrast to those focused on helping to 
run a law practice) that will be most successful. 
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Long-Term Planning Issues 
for Farm and Ranch Owners

 G. BRUCE CHILCOTT, CPA, AND ERIN JOHNSON, JD

Some common long-term planning objectives of farming and ranching families are to keep the property in the 
family, maintain the operations even if it means creating multiple streams of income for financial support, and 
passing it all down to the next generation.  Working with farm and ranch owners to accomplish all of this can 
be a challenge.  Here are a few issues to consider in this process.

1. CONSERVATION 
EASEMENTS

Conservation easements continue 
to be popular and they provide 
an excellent tool to ensure that 
the farm or ranch will remain 
as a farm or ranch for future 
generations.  With most or all 
of the development potential 
given away in the easement, 
the next generation doesn’t 
have the usual incentive to sell 

or develop it in a residential or 
commercial manner.  However, 
when establishing a conservation 
easement, make sure to consider 
how the next few generations will 
be able to continue to support 
the operations or the future 
family members may be forced 
to sell the property.  Selling the 
property does not fulfill the 
family’s original wishes, and 
careful planning is needed to 
avoid this result.  

A conservation easement gives 
rise to a charitable contribution 
for federal tax purposes and disal-
lowed deductions can be carried 
forward to future tax returns.  In 
Colorado and some other states 
there is an added advantage 
where a portion of the contribu-
tion amount can be sold to third 
party taxpayers.  If the farm or 
ranch family cannot use all of the 
state credits, others can purchase 
them at a discount to cover some 
of their own Colorado income 
tax.  An intermediary is typically 
involved to handle the sale of the 
credits and remit the remaining 
funds to the family. 

In creating a conservation ease-
ment, the key to achieving the de-
sired tax benefits is the appraisal. 
This is no place to skimp on costs 
or quality, and the appraiser must 
have special qualifications and 
significant experience in this are-
na.  Conservation easement ap-
praisals are difficult and expensive 
because the appraiser has to de-
termine what the value of devel-
oping the property is as well as its 
value as a farm or ranch.

In recent years there have been 
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many problems concerning these 
valuations with the IRS and state 
departments of revenue.  This can 
be especially stressful because the 
money moves faster than the tax 
filing.  If the rancher or farmer is 
having trouble getting the ease-
ment approved, or the IRS later 
rejects the appraisal, there can be 
a lot of upset taxpayers.  One im-
portant factor is to have the best 
appraiser you can find in this field 
and make sure that they have a 
good track record regarding farm 
and ranch appraisals for conserva-
tion easement purposes.  In cases 
involving conservation easement 
issues, the quality of the appraisal 
can be instrumental in getting the 
eventual approval of the depart-
ment of revenue. 

Also beware of any future rights 
that are retained within the con-
servation easement – they can be 
potential time bombs.  A recent tax 
court case went against the tax-
payer for having a right to adjust 
a parcel’s boundary (See Balsam 
Mountain Investments, TC Memo 
2015-43).  In one of our own cases, 
the revenue agent was concerned 
over some reserved signage rights 
in the easement.  We were able to 
convince the IRS that the client did 
not intend to sell billboard space, in 
a manner satisfactory to the agent.  
This is one example of many issues 
that, if not properly vetted, may 
become problems later on.

2. SPECIAL USE 
VALUATIONS

The special use valuation provi-
sions of the tax laws have been 
around a long time and in the past 
have been a huge benefit to farm-

ers, ranchers and small business 
owners.  Given the current estate 
tax thresholds that are signifi-
cantly higher than the benefits un-
der these laws, this tool is no lon-
ger widely used.  But in the past 
when there were lower estate tax 
thresholds, there were a lot of farm 
and ranch operations that easily 
exceeded the thresholds in land 
alone.  As a consequence these 
special use valuations were record-
ed on many tracts of real property 
across the country.

Farm and ranch owners can be 
given a special use valuation estate 
tax break if certain requirements 
are met.  Generally, a property’s fair 
market value at the property own-
er’s death is the highest and best 
use value. However, for farm and 
ranch owners, their property can 
be valued according to the current 
actual use value versus the highest 
and best use. .There are three basic 
requirements for this special valu-
ation:  

(1) the net value of the business 
property must be at least 50% 
of the decedent’s gross estate 
(reduced by certain deductible 
debts, expenses, claims, and 
losses); 

(2) the decedent must have 
transferred the business to close 
family relatives; and 

(3) the farm or ranch must have 
been owned and operated by 
the decedent or a close family 
relative for a period of time be-
fore the death, disability, or re-
tirement of the decedent.  

There is also a ten-year rule that 
applies where the estate tax sav-
ings could be lost if the heirs sell or 
otherwise dispose of the property 

to outsiders within 10 years of the 
owner’s death or if the heirs be-
gin using the property for another 
nonqualifying purpose.  

In our recent experience with a 
family that took advantage of the 
special use valuation, the IRS pro-
tective lien came to light about 15 
years after the farm owner died. 
The farmland was already owned 
by the next generation but the IRS 
lien on the property was still in 
place.  It was not discovered until 
the highway department wanted 
additional right-of-way that would 
affect the property.  When the is-
sue arose, it became a larger prob-
lem when we determined that 
there is no automatic release of 
the IRS lien after the termination of 
the restrictive period of the special 
valuation. As a result, the family 
incurred extra expenses to get the 
lien released. 

If farm and ranch owners have in-
herited land that could have been 
special use property or if the own-
ers are aware of a prior special use 
valuation, they should conduct a 
title review to determine if there 
are any unreleased IRS liens on 
the property, and get the liens re-
leased if the time restrictions have 
expired.

3.  ENTITY SELECTION

Many farm and ranch clients hold 
farm property and operations in a 
limited liability company (“LLC”) 
entity, and may not have fully con-
sidered the myriad of issues re-
garding taxation.  These entities 
have elements of both a partner-
ship and a corporation, and can 
also be owned by a single member.  
Since the introduction of the LLC, 
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even the IRS has had a hard time determining what 
kind of taxpayer it is.

This created an administrative mess for everyone for 
many years until the IRS implemented the “check 
the box rule.”  This makes it easy for the taxpayers 
to choose whether they desire to file a corporate or 
partnership tax return.  A single member LLC is taxed 
as a disregarded entity and there is no need to file its 
own tax return – an IRS Schedule C is included on the 
single member’s tax return.  However, even with the 
“check the box rule,” LLC owners can run into prob-
lems as their businesses grow.

Problems can arise when a single member LLC be-
comes profitable and the client wants to consider be-
ing taxed as an S-corporation for its tax advantages 
relating to self-employment taxes and other benefits 
of S-corporations.  Despite filing the appropriate 
forms along with an S-corporation election, some of 
these businesses meet with resistance from the IRS.  
It may require extra CPA and/or attorney expenses to 
resolve these types of issues.  

Another common problem area with LLCs is where 
there are two or more members and they need 
to file a partnership or S-corporation return.  The 
owners may think that they have done everything 
right until they get a letter from IRS informing them 
that a partnership tax return is required.  Farm and 
ranch clients need to be aware of these types of 
problems that can result in more expenses later on 
if they do not engage experienced and qualified le-
gal and tax help in the entity formation stage of 
their businesses.

4.  FAMILY LIMITED PARTNERSHIPS

An FLP for a farm or ranch operation is designed to 
gradually transfer ownership and management to the 
next generation.  Generally, the senior family mem-
bers contribute assets to the entity and then make 
annual gifts of the partnership interests to their chil-
dren and grandchildren.  These transfers can be eli-
gible for the annual gift tax exclusion, and can also be 
discounted based on various factors, such as lack of 
control and marketability.  

The discounts available can be substantial as seen in 
the Litchfield case. See Litchfield, T.C. Memo 2009-
21.  In this probate case, there were two companies; 

one was a real estate company and the other held 
only liquid securities. The realty company had a fair 
market value of $14 million and the securities compa-
ny had a value of $12 million. The potential estate tax 
was $13 million.  The tax court ended up allowing to-
tal discounts of 48% in the realty company and 46% 
for the securities company, which resulted in about 
$9 million in estate tax savings. 

The primary reason for the tax court’s acceptance 
of the discounts was the quality of the business 
valuations and the expertise of the taxpayer’s advi-
sors.  Similar to the quality of an appraiser in a con-
servation easement situation, it is essential to use 
good professionals in establishing the discounted 
values and to take advantage of other benefits of 
an FLP.

An FLP must be structured with both the present and 
future owners in mind, protecting the generations of 
today as well as generations to come.  Care should 
be taken when creating the FLP and in observing the 
formalities of operating the FLP as a family business. 
Be sure to investigate state laws and the rights and 
obligations associated with transferred property, and 
always discuss any of these decisions with the fam-
ily’s team of professionals.

5.  CONCLUSION  

There are many opportunities for efficient genera-
tional transfers and effective tax planning for farm-
ing and ranching families.  However there are many 
serious potential pitfalls if the tools available are not 
carefully implemented with the assistance of special-
ized and qualified advisors.  Farm and ranch own-
ers who are interested in multi-generational planning 
should not be farm wise and tax foolish! 
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Farm Clients & Federally 
Reinsured Crop Insurance:

WHAT CLIENTS NEED TO KNOW 

GRANT BALLARD, JD, LLM

Attorneys who regularly work with row crop producers are more than likely familiar with the general 
function of crop insurance in today’s agricultural economy.  Farmers purchase crop insurance to pro-
tect themselves from naturally occurring losses to insured crops, as well as declines in crop rev-
enue.  The concept seems simple enough, and crop insurance has been available for America’s 
row crop producers for decades.  However, there remains an unacceptable lack of understand-
ing regarding crop insurance among a significant percentage of America’s farmers and their 
advisers.  This lack of understanding is most evident in simple failures by insured producers 
to recognize their responsibilities under the terms of the crop insurance policies.  Farm-
ers – and their lenders – rely on these policies in times of financial hardship. As a result, 
attorneys who represent farmers must be familiar with the basic provisions of insurance.  
Simple oversights and inadvertent failures to comply with crop insurance regulations 
leave farmers without the protection they expect and cost producers money.  This ar-
ticle highlights some issues that producers and their attorneys must consider to ensure 
coverage and protection under their crop insurance policies.  
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BACKGROUND

Policies issued pursuant to the Federal Crop In-
surance Program provide the bulk of coverage for 
natural losses to crops insured across this Coun-
try.  The variety of crop insurance products avail-
able has greatly expanded in recent years and it’s 
safe to say that federally reinsured crop insurance 
is here to stay.  Federally reinsured crop insurance is 
primarily sold by private “approved insurance pro-
viders” which are reinsured by the United States 
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation (FCIC).  For all practical pur-
poses, the FCIC is staffed, managed, and operated 
by the USDA Risk Management Agency. The Agency 
drafts the terms of the policy, issues guidance to the 
private approved insurance providers and, on occa-
sion, undertakes significant reviews of policyholders 
(insured farmers) to ensure compliance with Federal 
Regulations.  

Crop insurance is far from a “typical” insurance 
product. This is largely the result of the role the 
federal government plays in the administration and 
regulation of the nation’s crop insurance program.  
The USDA Risk Management Agency governs the 
administration of crop insurance policies through 
a variety of regulations and informal Agency guid-
ance which directly impacts individual insureds.  In-
stead of a typical two-party insurance relationship 
between an insured farmer and a private insurance 
company, the federal government is effectively 
looking over the shoulder of the private company to 
ensure compliance with the terms the government 
dictates.  The crop insurance policy drafted by the 
USDA Risk Management Agency is codified in the 
Code of Federal Regulations1, which carry the force 
of law.  “As federal law, the policy’s insuring terms 
and conditions must be strictly construed.”2 (Em-
phasis added.)  For this reason, farmers and their 
advisers must be familiar with such terms and con-
ditions.

Equitable arguments and excuses do not relieve mis-

1  The Basic Provisions/Common Crop Insurance Policy 

are available at 7 C.F.R. § 457.8 (2005).

2  See Federal Crop Ins. Corp. v. Merrill, 332 U.S. 380 

(1947).

takes made by farmers or their representatives and 
will not cure a failure to meet the prerequisites for 
recovery under a federal insurance policy.  Noncom-
pliance may completely bar recovery of indemnities.  
The position of private crop insurance providers, as 
directed by the Risk Management Agency, is that the 
responsibility to meet the terms of the applicable 
crop insurance policy provisions and USDA guidance 
are the sole burden of the insured farmer.  A brief list 
of common pitfalls and issues that cost good farmers 
their expected indemnities follows.  

AREAS WHERE PRODUCERS AND THEIR 
ATTORNEYS MUST BE VIGILANT

The strict application of policy provisions and the 
fact that there is no equity in the application of the 
policy, USDA regulations, or Risk Management Agen-
cy Guidance should demonstrate the necessity of at-
tention to detail when dealing with crop insurance 
issues.  When a client needs a crop insurance indem-
nity, inadvertent errors or omissions should not cost 
the farmer the insurance for which he or she con-
tracted.

RECORDS

An often-neglected requirement of federal crop in-
surance is that the insured producer maintain com-
plete records of crop production, harvesting, disposi-
tion, and inputs.  Farm clients should be advised that 
they are to keep records of production and marketing 
for each crop by insurance unit.  These records are an 
extremely valuable asset to the modern row crop op-
eration, as records of production may be needed to 
validate farming practices or the production history 
of an individual farm or farm operation.  The failure 
to provide these records when requested can lead 
to claim denial or revision of insurance guarantees, 
impacting the level of protection a policy provides 
the policyholder.

Production records are vital as crop yields are pri-
marily reported by insured producers to determine 
that individual policyholder’s crop insurance guaran-
tee.  Production history is a key element of the in-
surance guarantee.  If records documenting reported 
production are requested and a producer has not 
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kept adequate records, a policy holder’s production 
history may be replaced with an assigned percent-
age of a county average yield.  The consequence is 
often that a policyholder’s insurance guarantee is 
lowered, and the producer does not have the level of 
coverage he or she contracted for.  More disturbing 
is the fact that the USDA Risk Management Agency 
requires approved insurance providers (AIPs) to ret-
roactively apply the assigned production history to 
past years’ claims.  Then, the insurance provider is 
required to demand a refund of the difference be-
tween indemnities previously paid, on the originally 
reported production, and the indemnities calculated 
based on the new assigned guarantee.  The USDA 
Risk Management Agency actively pushes AIPs to re-
cover amounts previously paid in past years.  These 
repayment demands are truly a nightmare for many 
insured farmers who needed the claim money in past 
years and cannot afford to refund the alleged over-
payment to the company.  Keeping adequate records 
can help your client avoid such a situation.

While the policy only mandates that records be 
maintained for three years prior to the current insur-
ance period, clients should be advised to maintain 
their records well past the three-year document re-
tention period.  Ten-year reviews of records are of-
ten initiated when the USDA or a private insurer sus-
pects “knowing” misreporting of production history 
by a farmer or her insurance agent, in accordance 
with Section 21 of the Basic Provisions of insurance.  
If your client does not have those records, the cli-
ent is in jeopardy of having the reported production 
history replaced with an assigned guarantee, which 
may trigger a potentially significant repayment de-
mand. That demand must be paid if the client wants 
to be eligible to participate in the federal crop insur-
ance program or purchase federally reinsured crop 
insurance.

POWER OF ATTORNEY

Despite the ever-expanding size and sometimes 
complex corporate structure of the modern row crop 
farming operation, most farms are still family busi-
nesses.  Different family members, of course, play dif-
ferent roles, and it is common to have one member 
of a family execute crop insurance documents on be-
half of other individuals.  This is permissible if there 

is a valid power of attorney for such purposes.  The 
insured is responsible for the accuracy of all informa-
tion reported, and if the crop insurance application 
and/or documents are signed by an individual with-
out a valid power of attorney for the insured, cover-
age may be jeopardized under a strict construction 
of the federal regulation on this point.  Ensure that 
your clients have a proper crop insurance power of 
attorney or they risk voided policies.

GOOD FARMING PRACTICES

Pursuant to the Federal Crop Insurance Act, 
crop insurance coverage “shall not cover loss-
es due to . . .  failure of the producer to fol-
low good farming practices, including scientifi-
cally sound sustainable and organic practices.” 

This may sound simple, but realize that “good farm-
ing practices” vary among agricultural regions and 
producers.  If you have a client that is on the cut-
ting-edge of production technology or experiments 
with new production practices, advise your client to 
document the sound nature of the farming practices 
with agronomic experts or risk a claim denial based 
upon an alleged failure to exercise good farming 
practices.  Put simply, if any production practices are 
used which could be considered out of the ordinary 
for the region, then be prepared for this issue.  Also, 
innovative farm clients should be advised that a pro-
ducer has a right to request a good farming practice 
determination prior to applying new or experimental 
farming practices.  Obtaining a determination in ad-
vance may avoid confusion or delay in claim process-
ing when an otherwise insurable loss impacts your 
client’s farm operation.

TIMELY REPORTING OF THE CLAIM

Many would think that timely reporting a claim 
should be a simple and easy task for the insured 
farmer, but it is easy to become confused by the re-
porting requirements found in the basic provisions 
of crop insurance and many producers are unaware 
of the requirements.  Claim reporting requirements 
differ between the type of claim, type of policy, etc., 
so clients must be directed to refer to the basic 
provisions of insurance.  What is clear is that the 
producer is responsible for notifying the insurance 
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agent of an insured loss and to initiate the adjust-
ment process.  Upon discovery of a loss or potential 
claim, the producer should immediately contact the 
agent – ideally in writing, even though it may not be 
required under the policy. Communicating in writing 
will allow the producer to document timely submis-
sion of notice.

PRESERVATION OF CROP FOR 
ADJUSTMENT

The basic provisions of crop insurance require the 
consent of the private insurance provider be ob-
tained before a farmer disturbs, harvests, or destroys 
a damaged crop in many situations.  The failure to 
allow inspection or obtain written consent to the 
destruction of the insured crop often costs insured 
farmers’ their claims.  Generally speaking, a damaged 
crop should not be destroyed before a private claims 
adjuster has finished the adjustment process, but the 
requirement that “representative samples” of a crop 
be left for inspection is often confusing for insured 
producers.   Many policies require representative 
samples to be left after harvest or after destruction 
of the remainder of the crop.  Producers claims can 
be delayed or denied when they rely on verbal assur-
ances by adjusters and insurance agents that repre-
sentative samples are not required. This underscores 
the importance of familiarity with the terms of the 
crop insurance policy and should provide an incen-
tive for a producer to insist that consent to harvest/
destroy be provided in writing to avoid confusion in 
the claims process.

WHEN A CLIENT DISPUTES A 
DETERMINATION BY A CROP INSURANCE 
COMPANY OR THE USDA RISK 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

If one of your clients has a crop insurance claim de-
nied or receives any adverse determination from ei-
ther a private crop insurance company or the United 
States Department of Agriculture, advise your client 
of the right to contest the adverse decision, the ap-
plicable limitations periods, and the complex nature 
of dispute resolution as provided in Section 20 of the 

Basic Provisions of Crop Insurance.  Make the client 
aware of the relatively short limitations periods.  For 
example, if your client disputes a decision by the Risk 
Management Agency, the client will most often only 
have 30 days to initiate an administrative appeal.  
Section 20 of the crop insurance policy also contains 
a mandatory arbitration clause for disputes regard-
ing “determinations” of the private crop insurance 
provider.  Arbitration must be demanded within one 
year of the determination which the insured farmer 
contests.  

Finally, make sure your client is aware that the dis-
pute resolution process for federally reinsured crop 
insurance disputes is outlined in federal regulation.  
This is a complex process which may involve arbitra-
tion, judicial review, administrative review through 
the United States Department of Agriculture, or a 
combination of the above.  Your client and your cli-
ent’s lender need to know there may not be a quick 
fix or settlement.  

CONCLUSION

Crop insurance is an important tool for long-term 
risk management in the modern farm operation, and, 
to be blunt, Congress’ passage of the 2014 Farm Bill 
should be an indicator that crop insurance is the farm 
safety net of the future.  Agricultural lenders have al-
ready taken note and the financing of the modern 
farm operation often requires crop insurance cover-
age.  As a result, compliance with policy terms and 
conditions should be taken seriously by insured pro-
ducers and their attorneys, so that the operation 
does not find itself without the insurance coverage 
anticipated. 
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PLANNING FOR FARM AND RANCH’S

JENNA KELLER, JD

Picking up an oil and gas royalty check from the mail-
box for the first time seems akin to that announce-
ment on the evening news that your lucky numbers 
were drawn for the winning lottery. Ironically, the lot-
tery and estate planning for oil, gas, and natural re-
sources hold many similarities You often don’t know 
what section of real estate holds the winning oil and 
gas well or when your lucky numbers will be picked, 
if ever.  

Oil, gas and wind development facilities inherently 
impact farm and ranch operations; however, the rea-
son for that success (the person who picked the lucky 
numbers for the winning lottery ticket) is often sepa-
rate and distinguishable from the operation of a farm 
and ranch. As such, careful planning and consider-
ation of client objectives is an integral part of farm 
and ranch planning, especially in areas where current 
or future natural resource development is likely. 

KEEPING NATURAL RESOURCES WITH 
THE LAND 

Many farm and ranch estate plans naturally include a 
structure where on-farm heirs inherit or have the op-
tion to purchase the farm and ranch land and related 
equipment, often to the detriment of off-farms heirs. 
Off-farms heirs may receive life insurance procedures 
or have limited rights as to underlying farm and ranch 
land.  Such plans help fulfill the elder generation’s 
wish for continued viability of the farm and ranch op-
eration; however, hard feelings and unintended con-
sequences can result, especially when arguably non-
farm assets solely benefit the on-farm heirs. 

Family problems can arise if the on-farm heir receives 
the farm or purchases it at a discount from the other 
off-farm heirs, and later solely reaps the financial ben-
efits of oil and gas royalties. A sudden and unexpect-
ed windfall for an asset of the land that is wholly un-

Lottery Ticket
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related to its agricultural operations can easily cause 
hard feelings among heirs who do not share equally 
in the benefit. For example, mom and dad leave the 
farm land to daughter with an insurance policy to son 
who is off the farm, but shortly after mom and dad 
die, a big oil gusher with substantial monthly oil and 
gas royalties hits the farm. The daughter’s windfall by 
by virtue of the land ownership may vastly exceed 
the value received by the son. 

If the farm and ranch estate plan contemplates an 
unequal division of the ranch or farm land, consider 
discussing with your client the impact of that divi-
sion as it relates to current or future natural resource 
development. For many clients it may make sense for 
children involved in farm or ranch operations to re-
ceive the royalties to allow operations to continue. 
Other clients may prefer to have any windfall shared 
equally among all heirs. 

SEVERING NATURAL RESOURCE 
INTERESTS 

Many clients consider severing off oil, gas, and wind 
resources to protect against that “winning lottery 
ticket” being inadvertently received solely by the on-
farm recipient of the estate’s farm and ranch lands. 
For example, if one child remains on the farm and the 
other does not, the surface land may be left to the 
farming child and then both share equally in the oil, 
gas, and mineral rights. This approach fulfills the vi-
sion of allowing the on-farm heir to own and operate 
the farm and ranch without inadvertently passing the 
winning lottery ticket to that heir alone. 

But, severing mineral or resource interests from the 
land often results in ultimately alienating those inter-
ests from the family, or in a significant loss in bar-
gaining power for the on-farm heir as to surface use 
protections for the farm and ranch operation.  

TRUST VS. ENTITY 

The severing of the natural resources, especially in 
areas of current or likely future development, often 
makes sense for planning and attempting to better 
distribute assets from an estate where there are on 
and off farm heirs. This is especially true in illiquid es-
tates where there is a desire to include off-farm heirs, 

but there are no other “non-farm” assets available. 
However, practitioners should consider taking addi-
tional steps to better protect that interest by way of 
a trust or entity such as a LLC rather than severing 
resource interests and distributing them directly to 
the heirs. 

Trusts and other entities can be used to consolidate 
severed interests. This is crucial in states or counties 
that separately tax these severed interests, because 
these interests can be lost to tax sale if they are not 
timely paid. Often the property tax bills will be in-
consequential – sometimes as little as $10 per year 
– suggesting relative little importance. But if the tax 
bills are not paid, then the interest may be lost at a 
tax sale. Consolidation through a LLC or trust typi-
cally places a few people in charge of oversight to 
ensure a single tax bill, rather than multiple ones for 
separate individuals, is paid in a timely manner. Sev-
ered natural resources are generally a resource that 
most prefer follow family lineage. Trusts and entities 
can further help protect against divorce and thwart 
non-family lineage on ownership. 

Trusts and entities offer different benefits and pose 
different challenges, and it’s important for attorneys 
and their clients to appreciate where strategies di-
verge. Trusts, especially dynasty trusts for severed 
interests, can ensure stringent rules to be followed 
by generations. But, inherent inflexibility in irrevoca-
ble trusts may allow little opportunity to evolve, and 
as such, entities with their flexible structure can be a 
better fit for other families. 

Trusts are often better suited to disallow heirs from 
selling or encumbering their interests (i.e., protecting 
beneficiaries from themselves), whereas entities will 
often be better suited to allow entry and exit as life 
circumstances warrant and help avoid unmanageable 
numbers of parties, especially when revenues or roy-
alties may be small.  

Additionally, income tax and cash flow should be 
considered. Trusts may face high income tax rates 
on any income not distributed, while an entity struc-
ture may retain income but maintain pass-through 
taxation. Additionally, trusts may be ill-suited for on-
going financial obligations such as payment of real 
property taxes when there is no corresponding rev-
enue stream. In contrast, entities may include provi-
sions for capital calls to provide cash to the entity 
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when expenses arise. 

Trusts can help avoid probate by providing automatic 
succession provisions – appointing successor trust-
ees and remainder beneficiaries. Entity interests, if 
not owned by a trust, often require probate to deter-
mine succession – especially for an out of state heir.  

BALANCING SURFACE IMPACTS WITH 
SEVERED INTERESTS 

While severing natural resources can often help re-
store fairness between on-farm and off-farm heirs, 
the farm and ranch owner may wisely want to avoid 
severing the natural resources to avoid reducing the 
leverage of the farm and ranch owner to negotiate 
surface use protections for the operation. For exam-
ple, where natural resources are severed, an enter-
prising land agent may go lease the off-farm heir’s 
interest first – even if the interest is owned by an en-
tity or a trust – before approaching a surface owner 
to lease his or her interest, or to enter the farm or 
ranch. If the land agent and farm or ranch owner can-
not reach an agreement, the oil and gas company 
may use the leverage of the already-leased interest 
to force its onto the surface. This can be detrimental 
to the agricultural operations on the farm or ranch—
especially when the severed interest owners are no 
longer connected to the farm and ranch operation. 

These issues may be addressed in a number of ways. 
First, the deed or conveyance severing the natural re-
source should be carefully drafted to limit the rights 
granted to the recipient of the severed right. Second, 
trust agreements or organizational documents for 
the entity may impose limitations on grants to the 
surface or provisions to protect the on-farm operator. 
Finally, consider a provision to reunite the severed in-
terest with the surface when the interests continue 
to be owned by the family. A similar provision may 
apply after many years of unproductive natural re-
sources, if it makes sense to again consolidate the 
interests. 

VERIFICATION WITH STATE LAW

Rules and laws relating to severed natural resources 
vary from state to state and should be reviewed care-
fully relative to any planning. Many states, including 

Colorado, prohibit severing of wind energy. If the desire 
is to still to segregate that income or resource among 
all heirs, but vest authority in the underlying on-farm 
heirs to the lands, then additional provisions in the es-
tate planning documents should be considered. Those 
provisions must be separate; they cannot be included 
in a deed where severance is prohibited. Additionally, 
many states including Nebraskaand Kansas have Dor-
mant Mineral Acts that extinguish or merge severed in-
terests that are dormant after specified periods of time. 
To avoid an unwanted merger, specific instructions to 
trustees or clauses within corporate documents can 
require that specific actions be taken to ensure that a 
state’s dormant mineral act does not apply. 

OTHER LOTTERY TICKETS 

While the notion of mineral royalties generally cre-
ates a mental picture of an oil derrick, there are many 
other “lottery tickets” out there. The development 
of wind energy in the past decades has created ad-
ditional revenue streams on farms and ranches. Ad-
ditionally, with the advancement of technology cell 
phone towers can provide a steady stream of income 
as do more traditional sources as billboards along 
high traffic corridors. Finally, hunting leases can pro-
vide a steady and lucrative income stream for many 
farms and ranches as well. All of these income source 
should be concerned when addressing farm and 
ranch planning. The division between what is farm 
and non-farm are likely to vary among regions and 
clients, and it is important to understand the goals of 
each individual farmer or rancher and tie those goals 
into the succession strategy. 
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Plant the Seeds of Success 
with Thorough, Focused Marketing 

and Practice Development
PATRICK CARLSON, JD, LLM

I couldn’t resist the title – this is an issue about farm 
and ranch planning after all. In all seriousness, mar-
keting your law business is similar to farming. Both 
require hard, dedicated work and patience.  You’ve 
got to sow the seeds, cultivate, and then be ready for 
the harvest.

Before we dive into the marketing discussion, I want 
to briefly discuss an important preliminary issue. Be-

fore you can serve clients in a niche practice area, 
you must understand what you’re doing from a legal 
and technical standpoint.  Competence is an ethical 
obligation under Rule 1.1 of the Model Rules of Pro-
fessional Conduct; it is also a good starting point for 
your business development. You must become well 
acquainted with and skilled at using the actual legal 
tools that help your targeted niche area. You must 



PAGE 24

QUARTERLY

be able to confidently provide for your target clients’ 
needs before we can even talk about working on your 
marketing plan.

As an estate planning professional for farmers and 
ranchers, you need to be able to offer effective solu-
tions for a variety of problems. This would include, 
for example, proactively planning around the lack of 
liquidity in farm assets or designing a plan that fur-
thers a client’s desire to have the family farm con-
tinue in operation. Broadly speaking, you should feel 
confident about providing guidance on the unique, 
complex tax, legal, and regulatory framework fac-
ing those clients. It could be said that your job as a 
wealth planning professional is to deploy your legal 
and tax knowledge to craft solutions for your clients, 
so you must make sure you’ve got an adequate foun-
dation of knowledge.

But, as you might suspect, this critical first step of 
knowing the law and understanding the planning 
tools isn’t enough to build a successful business. 
You’ve got to specifically work on marketing too.  

One great place to focus your marketing efforts is on 
a specific group of prospective clients. And success 
is built first by establishing a foundation of trust. 

BE PART OF THE COMMUNITY BY 
ALIGNING YOUR MARKETING STRATEGY 
WITH PROSPECTIVE CLIENTS’ NEEDS

As with all prospective clients, you must convince 
folks that you are the solution to their problem and 
that you have what it takes to help them achieve their 
personal and professional goals. You’re an expert of-
fering useful solutions because you’ve established a 
solid understanding of the legal tools available. You 
must leverage that expert status to build a relation-
ship of trust with your target client.

How can you convince prospective clients that you’re 
the solution to their problems? How can you con-
vince them to trust you?  The answer is to cultivate 
a thorough and intimate awareness of the struggles 
that they face in their personal and business affairs. 
This understanding is particularly important when 
it comes to a community that sits on top of com-
plex interactions between various areas of law, es-
tate planning, taxation, and government regulation, 

like farmers or ranchers. You should understand their 
common business and personal needs inside and out, 
as if they were your own. 

After you’ve developed this depth of understand-
ing, your next job is to communicate why you are the 
precise match for solving their needs and providing 
for their wants. Not only is this important in actual-
ly providing a valuable plan to a client, it’s an indis-
pensable part of connecting your legal knowledge to 
the real-life struggles clients are trying to overcome. 
When you clearly connect your legal knowledge to 
the needs and wants of your clients, you’ll start to 
build a relationship of trust.

When doing this, remember that authenticity is im-
portant. Don’t try to be something that you’re not 
– clients will see through it. Trust must be cultivated 
over time and involves building your network, shar-
ing useful information, and paying careful attention 
to the details. 

PROFESSIONAL NETWORKING 
STRATEGIES

Farmers and ranchers don’t just have unique estate 
planning needs. They also have unique banking, in-
vesting, tax, and insurance needs. You should coordi-
nate your professional networking strategy with sup-
porting your target client’s needs. Building a robust 
professional network makes you more trustworthy 
also, since it demonstrates that other professionals 
are willing to work with you.

When engaging in professional networking, start by 
identifying professionals in other areas (banking, 
lending, investment advising, real estate, insurance, 
and so on) that are familiar with the issues facing 
your target market. For example, you might seek out 
bankers, insurance advisors, and other profession-
als who have many farmers and ranchers as clients.  
Building professional relationships with those people 
will improve your visibility with your intended audi-
ence and help you serve your clients best. To take 
your networking one step further, you can attend 
events intended for farmers or ranchers. This can 
provide you with important visibility.

Focusing your networking strategy on the other pro-
fessionals serving your niche – whether that’s resi-



dential real estate investors, freelance consultants, 
tradesmen, etc. – can be a very powerful way to build 
visibility and trust.

NEWSLETTERS

A newsletter is a great way to share trust-building 
information with your referral sources and your cur-
rent, former, and prospective clients. If you aren’t yet 
using a newsletter to build relationships with your cli-
ents, prospective clients, and referral sources, then 
now is probably the time to start. 

Your newsletter is more than just a place to provide 
timely information about new planning opportuni-
ties. You can provide a variety of other information 
that’s valuable to your audience.  For example, you 
might include a calendar or list of community events 
or an advice column (guest authored by insurance 
professionals, realtors, farm or ranch equipment spe-
cialists, etc. with whom you have a professional re-
lationship).  Providing value is an important part of 
building a long-term, trust-oriented relationship with 
your clients and prospective clients. When you pro-
vide a newsletter rich with information that’s relevant 
to your niche you can gradually build a relationship 
of trust and can continue to strengthen the relation-
ship of trust you’ve already created with your current 
and former clients.

PAY ATTENTION TO THE DETAILS

The details matter when it comes to building your 
business. Although no one detail dominates, the over-
all combination and effect of paying attention to the 
details can help create a relationship of trust. Here 
are a few questions to consider to get you started:

Do your professional photos and the way you look at 
the office match your clients’ expectations? Do they 
scream “Outsider!” to a prospective client?  If so, it’s 
time for some new photos where you match a client’s 
expectations and accurately portray reality. If your 
pictures need an update make sure the new ones are 
posted on social media, your website, in your seminar 
registration materials, on your business cards – ev-
erywhere you have a photo.

What about the photos and images on your other 

marketing materials? Do the (probably stock) pho-
tos on your brochures, website, and other marketing 
materials look like people you might actually repre-
sent? Could your ideal client visualize themselves as 
someone on your website or on the cover of your 
brochure?  Now is the time to take a critical look at 
the photos you’re using.

Does the experience at your office feel “at home” to 
your guests and clients?  People are coming to your 
office to discuss some of their deepest goals and ob-
jectives – you owe it to them to have a place that’s 
comfortable for them to do that. You want the entire 
experience to feel safe and sincere.

Think about all the details of your office and how cli-
ents interact with your business. How’s the parking 
at your office? Can it easily accommodate a large 
truck or perhaps a vehicle with a trailer? Depending 
on where you are and how you work with your cli-
ents, this might be important. The key is to carefully 
examine everything about your business to see what 
can be improved.

This is just a sampling of things you can do to build 
relationships with your target audience, whether it’s 
farmers, ranchers, or otherwise.  No matter what 
strategies from this article or elsewhere that you 
choose to implement in your business, always work 
with the end in mind. Deliberately and continuously 
plant seeds for long-term relationships and success 
by focusing on your education and then on trust 
building with your clients and prospective clients. 
You’ll be happy you did when it comes to reaping the 
harvest, i.e. growing your business. 
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Fair or Equal: 
CONSIDERATIONS IN FARM SUCCESSION

HANNON T. FORD, JD, CELA



One of the biggest issues that 
farming families face when they 
begin their farm succession plan-
ning is how they can treat all their 
heirs fairly while accomplishing 
their specific goals of preserv-
ing or passing on the family farm. 
My clients come to me struggling 
with how they can leave the farm 
to the farming heir (or heirs) and 
still treat the non-farming heirs 
fairly. Every client’s definition of 
what is fair is going to be differ-
ent, just as their specific estate 
planning or farm succession goals 
may be different. A counseling-
oriented attorney has a great op-
portunity to set themselves apart 
from the rest by offering ways to 
help their clients come to a deci-
sion of what is fair.

I have often noticed the discus-
sion of what is fair leads to the 
simple question, “How can we 
give the farming business and the 
assets necessary to run the busi-
ness to the farming heir and not 
upset the other family members?”  
Understanding these competing 
planning objectives (in general, 
of course) can help us to guide 
the client to a fair compromise 
between the two types of heirs. 
Interestingly, in most families, the 
children’s views are mirrored in 
the farming parents: where the 
farming dad feels like the farming 
heir deserves to get the farm and 
the farming mom is looking out 
for the interests of the non-farm-
ing heirs. 

CITY MOUSE, COUNTRY 
MOUSE

The farming heir has worked with 
their farming parents for years 
(typically since they were old 
enough to get some real work 
done). In later years, they take on 
more responsibility until the farm-

ing heir becomes the main op-
erator of the farm and the parent 
farmers are now the help. Farming 
heirs know that without the land, 
machinery or other assets neces-
sary to continue the operation of 
the farm, they are not going to be 
able to succeed in continuing to 
farm after the parent farmers die. 
With the price of land, machinery 
and other inputs, the idea of start-
ing from scratch after working so 
many years on the farm is scary, 
if not impossible for that heir to 
imagine. 

On the other hand, most of the 
non-farming heirs who have often 
left the farm soon after reaching 
adulthood will feel jilted if a pro-
portionate share of the value of 
the estate is not given to them. 
Too many farming families have 
been acrimoniously divided by an 
estate where the farming heir got 
a larger share of the estate and 
the other heirs felt that it was un-
fair.

For most of these families an open 
planning process, where all heirs 
are included in the planning pro-
cess, will lead to a more success-
ful result than that of the norm. A 
counseling attorney with tools that 
can help the client balance these 
two competing interests may suc-
ceed in keeping the harmony in 
the family that both farming par-
ents desire. Naturally, every client 
is going to be different and each 
client will select options that they 
feel is best for their estate. Some 
clients choose to leave everything 
to the farming heir and leave little 
or nothing to the others. Other 
clients leave everything equally 
to all the members of their family, 
leaving the task of preserving the 
farm to the unanimous agreement 
of the heirs. (Ufdah! As we say in 
Minnesota). The counselor’s job is 
to warn the client of the possible 

negative consequences of their 
choices and then implement the 
plan they choose.

WEEDS IN THE FIELD

Like weeds in the field another 
task of the attorney is to iden-
tify the possible problems that 
the family farm will face and then 
develop a solution to overcome 
the issue. Each family must con-
sider capital gains issues, estate 
tax consequences, nursing home 
costs, disability of parents or chil-
dren, and distribution alternatives. 
Many of these issues do have an 
effect on the fairness of the estate 
plan. As the farming heir gives 
value to the estate by effectuating 
the solution, it only makes sense 
that the estate should give value 
to the farming heir for their con-
tribution to the estate as a whole. 
Let me explain. 

In the outdated “traditional” farm 
plan, the farming heir would pur-
chase the farm from farming par-
ents as farming parents reached 
retirement age. We realized that 
this creates an otherwise avoid-
able capital gains tax or recapture 
tax for the farming parents, di-
minishing the value of the estate 
received by the heirs. It is in most 
heirs’ best interests for the farm-
ing heir to purchase the farm after 
the death of the parents in order 
to take advantage of the stepped 
up basis and eliminate the capital 
gains tax. For the farming heir this 
means a possible increase in the 
price as the assets gain value with 
time; that heir would be better off 
purchasing now. For some clients 
the solution is to give the farming 
heir a set price upon death or a 
discounted price upon death. If 
the non-farming heirs are involved 
in the process, see the numbers, 
and agree that their share would 
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be increased by waiting until 
death, they are less likely to com-
plain about the deal that the farm-
ing heir had to wait for.

Additionally, without the pro-
ceeds from the sale of the farm, 
the farming parents will need re-
tirement income. This income 
usually comes in the form of rent 
or share cropping. These are ad-
ditional funds coming from the 
farming heir that most people 
would agree deserves some re-

sulting benefit to the farming heir. 
Many clients will reduce the price 
the farming heir pays upon death 
for the real property or equipment 
since rent or other payments are 
made to farming parents during 
their lifetime. [Be wary to avoid 
creating a step-transaction con-
tract for deed by directly linking 
the reductions to the payments 
made by farming heir]. 

In some states like Minnesota, and 
under federal laws (IRC §2032(a), 
for instance) the farming heir will 
qualify the entire estate for an 

additional exemption or a reduc-
tion in valuation that reduces the 
amount of estate tax the family 
would otherwise owe. When the 
other heirs understand that the 
active farming status (or other 
qualifiers) saves the estate money, 
they may agree to the distribution 
of additional assets to the farming 
heirs share.

Sweat equity is another reason 
the farming parents will give the 
farming heir a reduced price or 

greater share of the farm. The 
farming heir has improved the 
land through tiling, rock picking, 
leveling and other valuable work. 
Sometimes the farming heir has 
built or improved buildings with  
his or her own funds. As the farm-
ing heir typically lives nearest to 
the farm parents, that heir is the 
one relied upon for assistance as 
parents age.  If parents become 
disabled, it is the closest children 
who care for them and support 
them in their needs. That support 
is a valuable contribution to the 

welfare of the estate and the ag-
ing parents.

WHERE THE RUBBER 
MEETS THE ROAD

After discussions clients and their 
families, the time comes to make 
some decisions. Do they give the 
inheritance in specific devises, 
with the farming heir receiving a 
larger portion?  For example, they 
may give the Southwest Quar-
ter (160 acres) to Johnny and 
the South Half of the Northwest 
Quarter (80 acres) to Jane. (I ad-
vise clients to not make children 
co-owners of any piece of land in 
order to avoid the division prob-
lem later.) 

Or, do they give Johnny the right 
to buy the real estate or farm as-
sets at a discounted price reflec-
tive of his contributions to the es-
tate (my personal favorite)? Or is 
it a combination of the two where 
Johnny receives a piece and then 
receives the right to buy Jane’s 
piece (or at the very least a right 
of first refusal on Jane’s piece).

The clients should understand 
that any discount in purchase 
price given to the farming heir will 
reduce the share received by the 
non-farming heirs. Once client un-
derstand that concept, they can 
easily determine and change the 
discount. I have had clients with 
discounts across the board (5%, 
10%, 25%, 60% and up). I have 
even had clients give no discount 
in order to be “exactly equal..

Another solution is to give the 
individual pieces out relatively 
equally (or in some cases equal 
undivided interests in all pieces of 
real property) and then give the 
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farming heir the right to rent for 
his lifetime or for another specific 
time period. It can be helpful to 
specifically state the rental rates 
so that there is less opportunity 
for the family to fight in nego-
tiation. Consider tying the rate to 
the average for the county (plus 
or minus a percentage) as pub-
lished by a local University Exten-
sion program or other reputable 
source in order to keep the rates 
flexible with the times. Specificity 
will go a long way in preserving 
family relationships and avoiding 
ambiguity.

LAST BUT NOT LEAST

The first and last question the 
farming heir and farming parents 
will ask is, “How can I afford this?” 
The farming heir knows that even 
with a discounted price, they will 
often need millions of dollars to 
buy out their family (especially 
with a large Minnesota farm fam-
ily). This can be a great opportu-
nity to work with local insurance 
and financial advisors. In the old 
regime, at the time of farming par-
ent’s retirement, the farming heir 
would be putting money into their 
parent’s hands. Under the new es-
tate planning model, the farming 
heir would use that same money to 
buy insurance on the farming par-

ents’ lives. This is by far the best 
way to fund the purchase of the 
family farm. Sometimes, the farm-
ing parents will fund this policy by 
setting up an ILIT for the farming 
heir and at the same time making 
gifts to other heirs from their sur-
plus income. And sometimes it is 
a combination of the two parties 
putting this policy into place.

What if the policy is unattainable 
because of health, lack of funds or 
believe it or not the farmer hates 
insurance? Unfortunately, too of-
ten a loathing of a fantastic tool 
like insurance can be passed from 
generation to generation as easily 
as the John Deere. In those situ-
ations, a larger discount may be 
appropriate to allow the farming 
heir to obtain a mortgage on the 
property to pay off the siblings. 
In a family with three children, a 
25-50% discount on the price will 
allow the farming heir 50-60% eq-
uity in the land which will qualify 
them for the funds they need to 
pay off the non-farming siblings.

Another frequently used option 
will be a right for the purchaser 
to pay on a contract for deed. The 
terms should specify the length 
of time, the interest rates, and 
any balloon payment or amorti-
zation rules in order to keep the 
heirs from negotiations. Many cli-

ents like that the farm income can 
then pay for the farm over time. 
The heirs receive a fair rate of in-
terest on their inheritance and the 
farming heir will not have to worry 
about high bank interest rates like 
the industry experienced in the 
1930’s, 1950’s and 1980’s.

CONCLUSION

Not every client is going to be 
ready to make these decisions. 
Not every client is going to want 
to make these decisions. But for 
each client we lead through this 
valuable counseling issue, their 
farm and family will benefit great-
ly. Make sure to point out to clients 
who struggle with these options 
that there are resources to help 
with the farm succession process. 
In Minnesota, we have a fantastic 
University Extension program that 
can help them set and prioritize 
goals within the family and then 
merge those goals with the other 
generations to create an outline 
for this type of planning. Those 
families who follow carefully out-
lined recommendations and pro-
cesses will enjoy much more fam-
ily cohesiveness during and after 
the planning comes to fruition. 
For most of my clients that is real-
ly what fair or equal is about. 
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Shawn Vogt Sween has been a WealthCounsel member since 2013. She is a farm attorney, mom of five, and 
country girl.  A graduate of Harvard Law, she returned to her home town to serve the rural Minnesota commu-
nity she loves. Matt McClintock sat down with Shawn for this issue’s member profile.

Matt McClintock: Tell me about life before the prac-
tice of law.

Shawn Vogt Sween: I grew up on my parents’ farm 
in rural Minnesota. My family works 5,000 acres of 
corn and soybean, and one of my earliest jobs was 
as a “rock picker” in the springtime. In the Midwest 
the cold winter frost causes large rocks to heave up 
through the soil, and if they aren’t removed early in 
the growing season, the rocks will damage the imple-
ments we use on the farm. Most rock picking is done 
by hand, walking the land and loading the rocks into 
wagons to haul them off. It’s a lot of work. I loved life 
on the farm, but I certainly didn’t want to spend my 
life picking rocks!

I worked hard in school and was fortunate enough 
to be awarded the Harry S. Truman Scholarship for 
public service. That scholarship provides $30,000 to-

ward graduate education. After a year in Washington, 
D.C. working for the Department of Agriculture and 
the Small Business Administration, I enrolled in Har-
vard Law to further my policy making career.

While at Harvard I continued my involvement in farm 
policy, serving for a brief time with the Massachusetts 
Department of Agriculture. By the time I graduated 
from law school I had started my family and my pri-
orities were shifting. After a few years in California, in 
2010 I decided to return to my home town and open 
a law practice dedicated to serving the community 
where I had grown up. 

How did you get interested in estate planning & 
business planning?

When I decided to return to Minnesota and work in 
my hometown I spent some time thinking about what 
folks there really need when they need an attorney. I 
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knew I wanted to work with farm 
families and I wanted to be really 
good at what farmers need the 
most. So I built a three-pronged 
practice that focuses on trusts 
and estates, business, and real 
estate. My town is 20 miles from 
the nearest courthouse and there 
were very few attorneys around. I 
saw the need and the opportunity, 
and I decided that’s where I’d fo-
cus my practice.

How does business law blend with 
your estate planning practice?

For farm families – like many oth-
er business families – the farm is a 
hugely important asset. Planning 
for the operation and survival of 
the family farm through later gen-
erations is a major part of the es-
tate planning conversation. Be-
cause the real estate where the 
farm operates is often of high val-
ue, blending real estate with busi-
ness and trusts and estates just 
made sense. Also, I had studied 
business in undergraduate school 
and I grew up on a farm, so I had 
first-hand perspective on the rela-
tionship between those three ar-
eas of the law.

So how did a Harvard Law grad 
end up in Grand Meadow, Minne-
sota?

Moving back home was a “quality 
of life” decision for me. I had been 
in Boston and later in California, 
but as my family grew, I wanted 
to be close to home. My husband 
and I were from the same small 
town where I now practice, so we 
really were going home.

What do you find is most reward-
ing in your practice?

I get a lot of joy out of connecting 
with clients on deep and mean-
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ingful things. Farmers are general-
ly very independent and can tend 
to be private people, but I love 
that my clients trust me with their 
hopes, dreams, and fears… the 
kind of things they really won’t tell 
anyone else.

I think I come by that naturally. 
In particular, my dad has always 
been very good at talking with 
people and making them feel 
comfortable. I learned a lot by 
watching how he and my mom in-
teracted with other people in the 
community.

It has really helped that I’m origi-

nally from Grand Meadow. People 
know I’m a local girl who has come 
home, and that provides a lot of 
credibility. When I decided to move 
back I wanted to be a visible part 
of the community, so I bought an 
old, dilapidated building at the in-
tersection in our historic down-
town. We restored the building and 
made a big deal about investing in 
the community. When the building 
was ready I opened up my practice 
there in 2010.

What has been your greatest 
challenge in practice?

Initially it was hard to find the in-

formation I needed to do a good 
job for clients. Of course, law 
school doesn’t teach you the law; 
it just teaches you how to think. 
So I didn’t feel very prepared to 
open a practice and serve clients.

I found a few mentors who had es-
tablished practices, and that gave 
me a bit of a start. But I learned 
that none of them were working 
with clients who have federally 
taxable or even state taxable es-
tates. A lot of people in rural Min-
nesota have significant wealth 
tied up in land, and a lot of them 
had taxable estates that needed 
planning help. 
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I found WealthCounsel because I needed re-
sources to help build the estate planning side 
of my practice. I really needed education 
most of all. Not many people in my area were 
doing tax-driven estate planning because 
they just didn’t understand the complexity. I 
joined WealthCounsel to learn how to help 
clients plan strategically, and to fill a big void 
in the market.

What advice would you give an attorney 
who is looking to start a practice in estate 
or business planning?

Be willing to take a risk and don’t be resigned 
to follow a traditional path. But understand 
the difference between taking a risk and be-
ing reckless. Make sure the risk is calculated. 
If you think you see an opportunity or want 
to make a significant change, do an intense 
amount of research first. When you make 
your move, be deliberate and intentional. 

And get active in your community. Become 
known first as a good person who is person-
ally invested in the community before you 
expect people to trust you with their busi-
ness. Only after clients grow to trust you will 
they be willing to get into the kind of deep 
discussions that are necessary for meaning-
ful client relationships. It’s way easier to be 
anonymous, but it’s not nearly as rewarding.

Finally, play to your strengths. Whatever 
you’re passionate about and whatever you’re 
good at, do it conspicuously and for the ben-
efit of the community. For me, I grew up pas-
sionate about farming and rural life. When it 
was time to start my practice I played to my 
strengths and paired my passion with a mar-
ket need.  

Shawn doesn’t pick rocks anymore but she’s grateful to have grown up in a Midwest 

farm family. Her dad still farms 5,000 acres and Shawn also helps her mom in the 

family’s winery on the farm. Four Daughters Winery represents the farming legacy 

her family wants to leave to future generations.
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Education Calendar
Q3

JULY 6 Legal Marketing Quick Start  
 July group

JULY 14-17 Symposium 2015

JULY 23 Legal Marketing Showcase webinar:  
 Financial Dashboard Metrics

AUG 6 Legal Marketing Quick Start 
 August group

AUG 10-21 Irrevocable Trust Planning Intensive  
 virtual course

AUG 17 Business Planning:  
 Founders’ Agreements and Disputes

AUG 18 Thought Leader Series webinar:  
 Fiduciary Income Tax 

AUG 20 Word on the Street webinar:  
 Street: What Did I Miss? Best Highlights  
 from Symposium

AUG 27 Legal Marketing Showcase webinar

 SEPT 1 Legal Marketing Quick Start 
 September group

SEPT 14-18 Funding Mini-Intensive virtual course

SEPT 17 Word on the Street webinar: 
 Lifetime QTIPs

SEPT 22 Business Succession Planning webinar

SEPT 24 Legal Marketing Showcase webinar

SEPT 28-29  Decanting Mini-Intensive virtual course

Q4

OCT 5 Legal Marketing Quick Start 
 October group

OCT 5-16 RLT Drafting Intensive virtual course

OCT 19-30 LLC Operating Agreement Intensive  
 virtual course

OCT 22 Legal Marketing Showcase webinar

OCT 29 Word on the Street webinar:  
 Year End Tax Planning and Looking  
 Ahead to 2016

 NOV 5 Legal Marketing Quick Start 
 November group

NOV 9-20 Tax Camp

NOV 12 Legal Marketing Showcase webinar

NOV 17 Thought Leader Series webinar

NOV 19  Word on the Street: Basis Management

NOV 23  Business Planning webinar

DEC 1  Legal Marketing Quick Start 
 December group

DEC 8  Business Planning webinar

DEC 10  Legal Marketing Showcase webinar

DEC 17  Word on the Street:  
 End of the Year Recap
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At WealthCounsel, we want to celebrate a 
match made just for you. 

So now when you refer a new member, we’ll 
credit you and your referred colleague each 
one month of membership dues.

And, there is NO LIMIT to the number of 
people you can refer. Do the right thing, and 
refer a valued colleague to WealthCounsel 
today. You’ll each get a free month of 
membership for simply growing our 
network and enjoying the value of what your 
membership delivers.

For more information go to  
wealthcounsel.com/sharethewealth


