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In both the federal and state employment context, the laws require reasonable accommodation 
for disabilities (California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) and the Americans With 
Disabilities Act (ADA)). Accommodations may include the use of animals. In the Title II and Title 
III context (state or local governments and places of public accommodation), the ADA defines a 
“service animal” as any dog (or in some cases, miniature horse) that is trained to do work or 
perform tasks for the benefit of an individual with a disability, including a physical, sensory, 
psychiatric, or other mental disability.  
 
However, Title I of the ADA (dealing with employment) does not specifically address service 
animals. Thus, a request from an employee to bring a service animal to work should be 
processed like any other request for reasonable accommodation. This means that CALA 
members must consider the request, but do not have to automatically allow employees to bring 
their service animals to work if to do so would cause an undue hardship. 
 
The California state FEHA is more expansive. It provides that an “assistive animal” is one that is 
“necessary as a reasonable accommodation for an individual with a disability.” Included in the 
definition of “assistive animal” is a “service dog or other animal” that is “individually trained to the 
requirements of a person with a disability.” Also included is a “support animal.” A “support 
animal” is defined as one “that provides emotional, cognitive, or other similar support to a 
person with a disability, including, but not limited to, traumatic brain injuries or mental 
disabilities, such as major depression.” Accordingly, the distinction between “service animal” 
and “support animal” in California has become immaterial. Also, California law can include any 
animal that meets the above definitions.   
 
The law does allow an employer to request (1) a letter from the employee’s healthcare provider 
stating that the employee has a disability and explaining why the employee requires the 
presence of the animal in the workplace; and (2) confirmation from the employee that the animal 
is free from offensive odors, does not engage in behavior that endangers the health or safety of 
the individual with a disability, and is trained to provide assistance for the employee’s disability.   
 
An employer may deny an employee’s request to bring an animal to the workplace if the 
accommodation would not be reasonable. Accordingly, CALA members should engage in the 
interactive process with the disabled employee to discuss whether the request for an animal is 
reasonable. The accommodation analysis is very similar to any interactive process discussion 
and, thus, should address four issues: 
 

1. Reasonableness: Is the requested accommodation reasonable? 
2. Effectiveness: Is the request effective? Will this requested accommodation effectively 

allow the employee to perform the essential functions of his or her job? 
3. Undue Hardship: Does the request pose an undue hardship? With regards to assistive 

animals, this analysis requires that CALA members weigh issues such as whether the 
animal will be disruptive to the workplace. 
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4. Alternative: Is there another accommodation that would serve the same purpose? 
 
Also as with any interactive process, CALA members should document efforts to engage in the 
interactive process with the employee regarding a request for an animal in the workplace.   
 
Two recent cases below demonstrate the importance of the interactive process and of thinking 
outside the box for this issue: 
 
In a recent federal court case against a trucking company, the EEOC charged that the employer 
wrongfully failed to accommodate a truck driver’s request to have his dog with him as he drives 
his trucking routes (EEOC v. CRST Int’l, Inc., filed March 2, 2017). In a May 2019 settlement, 
CRST Inc. paid $47,500 and furnished other relief to settle the disability discrimination and 
retaliation lawsuit. In the lawsuit, the EEOC charged that CRST violated federal law when it 
failed to accommodate, refused to hire, and then retaliated against a truck driver applicant, a 
Navy veteran, because he used a service dog to assist with his disabilities. During the CRST 
application process, the veteran disclosed his disabilities and use of a service dog to help with 
post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). The applicant successfully completed the required 
commercial drivers' licensing course with CRST's partner training company, yet was denied hire 
due to CRST's "no pet" policy. 
 
In Clark v. Sch. Dist. Five of Lexington & Richland Ctys., 247 F.Supp.3d 734 (D.S.C.2017), the 
court found a reasonable accommodation might permit a teacher to bring her emotional support 
dog to work. Pearl, a Chihuahua, was trained by the teacher and allegedly assisted her in 
warding off panic attacks. The teacher’s doctor opined that she had PTSD and that “forcing Ms. 
Clark to teach without the assistance of her service dog will be profoundly detrimental to her 
well-being.” The school cited various reasons for not allowing Pearl into the class room such as 
student allergies, students’ fear of dogs, and the potential for distraction. Despite its arguments 
that Pearl was not a reasonable accommodation, the school’s motion for summary judgment 
was denied. 
 
CALA members should have a Service And Emotional Support Animal Policy in place that 
addresses any particular needs; for example, whether the animal is permitted in a resident's 
room. 


