
City of East Bethel 
Planning Commission Agenda 
7:00 PM 
Tuesday, August 23, 2016 
 
 
 

Agenda 
 

Item 
 
7:00 PM  1.0 Call to Order 
 
7:02 PM pg. 1 2.0 Adopt Agenda 
 
7:03 PM pg. 2-6 3.0 Approval of Meeting Minutes 
    July 26, 2016 – Regular Meeting 
 
7:05 PM pg. 7-24 4.0 Green Cities 

  Presentation from Peter Lindstrom,  
Local Government Outreach Coordinator – U of MN 

 
7:25 PM pg. 25-31 5.0 Viking Preserve, PreliminaryPlat/Public Hearing 

A request by Shaw Trucking for approval of a REVISED 
Preliminary Plat/Planned Unit Development for a 
residential development known as Viking Preserve.  
PID#’s 303323140008, 303323140005, 293323230008 

    
7:50 PM pg. 32-35 6.0 Prairie Ridge Estates, Final Plat 
   Final Plat to subdivide a 41.67 acre parcel into 10 lots in 

an area zoned Rural Residential located at the corner of 
Bataan St and 229th Ave NE, PID: 033323220001 

 
8:05 PM pg. 36-56 7.0 Ordinance Consideration –  
   Restricting the residency of convicted sex offenders 

 
8:15 PM  8.0  City Council 
 
8:20 PM  9.0  Other Business  
 
8: 25 PM  10.0 Adjournment  



 
EAST BETHEL PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

July 26, 2016 
 
The Planning Commission met for a regular meeting at 7:00 pm at East Bethel City Hall. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Randy Plaisance, Chair  Lorraine Bonin 
 Glenn Terry  Tanner Balfany 
  Eldon Holmes    Lou Cornicelli 
 
ABSENT:   Sherry Allenspach, Vice Chair  
  
ALSO PRESENT:  Colleen Winter, Community Development Director 
 Tim Harrington, City Council Liaison 
 
1. Call to Order Chair Plaisance called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm.  

 
2. Adopt Agenda Mr. Holmes moved and Mr. Terry seconded to approve the agenda as 

presented. Motion carried. 
 

3. Approval of 
6/28/16 Minutes  

Mr. Balfany moved and Mr. Terry seconded to approve the 6/28/16 minutes 
as written. Motion carried. 

4. Public Hearing 
Prairie Ridge 
Estates 
Subdivision 
Concept Plan 
and Preliminary 
Plan 

Background Information: 
 
Fee Owner:                          Property Location: 
George J Roberts                 033323220001 
3626 Roble Court                Corner of Bataan St and 229th Ave NE 
Eldorado CA 
 
Applicant: 
Carrington Development LLC 
Steve Strandlund 
P O Box 169 
Cedar MN 55011 
 
Lot Sizes/Design 
The proposed subdivision contains 10 lots ranging in size from 2.19 acres up to 
5.88 acres. City code allows for 2 acre minimum lot sizes with an overall 2 /12 
acre density. This subdivision is below the density requirement. The lots will be 
designed for walkout style homes. 
Streets/Utilities 
There are no new streets planned for this subdivision. All lots will have 
driveways either off of Bataan St or 229th (Anoka County 26). Lots 1&2 will 
share a driveway and Lots 3&4 will share a driveway. Each lot will have its own 
septic system and well. Gas and electric will be provided to each lot. 
Landscaping 
Each lot will be required to have two trees in the front yard. Lots 1, 2, 4 & 10 
have existing trees located on them and the intent is to not remove existing trees, 
accept on lot 4. 
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Park Dedication/Trail 
The Developer will be required to put in a trail along Bataan St per the City’s 
long range Trail plan. 
Wetland Delineation/No impact 
The Developer has prepared a wetland delineation report and there will be no 
impact to the wetlands, accept where the trail along Bataan is located. 
Additional Information 
All required documents as outlined in our Subdivision Ordinance Chapter 66 
have been submitted and are in the review and comment period.  
 
Ms. Winter reviewed the following items:  Location map, preliminary plat 
documents, and trail map. The plan is to have shared driveways located on Cty 
Rd 26. 
 
Public Hearing opened at 7:05 pm. 
 
Kelley Bloom, 2657 226th Lane NE, East Bethel asked if the lots will be 
completely built with homes before sale or if the empty lots will be for sale, as 
she is interested in purchase lot #10. 
 
Steve Strandlund said the lots will be for sale, no spec homes are to be built. At 
this time, he is not sure whether he will use a realtor to sell the lots; he prefers 
himself and another builder to sell the lots. Also, there will be covenants for this 
development. 
 
Public Hearing closed at 7:09 pm. 
 
Ms. Winter did not know when Cty Rd 26 is scheduled for upgrading or whether 
or not upgrading might affect this development. She is unaware of no new 
driveways being located on Bataan Street, which is a much safer location for 
driveways than Cty Rd 26.  
 
Mr. Balfany moved and Mr. Holmes seconded to recommend approval of 
the Concept Plan and Preliminary Plat for the subdivision of lands for the 
development of Prairie Ridge Estates, a rural ten (10) lot residential 
subdivision. Motion carried. 
 
This Concept Plan and Preliminary Plat will go before City Council at the 
second meeting in August. 
 

5. Public Hearing 
Proposed 
Ordinance 
Changes – 
Appendix A 
 
 

The Planning Commission has discussed making changes to sections of 
Appendix A, Zoning code at previous meetings including May 24, 2016, a 
Special City Council meeting on June 8, 2016, and June 28, 2016. The revisions 
presented represent a culmination of those discussions and represent changes to 
the following sections: 
Section 48, Light Industrial District 
Section 24, Exterior Storage 
Section 23, Screening 
Definitions 
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The proposed changes would not alter the Light Industrial zoning designation, 
but would align the existing Zoning Ordinance with the Comprehensive Plan. 
Any changes that are implemented would be interim in nature. At the time 
discussions related to the Comprehensive Plan update commence, other 
categories for industrial use, transition industrial, and/or mixed use 
industrial/commercial may be considered as part of revisions to the Code during 
the Comprehensive plan process.  
 
Ms. Winter reviewed the proposed ordinance changes. She suggested that during 
the comprehensive planning process the commission look at other areas in the 
Code for Trucking Terminals (now listed under 6. Prohibited Uses) and to 
review the maximum amount of exterior storage allowed and definition of same 
(4. I District, 2). The Commissioners’ recommendation will be reviewed by the 
city attorney, and city council members who will then make a final decision on 
the ordinance changes. 
 
Public Hearing opened at 7:29 pm. 
 
Cole Robertson, 23462 Goodhue Street NE, East Bethel asked that the following 
be considered in the ordinance – no outside storage if the business is adjacent to 
residential properties, limit the hours of operation if adjacent to residential 
properties, and no use of raw materials if adjacent to residential properties. 
 
Public Hearing closed at 7:31 pm. 
 
Building heights do not include roof top units. Mr. Terry thought that the 
defined height was by the sidewall height. Ms. Winter thought it was split 
between the eave and peak for maximum height. Mr. Terry asked that this be 
clarified and defined in the ordinance. Ms. Winter will check the building code. 
 
The City follows the MPCA code for construction times, which is 7 am – 10 pm. 
Ms. Winter cautioned the Commission on having specific times listed in the 
Code. 
 
4. I-District A. 4 – “Construction yards are exempt from exterior storage 
requirements as outlined in Section 24, 4-A, provided they are located in the rear 
yard behind the principal building and occupying no more than 50 percent of the 
rear yard and shall not be allowed within the required setbacks, public right-of-
way, private access easement, or within the required parking area.” Mr. Terry 
believes better/clearer verbiage is needed to clarify exterior storage requirements 
if the property abuts residential property. 
 
Mr. Terry stated he believes the rules are more to filter out rather than to 
regulate so that the City does not get into a situation that needs enforcement, but 
that someone can get a sensible idea of what the City is expecting and then there 
are tools to back-up and support the decisions made. 
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The Commissioners asked that the following changes be made: 
 
1) 2. PERMITTED USES D. replace the word “maintained” with “confined”. 
2) 5. B-3 District, B. 2 - restore to “…be arranged in a neat and orderly 
manner.” 
3) 6. B-2 District A. 2 – change the screening height from five to six. 
  
Mr. Balfany moved and Ms. Bonin seconded to recommend City Council 
approve the proposed ordinance changes with the following revisions:  1) 2. 
PERMITTED USES D. replace the word “maintained” with “confined”. 2) 
5. B-3 District, B. 2 - restore to “…be arranged in a neat and orderly 
manner.” 3) 6. B-2 District A. 2 – change the screening height from five to 
six. Motion carried. 

 
6. City Council 
Update 

 
Tim Harrington, City Council Liaison reported: 
- Approved a one (1) year contract with Anoka County Sheriff with a 7/10 of a 
percent raise, saving the City about $30,000. 
-  14 existing and one new IUP’s were approved. 
- Quote for Castle Tower demolition has been accepted for $19,000 to remove 
the old sewer plant, leaving the City with 10 acres to sell for development which 
will help bring in revenue. 
- Thank you to all who were involved with Booster Days. 
- The Planning Commissioners are invited to attend the Wednesday, July 27, 
2016 6:00 pm City Council Work meeting where Comp Plan interviews will be 
conducted. 
- Tuesday night is National Night Out  

 
7. Other 
Business 

 
Ms. Winter reviewed Green Step Cities. As part of the Comprehensive Plan 
update (Thrive MSP 2040), communities are encouraged to include a section 
that integrates strategies into local comprehensive plans to be more resilient in 
the face of a changing climate. As communities adjust to increasingly extreme 
weather events, stress on public facilities, and higher costs of services, there is 
growing need to not only plan for these events, but to also reduce the impacts 
through conscious climate adaptation and resilience planning. Moreover, 
resiliency also considers reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions so that the 
extent of climate change does not exceed the capacity to adapt and become 
resilient. One of the ways to achieve this, is to evaluate the recommended 
sustainability and resiliency practices adopted by other communities through the 
GreenStep Cities program. Ms. Winter asked the Commission to consider 
recommending participation in GreenStep Cities as an implementation strategy 
in the Comp Plan. 
 
Sharon LeMay, 22959 Erskin Street NE East Bethel also spoke on the basics of 
the GreenStep City Program and the benefits of being a GreenStep City. 
 
Ms. Winter reviewed the Mid-year Comparison of Permit Tues from January to 
July ’15 and ’16 and noted that the valuation of projects completed is much 
higher this year. 
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Chair Plaisance thanked the residents in attendance for their involvement with 
the City of East Bethel. 
 

 Mr. Balfany moved and Mr. Holmes seconded to adjourn at 8:07 pm. 
Motion carried. 

8. Adjournment  

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Gail Gessner, Recording Secretary 
Submitted 7/31/16 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
August 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 4.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Green Step Cities Presentation by Peter Lindstrom, Local Government Outreach, U of MN. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Recommend one of the following actions to City Council: 

1. Participate in the Green Step Cities program 
2. Do not participate in the Green Steps Cities program 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Green Step Cities -  As part of the Comprehensive Plan update (Thrive MSP 2040), communities 
are encouraged to include a section that integrates strategies into local comprehensive plans to be 
more resilient in the face of a changing climate. As communities adjust to increasingly extreme 
weather events, stress on public facilities, and higher costs of services, there is growing need to 
not only plan for these events, but to also reduce the impacts through conscious climate 
adaptation and resilience planning. Moreover, resiliency also considers reducing green house gas 
(GHG) emissions so that the extent of climate change does not exceed the capacity to adapt and 
become resilient.   One of the ways to achieve this is to evaluate the recommend sustainability 
and resiliency practices adopted by other communities through the Green Step Cities program.  
At the last Planning Commission meeting this was an information item only.  Peter Lindstrom 
with the University of Minnesota will be giving a more in depth presentation regarding becoming 
a Green Step city.   

East Bethel is considered a Category A City and Attachment A outlines the steps that are part of 
the Green Step process.  
****************************************************************************** 
Attachments: 

1) Green Step Cities required elements  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
unknown 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s): 
Make a recommendation to the City Council regarding participation in the Green Step program.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action: 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 

City of East Bethel 
Planning Commission  
Agenda Information 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date:  
August 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 5.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Revised Preliminary Plat Viking Preserve Planned Unit Development, Zoning R1, R2, and CC. 
Developer:  Shaw Trucking 
Location: Southern Boundary – Viking Blvd NE (CSAH 22), Western Boundary – Jackson St., 
Northern Boundary - Taylor St./City owned property, Eastern Boundary – private property 
Proposal:  48 single family lots in a Planned Unit Development 
Zoning: R1 (single family), R2 (one and two family), and CC (City Center) 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Approve the Revised Preliminary Plat 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information:  
The Preliminary Plat for Viking Preserve, a single family residential Planned Unit Development 
was originally approved by the City Council on December 4, 2013.  Since that time there have 
been modifications to the Plat due to comments received from the Army Corps of Engineers 
regarding wetland modification and other outside agencies.   On March 25, 2014, the Planning 
Commission did review a Revised Preliminary plat and recommended approval to the City 
Council. The City has met with the Developer several times and the Developer has never 
formally requested that the Final Plat be approved.   The City Council did however approve a 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Developer on April 1, 2015 and that MOU allowed the 
Developer to complete grading and lot correction for the eventual Viking Preserve plat. The 
Developer is now interested in proceeding forth with the REVISED Preliminary Plat for Viking 
Preserve.   Due to the lag time, a new public hearing is required for this development.  As 
indicated  as part of the review process several outside agencies submit their comments and the 
City works with the Developer to incorporate those changes into the Final Plat and as part of the 
Developers Agreement.  Any permits that are required from outside agencies, such as stormwater 
permitting, access permits, etc. are the responsibility of the Developer.  Based on previous 
comments, the proposed Plat has been revised as follows: 

•        This layout provides 48 single family lots.  Original project had 60 lots.  
•        Developer is proposing to stop the street construction for Taylor Street just beyond our 

intersection with 193rd Lane.  This greatly reduces their wetland issue, as we believe we 
can fall under ½ acre of impact.  Developer no longer proposing any future homes 
beyond the proposed Lot 25, so public access will not be necessary. 

•        There may be space to create a small berm along the south side of Block 1 along Viking 
Boulevard, otherwise buffer to Viking Boulevard will be 193rd Lane and future plantings. 

•        Proposed ponding areas are indicated. 
•        Developer will continue to provide Outlot C as a buffer and recognize the need to 

preserve existing trees. 

City of East Bethel 
Planning Commission 
Agenda Information 
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•        Developer proposing to dedicate the additional 15 feet of right of way, to satisfy Anoka 
County Highway Department.  

• Sidewalks and trail planned in the development 
• Park dedication fee will be required  

****************************************************************************** 
Attachments: 

1. Revised Preliminary Plat Maps 1-4 
******************************************************************************
Fiscal Impact: 
Potential tax revenue generated from this development is estimated between  $20,000-$175,000 
per year (at full development).  2016 SAC and WAC fees = $8,785 per lot and these fees are 
collected at the time the building permit is issued for new construction.  Park Dedication fees = 
$39,000 - $50,000.  
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****************************************************************************** 
Recommendation: 
Recommend  approval of the Preliminary Plat subject to the following: 

1. City Engineer approval 
2. Anoka County highway department approval 
3. Approval of all requirements as outlined in Chapter 66 – Subdivisions 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Planning Commission Action: 
 
Motion by: _______________   Second by: _______________ 

  

  

 

Vote Yes: _____     Vote No: _____ 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
August 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
Item 6.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Final Plat to subdivide a 41.67 acre parcel into 10 lots in an area zoned Rural Residential.   
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Requested Action: 
Consider approval of a Final Plat for the subdivision of lands for the development of Prairie 
Ridge Estates, a rural 10 lot residential subdivision. 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Fee Owner:     Property Location: 
George J Roberts    033323220001 
3626 Roble Court    Corner of Bataan St and 229th Ave NE 
Eldorado CA 
Applicant: 
Carrington Development LLC 
Steve Strandlund 
P O Box 169 
Cedar  MN  55011   
 
At the regular Planning Commission meeting on July 26, 2016 and at the regular City Council 
meeting on August 17, 2016 the Preliminary Plat for Prairie Ridge Estates was approved.  Before 
the Planning Commission is the Final Plat of Prairie Ridge. 
 
All comments from City Staff, City Engineer and outside agencies have been received.  

• Anoka County Highway Department sent a letter and have requested additional right of 
way dedication. That right of way dedication was indicated on the Preliminary Plat and is 
shown on the Final plat. 

• Per the Park Board recommendation and as acted on by the City Council, the Developer 
will be required to put in a trail along Bataan St NE. 

• All required documents as outlined in our Subdivision Ordinance Chapter 66 have been 
submitted and revised per Staff and City Engineer recommendations.   

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
The current taxable market value of the site is $177,200 and is classified as agriculture, non-
homestead. 2016 total taxes (City, County and School District) will be $2,190. If the subdivision 
were totally built out and assuming a build out value for the 10 lots was $250,000 per lot or a 
total of $2,500,000, the estimated total tax generated by the parcel would be approximately 
$29,750 in 2016 dollars.  

City of East Bethel 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation: 
City Staff is requesting the Planning Commission recommend Final Plat approval to the City 
Council for the proposed subdivision with the following conditions: 
 

1. All comments from the City Engineer, City Attorney, and City Staff need to be addressed 
2. Trail to be dedicated and improved per comprehensive trail plan.  
3. Developer enter into a Developer’s Agreement with the City.  

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Attachments: 

1. Location Map 
2. Final Plat documents 
3.   Trail map  

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action 
 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 
 
No Action Required:_____ 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Date: 
August 23, 2016 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item Number: 
7.0 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Agenda Item: 
Discussion regarding putting in place an Ordinance to restrict the residency of convicted sex 
offenders.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Requested Action: 
Information only.   
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Background Information: 
Repeat predatory offenders present an extreme threat to the public safety of a community as a 
whole, and especially to children.  Some communities have adopted Ordinances limiting where 
convicted sex offenders can live in an effort to further protect the safety and welfare of 
community residents.  Attached are examples from Anoka and Andover who have recently 
adopted such ordinances.  Also attached is an article from the Association for the Treatment of 
Sexual Abusers (ATSA) that discusses in depth such laws.    
****************************************************************************** 
Attachments: 

1) Ordinance from Anoka 
2) Ordinance from Andover 
3) ATSA article 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Fiscal Impact: 
Unknown 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Recommendation(s): 
To recommend that staff put together an Ordinance related to residency of convicted sex 
offenders and bring back to the Planning Commission for public hearing and review.  
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *  
Planning Commission Action: 
Motion by:_______________    Second by:_______________ 
 
Vote Yes:_____     Vote No:_____ 

City of East Bethel 
Planning Commission  
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2015 First Avenue, Anoka, MN 55303 
Phone: (763) 576-2700  Website: www.ci.anoka.mn.us 

CITY OF ANOKA, MINNESOTA 
ORDINANCE 

ORD-2016-1635 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 46; ARTICLE III. 
OFFENSES INVOLVING PUBLIC SAFETY  
OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF ANOKA 

THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF ANOKA ORDAINS: 

Section 1. Pursuant to Minnesota Law, the Anoka City Charter and the Anoka City Code, 
and upon a review of a study conducted by City staff, amendments of Chapter 46, Article III; 
Offenses Involving Public Safety, Section 46-63 is hereby established and inserted into the City 
Code of the City of Anoka, by an affirmative vote of a majority of the Anoka City 
Councilmembers present, to read as Exhibit A, hereto attached. 

Section 2: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effective upon passage and seven (7) 
days after publication. 

ATTEST: 

Phil Rice, Mayor 

Amy T. Oehlers, City Clerk 

Introduced: May 2, 2016 
Adopted: May 16, 2016 
Published: Summary Publication 

May 20, 2016 
Effective: May 27, 2016 

Aye Nay Abstain Absent 
Rice X 
Anderson X 
Freeburg X 
Schmidt X 
Weaver X 
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CHAPTER 46. OFFENSES AND MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 
 

ARTICLE III.    Offenses Involving Public Safety 
 
Section 46-623. Title Predatory Offender Residency Restriction Ordinance. 
 

This section shall be known and referenced as the Predatory Offender 
Residency Restriction Ordinance. 
 
(a) Findings and Purpose. 
 

Repeat predatory offenders present an extreme threat to the public 
safety of a community as a whole, and especially to children.  
Predatory offenders are likely to use physical violence and to 
repeat their offenses.   Most predatory offenders commit many 
offenses, have many more victims than are ever reported, and are 
prosecuted for only a fraction of their crimes.  This makes the cost 
of predatory offender victimization to society at large, while 
incalculable, unmistakably steep. 
 
It is the intent of this Article  Section to serve the City’s 
compelling interest to promote, protect and improve the health, 
safety, and welfare of citizens of the City of Anoka by creating 
areas around locations where children regularly congregate in 
concentrated numbers, and where certain predatory offenders are 
prohibited from establishing temporary or permanent residence. 

 
(b) Definitions. For the purpose of this Article Section, the following 

definitions will apply unless the context or intent clearly requires a 
different meaning: 

 
Day Care.  Any facility, public or private, licensed by the State of 
Minnesota or Anoka County, in which care, training, supervision, 
habilitation or developmental guidance for children is provided on 
a regular basis and for periods less than 24 hours per day. 
 
Child or children.  Any person or persons under 18 years of age, or 
individuals under age 21 who are in foster care. 
 
Facilities for Children.  All public parks, parkways, park facilities, 
parkland, public or private schools, designated public school bus 
stops, libraries, group homes, foster homes, day care and child care 
facilities, public recreation centers, non-profit or commercial 
recreation centers, public or private playgrounds, public or 
commercial swimming pools, public beaches, youth centers, 
athletic fields used by children, crisis centers or shelters, care 
facilities for children’s skate park or rink, movie theaters, bowling 

EXHIBIT A 
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alleys, facilities for children’s clubs, e.g. scouting, public 
recreational areas and trails including conservation areas, jogging 
trails, hiking trails, walking trails, bicycle trails, Offices for Child 
Protective Services, places of assembly, and specialized schools 
for children, including but not limited to, tutoring, gymnastics, 
dance and music schools. 
 
Designated Predatory Offender.  Any person who has been 
categorized as a Level III predatory offender under Minnesota 
Statutes 244.052, a successor statute, or a similar statute from 
another state in which that person’s risk assessment indicates a 
high risk of re-offense. 
 
Licensed Child Care Facility.  Any facility, center, home or 
institution licensed by the State of Minnesota pursuant to Minn. 
Stat. 245A, where children are cared for pursuant to the 
requirements of a license issued by the Minnesota Department of 
Human Services. 
 
Permanent Residence.  A place where a person abides, lodges, or 
resides for 14 or more consecutive days.  An ownership interest by 
the person in such residence is not required. 
 
Place of Assembly.  A place of assembly, synagogue, temple, 
mosque, or other facility that is used for prayer by persons of 
similar beliefs or a special purpose building that is designated or 
particularly adapted for the primary use of conducting, on a regular 
basis, religious services and associated accessory uses by a 
religious congregation. 
 
School.  Any public or non-public educational institution providing 
instructional services to children, which shall include any structure, 
land, or facility owned, leased or used for operation of the school 
or school activities. 
 
Temporary Residence.  A place where a person abides, lodges, or 
resides for a period of 14 or more days in the aggregate during any 
calendar year, and which is not the person’s permanent residence, 
or a place where the person routinely abides, lodges, or resides for 
a period of four or more consecutive or nonconsecutive days in any 
month and which is not the person’s permanent residence. 

 
(c) Prohibitions; Measurement of Distance; Penalties; Exceptions. 
 

(1) Prohibited location of residence.  It is unlawful for any 
designated predatory offender to establish a permanent 
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residence or temporary residence within 2,000 feet of any 
school, day care, licensed child care facility, place of 
assembly, or facility for children.  or park.   

 
(2) Prohibition present in safety zone.  It is unlawful for any 

designated predatory offender to be present within 100 feet 
of any facility for children or day care facility. 

 
(3) Prohibited activity.  It is unlawful for any designated 

predatory offender to participate in a holiday event 
involving children such as distributing candy or other items 
to children on Halloween, wearing a Santa Claus costume 
on or proceeding Christmas or wearing an Easter Bunny 
costume on or preceding Easter.  Holiday events in which 
the offender is the parent or guardian of the children 
involved, and no non-familial children are present, are 
exempt from this paragraph. 

 
(4) Measurement of distance.  For purposes of determining the 

minimum distance separation, the requirement shall be 
measured by following a straight line form the property line 
of the permanent residence or temporary residence to the 
nearest outer property line of the school, day care, licensed 
child care facility, place of assembly, facility for children, 
or park. 

 
(5) Violations.  A designated predatory offender who violates 

this Article Section shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor. Each day a designated predatory offender 
maintains a residence in violation of this Article Section 
constitutes a separate violation. 

 
(6) Exceptions.  A designated predatory offender residing 

within a prohibited location, as herein described, does not 
commit a violation of this Article Section if any of the 
following apply: 

 
A. The designated predatory offender established the 

permanent or temporary residence and reported and 
registered the residence pursuant to Minnesota 
Statutes Sections 243.166 and 243.167, or a 
successor statute, prior to May 16, 2016 (date of 
adoption of this ordinance). 
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B. The designated predatory offender was a minor 
when he/she committed the offense and was not 
convicted as an adult. 

 
C. The designated predatory offender is a minor. 
 
D. The school, day care, licensed child care facility, 

place of assembly, or facility for children or park 
within 2,000 feet of the designated predatory 
offender’s residence was opened after the 
designated predatory offender established their 
permanent or temporary residence, and reported and 
registered the residence pursuant to Minnesota 
Statutes, Sections 243.166 and 243.167, or a 
successor statute. 

 
E. The residence is also the primary residence of the 

designated predatory offender’s parents, 
grandparents, siblings or spouse. 

 
F. The residence is a property purchased, leased, or 

contracted with and licensed by the Minnesota 
Department of Corrections prior to May 16, 2016 
(date of adoption of this ordinance). 

 
G. The designated predatory offender is in residence at 

the Anoka County Jail or AMRTC (Anoka Metro 
Regional Treatment Center). 

 
(d) Official map of prohibited locations.  The City Manager, or 

designee, shall maintain an official map showing prohibited 
locations of residences as defined by this Article Section.  The City 
Manager, or designee, shall review annually, and if appropriate, 
update the map to reflect any changes in the prohibited locations.  
The map shall not be deemed conclusive or all-encompassing since 
some prohibited locations change from time to time including, but 
not limited to, other places where children are known to 
congregate. 

 
(e) Restrictions Relating to Rental Property; Penalties. 
 

(1) It is unlawful for a property owner to let or rent any place, 
structure, or part thereof, trailer or other conveyance, with 
the knowledge that it will be used as a permanent or 
temporary residence by any person prohibited from 
establishing such permanent or temporary residence 
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pursuant to this Article Section if such place, structure, or 
part thereof, trailer or other conveyance, is located within a 
prohibited location as set forth in part 6 (d) above Section 
46-64 (d). 

 
(2) A property owner violating Part 6 (e) above Section 46-63 

(e) shall be guilty of a petty misdemeanor.  Each day a 
property owner violates Part 6 (e) above Section 46-63 (e) 
constitutes a separate violation. 

 
(3) If a property owner discovers or is informed that a tenant is 

a designated predatory offender after signing a lease or 
otherwise agreeing to let the designated predatory offender 
reside on the property, the owner or property manager may 
evict the offender without further liability to the offender. 

 
(4) Violation of Part 6 (e) Section 46-63 (e) may be cause to 

suspend or revoke the property owner’s rental license. 
 

(f)  Severability. Should any section, subdivision, clause, or other provision of 
this section be held invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, such 
decision shall not affect the validity of this Article Section as a whole, or 
of any part thereof, other than the part held to be invalid. 

 
Sections 46-634 – 46-90.  Reserved 
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Areas Restricted for Predatory Offender Residency

±0 0.5 1
Miles

Map Created: June 16, 2016

Includes Areas Within 2,000 Feet of: Schools, Day Cares, Licensed Child
Care Facilities, Places of Assembly, and Facilities for Children.
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TITLE 4 
 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 
 

CHAPTER 5 
 

 PREDATORY OFFENDER RESIDENCY RESTRICTIONS 
 

SECTION: 
 
5-1-1:   Findings and Purpose 
5-1-2:  Definitions 
5-1-3:  Prohibitions; Measurement of Distance; Penalties; Exceptions 
5-1-4:  Official map of prohibited locations 
5-1-5:   Restrictions Relating to Rental Property; Penalties 
 

 
5-1-1:   Findings and Purpose.  Repeat predatory offenders present an extreme 
threat to the public safety of a community as a whole, and especially to children.  
Predatory offenders are likely to use physical violence and to repeat their offenses.   
Most predatory offenders commit many offenses, have many more victims than are ever 
reported, and are prosecuted for only a fraction of their crimes.  This makes the cost of 
predatory offender victimization to society at large, while incalculable, unmistakably 
steep. 

 
It is the intent of this Chapter to serve the City’s compelling interest to promote, protect 
and improve the health, safety, and welfare of citizens of the City of Andover by creating 
areas around locations where children regularly congregate in concentrated numbers 
and where certain predatory offenders are prohibited from establishing temporary or 
permanent residence. 
 
5-1-2:  Definitions. For the purpose of this Chapter, the following definitions will 
apply unless the context or intent clearly requires a different meaning: 

 
DAY CARE:   Any facility, public or private, licensed by the State of Minnesota or 

Anoka County, in which care, training, supervision, habilitation or 
developmental guidance for children is provided on a regular basis 
and for periods less than 24 hours per day. 

 
CHILD OR  
CHILDREN:   Any person or persons under 18 years of age, or individuals under 

age 21 who are in foster care. 
 
FACILITIES  
FOR CHILDREN: All public parks, parkways, park facilities, parkland, public or private 

schools, designated public school bus stops, libraries, group homes, 
foster homes, day care and child care facilities, public recreation 
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centers, non-profit or commercial recreation centers, public or private 
playgrounds, public or commercial swimming pools, public beaches, 
youth centers, athletic fields used by children, crisis centers or 
shelters, care facilities for children’s skate park or rink, movie theaters, 
bowling alleys, facilities for children’s clubs, e.g. scouting, public 
recreational areas and trails including conservation areas, jogging 
trails, hiking trails, walking trails, bicycle trails, Offices for Child 
Protective Services, places of assembly, and specialized schools for 
children, including but not limited to, tutoring, gymnastics, dance and 
music schools. 

 
DESIGNATED  
PREDATORY  
OFFENDER:   Any person who has been categorized as a Level III predatory 

offender under Minnesota Statutes 244.052, a successor statute, or a 
similar statute from another state in which that person’s risk 
assessment indicates a high risk of re-offense. 

 
LICENSED  
CHILD CARE  
FACILITY:   Any facility, center, home or institution licensed by the State of 

Minnesota pursuant to Minn. Stat. 245A, where children are cared for 
pursuant to the requirements of a license issued by the Minnesota 
Department of Human Services. 

 
PERMANENT  
RESIDENCE:   A place where a person abides, lodges, or resides for 14 or more 

consecutive days.  An ownership interest by the person in such 
residence is not required. 

 
PLACE OF  
ASSEMBLY:   A place of assembly, synagogue, temple, mosque, or other facility that 

is used for prayer by persons of similar beliefs or a special purpose 
building that is designated or particularly adapted for the primary use 
of conducting, on a regular basis, religious services and associated 
accessory uses by a religious congregation. 

 
SCHOOL:   Any public or non-public educational institution providing instructional 

services to children, which shall include any structure, land, or facility 
owned, leased or used for operation of the school or school activities. 

 
TEMPORARY  
RESIDENCE:   A place where a person abides, lodges, or resides for a period of 14 

or more days in the aggregate during any calendar year, and which is 
not the person’s permanent residence, or a place where the person 
routinely abides, lodges, or resides for a period of four or more 
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consecutive or nonconsecutive days in any month and which is not 
the person’s permanent residence. 

 
5-1-3:  Prohibitions; Measurement of Distance; Penalties; Exceptions. 

 
A. Prohibited location of residence:  It is unlawful for any designated predatory 

offender to establish a permanent residence or temporary residence within 2,000 
feet of any school, day care, licensed child care facility, place of assembly, or 
facility for children.  

 
B. Prohibition present in safety zone:  It is unlawful for any designated predatory 

offender to be present within 100 feet of any facility for children or day care 
facility. 

 
C. Prohibited activity:  It is unlawful for any designated predatory offender to 

participate in a holiday event involving children such as distributing candy or 
other items to children on Halloween, wearing a Santa Claus costume on or 
proceeding Christmas or wearing an Easter Bunny costume on or preceding 
Easter.  Holiday events in which the offender is the parent or guardian of the 
children involved, and no non-familial children are present, are exempt from this 
paragraph. 

 
D. Measurement of distance:  For purposes of determining the minimum distance 

separation, the requirement shall be measured by following a straight line form 
the property line of the permanent residence or temporary residence to the 
nearest outer property line of the school, day care, licensed child care facility, 
place of assembly, facility for children, or park. 

 
E. Violations:  A designated predatory offender who violates this Chapter shall be 

deemed guilty of a misdemeanor. Each day a designated predatory offender 
maintains a residence in violation of this Chapter constitutes a separate violation. 

 
F. Exceptions:  A designated predatory offender residing within a prohibited 

location, as herein described, does not commit a violation of this Chapter if any of 
the following apply: 

 
1.  The designated predatory offender established the permanent or temporary 
residence and reported and registered the residence pursuant to Minnesota 
Statutes Sections 243.166 and 243.167, or a successor statute, prior to 
________, 2016 (date of adoption of this ordinance). 
 
2.  The designated predatory offender was a minor when he/she committed the 
offense and was not convicted as an adult. 

 
3. The designated predatory offender is a minor. 
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4.  The school, day care, licensed child care facility, place of assembly, facility 
for children or park within 2,000 feet of the designated predatory offender’s 
residence was opened after the designated predatory offender established 
their permanent or temporary residence, and reported and registered the 
residence pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Sections 243.166 and 243.167, or 
a successor statute. 

 
5.  The residence is also the primary residence of the designated predatory 

offender’s parents, grandparents, siblings or spouse. 
 

6.  The residence is a property purchased, leased, or contracted with and 
licensed by the Minnesota Department of Corrections prior to 
_______________ (date of adoption of this ordinance). 

 
5-1-4:  Official map of prohibited locations.  The City Administrator, or 
designee, shall maintain an official map showing prohibited locations of residences as 
defined by this Chapter.  The City Administrator, or designee, shall review annually, and 
if appropriate, update the map to reflect any changes in the prohibited locations.  The 
map shall not be deemed conclusive or all-encompassing since some prohibited 
locations change from time to time including, but not limited to, other places where 
children are known to congregate. 

 
5-1-5:   Restrictions Relating to Rental Property; Penalties. 

 
A. It is unlawful for a property owner to let or rent any place, structure, or part 

thereof, trailer or other conveyance, with the knowledge that it will be used as a 
permanent or temporary residence by any person prohibited from establishing 
such permanent or temporary residence pursuant to this Chapter if such place, 
structure, or part thereof, trailer or other conveyance, is located within a 
prohibited location as set forth in Section 5-1-4 above. 

 
B. A property owner violating Section 5-1-5 (A) above shall be guilty of a petty 

misdemeanor.  Each day a property owner violates Section 5-1-5 (A) above 
constitutes a separate violation. 

 
C. If a property owner discovers or is informed that a tenant is a designated 

predatory offender after signing a lease or otherwise agreeing to let the 
designated predatory offender reside on the property, the owner or property 
manager may evict the offender without further liability to the offender. 

 
D. Violation of Section 5-1-5 may be cause to suspend or revoke the property 

owner’s rental license. 
 
5-1-6:  Severability. Should any section, subdivision, clause, or other provision of 
this chapter be held invalid by any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall 
not affect the validity of this Title as a whole, or of any part thereof, other than the part 
held to be invalid. 
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Adopted by the City Council of the City of Andover on this ___ day of _________, 2016. 
 
CITY OF ANDOVER 
                  ____________________ 
ATTEST:       Julie Trude, Mayor 
 
___________________________ 
Michelle Hartner, Deputy City Clerk 
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Residency Restrictions for Sexual Offenders in Minnesota:  

False Perceptions for Community Safety 

 

By Richard Weinberger, M.S.E., L.P. 

Sexuality includes our sexual orientation, our preferences, our gender, and our identity.  It affects the way 

we express ourselves and how and with whom we interact.  It is because of these realities that sex crimes 

strike powerfully at our core and elicit such revulsion.  This emotional reaction motivates political leaders 

to create and pass laws that have the intent to protect individuals, especially women and children, from 

such potentially devastating crimes.   

Sex offender residency restriction ordinances are one such type of law.  They impose artificial distances 

that individuals convicted of sex crimes or who are on a predatory offender registry must live from a 

designated location.  Nationwide, designated locations include parks, daycares, playgrounds, schools, 

recreation centers, bus stops or school bus stops, and anyplace where minors congregate; distances range 

from 500 to 2500 feet.  Sometimes, these laws are limited to those individuals deemed most likely to 

reoffend.  Sometimes, they are broad sweeping and affect anyone convicted of a sex crime.  The rationale 

for residency restriction laws is to prevent or lessen the chance of a previously convicted offender from 

reoffending by increasing distance between the offender and a possible victim.      

Unfortunately, sometimes what first appears to be a rational safeguard is not only ineffective, but might 

actually serve to defeat the objective it is intended to achieve. 

 

Introduction 

Residency or zone restrictions for individuals with sexual offences have become 

increasingly popular in recent years, but such restrictions tend to be rooted in fear 

and anger, rather than informed public policy.  “There is no research to support 

residence restrictions as effective in reducing sexual recidivism.”1  The Minnesota 

Department of Corrections concluded in one study that, “during the past 16 years, not 

one sex offender released from a MCF (Minnesota Correctional Facility) has been re-

incarcerated for a sex offense in which he made contact with a juvenile victim near a 

school, park, or daycare center close to his home.”2   Because people typically choose 

to live close to family, friends, or employment, and establishing social stability for 

offenders reduces recidivism, residency restrictions may be counterproductive.1 

“Research on residency restrictions demonstrate no deterrence effect.”3 
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On February 13, 2006, the city of Taylors Falls in Chisago County became the first community in Minnesota 

to implement a sex offender residency restriction ordinance.* 

Between 2006 and 2015, 33 additional Minnesota communities followed suit and implemented sex 

offender residency restrictions laws (most with similar language to that of Taylors Falls).  The following 

cities (and one county) have ordinances that, to some degree, restrict where certain registered sex 

offenders may live in proximity to designated locations.  Some only apply to Level 3 offenders (regardless 

of the offense) and some to those with a minor victim: 

Albertville  
Askov   
Birchwood (T)  
Brainerd  
Brooklyn Center (T) 
Chisago City 
Chisago County  
Cleveland  
Cloquet  
Cohasset  
Cuyuna  
Duluth  

Eagle Lake  
Elysian  
Grand Rapids  
Grasston  
Kilkenny 
Lake Crystal 
Le Center  
Lindstrom  
Linwood Township  
Mahtomedi (T) 
Mankato  
Mapleton  

Minnesota Lake  
Moose Lake  
Morristown  
North Mankato  
Otsego  
Pine Island  
Proctor  
Rochester  
Taylors Falls  
Wyoming  
 
(as of 12/14/2015) 

 

Communities above marked with a (T) have temporary residency restrictions pending further study of the 

efficacy of promulgating such ordinances.  

From the 1990’s through the present, individuals who have committed sex crimes have been the subject 

of countless psychological, sociological, criminal justice and governmental agency studies.  Consequently, 

there is large body of research on these individuals that demonstrates that a number of commonly held 

beliefs (myths) regarding recidivism are not true.  The fact is, current research indicates that:  

A)  Sex offenders, as a group, reoffend much less than other criminal offenders.4  

B)  95% of sex offenses are committed by first-time offenders.5   

C)  93% of sex crimes are committed by offenders known to the victim, in a place familiar to the 

vicitm.6   

In 2015, the Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission published a report stating that the number of 

individuals convicted of sexual crimes in 2014 who had “true prior CSC [Criminal Sexual Conduct] offenses 

was 5%.  This means that in 2014, 95% of all sex crimes were committed by first time offenders.7  The 

report also indicated that a salient offense factor related to stranger on stranger offending was the use of 

force.  Of the 491 adjudicated cases in 2014, 70 offenses were against strangers and were placed in the 
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category of “Provision Force/Other.”  Of these 70 offenses, eight were against children.  These eight 

releases represent 1.6% of the 491 people released in 2014.  These results contradict the need and efficacy 

of the Taylors Falls’ ordinance as well as the ordinances in the other communities who followed suit.     

In April 2007, the Minnesota Department of Corrections released a study entitled:  Residential Proximity 

& Sex Offense Recidivism.8  The study examined “the potential deterrent effect of residency restrictions 

by analyzing the sexual reoffense patterns of the 224 recidivists released between 1990 and 2002 who 

were re-incarcerated for a sex crime prior to 2006” (p. 1).  The 244 recidivists represented 7% of the 3,166 

offenders who were actually released during this period.  This means that 93% did not commit any new 

sexual crimes.   The study concluded:  

“Of the few offenders who directly contacted a juvenile victim within close proximity of 

their residence, none did so near a school, park, playground or other location where 

children are normally present.  Thus, not one of the 224 offenses would likely have been 

affected by residency restrictions” (p. 24).  

Moreover, of the 7% who reoffended, 79% victimized someone they knew.  Consequently, the study also 

stated,  

“The results clearly indicated that what matters with respect to sexual recidivism is not 

residential proximity, but rather social or relationship proximity…more than half (N = 113) 

of the 224 cases were “collateral contact” offenses in that they involved offenders who 

gained access to their victims through another person, typically an adult.  For example, one 

of the most common victim-offender relationships found in this study was that of a male 

offender developing a romantic relationship with a woman who has children.” 

Similarly, Zandbergen, Levenson, and Hart (2010)9 examined a sample of 330 sex offenders in Florida.  

They compared recidivists and non-recidivists who lived close to schools or daycare centers.  They found 

that those who lived within 1,000, 1,500, or 2,500 feet of schools or daycare centers did not reoffend 

more frequently than those who lived farther away. 

On June 21, 2013, The Kansas Department of Corrections published a report entitled: Sex Offender 

Housing Restrictions.10  The report lists 20 findings of research from reviewing implementation of housing 

restrictions for sex offenders in multiple states.  Briefly, findings include: 1) research demonstrates that 

there is no correlation between residency restrictions and sex offenses against children; 2) residency 

restrictions have a damaging effect on the offender registry; 3) the lack of protective efficacy does not 

justify the cost of enforcement, and 4) the number of offenders unaccounted for doubled after the law 

went into effect.   

Current research indicates that communities in Minnesota and throughout the country are spending 

money and diverting human resources to create and enforce laws that are not only ineffective, but may 

result in serious unintended negative consequences.  To enhance the safety of our children and all 

community members, evidenced-based and effective laws need to be promulgated.  For this to occur, “a 
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research-based understanding of individuals who commit sex crimes must be accepted.  In part, this 

means accepting that sex offenders are a heterogeneous population and that many of them do not pose 

a grave risk to the public.”11   

Between 2011 and 2015, residency restrictions were struck down by courts in Pennsylvania, New York, 

Massachusetts, and California.12 

Conclusion 

ATSA does not support the use of residence restriction laws as a sex offender management strategy.1  

There is no research to support the effectiveness of residence restrictions in reducing sexual offense 

recidivism, and these types of policies often have the unintended consequences that may compromise, 

rather than promote, public safety.1 

 

 

* In part, the Taylors Falls, Minnesota residency ordinance reads as follows:  

“The Taylors Falls Code of Ordinances, Chapter 5, Nuisances and Offenses, shall be amended by 

adding Section 540, Sexual Offenders and Sexual Predators (italicization added for further 

discussion) : 

 540.001 Findings and intent.  

Subd. 1 Repeat sexual offenders, sexual offenders who use physical violence, and sexual offenders 

who prey on children are sexual predators who present an extreme threat to the public safety. 

Sexual offenders are extremely likely to use physical violence and to repeat their offenses, and most 

sexual offenders commit many offenses, have many more victims than are ever reported, and are 

prosecuted for only a fraction of their crimes. This makes the cost of sexual offender victimization 

to society at large, while incalculable, clearly exorbitant.  

Subd. 2 It is the intent of this article to serve the City's compelling interest to promote, protect and 

improve the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of the City by creating areas around locations 

where children regularly congregate in concentrated numbers wherein certain sexual offenders 

and sexual predators are prohibited from establishing temporary or permanent residence.   

540.003 Sexual offender and Sexual Predator Residence Prohibition; Penalties; Exceptions.  

Subd. 1 Prohibited location of residence. It is unlawful for any designated offender to establish a 

permanent residence or temporary residence: a) within 2,000 feet of any school, licensed day care 

center, park, or playground; or b) within 1,000 feet of any designated public school bus stop, place 

of worship which provides regular educational programs (i.e. Sunday school), or other places 

where children are known to congregate.  
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Subd. 2 Prohibited activity. It is unlawful for any designated offender to participate in a holiday 

event involving children under 18 years of age, such as distributing candy or other items to children 

on Halloween, wearing a Santa Claus costume on or preceding Christmas, or wearing an Easter 

Bunny costume on or preceding Easter. Holiday events in which the offender is the parent or 

guardian of the children involved, and no non-familial children are present, are exempt from this 

paragraph.”  
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Sex Offender Policy Board, Office of Financial Management.  December, 2014.  Retrieved 2/12/2016. 
http://www.ofm.wa.gov/sgc/sopb/meetings/board/2014/20141210/housing_workgroup_leg_report_draft_20141
201.pdf 

4)   U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Recidivism of Sex Offenders Released from Prison in 
1994 (2002) (after three years, 5.3% of sex offenders were rearrested for a new sex crime and 3.5% were convicted 
of a new sex crime); Comprehensive Recidivism Study, Massachusetts Sentencing Commission, June 1, 2002, pg. 38 
(“Of the major offense categories, recidivism rates were lowest for sex offenders (20.8%) and highest for property 
offenders (56.5%)”); Hanson, K.R.; Bussière, M.T., Predicting relapse: A meta-analysis of sexual offender recidivism 
studies, Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 66(2), Apr, 348-362,(1998)(13.4% sexual recidivism for all 
offenders in meta-analysis of 61 studies and 23,400 offenders); Hanson, K.R.; Morton-Bourgon, K., The 
Characteristics of Persistent Sexual Offenders: A Meta-Analysis of Recidivism Studies, Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology,  73(6), 1154-1163 (Dec 2005)(13.7% sexual recidivism in meta-analysis of 95 studies with over 
31,000 sexual offenders over five year follow-up period). 

5)   Fact Sheet: What you need to know about Sex Offenders, Center for Sex Offender Management, December 
2008 (estimating about 12-24% of all offenses are repeat offenders); A Better Path to Community Safety, California 
Sex Offender Management Board, (about 95% of all offenses are first time offenders);  

6)   Bureau of Justice Statistics (2000): Approximately 93% of all sex crimes are perpetrated by offenders known to 
the victim prior to the offense.  The majority of sexually abused children are victimized by someone well know to 
them and approximately 60% of offenses take place in the victim’s home or the home of someone the victim 
knows Bureau of Justice statistics (1997).   

7)   Minnesota Sentencing Guidelines Commission: Sentencing Practices – Criminal Sexual Conduct Offenses 
Sentenced in 2014 (Published December, 2015). 

8)   Minnesota Department of Corrections released a study entitled:  Residential Proximity & Sex Offense 
Recidivism. (2007).   http://www.csom.org/pubs/MN%20Residence%20Restrictions_04-07SexOffenderReport-
Proximity%20MN.pdf   
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9)   Zandbergen, P. A., Levenson, J. A., & Hart, T. C. (2010)  Residential Proximity to Schools and Daycares: An 

Empirical Analysis of Sex Offense Recidivism.  Criminal Justice and Behavior, 37, 482.  Retrieved 2/12/2016. 

http://themediareport.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/11/Residential-Proximity-to-Schools-and-Daycare-study-

2010.pdf 

Abstract:  “Residential restrictions for sex offenders have become increasingly popular, despite 
the lack of empirical data suggesting that offenders’ proximity to schools or daycares contributes 
to recidivism. Using a matched sample of recidivists and non-recidivists from Florida (n = 330) for 
the period from 2004 through 2006, the authors investigated whether sex offenders who lived 
closer to schools or daycares were more likely to reoffend sexually against children than those who 
lived farther away. No significant differences were found between the distances that recidivists 
and non-recidivists lived from schools and daycares. There was no significant relationship between 
reoffending and proximity to schools or daycares. The results indicate that proximity to schools 
and daycares, with other risk factors being comparable, does not appear to contribute to sexual 
recidivism. These data do not support the widespread enactment of residential restrictions for 
sexual offenders.” 

10)   Sex Offender Housing Restrictions, (2013) The Kansas Department of Corrections. Retrieved 2/12/2016.  

http://www.doc.ks.gov/publications/CFS/sex-offender-housing-restrictions. 

A.  “Housing restrictions appear to be based largely on three myths that are repeatedly propagated 
by the media: 1) all sex offenders reoffend; 2) treatment does not work; and 3) the concept of 
“stranger danger.” Research does not support these myths, but there is research to suggest that 
such policies may ultimately be counterproductive. Sex offender residence restrictions. A Report 
to the Florida Legislature, October 2005, Jill S. Levinson, Ph.D. 

B. Research shows that there is no correlation between residency restrictions and reducing sex 
offenses against children or improving the safety of children. Iowa County Attorneys Association 

C. The resulting damage to the reliability of the sex offender registry does not serve the interests of 
public safety. Iowa County Attorneys Association 

D. There is no demonstrated protective effect of the residency requirement that justifies the huge 
draining of scarce law enforcement resources in the effort to enforce the restriction. Iowa County 
Attorneys Association 

E. Many prosecutors have observed that the numerous negative consequences of the lifetime 
residency restriction has caused a reduction in the number of confessions made by offenders in 
cases where defendants usually confess after disclosure of the offense by the child. In addition, 
there are more refusals by defendants charged with sex offenses to enter plea agreements. Plea 
agreements are necessary in many cases involving child victims in order to protect the children 
from trauma of the trial process. Iowa County Attorneys Association 

F. Recommendation 1: Shared Living Arrangements appear to be a frequently successful mode of 
containment and treatment for higher risk sex offenders and should be considered a viable living 
situation for higher risk sex offenders in the community…. Recommendation 2: Placing restrictions 
on the location of correctionally supervised sex offender residences may not deter the sex offender 
from re-offending and should not be considered as a method to control sexual offending 
recidivism. Report on Safety Issues Raised by Living Arrangements for and Location of Sex 
Offenders in the Community; Colorado Department of Public Safety, Division of Criminal justice, 
Sex Offender Management Board 
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G. ....the number of sex offenders who are unaccounted for has doubled since the law went into 
effect. Iowa Coalition Against Sexual Assault 

H. There is no accommodation in the current statute for persons on parole or probation supervision. 
These offenders are already monitored and their living arrangements approved. Iowa County 
Attorneys Association 

I. [This policy] is contrary to well-established principles of treatment and rehabilitation of sex 
offenders….These goals are severely impaired by the residency restriction, compromising the 
safety of children by obstructing the use of the best known corrections practice. Iowa County 
Attorneys Association 

J. The sex offender residency restriction was a very well intentioned effort to keep the children of 
our communities safe from sex offenders. It has, however, had unintended consequences that 
effectively decrease community safety. Iowa Coalition Against Sexual Assault 

K. ….some offenders are attempting to comply by providing descriptions of where they are actually 
living….”under the 7th street bridge,” “truck near river,” “rest area mile marker 149,” “Flying J, in 
truck,” “in tent, S side of I-80,” “RV in old K-Mart parking lot,” “I-35 rest area,”….Two listed Quick 
Trips…. For the first time, sex offender treatment providers tell us, sex offenders are absconding 
in larger numbers. Iowa Coalition Against Sexual Assault 

L. When a brutal sexually violent crime occurs, such as the one that occurred in Iowa last year, our 
societal tendency is to focus all our resources and energy on stopping offenders. The long-term 
solutions to eradicating sexual violence from our society, however, do not lie in measures taken to 
stop re-offense, but rather in preventing sexual violence from happening in the first place. Iowa 
Coalition Against Sexual Assault 

M. … the Board of the Iowa Coalition Against Sexual Assault joined the Iowa County Attorneys 
Association in stating that these unintended consequences warrant replacing the residency 
restriction with more effective measures. Iowa Coalition Against Sexual Assault 

N. Housing restrictions have passed in most localities with little resistance. Child safety is rightly the 
primary concern when sex offender restrictions are imposed. It seems to make sense that 
decreasing access to potential victims would be a feasible strategy to preventing sex crimes. There 
is no evidence, however, that such laws are effective in reducing recidivistic sexual violence. On 
the other hand, such laws aggravate the scarcity of housing options for sex offenders, forcing them 
out of metropolitan areas and farther away from the social support, employment opportunities 
and social services that are known to aid offenders in successful community re-entry. Sex offender 
residence restrictions. A Report to the Florida Legislature, October 2005, Jill S. Levinson, Ph.D. 

O. Despite overwhelming public and political support, there is no evidence that proximity to schools 
increases recidivism, or, conversely, that housing restrictions reduce reoffending or increase 
community safety. Sex offender residence restrictions. A Report to the Florida Legislature, October 
2005, Jill S. Levinson, Ph.D. 

P. Based on the examination of level three re-offenders, there were no examples that residential 
proximity to a park or school was a contributing factor in any of the sexual re-offenses noted… 
Enhanced safety due to proximity restrictions may be a comfort factor for the general public, but 
it does not have any basis in fact…it appears that a sex offender attracted to such locations for 
purposes of committing a crime is more likely to travel to another neighborhood on order to in 
secret rather than in a neighborhood where his or her picture is well known. Level Three Sex 
Offenders Residential Placement Issues, 2003 Report to the Legislature, Minnesota Department of 
Corrections 

Q. Having such restrictions in the cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul would likely force level three 
offenders to move to more rural areas that would not contain nearby schools and parks but would 
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pose other problems, such as high concentration of offenders with no ties to the community; 
isolation; lack of work, education and treatment options; and an increase in the distance traveled 
by agents who supervise offenders. Again, no evidence points to any effect on offense rates of 
school proximity residential restrictions. Level Three Sex Offenders Residential Placement Issues, 
2003 Report to the Legislature, Minnesota Department of Corrections 

R. Since blanket proximity restrictions on residential locations of level three offenders do not 
enhance community safety, the current offender-by-offender restrictions should be retained. 
Proximity restrictions, based on circumstances on an individual offender, serve as a valuable 
supervision tool… Most of these supervision proximity restrictions address the issue of the 
offender associating or interacting with children or minors, rather than where the offender resides. 
Level Three Sex Offenders Residential Placement Issues, 2003 Report to the Legislature, Minnesota 
Department of Corrections 

S. A significant number of offenders have married or have been reunited with their victims; and, in 
those cases, the residency restriction is imposed on the victims as well as the offenders. Iowa 
County Attorneys Association… 

T. A tight web of supervision, treatment and surveillance may be more important in maintaining 
community safety than where a sex offender resides. Report on Safety Issues Raised by Living 
Arrangements for and Location of Sex Offenders in the Community; Colorado Department of Public 
Safety, Division of Criminal justice, Sex Offender Management Board.” 

11)   Tennen, E.  (2014) Risky Policies: How Effective Are Restrictions on Sex Offenders in Reducing Reoffending?  

Boston Bar Journal, 58, 4, http://bostonbarjournal.com/?s=tennen%2C+e 

12)   http://texasvoices.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Residency_Restrictions_Packet1.pdf 
 
 

 
Rick Weinberger is a licensed psychologist, a Clinical Member of ATSA, and at the time of this writing, 
the Inpatient Clinical Director at Alpha Human Services, www.alphaservices.org.   Much appreciation 
to the Minnesota Sex Offender and Reentry Project (MNSORP) for their help in writing this paper.  
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ATSA is an international, non-profit, interdisciplinary organization, with nearly 3,000 clinicians, 
scientists, and allied professional members.  ATSA is dedicated to the prevention of sexual abuse 
through the advancement of research, professional knowledge, best practices, and support for 

public education.   MnATSA is the state chapter of ATSA.   
 

This is one in a series of educational papers written by MnATSA colleagues to provide 
research, facts, and information to help educate the public and inform policymakers. 

Jon Brandt, MSW, LICSW - Editor 
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