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August and  
September 
2018  
Meetings

Aug. 10, MCIT Building, St. Paul
9 a.m. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Board of Directors
1  p.m. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Claims Committee

Sept. 6, TBD
2 p.m. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Strategic Planning Session
Sept. 7, TBD
8:30 a.m.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Strategic Planning Session
11:30 a.m.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Board of Directors

2019 Rates: Steady and Predictable
During the MCIT Board of Directors 
meeting July 13, board members ap-
proved no aggregate adjustment in 
property/casualty rates for 2019 and an 
aggregate reduction of 6.4 percent for 
workers’ compensation. The rate deci-
sions were based on analysis from Actu-
arial Advisors, MCIT’s long-time actuary.

Factors Balance Out for 
No Change in Property/
Casualty Rates
According to Mark Doepke of Actuarial 
Advisors, decreases in the cost of auto 
and general liability claims were offset 
by the increased cost of property, auto 
physical damage, public employee 
liability and law enforcement liability 
claims. As such, he suggested that prop-
erty/casualty rates remain unchanged 
for 2019. 

The rates for 2019 also anticipate a 
slight increase in the cost of casualty 
reinsurance costs. The impact of lost 
costs associated with defending Data 
Privacy Protection Act (DPPA) violation 
claims dipped significantly, as the cases 
were resolved and reinsurance recover-
ies were received, which aided in no rate 
increase for 2019. 

Doepke noted that during the past 10 
years, property/casualty base rates have 
decreased nearly 33 percent. 

Although the aggregate rate remains 
the same for property/casualty coverage 
for 2019, other factors may contribute 
to an increase in an individual member’s 
2019 property/casualty contributions, 
such as changes in its exposure base 
during the past year (e.g., addition of 
staff, increase in the annual budget) 
and increases to the value of buildings, 
contents and property in the open. 

To ensure that members’ property is 
adequately protected in the event of a 
loss, property valuations, in conjunction 

with the Marshall-Swift appraisal indica-
tors, require an increase in building 
values of 3.8 percent. Using statistical 
data from the U.S. Department of Labor, 
values for contents and property in the 
open will increase by 1 percent. 

Workers’ Compensation 
Rates Drop
Special Compensation Fund and 
Workers’ Compensation Reinsurance 
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Member organiza-
tions often contract 
with vendors or 
other third parties 
to perform special-
ized services. When 
these vendors have 
access to a mem-
ber’s physical plant, 
these contractors 
may present risks to 
data security, par-
ticularly if vendors 
bring electronic 
devices or equip-
ment and log in to 
any of the organiza-
tion’s systems. The 
infamous 2013 hack of retailer Target 
and its customers came from a breach 
of Target’s heating, ventilation and air 
conditioning vendor. 

The following best practices can help 
reduce the risks presented from vendors 
with access to an organization’s com-
puter systems.

Risk Management Best Practices
To help ensure that the member’s data 
remains secure when a third party has 
access to it, contracts with vendors 
should include provisions regarding 
both cyber and physical access security. 
Contracts that allow for access to the 
member’s electronic data should:

�� restrict contractor’s/vendor’s access only 
to data necessary to complete the scope 
of service.

Cyber Security and Data Compromise 
Essentials for Vendor Contracts

�� require the vendor to meet minimum security 
measures as established by law or a reputed 
agency, such as the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST). 
�� require that data classified as not public 

only be transferred electronically when 
encrypted.
�� direct the vendor to return or securely destroy 

member data upon completion or termination 
of the contracted service, unless agreed upon 
by contract.
�� require that the member be notified as soon as 

a data breach is suspected.
�� have defense and indemnification language 

(including cost of breach notification) in 
case of a data security breach caused by the 
vendor’s actions.
�� require that the vendor have cyber-insurance 

with the appropriate coverage and in sufficient 
amounts necessary to cover the potential 

contract risk. 
Beyond contract 
management, 
members should 
develop policies 
and procedures 
for secure physical 
access and data 
storage rooms to 
manage the risks 
relative to vendors 
and third parties 
working on site.

Additional 
Resources
The following re-

sources provide more information about 
contract risk management:
�� “3 Contract Issues to Watch,” MCIT.org/resource/
�� “Checklist of Coverage(s) and Liability 

Limits for Independent Contractors,” MCIT.
org/resource/
�� “Independent Contractors Limits of Liability,” 

MCIT.org/resource/
�� “Red Flags in Contracts,” MCIT.org/resource/
�� “3 Golden Rules for Managing Third-party 

Security Risk,” DarkReading.com, an online 
cyber security news site.

Members can request that MCIT review 
contracts from a risk management 
perspective before entering into an 
agreement. This service is provided at 
no cost to MCIT members. Members can 
reach their risk management consultant 
toll-free at 1.866.547.6516.
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A generation ago, pets would never 
have been allowed in the workplace. 
Now though, some employers permit 
and even encourage employees to bring 
their pets to work. Before an employer 
allows pets on premises, they should 
perform a cost-benefit analysis, includ-
ing possible liability and coverage issues.

The issue of pets in the workplace is 
different from the presence and use of 
service animals to assist employees with 
disabilities.* Typically the use of service 
animals is a reasonable accommodation 
for the disabled employee. 

Risks of Pets in the Workplace
When contemplating allowing pets in 
the workplace for reasons other than a 
reasonable accommodation, an em-
ployer should consider the risks associ-
ated with such a practice. These risks 
may include:

�� injury to the employee
�� injury to other employees
�� injury to visitors in the workplace
�� injury to clients if the animal is allowed to 

travel with the employee
�� damage to the employer’s property 
�� injury to the pet

An employer not only has the respon-
sibility of providing a safe workplace 
for its employees, but it also has a legal 
duty to exercise reasonable care for the 
safety of others who may use its prem-
ises (i.e., buildings and grounds). 

Pets in the workplace may result in 
a workers’ compensation claim if the 
animal attacks an employee or a li-
ability claim if it endangers or harms a 
visitor. The actions of the animal may 
also result in property damage from 
chewing items such as furniture and 
rugs, or urinating. 

Although pets can be a source of 
therapy and improve morale, introduc-
tion of pets in the workplace can also be 

Liability, Coverage for Pets in 
the Workplace

a distraction. It could increase the likeli-
hood of accidents and adversely affect 
overall employee productivity.

Factors to Consider
When determining whether to allow 
pets in the workplace, the employer 
should consider a number of factors and 
then create a clear policy. The employer 
should discuss and anticipate a vari-
ety of potential pets (dogs, cats, birds, 
snakes, fish, ferrets, iguanas, etc.) visiting 
the work site. The employer’s willingness 
to permit some animals and exclude 
others could be viewed as favoritism. 

Other issues the employer should con-
sider are that:

�� employees may be afraid of or dislike 
some animals.
�� employees may be allergic to some animals.
�� animals could be aggressive and cause injuries 

by biting, scratching, etc.
�� animals may not get along with other employ-

ees’ animals.
�� pets can create health hazards related to pets’ 

urine, feces, vomit and parasites (e.g., fleas 
and ticks).
�� pets can cause the workplace to be dirty and 

require additional custodial services.
�� pets can cause damage to the workplace.
�� pets can cause excessive noise.

Continued on page 8

2019 Rates: Steady and Predictable 
... continued from page 1

Association rate reductions along 
with a decrease in claim expenses 
contributed to the decision to 
reduce aggregate rates for work-
ers’ compensation by 6.4 percent 
in 2019. The reduction also antici-
pates no change in MCIT’s reinsur-
ance retention level. 

Members’ individual 2019 work-
ers’ compensation contributions 
are determined in large part by 
changes in total payroll; the distri-
bution of that payroll among class 
codes; and claims incurred during 
2016, 2017 and 2018, which are the 
loss years used to derive the 2019 
experience modification factors. 

The 2019 rate reduction represents 
a continuing downward trend in 
workers’ compensation rates since 
MCIT began self-administration in 
2005. The rate reduction is ex-
pected to save members approxi-
mately $770,000.

2019 Rates for 
Other Coverages 
Remain Unchanged
To complete the report on renewal 
rates for 2019, MCIT Underwriting 
Manager Gary Severson advised 
that equipment breakdown cover-
age rates from Hartford Steam 
Boiler will remain the same as 2018. 
The bond coverage (first $50,000) 
provided by MCIT will remain the 
same as well, and excess coverage 
(over $50,000) provided by Old 
Republic also remains unchanged. 
The cost of canine coverage sees 
no change for 2019.

Notices Deliver Later 
This Month
Members will receive individual 
renewal notices by mid-August. 
Invoices will be mailed along with 
the 2019 MCIT Coverage Docu-
ment in December.
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MCIT members often utilize volunteer 
drivers to assist in the delivery of ser-
vices. In doing this, members should be 
aware of potential legal and coverage 
ramifications.

In particular, questions arise about 
whether and how MCIT coverage would 
respond if a volunteer’s personal auto 
insurance denies coverage for a third-
party auto claim when the situation 
was caused by the volunteer’s actions 
while operating his or her own vehicle 
in the course of volunteer duties for 
the member.

In Minnesota, auto coverage follows the 
vehicle. So car owners should first look 
to their carrier for relief. If the volunteer 
seeks recovery from the member for 
property damage to his or her automo-
bile, MCIT’s coverage would not respond. 

For a third-party bodily injury/property 
claim arising out of an auto accident with 
the above noted circumstances, MCIT’s 
liability coverage would be excess to the 
volunteer’s personal insurance policy or 
any other collectible insurance policy 
held by the volunteer. 

If there were no collectible insurance 
owned by the volunteer, MCIT’s coverage 
would then be primary. 

Determining Coverage1

When analyzing whether MCIT coverage 
would respond to a claim, it is impor-
tant to start with the grant of coverage 
and the defined MCIT Coverage Docu-
ment terms.

In general, MCIT’s automobile coverage2 
responds to the following as defined in 
the Coverage Document:

1. damages

2. the covered party

3. bodily injury or property damage a member is 
legally obligated to pay

4. claims arising from the ownership, mainte-
nance or use of a covered auto

The member is a covered party. Also in-
cluded in the definition is any employee 
or authorized volunteer of the member. 
Independent contractors are not includ-
ed in the definition of covered party.3

 “Covered auto” in pertinent part in-
cludes: 1) an auto shown on the mem-
ber’s schedule; or 2) a hired auto or non-
owned auto. For purposes of first-party 
property damage claims (e.g., damage to 
the volunteer’s auto), MCIT coverage only 
applies to these two categories in limited 
circumstances.4

What Happens When a Volunteer’s Insurance 
Denies Auto Claim?

A volunteer’s auto is not scheduled by 
the member. For MCIT coverage to apply, 
the volunteer’s auto would need to be 
either a hired auto or nonowned auto.

 “Hired auto” includes:

1. An auto not owned by: 1) the member; 2) an 
officer, director, elected or appointed official, 
duly authorized volunteer or any participant of 
a board or commission of the member; and 3) 
an employee or agent of the member who is 
granted an operating allowance of any sort for 
the use of such auto. 

2. An auto used under contract, on behalf of or 
loaned to the member, provided such auto 
is not owned by or registered in the name of 
anyone included in No. 1.5

By definition, a volunteer’s auto would 
not be considered a hired auto.

“Nonowned auto” means those autos:

1. not owned, leased, hired or borrowed by 
the member;

2. while used in official capacity, and conducting 
duties on behalf of the member;

3. used by:
a. the member’s elected or appointed officials;
b. the member’s employees; or
c. the member’s duly authorized volunteers 

(but only while the auto is being used in 
the scope of the volunteer’s authorized 
duties for the member and when the auto 

WHEN DRIVING ON MEMBER BUSINESS



August 2018   5   

is owned by the volunteer or the volunteer’s 
family member).

Therefore, a volunteer driving his or her 
own vehicle while acting on behalf of the 
member likely would be included in the 
grant of coverage of a covered auto6 for 
purposes of liability coverage.

However, where there is other collectible 
insurance, MCIT’s coverage would be 
excess to the volunteer’s auto policy. This 
means that MCIT coverage would only 
apply after the volunteer’s auto policy 
limit and/or any other collectible limit is 
exhausted.7

If the volunteer’s insurance policy ex-
cludes coverage for the accident, MCIT 
coverage would then be primary subject 
to all MCIT Coverage Document terms, 
conditions and exclusions. It should be 
noted that if the volunteer’s auto policy 
denies coverage, it is likely MCIT would 
challenge that determination, up to and 
including a declaratory action against the 
insurance company, asserting the volun-
teer’s auto policy should be primary.

An outstanding coverage question for 
MCIT is whether paying a volunteer a 
stipend or amount more than the IRS 
limits for mileage would then make the 
driver an independent contractor for the 
purposes of MCIT coverage. 

Learn More
For additional information, including 
risk management recommendations for 
working with volunteer drivers, members 
are encouraged to contact their MCIT 
risk management consultant toll-free at 
1.866.547.6515. The Resource Library at 
MCIT.org/resource/ also provides further 
explanations and risk management ad-
vice about this issue.

1   It is impossible to make a final coverage determination 
until a claim is presented. This article is general guidance 
on how MCIT coverage may or may not respond in such a 
circumstance.

2 MCITCD (2018)-Liability p. 22
3 MCITCD (2018)-Liability p. 64
4 MCITCD (2018)-Liability p. 64
5 MCITCD (2018)-Liability p. 67 
6 MCITCD (2018)-Liability p. 70
7 MCITCD (2018)-Liability p. 60

In 2014, the Women’s Economic 
Security Act (WESA) was signed into 
Minnesota state law. Among its many 
provisions, the law created Minnesota 
Statutes, Section 181.9414 related to 
pregnancy accommodation. 

Minnesota Statutes, Section 181.9414 
provides that employers with 21 or 
more employees at any one site must 
provide reasonable accommodations 
to an employee for health conditions 
related to pregnancy or childbirth if 
she requests. Under this statute, an 
employee is not required to meet 
the definition of an “individual with 
a disability” to obtain a pregnancy 
accommodation.

An employee is not required to provide 
documentation from her licensed 
health care provider or certified doula1 
to receive these reasonable accommo-
dations: more frequent restroom, food 
and water breaks; seating; and limits 
on lifting more than 20 pounds.

An employer may not deny a request 
for the above three reasonable ac-
commodations based upon the argu-
ment that granting the accommoda-
tion would impose an undue hardship 
on the operation of the employer’s 
business.

For all other requests, such as a tem-
porary transfer to a less strenuous or 
hazardous position, or a lifting limit un-
der 20 pounds, the employee needs to 
have documentation from her licensed 
health care provider or certified doula 
advising the accommodation. The em-
ployer and employee must engage in 
an interactive process with respect to 
the request for an accommodation. 

Employers do not need to provide 
a requested accommodation if the 
employer demonstrates that it would 
impose an undue hardship. An em-
ployer is not required to create a new 
or additional position to accommodate 

the pregnant employee. Nor is an 
employer required to discharge any 
employee, transfer any other employee 
with greater seniority or promote any 
employee. 

Employers are prohibited from 
retaliating against an employee for 
requesting or obtaining accommoda-
tions under Section 181.9414. More-
over, an employer cannot require an 
employee to take a leave or accept an 
accommodation.

WESA created the right to a private 
cause of action for injunctive relief, 
damages and attorney fees for viola-
tions of Minnesota Statutes, Section 
181.9414.

Additionally, the Minnesota Human 
Rights Act and the Americans with 
Disabilities Act may require employ-
ers to provide an accommodation to 
a pregnant employee who meets the 
definition of a qualified individual with 
a disability.2 The federal Pregnancy 
Discrimination Act may also provide 
additional protections.3

Members are encouraged to contact 
their human resources professional 
or legal counsel for more information 
about pregnancy accommodation.

1  A doula is “a person trained to provide advice, informa-
tion, emotional support, and physical comfort to a mother 
before, during, and just after childbirth.” “Doula.” Merriam-
Webster.com. Accessed July 17, 2018.

2  The reasonable accommodation provisions of the MHRA 
and Title I of the ADA apply to employers with 15 or more 
employees. Members with fewer than 15 employees are 
encouraged to consult their legal counsel when receiving 
a request for an accommodation. It has been argued that a 
public entity employer with less than 15 employees could 
have some obligation to provide reasonable accommoda-
tions under Title II (public services). Additionally, Section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 may place some 
obligations on members that are subject to this law. 

3 See Young v. United Parcel Service, 135 S.Ct. 1338 (2015).

DID YOU KNOW?

Pregnancy Accommodation 
Under Minnesota Law
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Sand Creek, MCIT’s Employee Assistance 
Program provider, under the direction 
of MCIT has developed the new two-
part educational program “Resilience 
II” for county members of MCIT. The 
training strengthens both personal and 
professional resilience—the ability to 
respond positively to and recover from 
difficult situations. 

The sessions build on information from 
the previous program, which debuted 
in 2014, but previous training is not 
necessary to schedule or understand 
“Resilience II.”

Schedule Training Today
“Resilience II” is offered to county 
members only through Dec. 31, 2018. 
It is provided on site at no cost to 
county members for their employees 
and officials. If members have not 

‘Resilience II’ Hits the Mark
Members who participated in “Resilience II” training during 2017 have respond-
ed overwhelmingly positively:

�� 98 percent of participants agreed or strongly agreed that the training was informative.
�� 97 percent of participants agreed or strongly agreed that the training was relevant.

Participants say:

�� “I think all employees should attend this [training].”
�� “Lots of tools for employees and supervisors to use.”
�� “I wanted to stay at my desk and work. I’m so glad I didn’t. I enjoyed it, and the information is 

very helpful.”
�� “Relatable to my day-to-day work.”
�� “Best training I have been to in a while. I want more!”

already done so, they should contact 
Sand Creek to schedule “Resilience II” at 
info@SandCreekEAPcom or 1.800.550.
MCIT (6248).

Each of the two parts addresses how to 
build resilience and how the EAP sup-
ports individuals in challenging times. 
One part is for employees and one is for 
supervisors. 

Part 1 ‘Resilience II: Making It Your 
Own’ for all employees
�� briefly reviews personal resilience.
�� provides strategies to increase resilience, 

focusing on three areas of how to do this.
�� gives time for participants to practice tech-

niques with example situations.
�� allows participants to create their own resil-

ience plans.
�� explains how the EAP can support the indi-

vidual in times of challenge or crisis.

About the EAP
The MCIT Employee Assistance 
Program helps member employ-
ees and their dependents access a 
qualified counselor to help resolve 
personal issues that may affect 
their performance at work. The 
voluntary program provides short-
term, no-cost services for a variety 
of concerns.

More information about the EAP 
is available at MCIT.org/employee-
assistance-program/. 

For consultation or counseling 
questions, members should contact 
Sand Creek directly via phone at 
1.800.550.MCIT (6248) or online 
at SandCreakEAP.com.

Part 2 ‘Resilience II: Leading the Way’ 
for managers and supervisors
�� briefly reviews resilience processes and 

strategies and builds on methods addressed 
in Part 1.
�� is a guided conversation that supports and 

encourages supervisors.
�� teaches positive communication techniques to 

increase resilience in the workplace.
�� provides scenario-based discussion and 

strategy application.
�� allows participants to bring their current 

challenges to the group to work through using 
new strategies.

Resilience Training 
Program Details
�� Each MCIT county member as a whole (not 

department) may schedule up to four training 
presentations.
�� Each presentation is one hour.
�� At least one of the presentations must 

be “Leading the Way” for managers and 
supervisors.
�� Managers and supervisors must attend “Mak-

ing It Your Own” before attending Part 2.
�� All presentations must be scheduled within 

the same business day.
�� This training program is provided at no cost to 

MCIT county members and is offered through 
December 2018.

Time Is Running 
Out for No-cost 
‘Resilience II’ 
Training

TIPS, TECHNIQUES FOR TOUGH SITUATIONS
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shuttle disaster. The standard view at 
the time was that middle-management 
caved-in to pressure from above to 
launch using an amoral cost/benefit 
calculation.

Her point of view was that the organi-
zation developed a habit of accepting 
known risks that had not created prob-
lems before. The O-ring that brought 
down the shuttle and killed seven as-
tronauts was a known issue. It had been 
damaged in 14 of 24 prior flights. Since 
it had never failed, it was considered an 
acceptable risk by the organizations.

Another more recent major example 
is the sinking of the Costa Concordia 
and the loss of 32 lives. The day of the 
sinking was not the first time the ship 
had sailed close to the island to allow 
passengers to take pictures.

While these are large disasters, normal-
ization of risk can creep into and affect 
seemingly mundane aspects of work.

If someone takes a shortcut to be faster 
or more efficient and nothing bad hap-
pens, the process begins. HSB sees 
equipment losses every day that are 
caused by shortcuts that have evolved 

Many years ago while mowing the lawn, 
I reached a far spot in the yard where a 
small stump was located. As I had done 
many times before, instead of using 
the trimmer, I lifted the front end of the 
mower and gently lowered it over the 
stump to cut the high grass around it.

Unfortunately, I lowered it too much 
and hit the stump with the blade and 
bent the mower shaft. Thus, I learned 
a lesson in risk management called the 
normalization of risk.

Also known as the normalization of 
deviance and risk normalization, this 
common behavior could be creating risk 
exposures for you and your workplace.

A simple explanation of the term is that 
at one point, a conscious decision to 
accept a risk not normally taken leads 
to trying it again. Eventually, the risk-
taking behavior becomes standard.

A slow creep to accepting risks that 
were not originally acceptable can hap-
pen to anyone or to an entire organiza-
tion if it isn’t guarded against.

The term “normalization of deviance” was 
introduced by Diane Vaughn, a sociolo-
gist who investigated the Challenger 

Have You Become Victim to 
the Normalization of Risk?
By Patrick Jennings, Principal Engineer, Hartford Steam Boiler

Video ‘Risk Is in the Routine’ Trains Staff
The video “The Risk Is in the Routine” highlights common areas where staff can 
become the victim of the normalization of risk and how to combat it. This train-
ing video is available for members to borrow at no cost through the MCIT Video 
Library (MCIT.org/video-library/).

The video uses seven scenarios to show accidents and injuries resulting from 
routine situations. These include injuries due to inattention while driving, poor 
housekeeping, lifting, law enforcement training, dismounting heavy equipment, 
slipping on a wet surface and a work zone accident. Each scene is revisited to 
address what could have been done to prevent the accident or injury. The sce-
narios can be used individually to train staff about workplace hazards relevant to 
their jobs.

To borrow the DVD, members should complete the online Request a Video form 
at MCIT.org/video-library/.

into standard practices and these losses 
have resulted in lost business and head-
aches for all involved.

These ingrained shortcuts often revolve 
around operation or maintenance ac-
tivities on equipment, such as neglect-
ing to test low water devices on boilers, 
plant operators silencing “nuisance” 
alarms without investigating or main-
tenance that is not performed because 
“we’ve never had a problem with that.”

It becomes easy to see these behav-
iors are wrong when your production 
is stopped for weeks while a machine 
is repaired.

In business, almost every action re-
quires some acceptance of risk. The key 
is to make conscious decisions about 
the risks you are willing to take. This 
involves not allowing poor habits to cre-
ate unnecessary risk.

Take a few minutes today and look 
around to identify what habits your 
[organization] has taken on that do not 
support your risk tolerance. What risks 
have you found that have now become 
part of standard process?

This article was originally published in the Equipment 
Connection blog for Hartford Steam Boiler; reprinted with 
permission (https://blog.hsb.com/2016/08/04/normalization-
of-deviance/). Copyright 2016.
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The employer should also answer the 
questions:

�� How will the employer address all employees’ 
pet preferences?
�� Are there areas of the employer’s property 

where pets are not allowed (building, grounds, 
vehicles, parking lot)?

�� Should there be a designated area outside for 
pets to be walked and that employees must 
clean up after their pets?

MCIT coverage should also factor 
into a member’s decision when 
considering the introduction of pets in 
the workplace. Typically, an employee 
who sustains an injury or illness that 
can be attributed to factors in the 
workplace is eligible for workers’ 
compensation. 

In the event of injury to others or 
damage to property resulting from the 
animal, MCIT coverage is dependent on 
the nature of the claim made.**

In all instances, MCIT would be obligat-
ed to explore subrogation opportunities 
against the employee pet owner. 

Based on an assessment of the is-
sues, the employer should write a 
policy about pets in the workplace. If 
a decision against allowing pets in the 
workplace is made, the employer should 
consider adopting a policy statement 
that provides clear guidance on the is-
sue such as the following:

[Name of organization] does not allow 
pets in the workplace except for service 
animals that are trained to assist individu-
als with disabilities. Employees who are 
in need of a service animal must obtain 
authorization through the job accom-
modation process prior to bringing the 
animal to the workplace. [Name of orga-
nization] does not allow an employee’s 
pet to accompany the employee while the 
employee is on official business. Autho-
rized service animals may accompany an 
employee as needed.

Careful Consideration 
Recommended
Although there may be benefits to 
having pets in the workplace, there is 
a potential for injuries to employees 
and others, as well as the potential for 
property damage. Any employer that 
considers allowing pets should carefully 
weigh whether it wants to accept these 
potential risks. 

To endorse a policy that allows pets at 
work requires that the employer equally 
enforce the policy. Failure to enforce 
the policy increases the likelihood of an 
injured party alleging that the employer 
is vicariously liable for the actions of the 
employee’s pet.

*  See the MCIT Resource “Individual’s Right to Service Animal 
in Public Service and Employment Settings” for more 
information at MCIT.org/resource/.

**  Although Minnesota Statutes, Section 604A.32 provides 
limited liability for property owners relative to damage or 
injury caused by assistance animals, this limitation would 
likely not be extended to pets.

Liability, Coverage for Pets in the Workplace ... continued from page 3


