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FROM THE PUBLISHER

As a reader of our website and publications, you know we make it our business to 
regularly honor the exceptional work of Minnesota attorneys. In fact, it’s part of our 
mission. Whether it’s our Attorneys of the Year, Up & Coming Attorneys and Unsung Legal 
Heroes or Diversity & Inclusion, we recognize scores of deserving honorees each year.

Now we have a new recognition program, with a slight twist on our traditional concept.

Welcome to the 2017 Reader Rankings for Minnesota Lawyer. We believe it complements 
our suite of awards. But instead of recognizing individuals, these awards recognize 
businesses and organizations that support you each day.

And who better to decide the top businesses by each category than you – our readers 
who have the experience. Whether it’s forensic accounting or malpractice insurance, you 
know who does it the best.

And you told us.

All we did was calculate the results.

You’re a discriminating lot, so to receive this honor is something these businesses will 
want to brag about for quite a while. And they should.

The top companies represented in each of the categories help you in your work across 
the spectrum of your lawyering. Some have been around for many years, offering stellar 
services. Some are new on the scene but already showing you great promise.

We thank you for your support in making the decisions on the winners of the 2017 Reader 
Rankings. And, no doubt, the businesses you selected in the top spots appreciate your 
support every day.

Bill Gaier
Publisher, Minnesota Lawyer.
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The Minnesota Common Interest Ownership Act 

Is Construed Broadly (Again)

By Kristin B. Rowell, Esq.

Anthony Ostlund Baer & Louwagie, P.A.

Prevailing parties in litigation 

generally do not recover their attorney’s 

fees unless a contract or statute 

expressly provides for it. However, 

prevailing parties in litigation typically 

do recover 

their costs and 

disbursements. 

M i n n e s o t a 

statutes provide 

that prevailing 

parties in district 

court actions 

“shall be allowed 

r e a s o n a b l e 

disbursements 

paid or incurred” and that “[u]pon a 

judgment in the plaintiff’s favor of $100 

or more in an action for recovery of money 

only,” a plaintiff may recover $200 in 

costs.  Minn. Stat. §§ 549.04, 549.02.

Of course, Minn. Stat. §  549.04 

“reasonable” disbursements, and 

“costs” may include more than the 

mere $200 awarded by the law.  In 

a recent case involving a dispute 

between a condominium association, 

developer and contractor under 

the Minnesota Common Interest 

Ownership Act (MCIOA), Minn. Stat. 

§§ 515B.1-101 – 515.4-118 (2014), the 

terms “costs and disbursements” were 

construed rather broadly.  See 650 N. 

Main Ass’n v. Frauenshuh, Inc., 885 

N.W.2d 478, 499 (Minn. App. 2016). 

In Frauenshuh, the Minnesota Court 

decision to award the homeowner’s 

association more than $75,000 

in costs and disbursements. As 

explained in this article, the court’s 

decision was based on the interplay 

between the aforementioned costs and 

disbursements statutes, the MCIOA, 

and a statute related to court fees.

association’s rights in a common 

interest community (i.e., communities 

of townhomes and condominiums) 

to bring causes of action against 

various parties for engineering and 

construction defects. The condominium 

association in Frauenshuh, known as 

650 North Main Association, brought 

an action against the developer and 

contractor of the development under 

MCIOA alleging negligence and breach 

of statutory warranty. 885 N.W.2d 478. 

The jury found in favor of the developer 

on the statutory warranty claim, but the 

district court granted the homeowner 

association’s motion for judgment as 

a matter of law, determining that the 

developer could in fact be liable for the 

breaches of warranty by the contractor.  

One aspect of the court’s decision was 

to construe the breadth of the award 

of costs and disbursements under 

the MCIOA.  The Frauenshuh Court 

analyzed three different statutes to 

decide the issue: 

The disbursements statute 

referenced above, Minn. Stat. 

§ 549.04;
The costs statute under the MCIOA, 

Minn. Stat. § 515B.4-116(b); and

A statute from Chapter 357 

regarding expert witness fees, Minn. 

Stat. § 327.25.
The Frauenshuh Court referred 

to the costs language in the MCIOA, 

which states that “the court may award 

reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of 

litigation to the prevailing party.”  Minn. 

Stat. § 515B.4-116(b) (emphasis added).  

The court then noted that Minn. Stat. 

§  549.04 provides that the prevailing 

party in a district court action “shall be 

allowed reasonable disbursements paid 

or incurred.”  Finally, the court cited 

Minn. Stat. §  327.25, which provides 

that “the judge of any court of record, 

before whom any witness is summoned 

or sworn and examined as an expert in 

any profession or calling, may allow such 

fees or compensation as may be just and 

reasonable.”  Frauenshuh, 885 N.W.2d 

at 499 (citing Minn. Stat. § 327.25).

Harmonizing these provisions, the 

Frauenshuh Court reasoned that that 

the prevailing party – which in this case 

was the homeowner’s association – could 

recover a total of $75,766.41 in costs and 

disbursements, including $67,011.01 in 

expert witness fees, and that an award 

of that size was not unreasonable.  885 

N.W.2d at 499.  The court explained, 

“[b]ecause it is unclear whether ‘costs’ 

under [Minn. Stat.] section 515B.4-

116(b) refers to the costs provided by 

[Minn. Stat.] section 549.02 or more 

broadly refers to general litigation 

expenses, the statute is subject to more 

than one reasonable interpretation 

and is therefore ambiguous.”  Id.  The 

court went on to explain that the term 

“reasonable” in Minn. Stat. § 515B.4-

116(b) refers to both attorney fees 

and costs of litigation, and that costs 

of litigation could not be limited by 

Minn. Stat. § 549.02 because the court 

had discretion to allow “reasonable . . 

. costs of litigation.” Id. at 499-500. In 

summary, the court concluded that the 

district court properly awarded expert 

witness fees unrelated to trial testimony 

preparation to the association as “costs 

of litigation” under MCIOA.

Kristin Rowell is a trial lawyer and share-

holder of business litigation boutique Anthony 

Ostlund. Kristin represents companies and 

individuals in complex real estate disputes, 

shareholder matters, contract, and employ-

ment matters. Kristin regularly appears on 

behalf of her clients in state and federal courts 

in Minnesota and North Dakota.
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PRELIMINARY INJUNCTIVE RELIEF FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT: Still Hard to Obtain but not ImpossibleBy: Courtland Merrill

A fundamental 
benefit of patent 
ownership is the 
right to exclude 
others from mak-
ing, using, or 
offering for sale 
the claimed inven-
tion. Fail to secure 
a preliminary 
injunction and a 
patent owner’s business may be so irreparably harmed by competition that even a favorable judg-ment after a trial on the merits will not make the patent owner whole.  While injunctive relief is fundamental to pat-ent ownership, court decisions have not made exercising this right easy. 

First, in 2006, the U.S. Supreme rejected a general rule presuming irreparable harm once a patent has been adjudged infringed and not invalid.  See eBay, Inc. v. MercExchange, L.L.C., 547 U.S. 388, 393-94 (2006).  Post-eBay, a patent owner must establish the same four factors required in all federal cases to obtain a preliminary injunction: (1) that it is likely to succeed on the merits; (2) that it is likely to suffer irreparable harm in the absence of prelim-inary relief; (3) that the balance of equities tips in its favor; and (4) that an injunction is in the public interest.  In practice, the eBay decision has limited injunctive relief to cases between competitors and where the patent owner has shown irreparable economic consequences, e.g., lost custom-ers, market share, and good will, even though the Patent Act does not so nar-rowly limit injunctive relief.  See Robert Bosch, LLC v. Pylon Mfg. Corp., 659 F.3d 1142, 1155 (Fed. Cir. 2011).  
Second, in order to establish the required likelihood of success on the merits, Federal 

Circuit case law holds that a preliminary injunction should not issue if the oppo-nent raises a “substantial question” about the asserted patent’s validity—even if that substantial question would not suffice to carry the opponent’s burden at trial.  See Amazon.com, Inc. v. Barnesandnoble.com, Inc., 239 1343, 1350 (Fed Cir. 2001).  Other circuit courts, addressing non-patents cases, have concluded that a party seeking preliminary injunctive relief can show a likelihood of success by proving merely a “fair chance of prevailing,” which may be less than a preponderance of the ev-idence.  See Planned Parenthood Minn., N.D., S.D. v. Rounds, 530 F.3d 724, 732 (8th Cir. 2008); PCTV Gold, Inc. v. SpeedNet, LLC, 508 F.3d 1137, 1143 (8th Cir. 2007); Citigroup Global Mkts., Inc. v. VCG Special Opportunities Master Fund, Ltd., 598 F.3d 30, 35 (2d Cir. 2010).  Several judges of the Federal Circuit have commented that the substantial question standard is inconsis-tent with Supreme Court precedent.  Kim-berly-Clarke v. First Quality Baby Products, 660 F.3d 1293, 1295 (Fed. Cir. 2011).
Third, even when a patent owner has persuaded a district court to grant a pre-liminary injunction, a patent owner faces obstacles on appeal.  A patent owner can prevail in a district court only to have its preliminary injunction vacated due to an erroneous claim construction subjected to a less deferential de novo review on ap-peal.  See, e.g., The Chamberlain Group, Inc. v. Techtronic Indus. Co. Ltd., --- Fed. Appx. ----, 2017 WL 360561 at *6 (Fed. Circ. 2017) (vacating preliminary injunc-tion where incorrect claim construction was sole basis for conclusion of success on the merits).  

Despite these obstacles, two recent Fed-eral Circuit decisions show that prelimi-nary injunctive relief remains available.  In February, the Federal Circuit affirmed a district court’s grant of a preliminary 

injunction to Metalcraft of Mayville, Inc., d/b/a Scag Power Equipment. See Metal-craft of Mayville, Inc. v. The Toro Co., 848 F.3d 1358 (Fed. Cir. 2017).  The injunc-tion prohibits Minnesota manufacturer Toro from offering to sell lawnmowers with a platform suspension systems that infringes Scag’s patent.  The appellate court affirmed the district court’s claim construction and rejected Toro’s non-in-fringement and invalidity defenses.  Id. at 1364-68.  In upholding the district court’s finding of irreparable harm, the Federal Circuit rejected Toro’s argument that the presence of “twelve other companies” in the market that also infringe negated the irreparable harm created by Toro’s infringement.  Id. at 1368.  
In January, the Federal Circuit affirmed a district court’s grant of preliminary in-junctive relief to Tinnus Enterprises, LLC, a manufacturer of a toy for filling water balloons.  Tinnus Enterprises, LLC v. Tel-ebrands Corp., 846 F.3d 1190, 1208 (Fed. Cir. 2017).  The Federal Circuit affirmed despite Patent Trial and Appeal Board proceedings operating in parallel in which the patent claims at issue had been found more likely than not invalid.  Both the Tinnus and Toro cases provide exam-ples where preliminary injunctive relief is granted—and affirmed on appeal—when likelihood of success on the merits and irreparable harm are proven by the pat-ent owner and the district court correctly construes the claims at issue.  

Courtland Merrill is a trial attorney at An-thony Ostlund Baer & Louwagie P.A. His practice focuses exclusively on business litigation across multiple industries on behalf of both plaintiffs and defendants. He has considerable experience enforcing intellectual property rights, including pat-ents, in federal courts across the country. He can be reached at cmerrill@anthon-yostlund.com, or (612) 492-8210.
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Misconduct” under the Minnesota Unemployment Insurance Law
By Steven Kerbaugh
Anthony Ostlund Baer & Louwagie, P.A.

Most know that a former employee 
is not entitled to unemployment 

m i s c o n d u c t . ” 
B u t  w h a t 
c o n s t i t u t e s 
e m p l o y m e n t 
misconduct is 
often the subject 
of debate. The 
M i n n e s o t a 
Supreme Court 
recently decided 
a case on the 
issue which is 

sure to be of interest to Minnesota 
employers and the attorneys who 
advise them. In Wilson v. Mortgage 
Resource Center, Inc., the Court 
rejected a common law “materiality 
standard” for determining what 
constitutes employment misconduct. 
See __ N.W.2d__, No. A15-0435, 2016 
WL 7448309, at *3-6 (Minn. Dec. 28, 

employment misconduct contained in 
Minn. Stat. § 268.095 is exclusive.

Wilson involved an employee, 
Nina Wilson, who represented in 
her job application with Mortgage 
Resource Center (“MRC”) that she 
had obtained a GED. When MRC 
could not verify that Wilson had a 
GED, it sent her a letter asking her 
to submit documentation. Wilson was 
terminated when she did not respond 
to the letter while on a medical leave 
of absence. 

Wilson then applied for 
unemployment benefits. The 
Department of Employment and 
Economic Development concluded 

because MRC discharged her because 

of a medical issue. MRC appealed. An 
unemployment law judge concluded 
that Wilson was discharged “in large 
part” because of misrepresentations 
in her job application and was thus 

The Minnesota Unemployment 

misconduct” in relevant part as “any 
intentional, negligent, or indifferent 
conduct, on the job or off the job that 
displays clearly: (1) a serious violation 
of the standards of behavior the 
employer has the right to reasonably 
expect of the employee[.]” Minn. Stat. 
§ 268.095, subdiv. 6(a)(1). Although 
acknowledging the statutory 

for application of a more forgiving, 
common law, “materiality” standard 
for determining what constitutes 
“employment misconduct.” 

 
In an unpublished decision, the 

Court of Appeals applied the latter. 
Invoking its own precedent, it 
concluded that a misrepresentation 
on a job application is employment 
misconduct only when it is 
“material” to the position – i.e., if 
the employer would not have hired 
the employee had it known about 
the misrepresentation. The Court 
concluded that Wilson was entitled 

to show that it would not have hired 
Wilson had it known that she did not 
have a GED. 

The Supreme Court reversed. It 
held that the statutory definition 
of “employment misconduct” is the 
only definition for determining 
unemployment benefits eligibility, 
relying on the plain language 
of Section 268.095 in doing so. 
Specifically, the statute provides 

misconduct” is “exclusive and no 

§ 268.095, subdiv. 6(e). 

The Court noted that this 
exclusivity means that any common 
law standard incompatible with the 
statute, including the “materiality” 
standard, is inapplicable. Under 
the statute, a misrepresentation is 
employment misconduct where it 
displays a “serious violation” of the 
behavior an employer can reasonably 
expect. Meanwhile, the Court noted, 
the “materiality” standard would 
require a causation determination; 
an applicant’s misrepresentation 
would constitute employment 
misconduct only if the applicant 
would not have been hired but for 
the misrepresentation. The Court 
thus held that the materiality 
standard is incompatible with the 

hold that Wilson was not entitled to 

conduct was a serious violation that 
constituted employment misconduct 
under the statute.

Wilson makes it clear that the 

misconduct” is exclusive. A former 
employee will not be eligible for 

committed employment misconduct 
under the statute, regardless of what 
common law doctrine might otherwise 
provide. 

Steven Kerbaugh is an attorney at 
Anthony Ostlund Baer & Louwagie 
P.A. His practice is devoted to 
commercial and employment 
litigation. He advocates for clients 
in all phases of litigation in 
employment, business tort, contract 
and shareholder disputes in federal 
and state court, as well as in 
arbitration.

Reprinted with permission of Minnesota Lawyer ©2017
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Best ADR Company
1. Gilbert Mediation Center, LTD

2. Winthrop & Weinstine, P.A.

3. Briggs and Morgan, P.A.

Best ADR Individual Mediator
1. Cara Lee Neville

2. Jim Gilbert

3. William D. Hull

Best National Recruiters
1. Robert Half Legal

2. Kelly Services

3. Boston Consulting Group (BCG)

Best Minnesota Based Recruiter
1. Talon Performance Group

2. Robert Half Legal

3. Special Counsel

Best Claims Administration
1. Rust Consulting Inc.

2. Analytics, Inc.

3. Wilkerson & Hegna

Best Court Reporter  
And Deposition Service

1. Paradigm

2. Discovery Litigation Services LLC

3. National Court Reporters

Shredrightnow.com
862 Hersey Street • St. Paul, MN • 651-621-1861

Document shredding

Electronic media destruction

One-time purge services

Prevention and privacy counsel

Records management training

Security breach prevention services

Yearly clean-outs

Your Information Destruction Authority

Your clients hold you to the highest of standards and you can trust in being able to do the same with us. AAA NAID-Certified for on-
site and off-site shredding, our team works with legal professionals like you to manage liability, risk and protect corporate reputations.
Uncompromising security standards. Unwavering customer service. Contact us today for a free consultation and assessment
to help protect your greatest assets—your clients.

ADR

Recruiters

Litigation Services
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Best Document Management

1. Loffler Companies, Inc.

2. Metro Sales Inc.

3. SideKick Inc.

Best Document Destruction

1. Iron Mountain

2. Shred-it

3. Shred Right

Best E-Discovery

1. Kroll Ontrack

1. Thomson Reuters

2. Nightowl Discovery

3. Shepherd Data Services

Best Expert Witness
1. The TASA Group

2. Juris Pro

3. ALM Experts

Best Expert Witness Financial
1. RSM

2. Hunter Advisors, PLLC

3. Frank E Nute CPA LLC

Best Jury Consultant
1. The Advocates

2. JuryScope, Inc.

3. JuryThink LLC

Best Trial Technology
1. Paradigm

2. The Evidence Room

3. Visualize Legal - Portland Trial Technology

3. A2L Consulting

Best Litigation Consulting Firm
1. Jury Scope, Inc.

2. Barrington Capital Management, Inc.

3. A2L consulting

Best Medical Illustration
1. MediVisuals Inc

2. Ghost Productions Medical Animation

3. C.Wheeler Studios

Best Private Investigator
1. Blue Heron Investigations

2. MAPI - Minnesota Association of Private Investigators

3. Gilbertson Investigations

Best Process Server
1. Pro Legal MN

1. Metro Legal Services Inc

2. Legal Process Minnesota, LLC

3. MN Processing Serving, LLC

Litigation Services
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Minnesota Lawyer Presents the 2017 
Diversity & Inclusion Awards

Minnesota Lawyer is pleased to announce 
a new event honoring those who have 

contributed to the advancement of diversity 
and inclusion in the practice of law

The inaugural Minnesota Lawyer 
Diversity & Inclusion awards 

will be held on Thursday October 12, 2017 
at the Minneapolis Event Center (MEC).

To purchase your tickets contact Kelsey Broadwell at 612-584-1534 
or kbroadwell@finance-commerce.com
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Best Rehab
1. Turning Point Inc

2. New Beginnings

3. Wayside House

Best Translation Services
1. Minnesota Translations

2. Global Translation

3. ATS (Alex Translations Services)

Best Legal Hold Solution
1. Thomson Reuters

2. Charles R Ragan

3. Nuix Legal Hold

3. Cicayda

3. Exterro

Best Online Research Provider
1. QuickView

2. Ana Research

3. Thomson / West Law

Best Legal iPad App
1. TrialPad

2. iJuror

3. All Covered/Konica Minolta

Best Case Management
1. MyCase

2. PracticePanther

3. Pinnacle Services

IT’S A GREAT VIEW
FROM HERE

Move to the cloud and free yourself from the
chains of servers and desktop apps

Easily & accurately migrate ALL historical data

LEDES billing

Batch invoicing

Fixed fee billing

Integrate with LawPay & QuickBooks

iOS and Android app

Track time from any device, online and offTrack time from any device, online and off

Document storage & integration with
Dropbox and NetDocuments

Minnesota based company since 1999

Learn more about how to make the move to TimeSolv
and start your 30-day no obligation free trial
www.timesolv.com/mn-lawyer

®

®

SDS.MN LAWYER AD.FINAL9.2017.indd   1 9/14/17   4:28 PM

Litigation Services

Technology
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Best Docketing & Calendaring
1. Thomson Reuters Elite
2. MyCase
3. BEC Legal
3. Lecorpio Inc.

Best Predictive Coding
1. Everlaw
2. LDiscovery, LLC
3. Exterro
3. JURINNOV, LLC

Best Time & Billing
1. MyCase
2. AbacusLaw
3. TimeSolv

Best CRM Software
1. Salesforce
2. Oracle
3. Microsoft Dynamics

Best CRM Consultant
1. RSM Consulting
2. Cognizant Technology Solutions
3. PowerObjects

Best Practice Management Software
1. MyCase
2. Clio
3. Abacus Data Systems

Best Tables Of Authority Software
1. Thomson Reuters
2. Lexisnexis
3. Levit & James
3. Wordperfect

Best Collaboration Software
1. Asana
2. ConnectWise Control
3. Smartsheet
3. Workfront
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Best IT Outsourcing Provider
1. Deloitte

2. IBM

3. Cognizant Technology Solutions

Best Deposition Video Provider
1. Benchmark Court Reporting

2. Home Video Studio

3. On The Record

Best Data Recovery Service
1. Atomic Data

2. Chipheads

3. Data Retrieval

Best Data Security Services Provider
1. Atomic Data

2. Code42

3. Digital Forensics Corp

Best Business Accounting
1. Eide Bailly LLP

2. Froehling Anderson

3. ABA

Best Forensic Accounting
1. Eide Bailly LLP

2. Pricewaterhouse Coopers, LLP (PwC)

3. Intellex Forensics Inc

3. Ernst & Young LLP

Best Attorney Escrow Services
1. Attorney’s Title Guaranty Inc

2. Lawyer’s Escrow Services Inc

3. Kallas Law Office

Best Case Funding
1. Case Funding Inc

1. Cherokee Funding

2. Prime Case Funding (PCF Money)

3. Buckeye Legal Funding

3. Javlin Capital LLC

Best Law Firm Funding
1. The Excalibur Group

2. Black Diamond Funding

3. Advanced Legal Capital

Best Liability Insurance
1. The Hartford

2. Minnesota Lawyer’s Mutual Insurance

3. Insureon

Best Litigation Valuation
1. Anthony Ostlund

1. Baker Tilly Virchow Krause, LLP

2. Olsen Thielen & Co., Ltd

3. Shenehon Company

Thank you for your vote of confidence 
in our multi-dimensional firm. We are 
honored to be recognized as a top 
forensics firm and a top accounting firm 
in this year's Reader Rankings. We look 
forward to working together to tackle  
your business challenges.

I’D LIKE HELP HANDLING TODAY’S 
MULT I TUDE OF CHALLENGES

EIDE LIKE   

What inspires you, inspires us.
Let’s talk. | 612.253.6500 | eidebailly.com

Technology

Accounting, Finance, Insurance
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Best Litigation Funding

1. Nationwide Lawsuit Funding

2. Direct Legal Funding

3. Signal Legal

Best Private Bank

1. Associated Bank

2. Anchor Bank

2. Wells Fargo

3. U.S. Trust

Best Public Insurance Adjuster

1. Twin City Public Adjusting

2. Nationwide Multi-line Adjusters

3. Daryl C Johnson and Associates LLC

Best Structured Settlement

1. Liberty Mutual

2. J.G. Wentworth

3. AIG

3. EPS Settlements Group

Best Wealth Management

1. Thrivent Financial

2. RGC Wealth Management

3. Morgan Stanley

Best Trust Administration

1. U.S. Trust

2. Northern Trust

2. Thrivent Financial

3. Securian

Who is your Attorney of the Year?

CRITERIA FOR SELECTION:
n  Procuring a successful result in an 

important case or business transaction

n  Leadership in professional associations

n  Participating in newsworthy events 
in the legal community

n  Performing significant public service

n  Excellence in providing in-house 
legal services

NOMINATIONS DUE BY NOVEMBER 3, 2017

FOUR WAYS TO NOMINATE: n Online: Minnlawyer.com

n Email: events@finance-commerce.com

n Fax: 612-333-3243

n Mail: Attorney of the Year
  Minnesota Lawyer
  222 S 9th Street, #2300
  Minneapolis, MN 55402

Event Sponsor
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Best Class Action Claims  
Administration Services

1. Rust Consulting Inc.
2. Dahl Administration

3. Heffler Claims Group

Best Courier & Messenger Service
1. Metro Legal Services Inc
2. Platinum Courier

3. Excel Legal Courier

Best Printer
1. FedEx
3. Sir Speedy

2. Alpha Graphics

Best Coffee
1. Caribou Coffee
2. Spyhouse

3. Dunn Brothers

Best Catering
1. D’Amico Catering
2. Panera Bread

3. CRAVE Catering

3. Dave’s Downtown

Best Office Equipment
1. Loffler
2. Innovative Office Solutions

3. SOS Office Furniture

3. Brooks Office Interiors

Best Office Supplies
1. Office Depot
2. Twin City Office Supply

3. General Office Products

3. Loffler

Best Legal Outplacement & Career 
Transition Provider

1. Roy S. Ginsburg, J.D.  Strategic Advisor to Lawyers 
and Law Firms

2. Minneapolis Outplacement Services
3. Career Partners International

Best Public Relations Firm
1. Padilla
2. Weber Shandwick
3. Olson
3. Style-Architects

Best Risk & Investigation Services
1. Heartland Investigative Group
2. Pinkerton
3. Kroll Inc.

Best Courtroom Presentation Provider
1. Paradigm
2. Kroll Inc.
3. Courtoom Visual

Best Law School
1. Mitchell Hamline School of Law
2. University of Minnesota Law School
3. University of St. Thomas School of Law

Best Paralegal Program In The State
1. Hamline University
2. Winona State University
3. Inver Hills Community College

Best Non-Association Continuing Legal 
Education Provider

1. Mitchell Hamline School of Law
2. University of St. Thomas School of Law
3. Law Moose

Best Alumni Relations
1. Mitchell Hamline School of Law
2. University of Minnesota Law School
3. University of St. Thomas School of Law

Accounting, Finance, Insurance

Business Services

Education
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Best Dinner Location Write-In
1. Murray’s
2. Capital Grille
3. Spoon and Stable

Best Lunch Location Write-In
1. Mercury Dining Room
1. Mission
2. Murray’s 
2. Kincaids
2. St. Paul Grill

Best Drinks With Client Write-In
1. BANK Restaurant
2. St. Paul Grill
2. Mission
3. Oceannaire
3. The Local

The need for innovative law firm 
technology and services is 

constantly evolving.  
Finding a partner that’s  
the right fit isn’t easy.  

Choose a team that  doesn’t take 
a “one size fits all” approach. 

We’re BIG ENOUGH to do it right 
and SMALL ENOUGH to listen. 

VERSATILE

IT PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
SECURE COPY – PRINT

COST RECOVERY
ADVANCED SCAN WORKFLOWS

MANAGED SERVICES

WWW.LOFFLER.COM
952.925.6800

Because one size doesn’t fit all.

Gregg Eastin & Dan Leavitt, 
your dedicated Loffler Legal 

Team, have more than 30 years 
of experience providing trusted 
expertise for your firm’s secure 

and efficient technology solutions.  
Just ask our satisfied clients!

Best Auto Dealer

1. Poquet

2. Luther

3. Walser

Best Fitness Center

1. Lifetime Fitness

2. YMCA

3. Discover Strength

Best Golf Course/Country Club Write-in

1. Interlachen

1. Town and country

2. Keller Golf

3. Braemar

3. Troy Burne

Miscellaneous



12   |   Reader Rankings 2017


