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☐ 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2012-178 REQUESTING AN AMENDMENT TO MINNESOTA 

STATUTES ALLOWING HEALTH COVERAGE TO BE EXTENDED TO DOMESTIC 

PARTNERS AT THE DISCRETION OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS 

Approval of Resolution No. 2012-178. 

Information / Background: 
 

Minnesota Statute 471.61 allows local units of government to offer group insurance to their employees, 
defining a “dependent” to only include a spouse and minor unmarried child for insurance purposes. During 
the 2008 session, the Legislature passed a bill which amended the definition of “dependent” in this Statute to 
include “and others as defined by local governmental units at their discretion.” This bill made the third reading in 
the Senate but was ultimately vetoed by the Governor. 

In 2011, the City Council passed resolution 2011-21 requesting an amendment to Minnesota Statutes 
allowing health coverage to be extended to domestic partners at the discretion of local jurisdictions.  

Despite these efforts, the Statute still stands without the changes.  

Currently, Subd. 1a. Dependents reads: 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Minnesota Statutes 1969, section 471.61, as amended by Laws 
1971, chapter 451, section 1, the word "dependents" as used therein shall mean spouse and minor 
unmarried children under the age of 18 years and dependent students under the age of 25 years 
actually dependent upon the employee.  

The HRRC proposes the following resolution urging the Minnesota Legislature and the Governor to amend 
subdivision 1a to give local jurisdictions the discretion to provide benefits to domestic partners.  

Information from the League of Cities about the history of the issue and information about previous sessions 
work has been included.  

 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes?id=471.61#stat.471.61
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Additionally, the HRRC feels this section should also be amended to reflect the changes required by the 
Affordable Care Act. The Affordable Care Act requires plans and issuers that offer dependent coverage to 
make the coverage available until the adult child reaches the age of 26. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 2012-178 
2. Resolution No. 2011-21, previously passed by the City Council.  
3. League of Minnesota Cities, informational sheet. 
4. S.F. No. 960 from 2008 Legislative Session with status information 

 

 

 



RESOLUTION NO. 2012-178 
REQUESTING AN AMENDMENT TO MINNESOTA STATUTES 

ALLOWING HEALTH COVERAGE TO BE EXTENDED TO DOMESTIC PARTNERS 
AT THE DISCRETION OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS 

 
  

WHEREAS, it is the public policy of the City of Edina to secure for all residents of the 
City freedom from discrimination because of race, color, creed, religion, age, sex, sexual 
orientation, marital status, disability, status with regard to public assistance, familial status, or 
national origin in connection with employment, housing and real property, public 
accommodations, public services, credit and education; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Minnesota Statute 471.61 restricts the ability of the City to offer equal 
group insurance benefits to City of Edina employees in domestic partnerships as it offers to 
married City of Edina employees. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Edina City Council urges the 
Minnesota Legislature and Governor to amend M.S. 471.61, Subdivision 1a as follows: 
 
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2012, section 471.61, subdivision 1a is amended to read: 
 
Subd. 1a. Dependents. Notwithstanding the provisions of Minnesota Statutes 1969, section 
471.61, as amended by Laws 1971, chapter 451, section 1, the word “dependents” as used 
therein shall mean spouse and minor unmarried children under the age of 18 years and 
dependent students under the age of 25 26 years actually dependent upon the employee, and 
others as defined by governmental units at their discretion. 
 
Dated: December 18, 2012 
 
 
Attest:  ______________________________________                ____________________________________                                
                          Debra A. Mangen, City Clerk                                                                       James B. Hovland, Mayor 
 
STATE OF MINNESOTA        ) 
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN ) 
CITY OF EDINA ) 

CERTIFICATE OF CITY CLERK 
 

I, the undersigned duly appointed and acting City Clerk for the City of Edina do hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was duly adopted by the Edina City Council at its Regular Meeting of December 18, 2012, and as 
recorded in the Minutes of said Regular Meeting. 
 
WITNESS my hand and seal of said City this _______ day of __________________, 2012. 
 
 
 
    ___________________________________________ 
                                                       City Clerk 
 



 
 REPORT/RECOMMENDATION 

To: MAYOR AND COUNCIL     Agenda Item  IV. E.  

From: Susan Howl 
Human Services Coordinator 
Staff Liaison to HRRC 

  Action 

    Discussion 

Date: January 18, 2011   Information 

Subject: RESOLUTION NO. 2011-21 REQUESTING AN AMENDMENT TO 
MINNESOTA STATUTES ALLOWING HEALTH COVERAGE TO BE 
EXTENDED TO DOMESTIC PARTNERS AT THE DISCRETION OF LOCAL 
JURISDICTIONS 

 
 
ACTION REQUESTED: 
Approval of Resolution No. 2011-21 
 
 
INFORMATION/BACKGROUND: 
Minnesota Statute 471.61 allows local units of government to offer group insurance to 
their employees, defining a “dependent” to only include a spouse and minor unmarried 
child for insurance purposes.  During the 2008 session, the Legislature passed a bill 
which amended the definition of “dependent” in this Statute to include “and others as 
defined by local governmental units at their discretion.”  This bill made the third reading 
in the Senate but was ultimately vetoed by the Governor. 
 
The Edina Human Rights and Relations Commission prepared Resolution No. 2011-21 
stating that the Edina City Council urges the State to keep the bill alive and get it 
passed. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

1. Resolution No. 2011-21 
2. S.F. No. 960 from 2008 Legislative Session with status information 

 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 2011-21 
REQUESTING AN AMENDMENT TO MINNESOTA STATUTES 

ALLOWING HEALTH COVERAGE TO BE EXTENDED TO DOMESTIC PARTNERS 
AT THE DISCRETION OF LOCAL JURISDICTIONS 

 
 
 
 

  
WHEREAS, it is the public policy of the City of Edina to secure for all residents of the 

City freedom from discrimination because of race, color, creed, religion, age, sex, sexual 
orientation, marital status, disability, status with regard to public assistance, familial status, or 
national origin in connection with employment, housing and real property, public 
accommodations, public services, credit and education; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Minnesota Statute 471.61 restricts the ability of the City to offer equal 
group insurance benefits to City of Edina employees in domestic partnerships as it offers to 
married City of Edina employees. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Edina City Council urges the 
Minnesota Legislature and Governor to amend M.S. 471.61, Subdivision 1a as follows: 
 
Section 1. Minnesota Statutes 2010, section 471.61, subdivision 1a is amended to read: 
 
Subd. 1a. Dependents. Notwithstanding the provisions of Minnesota Statutes 1969, section 
471.61, as amended by Laws 1971, chapter 451, section 1, the word “dependents” as used 
therein shall mean spouse and minor unmarried children under the age of 18 years and 
dependent students under the age of 25 years actually dependent upon the employee, and others 
as defined by governmental units at their discretion. 
 
Dated:  January 18, 2011 
 
 
Attest:  ______________________________________                ____________________________________                                
                          Debra A. Mangen, City Clerk                                                                       James B. Hovland, Mayor 
 
STATE OF MINNESOTA        ) 
COUNTY OF HENNEPIN )SS 
CITY OF EDINA ) 

CERTIFICATE OF CITY CLERK 
 

I, the undersigned duly appointed and acting City Clerk for the City of Edina do hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was duly adopted by the Edina City Council at its Regular Meeting of January 18, 2011, and as recorded 
in the Minutes of said Regular Meeting. 
 
WITNESS my hand and seal of said City this _______ day of __________________, 2011. 
 
 
 
    ___________________________________________ 
                                                       City Clerk 
 



 

 

HUMAN RESOURCES & BENEFITS INFORMATION 

DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS 
 

 
1. What is a domestic partner? 

 
The term “domestic partner” describes two adults who share an emotional and financial 
relationship but choose not to marry or cannot legally marry.  Domestic partners could 
refer to same-sex couples or to unmarried couples of the opposite-sex.   
 
There is no legal definition of domestic partner.  Examples of criteria often used to define a 
domestic partner relationship include: 

 
 Maintaining the same permanent residence 
 Having a close, personal relationship 
 Sharing responsibility for each other’s welfare as evidence by financial 

interdependence  
 Expressing that the relationship is permanent   

 
2. What are domestic partner benefits? 

 
Domestic partner benefits are those benefits, currently provided to employees’ spouses, 
which are extended to other employees’ unmarried partners.  Common examples include 
health and dental insurance, employee assistance program, dependent life insurance, and 
family medical leave. 

 
3. Why are Minnesota cities unable to extend domestic partner benefits to employees? 

 
Minnesota Statute §471.61, which applies to local government entities, allows cities to 
insure their employees “and their dependents”.  The statute further defines “dependents” to 
include the employee’s spouse and minor unmarried children under the age of 18 years (or 
under 25 if a full-time student and dependent on the employee).  Domestic partners are not 
spouses or dependents as defined under MN Statute §471.61, therefore cities may not offer 
benefits to an employee’s domestic partner. 
 
In 1988 and 1989, three City of Minneapolis employees sued the City for failing to provide 
health care coverage for employees’ domestic partners.  In 1993, the Minneapolis City 
Council passed a resolution to extend and provide limited reimbursement for health 
coverage to employees in same sex domestic partnerships (as well as to an extended list of 
other blood relatives).   
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Domestic partner benefits were to go into effect January 1, 1994 and six city employees 
had registered their domestic partners for health insurance benefits.  On December 20, 
1993, a resident of the City of Minneapolis filed a restraining order prohibiting the City 
from extending and reimbursing health benefits to employees and their domestic partners.  
The court granted the permanent restraining order, which was upheld on appeal. 
 
The issue at hand was whether the City had the authority, as a home rule charter, to extend 
benefits to individuals beyond those defined as a spouse or a dependent under MN Statute 
§ 471.61.  The court stated that “a home rule charter city may not exceed statutory 
authority” and that “discrimination, as well as the definition of family relationships and 
dependent status, are statewide concerns”.  Therefore, the City did not have the authority to 
extend coverage to same sex domestic partners and to other blood relatives beyond what 
was defined as a spouse or a dependent under 471.61. 
   

4. What are the pros and cons of offering domestic partner benefits? 
 

Pros 
 

Cons 

1. Help cities recruit and retain 
good employees in a 
competitive labor market. 

2. Shows consideration of 
diversity and equality issues.  

3. Statistics show that less than 
2% of employees would 
actually elect to take domestic 
partner benefits, so there is not 
likely to be a huge impact on 
the number of lives covered. 

4. Carriers in Minnesota 
generally do not differentiate 
rates for employee/spouse and 
for employee/domestic partner. 

 

1. Difficulty verifying that a 
committed relationship exists. 

2. Potentially increased claims (at 
least initially) due to increased 
enrollment. 

3. Potential for increased 
premium contribution cost to 
the city. 

4. Increased tax burden on the 
employee – IRS regulations 
require that employees pay 
taxes on the difference paid by 
their employer to insure a 
domestic partner. 

  
There may be a number of additional pros and cons that the personnel services committee 
can identify or would like to discuss. 

 
5. What are some key issues when considering expanding Minnesota law to allow for 

domestic partner benefits? 
 

There are a number of key issues that should be considered when thinking about expanding the 
law to allow for domestic partner benefits: 
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1. How would domestic partners be defined – same-sex couples and/or opposite-sex 
couples that are unmarried?  Should the language be broad enough to allow for each 
municipality to develop their own definition of domestic partners? 

2. How will cities verify that a domestic partner relationship exists in order for 
employees to enroll domestic partners?   

3. What (if any) impact would there be on premium rates if a city were to offer 
domestic partner benefits? 

4. Which benefits would be extended to domestic partners?  
5. How would city contributions for domestic partner benefits be handled, including 

consideration of tax consequences for the employee? 
 
If you have any additional questions, please contact the LMC HR & Benefits Department at 651-
281-1200.  
 
HR & Benefits 11/2007 
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