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1. Ordinance Overview 
To protect the health of the public and affected employees the City of Minneapolis banned 
smoking completely, effective March 31, 2005, in all bars, bowling alleys, pool halls, 
restaurants and other food establishments (groceries, snack shops, coffee shops, delis, etc). 
Businesses were required to adopt the following practices to be in compliance with the ban: 

 Post required no smoking signs at all entrances 
 Remove ashtrays, lighters or matchbooks readily accessible for indoor use 
 No tolerance of smoking inside the premises 
 No retaliation against employees, applicants or customers for making complaints 

about smoking 
 
Businesses are responsible for taking the appropriate action to remove a person who refuses 
to stop smoking.  Appropriate action is based on the circumstances, but may include: 

 Stop serving the violator 
 Documenting the incident 
 Trespassing the violator that would not allow them to return to the establishment once 

they are removed. 
 Calling the police 

 
The ordinance does not regulate outdoor areas such as sidewalk cafes and patios.  Outdoor 
areas are reviewed by the City according to pertinent regulations and in consideration of 
common, ordinary usage, the existence of roof and/or walls, exposure to the 
elements, smoke accumulation, area being separate and distinct from indoor areas, and the 
relative size of outdoor to indoor areas.  
 
Regulatory Services, Business Licensing and Food Safety developed standard procedures 
for enforcement. All City employees, Food Inspectors, Fire Inspectors, Police Officers look for 
signs of smoking during the course of their duties and refer violations to Business Licensing 
for appropriate enforcement action.  License inspectors coordinate enforcement through a 
site inspection or contacting the licensee as necessary to ensure compliance and may issue 
administrative citations for violations.  
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Enforcement is predominantly complaint based, unless inspectors observe violations during 
routine inspections.  All complaints and reports of violations from the public are directed to a 
central collection point via the Minneapolis Smoking Hotline (612-673-2424).  The hotline has 
also been used to collect feedback from the community on opinions regarding the smoking 
ban. 
 
Enforcement mechanisms include the following: 

 Licensee: Administrative adjudication pursuant to MCO Chapter 2, $200 fine for first; 
offence doubles the fine for each subsequent offence up to $2000.  Chronic and 
unabated violations could result in adverse license action, up to and including 
suspension or revocation.  Again, establishment owners are primarily responsible for 
ensuring that smoking does not occur on premises. 

 Smoker: can be prosecuted pursuant to Minnesota Statue 609.681 and applies to 
those smoking in places where smoking is not allowed, petty misdemeanor 

 In addition, a person smoking could be charged with a misdemeanor under Trespass, 
Minnesota Statue 609.605, if he/she refusal to leave premises upon request 

 



Smoking Ban Report 2006                                                                        Page 3 of 12 

2. Resident Response 
 
Minneapolis Indoor Smoking Ordinance Public Opinion Survey. 
 
A survey of Minneapolis registered voters conducted almost one year after ordinance 
enactment found that over three-fourths (76%) of residents favored the ordinance. There was 
no difference in the level of support between whites and persons of color. Support was higher 
among women than men (81% versus 70%), and higher among adults under age 30 (80%) 
and those over age 50 (77%) than adults in their thirties or forties (72%). Support among 
individuals who identified themselves as Democrats (77%) or Independents (77%) was higher 
than among individuals who identified themselves as Republicans (70%). Not surprisingly, 
status as a cigarette smoker was the strongest predictor of support. However, even among 
the adults who described themselves as current smokers, 40% expressed support for the 
ordinance. 

 
The 
great 
majority 
of 
adults 
(86%) 
stated 
that it 
was 

important to them to have a smoke-free environment inside workplaces, including restaurants 
and bars. 
 
Most adults (63%) stated that the frequency with which they went out to restaurants or bars 
did not change after the ordinance. Among those who said their behavior changed (35%), 
they were almost three times more likely to say they went out more frequently (26%) than 
less frequently (9%). 
 

 
 
Sinc
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smo
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proh
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restaurants and bars in Minneapolis, two thirds of residents (66%) said they found their 
experiences more enjoyable. 
 
The public opinion survey was also administered in Bloomington, Golden Valley, Moorhead, 
other suburban areas of Hennepin County, and Beltrami County where indoor smoking 
ordinances were also implemented. Responses were remarkably similar across all 
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jurisdictions, indicating the widespread support for smoke-free environments for employees 
and visitors. Responses to the 2006 survey were also basically unchanged from a similar 
survey administered two months after ordinance enactment. 
 
The latest survey was conducted by the Mellman Group between March 13-19, 2006. The 
Minneapolis sample included 400 registered voters randomly selected from the voter file 
maintained by the Minnesota Secretary of State. The margin of error for the Minneapolis 
survey is 4.9% at the 95% confidence interval. Data were weighted to ensure that the 
sample’s demographics conformed to the known demographics of voters in Minneapolis. 
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3. Education/outreach/marketing: 
Through careful planning and collaboration among outstanding partners the smoking ban has 
been a great success.  The effort is an investment that will yield benefits for future 
generations and it is a bold step forward for the safety, health, livability and sustainability of 
the community. 

The Smoking Task Force, composed of representatives from Minneapolis Regulatory 
Services, Health and Family Support, Communications as well as the Greater Minneapolis 
Convention and Visitors Association (GMCVA), local business, hospitality industry, and area 
health organizations, did the essential groundwork to make the smoking ban a great success 
for Minneapolis businesses, community members and visitors. The Task Force had four 
subcommittees to work on key issues for implementation: 

 Public Education 
 Marketing 
 Establishment Education 
 Enforcement 

 
The team recognized that a multifaceted and proactive approach was needed to build support 
and launch the initiative forward in a community that had been educated and informed.  This 
allowed the benefits of the smoking ban to stand out. 

 
Public Education 
Public education was essential to educate the general public on the smoking ban and to 
encourage compliance among patrons.  The task force also received input and assistance 
form the Public Affairs Office of Hennepin County and the Health Promotion Office of the City 
of Bloomington as they were working on implementing smoking bans as well.  Some of the 
events and activities are described below.  
 
The City Communications department ran news releases in community newspapers in mid-
February and issued a news release the week of March 28.  Communications also partnered 
with the GMCVA on a news release announcing the “Smoke Free Minneapolis” marketing 
campaign. Educational materials, tobacco cessation information, and instructions on how to 
report an ordinance violation were distributed.  
 
City Communications and the GMCVA held a Smoking Ban Kick-Off event, attended by 
Mayor Rybak, Council Members and key City officials, at the Bryant Lake Bowl on March 31, 
2005. Clear Channel donated the use of a bus for a “tour” of the city, stopping at a variety of 
local establishments to support their transition to a smoke free environment. The tour began 
at Bryant Lake Bowl and ended at the Fine Line on First Avenue.   
 
The City’s home page promotes the new smoke-free environment via a link to the Smoke 
Free Minneapolis Web site which includes general information about the smoking ban, 
Frequently Asked Questions (one for the general public and one for establishments), 
downloadable “no smoking” signs, and a link to the actual ordinance. 
 
The City mailed 1,500 “no smoking” toolkits for local establishments.  The toolkits were 
created that included promotional items that establishments could use in the days/weeks 
leading up to the ban (coasters, signs, etc.)  In addition, video text messages in regard to the 

http://www.minneapolis.org/
http://www.minneapolis.org/
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ban ran on City Cable 14 and 79 beginning the week of March 21 to alert the community to 
the new ordinance. 
 
Marketing 
Since the smoking ban had the potential to negatively impact of some businesses initially and 
because some resistance was anticipated from patrons, the task force developed a creative 
approach to advertise the advantages of smoke-free Minneapolis establishments.  The goal 
of the Marketing Plan was to offset any potential negative financial impact on establishments 
by encouraging people to come to Minneapolis to socialize.  
 
Hennepin Medical Society, Blue Cross Blue Shield, American Cancer Society, American 
Heart Association, and American Lung Association contributed $182,500.  GMCVA provided 
in-kind assistance and negotiated with KARE-11, Clear Channel and the Star Tribune to 
provide advertising resources making the total over $400,000 in advertising for the campaign. 
 
Individual businesses were able to purchase advertising at a large discount from these same 
media outlets.  In addition, businesses placed ads in the Spokesman, Insight News, and two 
Spanish newspapers, La Prensa and Gente. 
 
Establishment Education 
The City and partners wanted to be sure that the community was prepared for the new 
regulations.  A multilingual strategy was implemented to get the word out about the ban. The 
Multicultural Services in Civil rights and community organizations helped to ensure 
communication was reaching business operators and community members with limited 
English proficiency. 
 
Minnesota Partnership for Action Against Tobacco (MPAAT) awarded the City $10,000 for 
implementation of the Smoking Ban ordinance to be used for the following: 

 Printing costs associated with letters, brochures, or signage that communicates 
ordinance compliance to businesses and their patrons 

 Translation of these materials to a variety of languages 
 Postage and other mailing costs associated with distribution of above communications 

 
Smoking ban information packets were mailed to over 1500 establishments impacted by the 
ban.  Materials included promotional materials, copy of ordinance, fact sheets, no smoking 
signs, and smoking cessation information.  Materials were translated into Somali, Vietnamese 
and Spanish and are available upon request. No smoking signs were provided in four 
languages to help businesses comply immediately. 
 
Business Licensing and Environmental Management and Safety presented Smoking Ban 
Ordinance information and enforcement procedures to establishment owners and managers 
at 12 different sessions out in the community.  The information sessions were conducted at 
least one time in every precinct in Minneapolis, with two sessions catering specifically to the 
Latino and East African communities, respectively.  It appears that the education and 
marketing efforts were effective as, although higher turnout was expected due to the 
importance of the issue, the attendance was limited at the sessions. However, attendees took 
resources back to their business organizations, colleagues and families.  The Latino 
Economic Development Center and The African Development Center, agencies that hosted 

http://www.mpaat.org/
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two of the meetings, helped to distribute materials and get the word out the smoking ban after 
the meetings.  The establishments were primarily concerned about enforcement and the 
differences between a complaint and a violation.  Establishments were also concerned about 
customers becoming violent when they were asked to refrain from smoking.  They were 
educated on the requirement of the establishment to ask patrons to refrain from smoking and 
informed that if someone refused to comply, it would be appropriate for them to call 911.   
 



Smoking Ban Report 2006                                                                        Page 8 of 12 

4. Implementation/enforcement:   
The Licensing Division’s standard operating procedure for enforcement of all ordinances 
regulating business is complaint based.  The primary source of complaints of violations to the 
smoking ban were taken from the complaint line that was published on all the “No Smoking” 
signs that are required to be posted in the establishments.  Other Regulatory Service 
Divisions that have inspectors in the field, report smoking ban violations that they witness to 
the Licensing Division.  Health Inspectors conducted 2338 inspections of establishments 
included in the ban.  The Minneapolis Police Department Licensing division conducted 325 
inspections.  Last year Licensing was forwarded 5 complaints from the health department and 
3 from the police department. 
 
The City expected willful compliance with the ban from the approximately 1,200 food 
(including grocery stores) and alcohol establishments covered by the ordinance.  We are 
thankful that the Minneapolis business community and customers were primarily cooperative 
and compliant with the ban.  The weather may have made compliance easier as the spring of 
2005 was very warm and dry. 
 
Police Activity:  
Concern was raised regarding increased late night outdoor activity at bars and clubs 
downtown due to the smoking ban.  The lack of designated smoking areas caused smoking 
patrons to spill out into sidewalks, which resulted in some crowd control issues.  A licensing 
inspector went on a weekend night ride along with the downtown area with the 1st precinct 
commander in May of 2005.  They observed no problems with drinking outside of 
establishments, but did witness crowd control problems.  The licensing inspector met with the 
downtown bar association to let them know about the problems, their responsibility for their 
patrons, and possible solutions in the form of expansions of premises and sidewalk cafes.  
When the licensing inspector placed a follow up call to the 1st precinct commander later that 
summer, it was reported that the crowd control issues had dropped off and were no longer 
significant. 
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The following graphs and statistics record the complaints and the enforcement actions that 
were taken. 
 
Complaint Line Statistics 
Compiled March 20, 2006 

• 168 complaints received  
o 21 of those received interdepartmentally 
o remaining 147 received through complaint line 

• 62 complaints about smoking ban itself 
• 106 complaints reporting violations by businesses 

o 21 of these complaints inapplicable (reporting establishments out of our 
jurisdiction or not covered by our ordinance) 

o 40 different businesses have been reported  
o 50 warning letters sent out 
o 39 inspections conducted by Licensing Division 
o 14 violations found 
o 14 citations issued 

• 7 appealed 
• 1 citation overruled 
• 6 citations upheld  

 
 

On a monthly breakdown, we see that the complaint line received the heaviest traffic of 
calls during April, the first month of the ban.  Complaint activity diminished over the summer 
months, but increased again in the last months of the year.  Winter weather probably explains 
the recent increase in calls, since people may be less willing to go outside to smoke in the 
cold.  

 
The Licensing Division received the 
bulk of inapplicable complaints early 
in the year.  Most of these calls were 
for businesses in other cities, so these 
can probably be attributed to the 
public’s initial confusion over the 
difference between the Minneapolis 
and Hennepin County smoking ban 
contact information.  Complaints 
about the ban itself were high right 
after the ban went into effect, but have 
decreased significantly over the 
course of the year. 
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 Breaking down the calls to the complaint 
line by type, complaints about businesses 
allowing smoking and complaints against the 
ban itself are nearly matched for the year.  
While the number of inapplicable complaints 
diminished for each month, they make up a 
significant portion of the complaints for the 
year.  Considering the recent changes in the 
Hennepin County and St. Paul smoking bans, it 
is expected that the number of inapplicable 
complaints received will temporarily rise in the 
coming months. 
 
 
 
Looking at the complaints received per type 
of business, it is evident that the majority of 
complaints (75%) are against liquor 
establishments.  Non-alcohol 
establishments (including restaurants, 
grocery stores, and candy stores) constitute 
20%, with wine and beer establishments 
garnering only 2% and 3% of complaints, 
respectively. 
 
 
 

 
The fourteen citations issued by the 
Licensing Division have gone to eight 
different businesses.  Most of these 
establishments (5) received one citation and 
immediately became compliant with the 
ordinance.  One establishment has received 
two citations and another three.  The 
establishment with the most violations has 
received four citations since the smoking 
ordinance went into effect.
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5. Change in industry:   
Due to the fact that the ordinance did not regulate outdoor areas, the licensing department 
received an influx of requests for outdoor smoking spaces in the wake of the smoking ban.  
Liquor establishments are required to expand their licensed premises, either onto private 
property or onto the city sidewalk.  There were 86 applications made for expansion of 
premises, of those expansions, 35 of them were on the City sidewalks and required a 
sidewalk café license.  Minimum cost for a liquor establishment to apply for an expansion of 
premises is $500 and an additional cost of $315 is a sidewalk café license is required.  There 
is just one known case of an establishment creating an entirely separate area from their 
premises to allow for indoor smoking.  One business reportedly spent $60,000.00 to construct 
a deck to create an outdoor smoking area for the establishment. 
 
Eighteen liquor establishments closed in 2005.  New applicants reopened four of these 
establishments shortly after closing.  One of these businesses cited the smoking ban 
specifically as the reason for their closure. 
 
There were brand new establishments that were opened in 2005.  Twenty new on-sale liquor 
applications and 24 new on-sale wine applications were accepted by the licensing 
department.  In addition, there were 111 new restaurant applications accepted in licensing in 
2005. 
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6. Preliminary Economic Analysis:  
 To examine business revenue changes for establishments with on-sale liquor licenses, 
the City requested taxable sales data from the Minnesota Department of Revenue for the 
period immediately after enactment of the City’s Indoor Smoking Ordinance (April – 
September, 2005) and comparable periods for the two preceding years.  To determine 
whether revenue changes were associated either with business type or with commercial 
area, liquor licensees were grouped into predefined categories.  The state provided data for 
these categories collectively, in order to protect the privacy of the individual businesses. 
  

The Minneapolis Department of Health and Family Support prepared and presented a 
preliminary economic report to the Health, Energy, and Environment Committee on March 20, 
2006.  An electronic version of this report is available at: 
http://www.ci.minneapolis.mn.us/dhfs/. 


