


Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/15/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

ATELIER ANTIQUES 8273 $2,037.24

Invoice# I21-006030 for Purchase Order# 21-000786 $2,037.24
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# SB0056

ERG GRANT AWARD - SB0056 1.00@ $2037.240000 Each Net Amount = $2,037.24 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,037.24
001-0135-560040 CRF GRANT CONTRIBUTIONS $2,037.24

-----------------------
$2,037.24
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Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

A-1 BAIL BONDS 06458 $615.00

Invoice# I21-005679 $615.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 06458-033021

AUDITOR-BOND FEE REFUND 1.00@ $615.000000 Each Net Amount = $615.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $615.00
001-0000-202500 STATE COURT COSTS/FEES $615.00

AAXION INC. 05252 $232.85

Invoice# I21-005794 for Purchase Order# 21-000003 $168.57
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1608457

FM2-INV #1608457 CUST #103133 1.00@ $168.570000 Each Net Amount = $168.57 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $168.57
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $168.57

Invoice# I21-005795 for Purchase Order# 21-000003 $64.28
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1608458

FM2-INV #1608458 CUST #1031339 1.00@ $64.280000 Each Net Amount = $64.28 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $64.28
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $64.28

ACTION FIRE PROS 00031 $510.00

Invoice# I21-005951 for Purchase Order# 21-000945 $510.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# FX2170102

JAIL-INV#FX2170102 1.00@ $510.000000 Each Net Amount = $510.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $510.00
001-0015-508020 EQUIPMENT $510.00

AIRGAS USA, LLC - CENTRAL DIVISION 06774 $338.99

Invoice# I21-005629 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $56.36
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9110895199

FM2-INV #9110895199 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $56.360000 Each Net Amount = $56.36 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $56.36
010-0653-509130 CHEMICALS $56.36

Invoice# I21-005796 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $52.24
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9111280953

FM2-INV #9111280953 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $52.240000 Each Net Amount = $52.24 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $52.24
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $52.24
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Invoice# I21-005797 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $48.75
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9111280954

FM2-INV #9111280954 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $48.750000 Each Net Amount = $48.75 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $48.75
010-0653-509130 CHEMICALS $48.75

Invoice# I21-005798 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $54.03
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9111230823

FM2-INV #9111230823 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $54.030000 Each Net Amount = $54.03 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $54.03
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $54.03

Invoice# I21-005799 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $48.88
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9111230824

FM2-INV #9111230824 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $48.880000 Each Net Amount = $48.88 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $48.88
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $48.88

Invoice# I21-005800 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $53.59
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9111231095

FM2-INV #9111231095 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $53.590000 Each Net Amount = $53.59 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $53.59
010-0653-509130 CHEMICALS $53.59

Invoice# I21-005801 for Purchase Order# 21-000069 $25.14
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9111230822

FM2-INV #9111230822 SOLD TO #2175870 1.00@ $25.140000 Each Net Amount = $25.14 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $25.14
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $25.14

ALL ABOUT TIRES, LLC 04270 $1,410.00

Invoice# I21-005627 for Purchase Order# 21-000005 $180.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 41252

FM3-INV #41252 TIRE REPAIR 1.00@ $180.000000 Each Net Amount = $180.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $180.00
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $180.00

Invoice# I21-005628 for Purchase Order# 21-000005 $190.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 41185

FM3-INV #41185 TIRE REPAIR 1.00@ $190.000000 Each Net Amount = $190.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $190.00
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $190.00

Invoice# I21-005822 for Purchase Order# 21-000005 $80.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# SH 31582

FM3-INV#SH 31582 1.00@ $80.000000 Each Net Amount = $80.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $80.00
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $80.00
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Invoice# I21-005823 for Purchase Order# 21-000005 $930.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# SH 31575

RB3-INV#SH 31575 1.00@ $930.000000 Each Net Amount = $930.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $930.00
005-0703-509070 TIRES $930.00

Invoice# I21-006003 for Purchase Order# 21-000005 $30.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# SH 31605

FM3-INV#SH 31605 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $30.00

ALLEN MILES & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 06590.0000000001 $570.50

Invoice# I21-005742 $570.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 102797CCL-040121

CCL1-BOLTON 1.00@ $570.500000 Each Net Amount = $570.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $570.50
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $570.50

ALVARADO SAND AND GRAVEL LLC 06257 $12,922.21

Invoice# I21-006004 for Purchase Order# 21-000018 $4,596.78
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 28665

FM3-28665 1.00@ $4596.780000 Each Net Amount = $4,596.78 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $4,596.78
011-0704-509110 GRAVEL $4,596.78

Invoice# I21-006005 for Purchase Order# 21-000018 $7,404.41
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 28666

FM3-INV#28666 1.00@ $7404.410000 Each Net Amount = $7,404.41 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $7,404.41
011-0704-509110 GRAVEL $7,404.41

Invoice# I21-006007 for Purchase Order# 21-000018 $921.02
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 28724

FM3-INV#28724 1.00@ $921.020000 Each Net Amount = $921.02 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $921.02
011-0704-509110 GRAVEL $921.02

AMS OF TEXAS LLC 05489 $28,287.50

Invoice# I21-005758 for Purchase Order# 21-000070 $800.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1215192

JAIL-INV#1215192 1.00@ $800.000000 Each Net Amount = $800.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $800.00
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $800.00

Invoice# I21-005769 for Purchase Order# 21-000070 $17,998.50Page 3 of 80
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Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1213485

JAIL-INV#1213485 1.00@ $17998.500000 Each Net Amount = $17,998.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17,998.50
001-0015-508730 BUILDING MECHANICAL CONTRACTS $17,998.50

Invoice# I21-005828 for Purchase Order# 21-000070 $5,246.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1215862

JAIL-INV#1215862 1.00@ $5246.000000 Each Net Amount = $5,246.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $5,246.00
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $5,246.00

Invoice# I21-005829 for Purchase Order# 21-000070 $4,243.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1215861

JAIL-INV# 1.00@ $4243.000000 Each Net Amount = $4,243.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $4,243.00
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $4,243.00

ANDREA JILL SLATE 7529 $125.00

Invoice# I21-005998 for Purchase Order# 21-000029 $125.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1032

RB3-INV#1032 1.00@ $125.000000 Each Net Amount = $125.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $125.00
005-0703-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $125.00

APB ENTERPRISES BIRD'S HYDRAULICS 00150.0000000001 $353.28

Invoice# I21-005825 for Purchase Order# 21-000120 $10.38
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 109983

FM3-INV#109983 1.00@ $10.380000 Each Net Amount = $10.38 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $10.38
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $10.38

Invoice# I21-005856 for Purchase Order# 21-000120 $242.10
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 109977

FM4-NV#109977 1.00@ $242.100000 Each Net Amount = $242.10 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $242.10
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $242.10

Invoice# I21-005857 for Purchase Order# 21-000120 $60.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 110060

FM4-INV#110060 1.00@ $60.000000 Each Net Amount = $60.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $60.00
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $60.00

Page 4 of 80



Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005858 for Purchase Order# 21-000120 $14.24
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 109217

FM4-INV#109217 1.00@ $14.240000 Each Net Amount = $14.24 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $14.24
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $14.24

Invoice# I21-005859 for Purchase Order# 21-000120 $26.56
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 110320

FM4-INV#110320 1.00@ $26.560000 Each Net Amount = $26.56 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $26.56
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $26.56

APEX STRATEGIC INVESTIGATIONS, LLC 06634 $175.00

Invoice# I21-005757 for Purchase Order# 21-000933 $175.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21-03000

SO-INV#21-03000 1.00@ $175.000000 Each Net Amount = $175.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $175.00
001-0010-508650 PRE-EMPLOYMENT SCREENING $175.00

ARROW MAGNOLIA 00165 $266.98

Invoice# I21-005860 for Purchase Order# 21-000939 $266.98
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# IV210002606

FM4-INV#IV210002606 1.00@ $266.980000 Each Net Amount = $266.98 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $266.98
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $266.98

AT&T 02204 $7,544.93

Invoice# I21-005680 $7,544.93
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 02204.04.21.21

AT&T 214 A57-0000 875 3 1.00@ $7544.930000 Each Net Amount = $7,544.93 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $7,544.93
001-0010-507030 TELEPHONE $1,772.75
001-0140-507030 TELEPHONE $5,012.48
001-0000-107030 DUE FROM CSCD - TELEPHONE $69.38
001-0210-507030 TELEPHONE $129.30
001-0370-507030 TELEPHONE $241.86
001-0510-507030 TELEPHONE $88.84
001-0540-507030 TELEPHONE $111.87
004-0652-507030 TELEPHONE $44.42
005-0703-507010 UTILITIES $74.03

AVENUE FUEL DISTRIBUTORS 00190.0000000001 $12,965.44
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Invoice# I21-005659 for Purchase Order# 21-000008 $4,050.80
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 73463

FM2-INV #73463 GAS 1.00@ $4050.800000 Each Net Amount = $4,050.80 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $4,050.80
010-0653-509100 GAS/OIL $4,050.80

Invoice# I21-005990 for Purchase Order# 21-000008 $4,025.03
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 73514

FM1-INV#73514 1.00@ $4025.030000 Each Net Amount = $4,025.03 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $4,025.03
009-0602-509100 GAS/OIL $4,025.03

Invoice# I21-005991 for Purchase Order# 21-000008 $809.31
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# SO-73514

SO-INV#73514 1.00@ $809.310000 Each Net Amount = $809.31 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $809.31
001-0010-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $809.31

Invoice# I21-005993 for Purchase Order# 21-000008 $3,942.36
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 73485

FM4-INV#73485 1.00@ $3942.360000 Each Net Amount = $3,942.36 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3,942.36
012-0755-509100 GAS/OIL $3,942.36

Invoice# I21-005994 for Purchase Order# 21-000008 $137.94
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# CONSTPCT4-73485

CONSTPCT4-73485 1.00@ $137.940000 Each Net Amount = $137.94 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $137.94
001-0614-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL REIMB $137.94

B&C PARTS & SUPPLIES 00194.0000000001 $413.88

Invoice# I21-005630 for Purchase Order# 21-000004 $24.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 25EO4143

FM2-INV #25EO4143 CUST #Z1110 1.00@ $24.990000 Each Net Amount = $24.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $24.99
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $24.99

Invoice# I21-005651 for Purchase Order# 21-000004 $16.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 25EO3950

FM2-INV #25EO3950 CUST #Z1110 1.00@ $16.990000 Each Net Amount = $16.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $16.99
010-0653-509130 CHEMICALS $16.99

Invoice# I21-005652 for Purchase Order# 21-000004 $99.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 25EO4006

FM2-INV #25EO4006 CUST #Z1110 1.00@ $99.990000 Each Net Amount = $99.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $99.99
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $99.99
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Invoice# I21-005653 for Purchase Order# 21-000004 $111.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 25EO4000

FM2-INV #25EO4000 CUST #Z1110 1.00@ $111.970000 Each Net Amount = $111.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $111.97
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $111.97

Invoice# I21-005764 for Purchase Order# 21-000004 $79.98
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 25EO5046

FM1-INV#25EO5046 1.00@ $79.980000 Each Net Amount = $79.98 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $79.98
009-0602-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $79.98

Invoice# I21-005802 for Purchase Order# 21-000004 $79.96
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 25EO4795

FM2-INV #25EO4795 CUST #Z1110 1.00@ $79.960000 Each Net Amount = $79.96 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $79.96
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $79.96

B&C SHOP & TIRE 00194.0000000002 $120.00

Invoice# I21-005803 for Purchase Order# 21-000097 $40.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 039110

FM2-INV #039110 STATE INSPECTION 2017 FREIGHTLINER TRUCK LIC #1372947 1.00@ $40.000000 Each Net Amount =
$40.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $40.00

010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $40.00

Invoice# I21-005804 for Purchase Order# 21-000097 $40.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 039108

FM2-INV #039108 STATE INSPECTION 1989 GMC TRUCK LIC #9049836 1.00@ $40.000000 Each Net Amount = $40.00 Tax
Amount = $0.00 Total = $40.00

010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $40.00

Invoice# I21-005805 for Purchase Order# 21-000097 $40.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 039109

FM2-INV #039108 STATE INSPECTION 2001 LOW BOY TRAILER LIC #9097691 1.00@ $40.000000 Each Net Amount =
$40.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $40.00

010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $40.00

BAT FIRE & SECURITY SERVICES 00224.0000000001 $31.00

Invoice# I21-006026 for Purchase Order# 21-000013 $31.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 63978

ELECTIONS-INV#4522 1.00@ $31.000000 Each Net Amount = $31.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $31.00
001-0210-508010 SUPPLIES $31.00
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BAYLOR SCOTT & WHITE MED CENTER WAXAHACHIE 00227 $33,181.87

Invoice# I21-005867 $33,181.87
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 00227-042121

IH-HOSPITAL 1.00@ $33181.870000 Each Net Amount = $33,181.87 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $33,181.87
001-0110-508510 HOSPITAL $33,181.87

BEATY & SIPES LAW, PLLC 7706 $2,465.00

Invoice# I21-005888 $400.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 265242

Total Misdemeanor Attorney Fees 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005890 $2,065.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 265773

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $2065.000000 Each Net Amount = $2,065.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,065.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $2,065.00

BLACKLAND BUILDING SUPPLY, INC 04986 $81.11

Invoice# I21-005654 for Purchase Order# 21-000072 $22.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2103-230506

FM2-INV #2103-230506 ACCT #60074 1.00@ $22.990000 Each Net Amount = $22.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $22.99
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $22.99

Invoice# I21-005655 for Purchase Order# 21-000072 $5.18
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2103-230604

FM2-INV #2103-230604 ACCT #60074 1.00@ $5.180000 Each Net Amount = $5.18 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $5.18
010-0653-509140 SIGNS $5.18

Invoice# I21-005806 for Purchase Order# 21-000072 $11.04
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2104-234809

FM2-INV #2104-234809 ACCT #60074 1.00@ $11.040000 Each Net Amount = $11.04 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $11.04
010-0653-509140 SIGNS $11.04

Invoice# I21-005807 for Purchase Order# 21-000072 $19.04
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2104-234959

FM2-INV #2104-234959 ACCT #60074 1.00@ $19.040000 Each Net Amount = $19.04 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $19.04
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $19.04

Invoice# I21-005808 for Purchase Order# 21-000072 $15.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021 Page 8 of 80
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Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2103-231932

FM2-INV #2103-231932 ACCT #60074 1.00@ $15.990000 Each Net Amount = $15.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.99
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $15.99

Invoice# I21-005809 for Purchase Order# 21-000072 $6.87
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2103-231720

FM2-INV #2103-231720 ACCT #60074 1.00@ $6.870000 Each Net Amount = $6.87 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $6.87
010-0653-509140 SIGNS $6.87

BLADES GROUP, LLC 06271 $682.00

Invoice# I21-005660 for Purchase Order# 21-000073 $682.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 18020753

FM2-INV #18020753 50LB BAG ROCK ASPHALT 1.00@ $682.000000 Each Net Amount = $682.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$682.00

010-0653-509150 ASPHALT $682.00

BRINKS INC 7440.0000000001 $4,149.60

Invoice# I21-005952 for Purchase Order# 21-000066 $4,149.60
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 11521941

TREASURER-INV#11521941 ACCT#10000139887 1.00@ $4149.600000 Each Net Amount = $4,149.60 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total
= $4,149.60

001-0140-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $4,149.60

CARLISLE CHEVROLET CADILLAC 00360 $3,051.02

Invoice# I21-005949 for Purchase Order# 21-000177 $53.69
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 90944

SO-INV#90944 1.00@ $53.690000 Each Net Amount = $53.69 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $53.69
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $53.69

Invoice# I21-005950 for Purchase Order# 21-000177 $2,997.33
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 91122

SO-INV#91122 1.00@ $2997.330000 Each Net Amount = $2,997.33 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,997.33
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $2,997.33

CARROLL COURT REPORTING 8470 $1,200.00
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Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005625 for Purchase Order# 21-000935 $1,200.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 031421COURT

40TH-INV #031421COURT COURT REPORTING 3-15-21 TO 3-17-21 1.00@ $1200.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,200.00 Tax
Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,200.00

001-0180-508330 EXTRA COURT REPORTERS $1,200.00

CHARLES E. SLATON, JR 00404 $1,931.00

Invoice# I21-005681 $125.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21J5018-032521

JUV-D.S. 1.00@ $125.000000 Each Net Amount = $125.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $125.00
001-0150-508220 JUVENILE LEGAL $125.00

Invoice# I21-005886 $627.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 264644

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $627.000000 Each Net Amount = $627.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $627.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $627.00

Invoice# I21-005913 $1,179.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 267213

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1179.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,179.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,179.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,179.00

CHERYL CHAMBERS 00415 $120.96

Invoice# I21-005624 $120.96
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 00415-040121

TREASURER-MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT 3-18-21 1.00@ $120.960000 Each Net Amount = $120.96 Tax Amount = $0.00
Total = $120.96

001-0400-506010 MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT $120.96

CINDY L. MURRAY-BUCKNER 00441 $1,113.00
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Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005908 $858.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266355

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00
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Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005910 $255.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266931

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

CINTAS CORPORATION NO.2 05469 $915.50

Invoice# I21-005662 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $127.82
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4079646522

FM2-INV #4079646522 SOLD TO #13790032 1.00@ $127.820000 Each Net Amount = $127.82 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$127.82

010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $127.82

Invoice# I21-005715 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $45.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4080323767

MAINT-INV #4080323767 SOLD TO #13787967 1.00@ $45.990000 Each Net Amount = $45.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$45.99

001-0020-508150 UNIFORM EXPENSE $45.99

Invoice# I21-005826 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $89.17
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4078860609

RB3-INV#4078860609 1.00@ $89.170000 Each Net Amount = $89.17 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $89.17
005-0703-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $89.17
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Invoice# I21-005941 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $127.82
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4080321678

FM2-INV#4080321678 1.00@ $127.820000 Each Net Amount = $127.82 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $127.82
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $127.82

Invoice# I21-005954 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $45.43
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4076469518

MAINT-INV#4076469518 1.00@ $45.430000 Each Net Amount = $45.43 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $45.43
001-0020-508150 UNIFORM EXPENSE $45.43

Invoice# I21-005955 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $45.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4080968750

MAINT-INV#4080968750 1.00@ $45.990000 Each Net Amount = $45.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $45.99
001-0020-508150 UNIFORM EXPENSE $45.99

Invoice# I21-005987 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $164.84
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4081076800

FM1-INV#4081076800 1.00@ $164.840000 Each Net Amount = $164.84 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $164.84
009-0602-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $164.84

Invoice# I21-005997 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $90.22
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4078181307

RB3-INV#4078181307 1.00@ $90.220000 Each Net Amount = $90.22 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $90.22
005-0703-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $90.22

Invoice# I21-005999 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $89.11
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4080178598

RB3-INV#4080178598 1.00@ $89.110000 Each Net Amount = $89.11 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $89.11
005-0703-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $89.11

Invoice# I21-006000 for Purchase Order# 21-000032 $89.11
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4080831246

RB3-INV#4080831246 1.00@ $89.110000 Each Net Amount = $89.11 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $89.11
005-0703-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $89.11

CITY OF WAXAHACHIE 00470.0000000003 $175.00

Invoice# I21-005965 $175.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 041221

JAIL-KITCH PERMIT FOR 2021 1.00@ $175.000000 Each Net Amount = $175.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $175.00
001-0015-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $175.00
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Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

COMPUTER SOLUTIONS, INC. 00678 $2,215.30

Invoice# I21-005972 for Purchase Order# 21-000923 $2,215.30
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 367293

JUV-INV#367293 1.00@ $2215.300000 Each Net Amount = $2,215.30 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,215.30
008-0420-508020 EQUIPMENT $2,215.30

CONTECH ENGINEERED SOLUTIONS LLC 06425.0000000001 $3,143.50

Invoice# I21-006002 for Purchase Order# 21-000364 $3,143.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 22551765

FM1-INV#22551765 1.00@ $3143.500000 Each Net Amount = $3,143.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3,143.50
009-0602-509060 CULVERTS $3,143.50

CORRECTIONAL FOOD SERVICES GP, INC 00556 $10,050.97

Invoice# I21-005947 for Purchase Order# 21-000152 $10,050.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# ELTX914

JAIL-INV#ELTX914 1.00@ $10050.970000 Each Net Amount = $10,050.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $10,050.97
001-0015-508140 FEEDING PRISONERS $10,050.97

Invoice# I21-005948 for Purchase Order# 21-000152 $0.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# ELTX915

BLANKET PO - SHERIFFS OFFICE food service for jail inmates DELIVERY ADDRESS SHERIFFS OFFICE: 300 S JACKSON
ST. WAXHACHIE, TX 75165 972-825-4972 0.00@ $0.000000 Each Net Amount = $0.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $0.00

001-0015-508140 FEEDING PRISONERS $0.00

CROSS COUNTRY PEST CONTROL 00582 $80.00

Invoice# I21-006027 for Purchase Order# 21-000093 $80.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 13208

ELECTIONS-INV#13208 1.00@ $80.000000 Each Net Amount = $80.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $80.00
001-0210-508010 SUPPLIES $80.00

CSG SYSTEMS, INC 6947.0000000001 $6,255.00

Invoice# I21-005704 for Purchase Order# 21-000896 $6,255.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266218

DIST CLK-INV #266218 CUST #CCD01125 1.00@ $6255.000000 Each Net Amount = $6,255.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$6,255.00

001-0310-508010 SUPPLIES $6,255.00
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CUMMINS-ALLISON CORP 05205 $412.00

Invoice# I21-006024 for Purchase Order# 21-000960 $412.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1389261

COUNTY TREASURER-INV#1389261 1.00@ $412.000000 Each Net Amount = $412.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $412.00
001-0400-508730 MAINT/RPS OFC EQUIP $412.00

DALLAS COUNTY JUVENILE DEPARTMENT 00627 $11,352.00

Invoice# I21-005968 for Purchase Order# 21-000310 $11,352.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# ELI0043

JUV-INV#ELI0043 1.00@ $11352.000000 Each Net Amount = $11,352.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $11,352.00
008-0812-508755 DET/PRE-ADJ - INTERCOUNTY CONT $11,352.00

DAVID B BROOKS 00663 $100.00

Invoice# I21-005833 for Purchase Order# 21-000614 $100.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 030321.BROOKS

NONDEPT-INVOICE FOR MARCH 2021 1.00@ $100.000000 Each Net Amount = $100.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $100.00
001-0140-508220 LEGAL FEES $100.00

DESOTO JANITORIAL SUPPLY, INC. 04827 $320.00

Invoice# I21-005957 for Purchase Order# 21-000319 $320.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 203176

MAINT-INV#203176 1.00@ $320.000000 Each Net Amount = $320.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $320.00
001-0020-508580 CUSTODIAN SUPPLIES $320.00

DFW SPANISH INTERPRETER 06229 $200.00

Invoice# I21-005984 for Purchase Order# 21-000891 $200.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1305

443RD-INV#1305 1.00@ $200.000000 Each Net Amount = $200.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $200.00
017-0917-506560 INTERPRETER-COURT TRIALS $200.00

DOCUMENT WORKS OF DFW, LLC 8473 $5,765.40
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Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-006021 for Purchase Order# 21-000955 $5,765.40
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# INV786771

Temperature Pass Management Module & Face Recognition 1.00@ $5765.400000 Each Net Amount = $5,765.40 Tax Amount =
$0.00 Total = $5,765.40

001-0135-508010 SUPPLIES $5,765.40

DOUGLASS DISTRIBUTING 7934.0000000001 $184.44

Invoice# I21-005851 for Purchase Order# 21-000196 $184.44
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 36124

FM4-INV#36124 1.00@ $184.440000 Each Net Amount = $184.44 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $184.44
012-0755-509100 GAS/OIL $184.44

EAGLE FIRE EXTINGUISHER CO, INC 00765 $395.25

Invoice# I21-005668 for Purchase Order# 21-000906 $395.25
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 289880

FM2-INV #289880 FIRE EXTINGUISHER SERVICE 1.00@ $395.250000 Each Net Amount = $395.25 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total
= $395.25

010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $395.25

EAGLE NATIONAL STEEL 00766 $385.00

Invoice# I21-005983 for Purchase Order# 21-000951 $385.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1047681

FM1-INV#1047681 ROAD & BRIDGE PRECINCT 1 DELIVERY ADDRESS R&B 1: 600 N. DALLAS Street Palmer, Texas
75152 972-825-5329 1.00@ $385.000000 Each Net Amount = $385.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $385.00

009-0602-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $385.00

ECTISP INC. 00778.0000000001 $62.95

Invoice# I21-005995 $62.95
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 397064

RB3-INV#397064 1.00@ $62.950000 Each Net Amount = $62.95 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $62.95
005-0703-507010 UTILITIES $62.95

EDWARD A JENDRZEY, ATTORNEY AT LAW 04789 $1,026.00
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Invoice# I21-005883 $1,026.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 263905

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $136.000000 Each Net Amount = $136.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $136.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $136.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

ELECTION SYSTEMS & SOFTWARE, LLC 00785.0000000001 $3,328.00

Invoice# I21-005842 for Purchase Order# 21-000034 $3,328.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1183101

ELECTIONS-INV#1183101 1.00@ $3328.000000 Each Net Amount = $3,328.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3,328.00
036-0936-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $3,328.00

ELLIOTT ELECTRIC SUPPLY, INC 00794 $75.52

Invoice# I21-005669 for Purchase Order# 21-000150 $3.42
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 44-97567-01

FM2-INV #44-97567-01 CUST #2172083 1.00@ $3.420000 Each Net Amount = $3.42 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3.42
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $3.42

Invoice# I21-005731 for Purchase Order# 21-000150 $4.03
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 44-97581-01

FM2-INV #44-97581-01 CUST #2172083 1.00@ $4.030000 Each Net Amount = $4.03 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $4.03
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $4.03

Invoice# I21-005786 for Purchase Order# 21-000150 $68.07
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Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 09-24205-01

JAIL-INV#09-24205-01 1.00@ $68.070000 Each Net Amount = $68.07 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.07
001-0015-508010 SUPPLIES $68.07

ELLIS COUNTY INSURANCE AGENCY 00818 $99.00

Invoice# I21-006022 for Purchase Order# 21-000089 $99.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 155256

DA-INV#155256 1.00@ $99.000000 Each Net Amount = $99.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $99.00
001-0360-508060 DUES/BONDS $71.00
001-0360-508010 SUPPLIES $28.00

ENERGY CONTROL SYSTEMS 00848 $3,098.32

Invoice# I21-005953 for Purchase Order# 21-000845 $3,098.32
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 22630

SO-INV#22630 1.00@ $3098.320000 Each Net Amount = $3,098.32 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3,098.32
001-0010-508020 EQUIPMENT $3,098.32

ENGIE RESOURCES, LLC 8024 $500.22

Invoice# I21-006008 $500.22
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 042121

UTILITIES-PLEASE SEE ATTACHED 1.00@ $500.220000 Each Net Amount = $500.22 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $500.22
003-0601-507010 UTILITIES $500.22

ENNIS JANITORIAL SUPPLY 00857 $153.94

Invoice# I21-005661 for Purchase Order# 21-000143 $153.94
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 95324

FM2-INV #95324 CUST #E030 1.00@ $153.940000 Each Net Amount = $153.94 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $153.94
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $153.94

ENVOLVE PHARMACY SOLUTIONS, INC 05914 $285.18

Invoice# I21-005868 $285.18
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 485526

IH-INV#485526 1.00@ $285.180000 Each Net Amount = $285.18 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $285.18
001-0110-508520 PRESCRIPTIONS $285.18
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Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

ERGON ASPHALT & EMULSIONS, INC 00878.0000000001 $12,844.77

Invoice# I21-005664 for Purchase Order# 21-000010 $12,844.77
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9402433307

FM3-INV #9402433307 SOLD TO #912823 1.00@ $12844.770000 Each Net Amount = $12,844.77 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$12,844.77

010-0653-509150 ASPHALT $12,844.77

EVERBRIDGE, INC. 05772 $13,756.85

Invoice# I21-005960 for Purchase Order# 21-000948 $13,756.85
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# M61693

EMERGENCY MGMT-INV#M61693 1.00@ $13756.850000 Each Net Amount = $13,756.85 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$13,756.85

001-0430-509780 MASS NOTIFICATION SYSTEM $13,756.85

FASTENAL COMPANY 00905.0000000001 $62.14

Invoice# I21-005667 for Purchase Order# 21-000084 $62.14
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# TXENN82309

FM2-INV #TXENN82309 CUST #TXENN0413 1.00@ $62.140000 Each Net Amount = $62.14 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $62.14
010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $62.14

FIDLAR ELECTIONS SERVICES 7843.0000000001 $389.07

Invoice# I21-005843 for Purchase Order# 21-000094 $389.07
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 298311

ELECTIONS-INV#298311 1.00@ $389.070000 Each Net Amount = $389.07 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $389.07
001-0210-509420 ELECTION EXPENSES $389.07

FM 06697 $125.00

Invoice# I21-005963 for Purchase Order# 21-000222 $125.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 10584

FM2-INV#10584 1.00@ $125.000000 Each Net Amount = $125.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $125.00
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $125.00

GALLS LLC 00965 $839.85

Page 19 of 80



Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005689 for Purchase Order# 21-000117 $839.85
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 018026450

JAIL-INV#018026450 1.00@ $839.850000 Each Net Amount = $839.85 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $839.85
001-0015-508210 UNIFORMS $839.85

GOVERNMENT SERVICE AUTOMATION 01015.0000000001 $16,430.00

Invoice# I21-005770 for Purchase Order# 21-000103 $10,173.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 15501

SO/JAIL-INV#15501 1.00@ $10173.000000 Each Net Amount = $10,173.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $10,173.00
001-0010-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $5,086.50
001-0015-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $5,086.50

Invoice# I21-005841 for Purchase Order# 21-000103 $6,057.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 15502

NONDEPT-INV#15502 1.00@ $6057.000000 Each Net Amount = $6,057.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $6,057.00
001-0140-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $6,057.00

Invoice# I21-005961 for Purchase Order# 21-000103 $200.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 15499

40TH-INV#15499 1.00@ $200.000000 Each Net Amount = $200.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $200.00
001-0180-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $200.00

GRANDE TRUCK CENTER 8170 $290,857.72

Invoice# I21-005935 for Purchase Order# 21-000471 $145,428.86
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 134538

RB2-INV-134538 SER#1M2PN4GCXMM008799 1.00@ $145428.860000 Each Net Amount = $145,428.86 Tax Amount = $0.00
Total = $145,428.86

004-0652-508020 EQUIPMENT $145,428.86

Invoice# I21-005936 for Purchase Order# 21-000471 $145,428.86
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 134537

RB2-INV#134537 SER#1M29M4GC2MM008800 1.00@ $145428.860000 Each Net Amount = $145,428.86 Tax Amount = $0.00
Total = $145,428.86

004-0652-508020 EQUIPMENT $145,428.86

GRAYSON CO.DEPT OF JUVENILE SERV 01024.0000000001 $15,673.26
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Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005969 for Purchase Order# 21-000305 $15,673.26
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 183946

JUV-INV#183946 1.00@ $15673.260000 Each Net Amount = $15,673.26 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15,673.26
008-0420-508940 SECURE RESIDENTIAL $10,675.26
008-0812-508755 DET/PRE-ADJ - INTERCOUNTY CONT $4,998.00

GREEN FUNERAL HOME 01027 $275.00

Invoice# I21-006017 for Purchase Order# 21-000240 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040521-MCCREARY

NONDEPT-040521-MCCREARY 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00
001-0140-508380 TRANSPORT DEATH VICTIMS $275.00

HARDESTY LAW OFFICE, PLLC 06387 $834.00

Invoice# I21-005735 $150.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21M4043-040121

CCL1-SG 1.00@ $150.000000 Each Net Amount = $150.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $150.00
001-0130-507250 CCL-ATTY/MENTAL $150.00

Invoice# I21-005741 $161.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 100818CCL-033021

CCL1-SEARS 1.00@ $161.000000 Each Net Amount = $161.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $161.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $161.00

Invoice# I21-005882 $523.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 263297

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $523.000000 Each Net Amount = $523.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $523.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $523.00

HARRIS LOCAL GOV SOLUTIONS, INC 05259.0000000001 $2,240.10

Invoice# I21-005753 for Purchase Order# 21-000936 $2,240.10
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# TACT00000059

INV#TACT00000059 1.00@ $2240.100000 Each Net Amount = $2,240.10 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,240.10
001-0370-508010 SUPPLIES $2,240.10

HDR ARCHITECTURE, INC. 03736 $7,027.50
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Invoice# I21-006006 for Purchase Order# 21-000953 $7,027.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1160030938

ENG-INV#1160030938 1.00@ $7027.500000 Each Net Amount = $7,027.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $7,027.50
040-0940-509710 COUNTY COURT AT LAW #3 $7,027.50

HEALTH TEXAS PROVIDER NETWORK 04425.0000000001 $2,584.28

Invoice# I21-005872 $2,584.28
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 04425.1-042121

IH-MEDICAL SEE ATTACHED 1.00@ $2584.280000 Each Net Amount = $2,584.28 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,584.28
001-0110-508500 MEDICAL $2,584.28

HIGGINBOTHAM BROS & CO., LLC 05869 $18.36

Invoice# I21-005863 for Purchase Order# 21-000160 $18.36
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21965/0

FM4-INV#21965/0 1.00@ $18.360000 Each Net Amount = $18.36 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $18.36
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $18.36

HOLT CAT 01105.0000000001 $924.24

Invoice# I21-005775 for Purchase Order# 21-000045 $214.54
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# PIMI0633429

FM1-INV#PIMI0633429 1.00@ $214.540000 Each Net Amount = $214.54 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $214.54
009-0602-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $214.54

Invoice# I21-005810 for Purchase Order# 21-000045 $709.70
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# PIMI0634005

FM2-INV #PIMI0634005 CUST #0396143 1.00@ $709.700000 Each Net Amount = $709.70 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $709.70
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $709.70

HUNTER BARNES 06154 $26.45

Invoice# I21-005849 $26.45
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040621

SO-REIMBURSEMENT FOR CARPET CLEANER 1.00@ $26.450000 Each Net Amount = $26.45 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$26.45

001-0010-507020 REPAIRS $26.45

INDIGENT HEALTHCARE SOLUTIONS, LTD 01148 $1,185.60
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Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 71524

IH-INV#71524 1.00@ $1185.600000 Each Net Amount = $1,185.60 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,185.60
001-0110-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $1,185.60

J E KEEVER MORTUARY, INC. 01179 $550.00

Invoice# I21-005838 for Purchase Order# 21-000242 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 032521-D HERNANDEZ

NONDEPT-032521-D HERNANDEZ 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00
001-0140-508380 TRANSPORT DEATH VICTIMS $275.00

Invoice# I21-005839 for Purchase Order# 21-000242 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 032421-JOHN DOE

NONDEPT-032421-JOHN DOE 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00
001-0140-508380 TRANSPORT DEATH VICTIMS $275.00

JOCELYN KING 03256 $38.08

Invoice# I21-005714 $38.08
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 021221-022621

IT-MILEAGE 2/12/21-02/26/21 1.00@ $38.080000 Each Net Amount = $38.08 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $38.08
001-0035-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $38.08

JOHN MARTIN PERKINS III ATTORNEY AT LAW 04170 $3,068.00

Invoice# I21-005873 $217.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 203316

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00
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Invoice# I21-005904 $1,399.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266138

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1399.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,399.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,399.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,399.00

Invoice# I21-005912 $1,452.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 267169

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1452.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,452.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,452.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,452.00

JONETTE C JACKSON 01202 $1,600.00

Invoice# I21-005726 for Purchase Order# 21-000554 $400.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 031621

378TH-COURT REPORT AG COURT 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0190-508335 AG COURT REPORTERS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005727 for Purchase Order# 21-000554 $400.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 032321

378TH-COURT REPORTER FOR AG COURT 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$400.00

001-0190-508335 AG COURT REPORTERS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005728 for Purchase Order# 21-000554 $400.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 033021

378TH-COURT REPORTER FOR AG COURT 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$400.00

001-0190-508335 AG COURT REPORTERS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005989 for Purchase Order# 21-000554 $400.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040721

378TH-AG COURT 4/7/21 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0190-508335 AG COURT REPORTERS $400.00

JUANITA BRAVO EDGECOMB 01323 $7,536.00
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Invoice# I21-005874 $2,232.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 220948

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Discovery Request 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00Page 25 of 80
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Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $60.000000 Each Net Amount = $60.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $60.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $60.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $90.000000 Each Net Amount = $90.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $90.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $90.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $120.000000 Each Net Amount = $120.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $120.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $120.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $120.000000 Each Net Amount = $120.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $120.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $120.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00Page 26 of 80



Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005877 $857.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 255032

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00
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Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005879 $1,247.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 259378

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00Page 28 of 80
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Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

Page 29 of 80



Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005881 $1,061.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 263018

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $204.000000 Each Net Amount = $204.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $204.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $204.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005903 $85.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266134

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Invoice# I21-005906 $993.00
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Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266231

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00
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Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005907 $1,061.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266234

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

KAREN SCHROEDER LAW, PC 7029 $2,625.00
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Invoice# I21-005973 for Purchase Order# 21-000381 $2,625.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 117

JUV-INV#117 1.00@ $2625.000000 Each Net Amount = $2,625.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,625.00
008-0420-508220 LEGAL FEES $2,625.00

KNIFE RIVER CORPORATION-SOUTH 7643 $11,896.83

Invoice# I21-005665 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $563.12
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 808612

FM2-INV #808612 CUST #606516 1.00@ $563.120000 Each Net Amount = $563.12 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $563.12
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $563.12

Invoice# I21-005666 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $567.62
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 808341

FM2-INV #808341 CUST #606516 1.00@ $567.620000 Each Net Amount = $567.62 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $567.62
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $567.62

Invoice# I21-005925 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $593.48
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 810428

FM2-INV#810428 1.00@ $593.480000 Each Net Amount = $593.48 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $593.48
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $593.48

Invoice# I21-005926 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $1,177.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 810075

FM2-INV#810075 1.00@ $1177.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,177.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,177.00
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,177.00

Invoice# I21-005927 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $385.44
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 810725

FM2-INV#810725 1.00@ $385.440000 Each Net Amount = $385.44 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $385.44
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $385.44

Invoice# I21-005928 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $786.98
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 810026

FM2-INV#810026 1.00@ $786.980000 Each Net Amount = $786.98 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $786.98
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $786.98

Invoice# I21-005929 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $1,187.05
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 809234

FM2-INV#809234 1.00@ $1187.050000 Each Net Amount = $1,187.05 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,187.05
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,187.05
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Invoice# I21-005930 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $1,353.39
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 809146

FM2-INV#809146 1.00@ $1353.390000 Each Net Amount = $1,353.39 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,353.39
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,353.39

Invoice# I21-005931 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $1,738.39
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 809066

FM2-INV#809066 1.00@ $1738.390000 Each Net Amount = $1,738.39 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,738.39
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,738.39

Invoice# I21-005932 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $1,743.87
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 809681

FM2-INV#809681 1.00@ $1743.870000 Each Net Amount = $1,743.87 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,743.87
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,743.87

Invoice# I21-005933 for Purchase Order# 21-000125 $1,800.49
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 809756

FM2-INV#809756 1.00@ $1800.490000 Each Net Amount = $1,800.49 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,800.49
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,800.49

LANDMARK EQUIPMENT INC. 01424 $428.16

Invoice# I21-005773 for Purchase Order# 21-000178 $428.16
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# WW26619

SO-INV#WW26619 1.00@ $428.160000 Each Net Amount = $428.16 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $428.16
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $428.16

LARRY SCHUSTER TIRE SHOP 01430 $20.00

Invoice# I21-005985 for Purchase Order# 21-000002 $20.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 8488

FM1-INV#8488 1.00@ $20.000000 Each Net Amount = $20.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $20.00
009-0602-509070 TIRES $20.00

LAW OFFICE OF DAVID KURT ABBOTT 00662 $775.00

Invoice# I21-005885 $775.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 264532

Total Misdemeanor Attorney Fees 1.00@ $775.000000 Each Net Amount = $775.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $775.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $775.00
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LAW OFFICE OF J DAMON FEHLER 02831 $1,163.00

Invoice# I21-005899 $1,163.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266083

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Motion Prep 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

LAW OFFICE OF MICHAEL J CRAWFORD 06760 $3,275.00

Invoice# I21-005891 $915.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 265985

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $915.000000 Each Net Amount = $915.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $915.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $915.00

Invoice# I21-005898 $1,090.00 Page 35 of 80
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Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266073

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1090.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,090.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,090.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,090.00

Invoice# I21-005905 $1,270.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266160

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1270.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,270.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,270.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,270.00

LAW OFFICES OF JANET TRAYLOR 01227 $1,582.00
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Invoice# I21-005887 $775.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 265029

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00Page 37 of 80
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Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $45.000000 Each Net Amount = $45.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $45.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $45.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $45.000000 Each Net Amount = $45.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $45.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $45.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $45.000000 Each Net Amount = $45.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $45.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $45.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $60.000000 Each Net Amount = $60.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $60.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $60.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $100.000000 Each Net Amount = $100.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $100.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $100.00

Invoice# I21-005909 $807.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266689

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $807.000000 Each Net Amount = $807.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $807.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $807.00

LAW OFFICES OF MORGAN TAYLOR 05745 $1,486.00

Invoice# I21-005893 $1,486.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266001

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1486.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,486.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,486.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,486.00

LEXISNEXIS RISK DATA MANAGEMENT INC 00027.0000000001 $508.00

Invoice# I21-005772 for Purchase Order# 21-000262 $508.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1232430-20210331

SO-INV#1232430-20210331 1.00@ $508.000000 Each Net Amount = $508.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $508.00
001-0010-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $508.00

LISA WYATT, PLLC 03923 $1,029.00

Invoice# I21-005737 $119.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 100818CCL-033021M

CCL1-SEARS/COATES 1.00@ $119.000000 Each Net Amount = $119.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $119.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $119.00

Invoice# I21-005738 $675.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 033021M-100818CCL

CCL1-SEARS/COATES 1.00@ $675.500000 Each Net Amount = $675.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $675.50
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $675.50
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Invoice# I21-005739 $133.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 102756CCL-033021M

CCL1-SAMSON/KARSOH 1.00@ $133.000000 Each Net Amount = $133.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $133.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $133.00

Invoice# I21-005740 $101.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 103751CCL-033021M

CCL1-BAMBI VASQUEZ 1.00@ $101.500000 Each Net Amount = $101.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $101.50
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $101.50

LOCAL GOVERNMENT SOLUTIONS, L.P. 01492.0000000002 $13,421.00

Invoice# I21-005695 for Purchase Order# 21-000017 $6,205.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 60129

DA-INV #60129 PROSECUTOR PROFESSIONAL SOFTWAREY LICENSING, SUPPORT AND MAINT FEE MAY 2021 1.00@
$6205.000000 Each Net Amount = $6,205.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $6,205.00

001-0360-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $6,205.00

Invoice# I21-005759 for Purchase Order# 21-000017 $5,410.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 60130

DIST CLERK-INV#60130 1.00@ $5410.000000 Each Net Amount = $5,410.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $5,410.00
001-0310-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $5,410.00

Invoice# I21-005760 for Purchase Order# 21-000017 $1,606.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 60131

DIST CLERK-INV#60131 1.00@ $1606.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,606.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,606.00
001-0310-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $1,606.00

Invoice# I21-005767 for Purchase Order# 21-000017 $200.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 60127

CCL1-INV#60127 1.00@ $200.000000 Each Net Amount = $200.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $200.00
001-0380-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $200.00

LONGHORN INDUSTRIAL SUPPLY, INC. 01504.0000000001 $800.77

Invoice# I21-005777 for Purchase Order# 21-000207 $47.06
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 120412

FM1-INV#120412 1.00@ $47.060000 Each Net Amount = $47.06 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $47.06
009-0602-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $47.06
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Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005811 for Purchase Order# 21-000207 $175.15
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 120493

FM2-INV #120493 1.00@ $175.150000 Each Net Amount = $175.15 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $175.15
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $175.15

Invoice# I21-005812 for Purchase Order# 21-000207 $578.56
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 120422

FM2-INV #120422 1.00@ $578.560000 Each Net Amount = $578.56 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $578.56
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $578.56

LOOKUP PROPERTIES INC 7936 $5,834.80

Invoice# I21-005944 for Purchase Order# 21-000937 $5,834.80
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2277

ENG-INV#96034404 1.00@ $5834.800000 Each Net Amount = $5,834.80 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $5,834.80
040-0940-509720 JJAEP $5,834.80

LOUCKS LAW PLLC 7958 $750.00

Invoice# I21-005745 $375.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 103486CCL-040521

CCL1-WILBANKS/SMITH 1.00@ $375.000000 Each Net Amount = $375.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $375.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $375.00

Invoice# I21-005844 $375.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 103705CCL-040821

CCL1-RINCKER 1.00@ $375.000000 Each Net Amount = $375.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $375.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $375.00

MAIN STREET HARDWARE 01527 $231.43

Invoice# I21-005813 for Purchase Order# 21-000133 $231.43
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 01527-033121

FM2-CUST #ELLISCOPRECINCT2 MARCH 2021 STATEMENT 1.00@ $231.430000 Each Net Amount = $231.43 Tax Amount =
$0.00 Total = $231.43

010-0653-509180 HDW/TOOLS $231.43

MANIGRASSO LAW FIRM PLLC 7303 $952.00
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Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005747 $595.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21G1005-040621M

CCL1-KALEY,JOYCE 1.00@ $595.000000 Each Net Amount = $595.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $595.00
001-0150-507290 INDIGENT-GUARDIANSHIPS ATTY/INVEST $595.00

Invoice# I21-005750 $56.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 103069CCL-040621M

CCL1-SCHNEIDER 1.00@ $56.000000 Each Net Amount = $56.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $56.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $56.00

Invoice# I21-005751 $161.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 104945CCL-040621

CCL1-JONES CHILDREN 1.00@ $161.000000 Each Net Amount = $161.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $161.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $161.00

Invoice# I21-005752 $140.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 105524CCL-040621M

CCL1-LJT 1.00@ $140.000000 Each Net Amount = $140.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $140.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $140.00

MARTINEZ & FLEMINS, PLLC 7034 $6,171.00
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Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005884 $2,454.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 264530

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00Page 42 of 80
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Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00Page 43 of 80
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Communication with Client 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $119.000000 Each Net Amount = $119.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $119.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $119.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $170.000000 Each Net Amount = $170.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $170.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $170.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00
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Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005892 $1,504.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 265995

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00Page 45 of 80
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Discovery Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00
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Invoice# I21-005894 $1,450.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266007

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Hearing Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00Page 47 of 80
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Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $100.000000 Each Net Amount = $100.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $100.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $100.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00
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Invoice# I21-005911 $763.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266979

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Draft Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Review Correspondence 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Trial Preparation 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

File Review/Initial Case Analysis 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Trial Preparation 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00Page 49 of 80
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Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

MARY ABBOTT ATTORNEY AT LAW 04455 $4,486.00

Invoice# I21-005900 $2,040.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266085

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $2040.000000 Each Net Amount = $2,040.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,040.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $2,040.00

Invoice# I21-005901 $1,485.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266087

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1485.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,485.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,485.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,485.00

Invoice# I21-005902 $961.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266129

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $961.000000 Each Net Amount = $961.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $961.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $961.00

MAVERICK METAL TRADING INC 01569 $1,067.72

Invoice# I21-005699 for Purchase Order# 21-000085 $23.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 146751

FM2-INV#146751 1.00@ $23.000000 Each Net Amount = $23.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $23.00
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $23.00

Invoice# I21-005814 for Purchase Order# 21-000085 $60.80
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 146917

FM2-INV #146917 1.00@ $60.800000 Each Net Amount = $60.80 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $60.80
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $60.80

Invoice# I21-005815 for Purchase Order# 21-000085 $748.04
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 146979

FM2-INV #146979 1.00@ $748.040000 Each Net Amount = $748.04 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $748.04
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $748.04
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Invoice# I21-005816 for Purchase Order# 21-000085 $235.88
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 146654

FM2-INV #146654 1.00@ $235.880000 Each Net Amount = $235.88 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $235.88
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $235.88

MCGUIRE LAW OFFICE 01373 $1,129.00

Invoice# I21-005889 $1,129.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 265322

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1129.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,129.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,129.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,129.00

MICHELE MCMANUS 01633 $951.34

Invoice# I21-005980 for Purchase Order# 21-000296 $53.34
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 4552CR-45553CR

40TH-4552CR-45553CR 1.00@ $53.340000 Each Net Amount = $53.34 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $53.34
001-0150-508280 COURT COSTS/GEN EXPENDITURES $53.34

Invoice# I21-005981 for Purchase Order# 21-000296 $175.92
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 44392CR

40TH-44392CR 1.00@ $175.920000 Each Net Amount = $175.92 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $175.92
001-0150-508280 COURT COSTS/GEN EXPENDITURES $175.92

Invoice# I21-005982 for Purchase Order# 21-000296 $557.08
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 45929CR-45930CR

40TH-45929CR-45930CR 1.00@ $557.080000 Each Net Amount = $557.08 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $557.08
001-0150-508280 COURT COSTS/GEN EXPENDITURES $557.08

Invoice# I21-006023 $165.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040921

40TH-REIMBURESEMENT FOR TCRA MEMBERSHIP DUES 1.00@ $165.000000 Each Net Amount = $165.00 Tax Amount =
$0.00 Total = $165.00

001-0180-506980 LAW BOOKS/DUES $165.00

MY SUPPORT PAD 05491 $300.00
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Invoice# I21-005708 for Purchase Order# 21-000127 $300.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 8147

IT-INV #8147 MONTHLY EMAIL MONITORING AND PHONE SUPPORT 1.00@ $300.000000 Each Net Amount = $300.00 Tax
Amount = $0.00 Total = $300.00

001-0035-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $300.00

NAPA AUTO PARTS OF WAXAHACHIE 8191 $2,094.50

Invoice# I21-005792 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $25.10
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007710

FM3-INV #007710 CUST #862 1.00@ $25.100000 Each Net Amount = $25.10 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $25.10
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $25.10

Invoice# I21-005916 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $8.12
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 006936

SO-INV#006936 1.00@ $8.120000 Each Net Amount = $8.12 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $8.12
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $8.12

Invoice# I21-005917 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $409.68
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007790

SO-INV#007790 1.00@ $409.680000 Each Net Amount = $409.68 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $409.68
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $409.68

Invoice# I21-005918 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $119.93
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007914

SO-INV#007914 1.00@ $119.930000 Each Net Amount = $119.93 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $119.93
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $119.93

Invoice# I21-005919 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $524.60
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007584

SO-INV#007584 1.00@ $524.600000 Each Net Amount = $524.60 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $524.60
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $524.60

Invoice# I21-005920 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $700.30
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007351

SO-INV#007351 1.00@ $700.300000 Each Net Amount = $700.30 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $700.30
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $700.30
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Invoice# I21-005921 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $-95.54
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 008010

SO-INV#008010 1.00@ $-95.540000 Each Net Amount = $-95.54 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $-95.54
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $-95.54

Invoice# I21-005922 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $44.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007875

SO-INV#007875 1.00@ $44.990000 Each Net Amount = $44.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $44.99
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $44.99

Invoice# I21-005923 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $336.14
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007391

SO-INV#007391 1.00@ $336.140000 Each Net Amount = $336.14 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $336.14
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $336.14

Invoice# I21-005924 for Purchase Order# 21-000532 $21.18
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 007858

SO-INV#007858 1.00@ $21.180000 Each Net Amount = $21.18 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $21.18
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $21.18

NELSON PROPANE GAS INC 01731.0000000001 $1,781.00

Invoice# I21-005774 for Purchase Order# 21-000144 $1,781.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# I364920

FM1-INV#I364920 1.00@ $1781.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,781.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,781.00
009-0602-509620 LUBRICANT $1,781.00

NIEMAN PRINTING, INC. 8227.0000000001 $256.24

Invoice# I21-005834 for Purchase Order# 21-000943 $256.24
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 329385

COUNTY JUDGE-INV#329385 1.00@ $256.240000 Each Net Amount = $256.24 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $256.24
001-0390-508010 SUPPLIES $256.24

NIGHT VISION DEVICES, INC 8419 $50,778.75

Invoice# I21-005656 for Purchase Order# 21-000875 $50,778.75
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0038837-IN

SO-INV #0038837-IN CUST #ELLI004 NIGHT VISION FOR SWAT 1.00@ $50778.750000 Each Net Amount = $50,778.75 Tax
Amount = $0.00 Total = $50,778.75

001-0010-590100 SWAT EQUIP ENH GRANT - EXPENDITURES $50,778.75
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NORTHRIDGE CONSTRUCTION GROUP, LLC 8166 $43,464.58

Invoice# I21-006001 for Purchase Order# 21-000451 $43,464.58
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 005

ENG-APPLICATION NO: 005 1.00@ $43464.580000 Each Net Amount = $43,464.58 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $43,464.58
040-0940-509710 COUNTY COURT AT LAW #3 $43,464.58

NTX ANESTHESIOLOGY CONSULTANTS, PLLC 7708 $622.85

Invoice# I21-005869 $622.85
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 7708-042121

IH-MEDICAL SEE ATTACHED 1.00@ $622.850000 Each Net Amount = $622.85 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $622.85
001-0110-508500 MEDICAL $622.85

O'REILLY AUTO PARTS 01783.0000000001 $1,248.49

Invoice# I21-005700 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $22.93
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-405365

FM2-INV#0552-405365 1.00@ $22.930000 Each Net Amount = $22.93 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $22.93
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $22.93

Invoice# I21-005765 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $179.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-421426

FM1-INV#0552-421426 1.00@ $179.970000 Each Net Amount = $179.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $179.97
009-0602-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $179.97

Invoice# I21-005766 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $435.79
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-421427

FM1-INV#0552-421427 1.00@ $435.790000 Each Net Amount = $435.79 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $435.79
009-0602-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $435.79

Invoice# I21-005771 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $-154.17
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-419736

FM1-INV#0552-419736 1.00@ $-154.170000 Each Net Amount = $-154.17 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $-154.17
009-0602-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $-154.17

Invoice# I21-005776 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $480.39
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-419698

FM1-INV#0552-419698 1.00@ $480.390000 Each Net Amount = $480.39 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $480.39
009-0602-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $480.39

Invoice# I21-005817 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $30.59Page 54 of 80



Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-421642

FM2-INV #0552-421642 CUST #298790 1.00@ $30.590000 Each Net Amount = $30.59 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.59
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $30.59

Invoice# I21-005818 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $41.54
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0552-416721

FM2-INV #0552-416721 CUST #298790 1.00@ $41.540000 Each Net Amount = $41.54 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $41.54
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $41.54

Invoice# I21-005861 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $26.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0876-376058

FM4-INV#0876-376058 1.00@ $26.970000 Each Net Amount = $26.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $26.97
012-0755-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $26.97

Invoice# I21-005862 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $25.76
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0876-375674

FM4-INV#0876-375674 1.00@ $25.760000 Each Net Amount = $25.76 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $25.76
012-0755-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $25.76

Invoice# I21-005914 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $112.85
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0645-188970

SO-INV#0645-188970 1.00@ $112.850000 Each Net Amount = $112.85 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $112.85
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $112.85

Invoice# I21-005915 for Purchase Order# 21-000001 $45.87
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0645-189602

SO-INV#0645-189602 1.00@ $45.870000 Each Net Amount = $45.87 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $45.87
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $45.87

OAK CLIFF OFFICE SUPPLY & PRINTING INC. 04929 $236.03

Invoice# I21-005673 for Purchase Order# 21-000645 $236.03
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 471475-0

TAX OFFICE-INV #471475-0 ACCT #13281 1.00@ $236.030000 Each Net Amount = $236.03 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$236.03

001-0370-508010 SUPPLIES $236.03

OFFICE DEPOT 01787.0000000001 $763.52
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Invoice# I21-005626 for Purchase Order# 21-000035 $169.88
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 164370714001

JP2-INV #164370714001 ACCT #24981215 1.00@ $169.880000 Each Net Amount = $169.88 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $169.88
001-0520-508010 SUPPLIES $169.88

Invoice# I21-005658 for Purchase Order# 21-000035 $87.10
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 165840938001

SO-INV #165840938001 ACCT #24981215 1.00@ $87.100000 Each Net Amount = $87.10 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $87.10
001-0010-508010 SUPPLIES $87.10

Invoice# I21-005678 for Purchase Order# 21-000035 $201.02
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 163973383001

DA-INV #163973383001 ACCT #24981215 1.00@ $201.020000 Each Net Amount = $201.02 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $201.02
001-0360-508010 SUPPLIES $174.78
001-0360-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $26.24

Invoice# I21-005683 for Purchase Order# 21-000035 $10.58
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 165842023001

SO-INV#165842023001 1.00@ $10.580000 Each Net Amount = $10.58 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $10.58
001-0010-508010 SUPPLIES $10.58

Invoice# I21-005821 for Purchase Order# 21-000035 $165.98
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 160365948001

JP2-INV#160365948001 1.00@ $165.980000 Each Net Amount = $165.98 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $165.98
001-0520-508010 SUPPLIES $165.98

Invoice# I21-005830 for Purchase Order# 21-000035 $128.96
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 166996559001

SO-INV#166996559001 1.00@ $128.960000 Each Net Amount = $128.96 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $128.96
001-0010-508010 SUPPLIES $128.96

PAMELA A ALDRICH LPC LCDC PA 05956 $925.00

Invoice# I21-005977 for Purchase Order# 21-000307 $925.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# ALD166

JUV-INV#ALD166 1.00@ $925.000000 Each Net Amount = $925.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $925.00
008-0811-508750 CBPG - EXT CONT $925.00

PEARMAN OIL & LP GAS, INC 01860 $305.21
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Invoice# I21-005657 for Purchase Order# 21-000088 $93.90
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 65807

ENGINEERING-INV #65807 ACCT #ELCOEN GAS 1.00@ $93.900000 Each Net Amount = $93.90 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$93.90

001-0375-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $93.90

Invoice# I21-005848 for Purchase Order# 21-000088 $211.31
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 65797

CONST2-65797 1.00@ $211.310000 Each Net Amount = $211.31 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $211.31
001-0612-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL REIMB $211.31

PEGASUS SCHOOLS,INC. 01862 $21,910.50

Invoice# I21-005975 for Purchase Order# 21-000311 $21,910.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 18664

JUV-INV#18664 1.00@ $21910.500000 Each Net Amount = $21,910.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $21,910.50
008-0420-508780 JUVENILE RESIDENTIAL $21,910.50

PITNEY BOWES GLOBAL FINANCIAL SERVICES LLC 03460.0000000001 $2,420.91

Invoice# I21-005850 for Purchase Order# 21-000524 $2,420.91
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3313266887

NONDEPT-INV#3313266887 1.00@ $2420.910000 Each Net Amount = $2,420.91 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,420.91
001-0140-508040 POSTAGE $2,420.91

PML INTERPRETING & TRANSLATION INC 06331 $170.00

Invoice# I21-005756 for Purchase Order# 21-000105 $170.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 005692

443RD-INV#005692 1.00@ $170.000000 Each Net Amount = $170.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $170.00
017-0917-506560 INTERPRETER-COURT TRIALS $170.00

PODIATRIC MEDICAL PARTNERS OF TEXAS, PA 06066 $54.41

Invoice# I21-005870 $54.41
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 06066-042121

IH-MEDICAL SEE ATTACHED 1.00@ $54.410000 Each Net Amount = $54.41 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $54.41
001-0110-508500 MEDICAL $54.41

PRAXAIR DISTRIBUTION, INC. 01897.0000000001 $291.57
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Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62501474

FM4-62501474 1.00@ $226.310000 Each Net Amount = $226.31 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $226.31
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $226.31

Invoice# I21-005853 for Purchase Order# 21-000223 $65.26
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62464782

FM4-INV#62464782 1.00@ $65.260000 Each Net Amount = $65.26 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $65.26
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $65.26

QUILL LLC 06729.0000000001 $64.99

Invoice# I21-005754 for Purchase Order# 21-000280 $64.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 15590257

INV#15590257 1.00@ $64.990000 Each Net Amount = $64.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $64.99
001-0015-508010 SUPPLIES $64.99

RAINMASTERS IRRIGATION/JB LAWN SERVICE 02871 $250.00

Invoice# I21-006013 for Purchase Order# 21-000031 $250.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 56833

MAINT-INV#56833 1.00@ $250.000000 Each Net Amount = $250.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $250.00
001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $250.00

READY CABLE, INC. 04606 $35.12

Invoice# I21-005996 for Purchase Order# 21-000908 $35.12
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# WAX165982

RB3-INV#WAX165982 1.00@ $35.120000 Each Net Amount = $35.12 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $35.12
005-0703-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $35.12

READY REFRESH BY NESTLE 01818 $201.96

Invoice# I21-005729 for Purchase Order# 21-000092 $32.99
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 11C0119524858

MAINT-INV #11C0119524858 ACCT #0119524858 1.00@ $32.990000 Each Net Amount = $32.99 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$32.99

001-0020-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $32.99
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Invoice# I21-005846 for Purchase Order# 21-000092 $168.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 11D0123079352

DIST CLERK-INV#11D0123079352 1.00@ $168.970000 Each Net Amount = $168.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $168.97
001-0310-508010 SUPPLIES $168.97

REALLY BIG COLORING BOOKS, INC 8188 $623.66

Invoice# I21-005663 for Purchase Order# 21-000485 $623.66
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 274859

DA-INV #274859 COLORING BOOKS (100) 1.00@ $623.660000 Each Net Amount = $623.66 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$623.66

001-0360-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $623.66

RELX Inc. DBA LEXIS-NEXIS 01464 $629.00

Invoice# I21-005677 for Purchase Order# 21-000233 $629.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3093154675

DA-INV #3093154675 ACCT #100122142 3-1-21 TO 3-31-21 1.00@ $629.000000 Each Net Amount = $629.00 Tax Amount =
$0.00 Total = $629.00

001-0360-508530 LEGAL RESEARCH $629.00

REN-TOOLS, LLC 8468 $195.00

Invoice# I21-005962 for Purchase Order# 21-000938 $195.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 100198

FM2-INV#100198 1.00@ $195.000000 Each Net Amount = $195.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $195.00
010-0653-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $195.00

RENTAL ONE 03585 $988.22

Invoice# I21-005819 for Purchase Order# 21-000394 $502.86
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1206526-0001

FM2-INV #1206526-0001 CUST #8840 SCISSOR LIFT RENTAL 1.00@ $502.860000 Each Net Amount = $502.86 Tax Amount =
$0.00 Total = $502.86

004-0652-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $502.86

Invoice# I21-005820 for Purchase Order# 21-000394 $485.36
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1212907-0001

FM2-INV #1212907-0001 CUST #8840 TELEHANDLER 6K 36' REACH RENTAL 1.00@ $485.360000 Each Net Amount =
$485.36 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $485.36

004-0652-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $485.36
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REPUBLIC SERVICES, INC #069 7705 $196.20

Invoice# I21-005721 for Purchase Order# 21-000141 $196.20
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0069-001085627

MAINT-INV #0069-001085627 ACCT #3-0069-0062339 1.00@ $196.200000 Each Net Amount = $196.20 Tax Amount = $0.00
Total = $196.20

001-0140-507010 UTILITIES $196.20

RETINA SPECIALISTS 04532 $115.97

Invoice# I21-005871 $115.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 04532-042121

IH-MEDICAL SEE ATTACHED 1.00@ $115.970000 Each Net Amount = $115.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $115.97
001-0110-508500 MEDICAL $115.97

RITE OF PASSAGE INC 05926 $6,128.39

Invoice# I21-005974 for Purchase Order# 21-000299 $6,128.39
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# I-26706

JUV-INV#I-26706 1.00@ $6128.390000 Each Net Amount = $6,128.39 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $6,128.39
008-0420-508780 JUVENILE RESIDENTIAL $6,128.39

RIZO & ASSOCIATES, PLLC 02759 $375.00

Invoice# I21-005743 $375.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 102756CCL-040121M

CCL1-MORENO 1.00@ $375.000000 Each Net Amount = $375.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $375.00
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $375.00

ROBERT D LACKEY 04045.0000000001 $3,250.00

Invoice# I21-005971 for Purchase Order# 21-000308 $3,250.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21-C

JUV-INV#21-C 1.00@ $3250.000000 Each Net Amount = $3,250.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3,250.00
008-0813-508650 MHA - EXT CONT DET/PRE- ADJ $1,750.00
008-0811-508750 CBPG - EXT CONT $1,500.00

ROBERT D. FREISNER 01956 $3,546.00
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Invoice# I21-005876 $2,095.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 238762

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $2095.000000 Each Net Amount = $2,095.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,095.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $2,095.00

Invoice# I21-005880 $1,451.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 261403

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1451.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,451.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,451.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,451.00

RODNEY GUTHRIE 8467 $239.00

Invoice# I21-005865 $239.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 032321

CONST2-REIMBURSEMENT SECURITY COURSE-BASIC CIVIL PROCESS 1.00@ $239.000000 Each Net Amount = $239.00
Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $239.00

001-0612-508350 TRAINING $239.00

RODNEY PAT RAMSEY 03068 $1,385.00

Invoice# I21-005878 $1,385.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 258840

Total Felony Attorney Fees 1.00@ $1385.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,385.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,385.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $1,385.00

ROLAND EDWARD COKER JR. 05769 $635.00

Invoice# I21-005722 for Purchase Order# 21-000065 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0297

MAINT-INV #0297 MOWING VACANT LOTS @ ENNIS SUB COURTHOUSE 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00
Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00

001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $275.00

Invoice# I21-005723 for Purchase Order# 21-000065 $165.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0298

MAINT-INV #0298 MOWING @ JUVENILE DETENTION CENTER 1.00@ $165.000000 Each Net Amount = $165.00 Tax
Amount = $0.00 Total = $165.00

001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $165.00
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Invoice# I21-005724 for Purchase Order# 21-000065 $135.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0299

MAINT-INV #0299 MOWING @ RECORDS BUILDING 1.00@ $135.000000 Each Net Amount = $135.00 Tax Amount = $0.00
Total = $135.00

001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $135.00

Invoice# I21-005725 for Purchase Order# 21-000065 $60.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 0300

MAINT-INV #0300 MOWED @ 701 HWY 35 (OLD SUB COURTHOUSE BUILDING) 1.00@ $60.000000 Each Net Amount =
$60.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $60.00

001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $60.00

ROMCO EQUIPMENT CO., LLC 02067.0000000001 $3,418.98

Invoice# I21-005942 for Purchase Order# 21-000941 $3,418.98
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 101126840

FM2-101126840 1.00@ $3418.980000 Each Net Amount = $3,418.98 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3,418.98
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $3,418.98

ROSIE MENDEZ 03224 $340.00

Invoice# I21-005970 for Purchase Order# 21-000230 $340.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 175

JUV-INV#175 1.00@ $340.000000 Each Net Amount = $340.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $340.00
008-0811-508750 CBPG - EXT CONT $340.00

SANDOVAL & ASSOCIATES LLC 03448 $250.00

Invoice# I21-005730 for Purchase Order# 21-000555 $250.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 46581

378TH-INV #46581 SPANISH INTERPRETING CAUSE #94159D 1.00@ $250.000000 Each Net Amount = $250.00 Tax Amount
= $0.00 Total = $250.00

017-0917-506560 INTERPRETER-COURT TRIALS $250.00

SCOTT DAVIS 6944 $7,720.00

Invoice# I21-005967 for Purchase Order# 21-000232 $7,720.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 28

JUV-INV#28 1.00@ $7720.000000 Each Net Amount = $7,720.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $7,720.00
008-0821-508750 CBPMH - EXT CONT $7,720.00
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SCOTT E. KURTH 05695 $200.00

Invoice# I21-005690 for Purchase Order# 21-000216 $200.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# SKMAR21

SO-INV#SKMAR21 1.00@ $200.000000 Each Net Amount = $200.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $200.00
001-0010-509380 DWI WARRENT REVIEWS $200.00

SHERWIN WILLIAMS CO - WAXAHACHIE STORE 02161 $78.04

Invoice# I21-005781 for Purchase Order# 21-000597 $78.04
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 5204-7

JAIL-INV#5204-7 1.00@ $78.040000 Each Net Amount = $78.04 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $78.04
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $78.04

SHRED-IT 7790.0000000001 $88.94

Invoice# I21-005674 for Purchase Order# 21-000079 $88.94
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 8181684785

DIST CLK-INV #8181684785 CUST #14254676 1.00@ $88.940000 Each Net Amount = $88.94 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$88.94

001-0310-508730 MAINT/RPS OFC EQUIP $88.94

SIERRA'S CONTRACTOR 05481 $2,855.00

Invoice# I21-005718 for Purchase Order# 21-000030 $2,380.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 609

MAINT-INV #609 3 YDS SOIL, TILL FLOWER BEDS, FERTILIZER, 60 FLATS OF FLOWERS AND LABOR 1.00@
$2380.000000 Each Net Amount = $2,380.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,380.00

001-0020-507020 REPAIRS $2,380.00

Invoice# I21-005719 for Purchase Order# 21-000030 $225.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 608

MAINT-INV #608 MOWED AND EDGED @ COURTS BUILDING 1.00@ $225.000000 Each Net Amount = $225.00 Tax Amount
= $0.00 Total = $225.00

001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $225.00

Invoice# I21-005720 for Purchase Order# 21-000030 $125.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 607

MAINT-MOWED AND EDGED @ COURTHOUSE 1.00@ $125.000000 Each Net Amount = $125.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$125.00

001-0020-508670 COURTHOUSE LAWN CARE $125.00

Invoice# I21-005956 for Purchase Order# 21-000030 $125.00
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Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 610

MAINT-INV#610 1.00@ $125.000000 Each Net Amount = $125.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $125.00
001-0020-507160 COURTHOUSE REPAIRS $125.00

SPCA OF TEXAS 8016 $6,883.00

Invoice# I21-005768 for Purchase Order# 21-000434 $6,883.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 01-032021

SO-INV#01-032021 1.00@ $6883.000000 Each Net Amount = $6,883.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $6,883.00
001-0010-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $6,883.00

STACEY S MARTIN 05302 $595.00
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Invoice# I21-005875 $595.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 227372

Discovery Request 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Client 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Communication with Other 1.00@ $15.000000 Each Net Amount = $15.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $15.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $15.00

Case / Court Prep 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Conference with DA 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $30.000000 Each Net Amount = $30.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $30.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $30.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $75.000000 Each Net Amount = $75.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $75.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $75.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $100.000000 Each Net Amount = $100.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $100.00
001-0150-509580 CCL3 APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $100.00

STAPLES INC 06729 $1,935.91
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Invoice# I21-005670 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $182.97
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3473610320

DIST CLK-INV #3473610320 ACCT #1045774 1.00@ $182.970000 Each Net Amount = $182.97 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$182.97

001-0310-508010 SUPPLIES $182.97

Invoice# I21-005672 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $243.38
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3472938729

DIST CLK-INV #3472938729 ACCT #1045774 1.00@ $243.380000 Each Net Amount = $243.38 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$243.38

001-0310-508010 SUPPLIES $243.38

Invoice# I21-005709 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $155.13
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3474152742

PURCHASING-INV #3474152742 ACCT 31045788 1.00@ $155.130000 Each Net Amount = $155.13 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$155.13

001-0230-508010 SUPPLIES $55.17
001-0135-508010 SUPPLIES $99.96

Invoice# I21-005710 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $727.67
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3473106995

CO CLK-INV #3473106995 ACCT #1045770 1.00@ $727.670000 Each Net Amount = $727.67 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$727.67

001-0320-508010 SUPPLIES $727.67

Invoice# I21-005831 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $20.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3474212672

JAIL-INV#3474212672 1.00@ $20.000000 Each Net Amount = $20.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $20.00
001-0015-508010 SUPPLIES $20.00

Invoice# I21-005832 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $118.62
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3472754442

COUNTY JUDGE-INV#3472754442 1.00@ $118.620000 Each Net Amount = $118.62 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $118.62
001-0390-508010 SUPPLIES $118.62

Invoice# I21-005958 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $77.78
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3473194976

INV#3473194976 1.00@ $77.780000 Each Net Amount = $77.78 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $77.78
001-0430-508010 SUPPLIES $77.78
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Invoice# I21-005959 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $188.17
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3473194977

EMERGENCY MGMT-INV#INV#3473194977 1.00@ $188.170000 Each Net Amount = $188.17 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$188.17

001-0430-508010 SUPPLIES $188.17

Invoice# I21-005978 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $47.19
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3474329894

SO-INV#3474329894 1.00@ $47.190000 Each Net Amount = $47.19 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $47.19
001-0010-508010 SUPPLIES $47.19

Invoice# I21-006012 for Purchase Order# 21-000006 $175.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3474269592

DIST CLERK-INV#3474269592 1.00@ $175.000000 Each Net Amount = $175.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $175.00
001-0310-508010 SUPPLIES $175.00

STATE CHEMICAL SOLUTIONS 00162 $646.13

Invoice# I21-005783 for Purchase Order# 21-000320 $646.13
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 901893784

MAINT-INV#901893784 1.00@ $646.130000 Each Net Amount = $646.13 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $646.13
001-0020-508580 CUSTODIAN SUPPLIES $646.13

STEP ONE TESTING 02877 $65.00

Invoice# I21-005763 for Purchase Order# 21-000564 $65.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 10730

RB1-INV#10730 1.00@ $65.000000 Each Net Amount = $65.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $65.00
003-0601-508650 EMPLOYMENT SCREENING $65.00

STEVENS SYSTEMS INC. 02243 $770.00

Invoice# I21-005623 for Purchase Order# 21-000932 $770.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 24303

IT-INV #24303 RAN A NEW FIBER OPTIC CABLE AT SUB COURTHOUSE 1.00@ $770.000000 Each Net Amount = $770.00
Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $770.00

001-0035-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $770.00

SUN COAST RESOURCES, INC 06764.0000000001 $1,096.56
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Invoice# I21-005943 for Purchase Order# 21-000934 $1,096.56
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 96034404

DEF FLUID DELIVERY ADDRESS R&B 2: 1400 S OAK GROVE RD ENNIS, TX 75119 972-825-5333 1.00@ $1096.560000
Each Net Amount = $1,096.56 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,096.56

010-0653-509130 CHEMICALS $1,096.56

SWAGIT PRODUCTIONS, LLC 05785 $1,270.00

Invoice# I21-005835 for Purchase Order# 21-000378 $1,270.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 17519

NONDEPT-INV#17519 1.00@ $1270.000000 Each Net Amount = $1,270.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,270.00
001-0140-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $1,270.00

TALENT RESTORATION & WATERPROOFING INC 7927 $20,000.00

Invoice# I21-005934 for Purchase Order# 21-000462 $20,000.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 021521

MAINT-DATED 02/15/21 1.00@ $20000.000000 Each Net Amount = $20,000.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $20,000.00
001-0020-507160 COURTHOUSE REPAIRS $20,000.00

TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 06612 $185.00

Invoice# I21-005702 for Purchase Order# 21-000372 $125.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 193884-2021

TAX OFFICE-INV #193884 2021 MEMBERSHIP DUES FOR RICHARD ROZIER 1.00@ $125.000000 Each Net Amount =
$125.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $125.00

001-0370-508060 OFFICIAL BOND/DUES $125.00

Invoice# I21-005847 for Purchase Order# 21-000372 $60.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 256883/256883

CONST2-INVOICE 256883/256883 1.00@ $60.000000 Each Net Amount = $60.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $60.00
001-0612-508060 OFFICIAL BOND/DUES $60.00

TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF ELECTIONS ADMINISTRATORS 06574 $400.00

Invoice# I21-006025 for Purchase Order# 21-000956 $400.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 2021 MEMBERSHIP

ELECTIONS-MEMBERSHIPS FOR ROSELAND GIBSON,ADRIAN RODRIGUEZ, AMY AUSMUS, JENNIFER AVILA 1.00@
$400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00

001-0210-508000 CHAPTER 19 EXPENDITURES $400.00
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TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 06086.0000000001 $8.25

Invoice# I21-005761 $8.25
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040521

SO-ALIAS TAG REGISTRATION 1.00@ $8.250000 Each Net Amount = $8.25 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $8.25
001-0010-508090 AUTO REPAIRS $8.25

TEXAS DISTRICT AND COUNTY ATTORNEYS
ASSOCIATION

02290 $235.00

Invoice# I21-005676 for Purchase Order# 21-000028 $235.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 182665

DA-INV #182665 MEMBERSHIP DUES FOR BRIGGS, NIETO, NORRIS AND THEODOROU 1.00@ $235.000000 Each Net
Amount = $235.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $235.00

001-0360-508060 DUES/BONDS $235.00

TEXAS INITIATIVE PROGRAMS 06492 $560.00

Invoice# I21-005966 for Purchase Order# 21-000309 $560.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 44

JUV-INV#44 1.00@ $560.000000 Each Net Amount = $560.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $560.00
008-0811-508750 CBPG - EXT CONT $560.00

TEXAS LAWYERS' INSURANCE EXCHANGE 06642 $1,500.00

Invoice# I21-005864 for Purchase Order# 21-000920 $1,500.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 97830

JUV-JUV-#97830 POLICY PERIOD 4/15/21-4/15/21 FOR JUDGE ERMATINGER 1.00@ $1500.000000 Each Net Amount =
$1,500.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,500.00

008-0420-507060 INSURANCE DEDUCTIBLE $1,500.00

TEXASBIT 00149 $5,475.81

Invoice# I21-005945 for Purchase Order# 21-000062 $2,785.45
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 200947509

RB3-INV#200947509 1.00@ $2785.450000 Each Net Amount = $2,785.45 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,785.45
011-0704-509150 ASPHALT $2,785.45

Invoice# I21-005946 for Purchase Order# 21-000062 $2,690.36
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 200947521

RB3-INV#200947521 1.00@ $2690.360000 Each Net Amount = $2,690.36 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,690.36
011-0704-509150 ASPHALT $2,690.36
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THE ARC OF TEXAS 8450 $10,000.00

Invoice# I21-005979 for Purchase Order# 21-000950 $10,000.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 20210315

INV#20210315 1.00@ $10000.000000 Each Net Amount = $10,000.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $10,000.00
001-0010-508350 EMPLOYEE TRAINING $10,000.00

THE BETHANCOURT LAW FIRM, PLLC 7730.0000000001 $192.50

Invoice# I21-005744 $192.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 102363CCL-040521M

CCL1-CDB JR 1.00@ $192.500000 Each Net Amount = $192.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $192.50
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $192.50

THE CLARK LAW FIRM, PLLC 7411 $450.00

Invoice# I21-005732 $150.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21M4042-033021

CCL1-JB 1.00@ $150.000000 Each Net Amount = $150.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $150.00
001-0130-507250 CCL-ATTY/MENTAL $150.00

Invoice# I21-005733 $150.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 21M4042-040521

CCL1-JB 1.00@ $150.000000 Each Net Amount = $150.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $150.00
001-0130-507250 CCL-ATTY/MENTAL $150.00

Invoice# I21-005734 $150.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040521-21M4042

CCL1-JB 1.00@ $150.000000 Each Net Amount = $150.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $150.00
001-0130-507250 CCL-ATTY/MENTAL $150.00

THE NIGEL HOWARD REDMOND LAW FIRM 06692 $2,201.00
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Invoice# I21-005895 $773.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266069

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $136.000000 Each Net Amount = $136.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $136.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $136.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005896 $841.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266070

Communication with Client 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $50.000000 Each Net Amount = $50.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $50.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $50.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $51.000000 Each Net Amount = $51.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $51.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $51.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Discovery Review 1.00@ $102.000000 Each Net Amount = $102.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $102.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $102.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

Invoice# I21-005897 $587.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 266071

Jail Data Review 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $17.00

Phone Conference 1.00@ $34.000000 Each Net Amount = $34.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $34.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $34.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Jail Visit/Client Conference 1.00@ $68.000000 Each Net Amount = $68.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $68.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $68.00

Court Appearance 1.00@ $400.000000 Each Net Amount = $400.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $400.00
001-0150-508360 443RD APPOINTED ATTORNEYS $400.00

THE PUBLIC GROUP, LLC 02728.0000000001 $225.00

Invoice# I21-005671 for Purchase Order# 21-000260 $225.00
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Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1226755

PURCHASING-INV #1226755 ACCT #10-4300-18429 1.00@ $225.000000 Each Net Amount = $225.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total
= $225.00

001-0230-506980 LAW BOOKS/DUES $225.00

THOMSON REUTERS-WEST 02663 $13,613.55

Invoice# I21-005682 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $2,451.67
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 843857366

LAW LIBRARY-INV #843857366 ACCT #1000808945 1.00@ $2451.670000 Each Net Amount = $2,451.67 Tax Amount = $0.00
Total = $2,451.67

019-0919-508820 BOOKS $2,451.67

Invoice# I21-005686 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $2,451.67
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 844191485

LAW LIBRARY-INV #844191485 ACCT #1000808945 LIBRARY PLAN CHARGES 1.00@ $2451.670000 Each Net Amount =
$2,451.67 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,451.67

019-0919-508820 BOOKS $2,451.67

Invoice# I21-005688 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $1,237.96
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 844141762

LAW LIBRARY-INV #844141762 ACCT #1000282721 WEST INFORMATION CHARGES 1.00@ $1237.960000 Each Net
Amount = $1,237.96 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,237.96

019-0919-508820 BOOKS $1,237.96

Invoice# I21-005691 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $891.19
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 844191158

DA-INV #844191158 ACCT #1000849739 SUBSCRIPTION PRODUCT CHARGES 1.00@ $891.190000 Each Net Amount =
$891.19 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $891.19

001-0360-508530 LEGAL RESEARCH $891.19

Invoice# I21-005705 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $63.62
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 844172957

DIST CLK-INV #266218 CUST #CCD01125 1.00@ $63.620000 Each Net Amount = $63.62 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $63.62
019-0919-508820 BOOKS $63.62

Invoice# I21-005782 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $1,214.30
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 844107428

SO-INV#844107428 1.00@ $1214.300000 Each Net Amount = $1,214.30 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,214.30
001-0010-508880 COMPUTER SOFTWARE $1,214.30
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Invoice# I21-006009 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $1,561.77
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 843873038

LAW LIBRARY-INV#843873038 1.00@ $1561.770000 Each Net Amount = $1,561.77 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,561.77
019-0919-508820 BOOKS $1,561.77

Invoice# I21-006010 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $1,561.77
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 844208768

LAW LIBRARY-INV#844208768 1.00@ $1561.770000 Each Net Amount = $1,561.77 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,561.77
019-0919-508820 BOOKS $1,561.77

Invoice# I21-006011 for Purchase Order# 21-000054 $2,179.60
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 843539750

LAW LIBRARY-INV#843539750 1.00@ $2179.600000 Each Net Amount = $2,179.60 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $2,179.60
019-0919-508820 BOOKS $2,179.60

TIERNEY LILLEY 02462 $145.08

Invoice# I21-005675 for Purchase Order# 21-000405 $145.08
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 256

CCL1-INV #256 COURT REPORTING CAUSE #100818 ITIO SEARS/COATS CHILDREN 1.00@ $145.080000 Each Net
Amount = $145.08 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $145.08

001-0150-508280 COURT COSTS/GEN EXPENDITURES $145.08

TIMECLOCK PLUS, LLC 8025 $3.00

Invoice# I21-005784 for Purchase Order# 21-000295 $3.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 573164

DA-INV#573164 1.00@ $3.000000 Each Net Amount = $3.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $3.00
001-0360-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $3.00

TRANSUNION RISK AND ALTERNATIVE DATA
SOLUTIONS INC

06267 $196.00

Invoice# I21-005693 for Purchase Order# 21-000080 $196.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 848674-202103-1

DA-INV #848674-202103-1 ACCT #848674 3-1-21 TO 3-31-21 1.00@ $196.000000 Each Net Amount = $196.00 Tax Amount =
$0.00 Total = $196.00

001-0360-508530 LEGAL RESEARCH $196.00

UNIFIRST HOLDINGS, INC. 03664.0000000001 $552.08

Invoice# I21-005854 for Purchase Order# 21-000016 $276.04
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Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 828 3986284

FM4-INV#828 3986284 1.00@ $276.040000 Each Net Amount = $276.04 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $276.04
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $276.04

Invoice# I21-005855 for Purchase Order# 21-000016 $276.04
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 828 3988397

FM4-INV#828 3988397 1.00@ $276.040000 Each Net Amount = $276.04 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $276.04
012-0755-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $276.04

UNITED AG & TURF 06607.0000000001 $120.10

Invoice# I21-005701 for Purchase Order# 21-000140 $93.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 11380687

FM2-INV#11380687 1.00@ $93.000000 Each Net Amount = $93.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $93.00
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $93.00

Invoice# I21-005703 for Purchase Order# 21-000140 $7.60
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 11382909

FM2-INV#11382909 1.00@ $7.600000 Each Net Amount = $7.60 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $7.60
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $7.60

Invoice# I21-005706 for Purchase Order# 21-000140 $19.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 11384806

FM2-INV#11384806 1.00@ $19.500000 Each Net Amount = $19.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $19.50
010-0653-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $19.50

VARNER ALON 02594 $670.76

Invoice# I21-005793 for Purchase Order# 21-000057 $17.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 45205

FM3-INV #45205 1.00@ $17.000000 Each Net Amount = $17.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $17.00
011-0704-509090 REPAIRS/PARTS $17.00

Invoice# I21-005827 for Purchase Order# 21-000057 $653.76
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 45265

RB3-INV#45265 1.00@ $653.760000 Each Net Amount = $653.76 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $653.76
005-0703-509070 TIRES $653.76

VELA PRIVATE INVESTIGATIVE SERVICES, PLLC 06100 $228.50
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Invoice# I21-005845 $228.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 3197

443RD-TYLER TATE 1.00@ $228.500000 Each Net Amount = $228.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $228.50
001-0150-508280 COURT COSTS/GEN EXPENDITURES $228.50

VERIZON WIRELESS 02598.0000000001 $86.08

Invoice# I21-006028 for Purchase Order# 21-000023 $86.08
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 9876713241

ELECTIONS-INV#9876713241 1.00@ $86.080000 Each Net Amount = $86.08 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $86.08
001-0210-507030 TELEPHONE $86.08

VICTORIA COUNTY JUVENILE DETENTION SERVICES 05587 $12,343.46

Invoice# I21-005976 for Purchase Order# 21-000306 $12,343.46
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 31962021

JUV-INV#31962021 1.00@ $12343.460000 Each Net Amount = $12,343.46 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $12,343.46
008-0420-508940 SECURE RESIDENTIAL $12,256.78
008-0420-508770 JUVENILE MEDICAL $86.68

VULCAN MATERIALS COMPANY, INC. 02619 $17,228.00

Invoice# I21-005711 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $4,075.06
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62270024

FM1-INV #62270024 CUST #91457-210416 1.00@ $4075.060000 Each Net Amount = $4,075.06 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$4,075.06

009-0602-509110 GRAVEL $4,075.06

Invoice# I21-005712 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $1,018.60
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62273116

FM1-INV #62273116 CUST #91457-210416 1.00@ $1018.600000 Each Net Amount = $1,018.60 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$1,018.60

009-0602-509110 GRAVEL $1,018.60

Invoice# I21-005713 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $4,095.74
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62266140

FM1-INV #62266140 CUST #91457-210416 1.00@ $4095.740000 Each Net Amount = $4,095.74 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total =
$4,095.74

009-0602-509110 GRAVEL $4,095.74
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Invoice# I21-005937 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $1,864.06
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62274136

FM2-INV#62274136 1.00@ $1864.060000 Each Net Amount = $1,864.06 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,864.06
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,864.06

Invoice# I21-005938 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $1,608.46
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62276833

FM2-INV#62276833 1.00@ $1608.460000 Each Net Amount = $1,608.46 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,608.46
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $1,608.46

Invoice# I21-005939 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $930.16
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62272046

FM2-INV#62272046 1.00@ $930.160000 Each Net Amount = $930.16 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $930.16
010-0653-509110 GRAVEL $930.16

Invoice# I21-005940 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $1,596.32
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62275199

FM2-INV#62275199 1.00@ $1596.320000 Each Net Amount = $1,596.32 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,596.32
012-0755-509110 GRAVEL $1,596.32

Invoice# I21-005986 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $1,010.22
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62275917

FM1-INV#62275917 1.00@ $1010.220000 Each Net Amount = $1,010.22 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,010.22
009-0602-509110 GRAVEL $1,010.22

Invoice# I21-005988 for Purchase Order# 21-000022 $1,029.38
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 62274710

FM1-INV#62274710 1.00@ $1029.380000 Each Net Amount = $1,029.38 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,029.38
009-0602-509110 GRAVEL $1,029.38

WARES GIANT TIRE SERVICE, LLC 06539 $1,265.72

Invoice# I21-005824 for Purchase Order# 21-000944 $1,265.72
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 42953

RB3-INV#42953 1.00@ $1265.720000 Each Net Amount = $1,265.72 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $1,265.72
005-0703-509070 TIRES $1,265.72

WAXAHACHIE FUNERAL HOME 02644 $825.00
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Invoice# I21-005836 for Purchase Order# 21-000220 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 032521-KENNEDY

NONDEPT-032521-KENNEDY 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00
001-0140-508380 TRANSPORT DEATH VICTIMS $275.00

Invoice# I21-005837 for Purchase Order# 21-000220 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 032621-K BALMER

NONDEPT-032621 KRISTIN LANE 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00
001-0140-508380 TRANSPORT DEATH VICTIMS $275.00

Invoice# I21-006016 for Purchase Order# 21-000220 $275.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 040521-BURTON

NONDEPT-D BURTON 1.00@ $275.000000 Each Net Amount = $275.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $275.00
001-0140-508380 TRANSPORT DEATH VICTIMS $275.00

WAXAHACHIE GLASS CORPORATION 02645 $2,725.00

Invoice# I21-005778 for Purchase Order# 21-000836 $810.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1609

JAIL-INV#1609 1.00@ $810.000000 Each Net Amount = $810.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $810.00
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $810.00

Invoice# I21-005779 for Purchase Order# 21-000836 $985.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1607

JAIL-INV#1607 1.00@ $985.000000 Each Net Amount = $985.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $985.00
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $985.00

Invoice# I21-005780 for Purchase Order# 21-000836 $930.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 1608

JAIL-INV#1608 1.00@ $930.000000 Each Net Amount = $930.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $930.00
001-0015-507020 REPAIRS $930.00

WAXAHACHIE NEWSPAPERS, INC. 02642.0000000002 $110.24

Invoice# I21-006014 for Purchase Order# 21-000078 $110.24
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 00130430

NONDEPT-AD#00130430 1.00@ $110.240000 Each Net Amount = $110.24 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $110.24
001-0140-508230 LEGAL NOTICES $110.24

WELLPATH LLC 06374 $138,671.04
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Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# INV0078632

SO-INV #INV0078632 CUST #TXELL001 2-1-21 TO 2-28-21 1.00@ $13478.610000 Each Net Amount = $13,478.61 Tax Amount
= $0.00 Total = $13,478.61

001-0110-508130 INMATES-MEDICAL $13,478.61

Invoice# I21-005698 for Purchase Order# 21-000077 $125,192.43
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# INV0078483

SO-INV #INV0078483 CUST #TXELL001 MEDICAL SERVICES 5-1-21 TO 5-31-21 1.00@ $125192.430000 Each Net Amount =
$125,192.43 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $125,192.43

001-0110-508130 INMATES-MEDICAL $125,192.43

WEX BANK 05562.0000000001 $4,986.08

Invoice# I21-005964 $4,986.08
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 70958825

INV#70958825 1.00@ $4986.080000 Each Net Amount = $4,986.08 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $4,986.08
001-0035-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $41.24
001-0390-508080 AUTO GAS $116.27
001-0450-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $782.49
001-0613-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL REIMB $257.65
001-0430-508080 AUTO GAS $59.61
001-0010-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $3,271.16
008-0420-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $70.11
001-0375-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $406.32
001-0210-508080 AUTO GAS/OIL $21.19
001-0010-400030 MISC REIMBURSEMENTS $-39.96

WINBORNE LAFLEUR PC 06682 $838.60

Invoice# I21-005746 $683.20
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 103486CCL-040521M

CCL1-SMITH/WILLBANKS 1.00@ $683.200000 Each Net Amount = $683.20 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $683.20
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $683.20

Invoice# I21-005748 $102.90
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 99410CCL-040521M

CCL1-LUNA 1.00@ $102.900000 Each Net Amount = $102.90 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $102.90
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $102.90

Invoice# I21-005749 $52.50
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 101808CCL-040521M

CCL1-CORBIN 1.00@ $52.500000 Each Net Amount = $52.50 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $52.50
001-0150-509570 CCL1 ATTY/GUARDIAN AD LITEM $52.50
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XEROX CORPORATION 02700 $1,298.37

Invoice# I21-005684 for Purchase Order# 21-000076 $208.02
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 013021159

JAIL-INV#013021159 1.00@ $208.020000 Each Net Amount = $208.02 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $208.02
001-0015-508680 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $208.02

Invoice# I21-005685 for Purchase Order# 21-000076 $208.83
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 013021160

JAIL-INV#013021160 1.00@ $208.830000 Each Net Amount = $208.83 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $208.83
001-0015-508680 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES $208.83

Invoice# I21-005687 for Purchase Order# 21-000076 $201.51
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 013021147

SO-INV#013021147 1.00@ $201.510000 Each Net Amount = $201.51 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $201.51
001-0010-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $201.51

Invoice# I21-005692 for Purchase Order# 21-000076 $160.03
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 013021173

SO-INV#013021173 1.00@ $160.030000 Each Net Amount = $160.03 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $160.03
001-0010-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $160.03

Invoice# I21-005696 for Purchase Order# 21-000076 $224.54
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 013021171

SO-INV#013021171 1.00@ $224.540000 Each Net Amount = $224.54 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $224.54
001-0010-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES $224.54

Invoice# I21-006015 for Purchase Order# 21-000076 $295.44
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 013021208

COUNTY JUDGE-INV#013021208 1.00@ $295.440000 Each Net Amount = $295.44 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $295.44
001-0390-508730 MAINT/RSP OFC EQUIP $295.44

XLDESIGN4U 8443 $376.00

Invoice# I21-005694 for Purchase Order# 21-000916 $212.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 8934

DA-INV #8934 ENVELOPES 1.00@ $212.000000 Each Net Amount = $212.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $212.00
001-0360-508010 SUPPLIES $212.00
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Ellis County

Open Item Listing (Date: 04/14/2021)

Status = POSTED
Due Date = 04/21/2021
Bank Account = First Financial Bank 1113-Clearing

Vendor Name Vendor# Total

Invoice# I21-005785 for Purchase Order# 21-000916 $164.00
Effective Date: 04/21/2021
Invoice Type: Default Invoice
Vendor Invoice# 8932

DA-INV#8932 1.00@ $164.000000 Each Net Amount = $164.00 Tax Amount = $0.00 Total = $164.00
001-0360-508070 OPERATING EXPENDITURES $164.00

-----------------------
$1,017,315.78
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ELLIS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT 
OFFICIAL MINUTES – APRIL 6, 2021 

 
THE ELLIS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT MET ON TUESDAY, APRIL 6, 2021 AT 2:00 P.M., IN THE HISTORIC ELLIS 

COUNTY COURTHOUSE, COMMISSIONERS COURTROOM (2ND FLOOR) 101 W. MAIN STREET, WAXAHACHIE, TEXAS 

AT WHICH TIME THE FOLLOWING WAS DISCUSSED AND CONSIDERED, TO-WIT: 

MEMBERS PRESENT: 

COUNTY JUDGE:  TODD LITTLE              COUNTY CLERK:  KRYSTAL VALDEZ 

COMMISSIONERS: 
RANDY STINSON, COMMISSIONER, PCT. 1 
LANE GRAYSON, COMMISSIONER, PCT. 2 
PAUL PERRY, COMMISSIONER, PCT. 3 
KYLE BUTLER, COMMISSIONER, PCT. 4 
 
 

  
OPENING COURT  

COUNTY JUDGE CALLS MEETING TO ORDER, DECLARES QUORUM AND DECLARES NOTICES LEGALLY POSTED PURSUANT 

TO OPEN MEETINGS ACT. 

MOTION TO OPEN COURT BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER STINSON, MOTION CARRIED 
 
INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – PAUL PERRY, COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT 3 

 

CONSENT AGENDA: 

MINUTE ORDER 204.21  APPROVING CONSENT AGENDA 

ADMINISTRATIVE: 

A1 APPROVING REGULAR BILLS, PAYROLL AND OFFICER’S REPORTS. – CHERYL CHAMBERS, COUNTY 

TREASURER 

A2 APPROVING COMMISSIONERS’ COURT SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES FROM MARCH 22, 2021 AND 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES FROM MARCH 23, 2021– KRYSTAL VALDEZ, COUNTY CLERK 

A3 APPROVING AN INTERLOCAL COOPERATION CONTRACT BETWEEN COUNTY OF ELLIS AND 

WAXAHACHIE ISD, TERM AGREEMENT THRU DECEMBER 31, 2021. – KYLE BUTLER, 
COMMISSIONER, PRECINCT #4 

A4 APPROVING THE COUNTY JUDGE TO SIGN A CONTRACT FOR SCANNING SERVICES.  CONTRACT NOT 

TO EXCEED $10,000.00. – TODD LITTLE, COUNTY JUDGE 

A5 ACCEPTING THE FIRE MARSHAL MONTHLY REPORT FOR FEBRUARY 2021.– TIM BIRDWELL, FIRE 

MARSHAL 
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FINANCIAL: 

F1 ACCEPTING THE COUNTY AUDITOR’S MONTHLY REPORT FOR FEBRUARY 2021, PURSUANT TO 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE §114.025. – JANET MARTIN, COUNTY AUDITOR 

F2 APPROVING THE COUNTY’S RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS OF FUNDS FROM MARCH 16, 2021 – 

MARCH 31, 2021, PURSUANT TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE §114.024. – JANET MARTIN, 
COUNTY AUDITOR 

F3 FY2020-21 LINE ITEM TRANSFER: 
DECREASE 009-0602-509130 FM1 – CHEMICALS BY $2,500.00; 
INCREASE 009-0602-509070 FM1 – TIRES BY $2,500.00 – RANDY STINSON, 
COMMISSIONER, PCT. 1 

F4 FY2020-21 LINE ITEM TRANSFER: 
DECREASE 001-0140-509030 LAWSUIT SETTLEMENT BY $10,000.00; 
INCREASE 001-0010-508350 EMPLOYEE TRAINING BY $10,000.00  – TODD LITTLE, COUNTY 

JUDGE 

F5 FY2020-21 LINE ITEM TRANSFER: 
DECREASE 001-0140-570000 CONTINGENCY – SURPLUS BY $10,000.00; 
INCREASE 001-0140-508680 CONTRACT SERVICES BY $10,000.00  – TODD LITTLE, COUNTY 

JUDGE 

F6 FY2020-21 LINE ITEM TRANSFER: 
DECREASE 011-0704-508070 FM3 – GENERAL MISC. BY $60,000.00 
INCREASE 011-0704-509090 – REPAIRS BY $60,000.00  – PAUL PERRY, COMMISSIONER, 
PCT. 3 

F7 APPROVING A SALARY SUPPLEMENT FOR THE COUNTY ATTORNEY OFFICE EMPLOYEE, BRYAN 

NORRIS, TO BE PAID WITH FUNDS RECEIVED AND TRANSFERRED FROM THE COUNTY & DISTRICT 

ATTORNEY STATE APPORTIONMENT FUNDS TO THE COUNTY ATTORNEY SALARY LINE ITEMS 

(INCLUDING FICA, SOCIAL SECURITY AND RETIREMENT LINE ITEMS) IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 

(A) 2020-2021  $3,587.04 

(B) 2021-2022  $4,500.00 

F8 APPROVING A SALARY SUPPLEMENT FOR THE COUNTY ATTORNEY OFFICE EMPLOYEE, STACEY 

AUVENSHINE, TO BE PAID WITH FUNDS RECEIVED AND TRANSFERRED FROM THE COUNTY & 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY STATE APPORTIONMENT FUNDS TO THE COUNTY ATTORNEY SALARY LINE 

ITEMS (INCLUDING FICA, SOCIAL SECURITY AND RETIREMENT LINE ITEMS) IN THE FOLLOWING 

MANNER: 

(A) 2020-2021  $            .00 

(B) 2021-2022  $2,000.00 

F9 APPROVING A SALARY SUPPLEMENT FOR THE COUNTY ATTORNEY OFFICE EMPLOYEE, JAKE 

HEFFERNAN, TO BE PAID WITH FUNDS RECEIVED AND TRANSFERRED FROM THE COUNTY & DISTRICT 

ATTORNEY STATE APPORTIONMENT FUNDS TO THE COUNTY ATTORNEY SALARY LINE ITEMS 

(INCLUDING FICA, SOCIAL SECURITY AND RETIREMENT LINE ITEMS) IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 



Ellis County Commissioner’s Court Minutes – April 6, 2021 

(A) 2020-2021  $            .00 

(B) 2021-2022  $1,445.00 

F10 APPROVING A SALARY SUPPLEMENT FOR THE COUNTY ATTORNEY OFFICE EMPLOYEE, BARBARA 

ANGLEN, TO BE PAID WITH FUNDS RECEIVED AND TRANSFERRED FROM THE COUNTY & DISTRICT 

ATTORNEY STATE APPORTIONMENT FUNDS TO THE COUNTY ATTORNEY SALARY LINE ITEMS 

(INCLUDING FICA, SOCIAL SECURITY AND RETIREMENT LINE ITEMS) IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 

(A) 2020-2021  $            .00 

(B) 2021-2022  $5,000.00 

F11 APPROVING A SALARY SUPPLEMENT FOR THE COUNTY ATTORNEY OFFICE EMPLOYEE, JOE AGUILAR, 
TO BE PAID WITH FUNDS RECEIVED AND TRANSFERRED FROM THE COUNTY & DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

STATE APPORTIONMENT FUNDS TO THE COUNTY ATTORNEY SALARY LINE ITEMS (INCLUDING FICA, 
SOCIAL SECURITY AND RETIREMENT LINE ITEMS) IN THE FOLLOWING MANNER: 

(A) 2020-2021  $            .00 

(B) 2021-2022  $2,000.00 

 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, MOTION CARRIED 

 

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

 

MINUTE ORDER 205.21 (1.1) APPROVING A ONE-TIME VARIANCE FOR THE PROPOSED GIBSON PLACE 

(PARCEL NO. 192608) FROM VOLUME I, SECTION IV (B)(2)(RESIDENTIAL LOTS) OF THE SUBDIVISION 

& DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS TO ALLOW ONE (1) LOT WITHOUT MEETING THE MINIMUM ROAD 

FRONTAGE REQUIREMENT.  THE PROPERTY CONTAINS ± 3.154 ACRES OF LAND LOCATED ON THE SOUTH 

SIDE OF GIBSON ROAD, ± 250 FEET EAST OF THE INTERSECTION OF COUNTRY MEADOWS DRIVE AND 

GIBSON ROAD, IN THE EXTRA-TERRITORIAL JURISDICTION (ETJ) OF WAXAHACHIE, ROAD & BRIDGE 

PRECINCT NO. 1. 

 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: TIM JACKSON, SURVEYOR 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER STINSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, MOTION CARRIED 

 

MINUTE ORDER 206.21 (1.2) DENYING THE CONDITIONALLY APPROVED PLAT OF LOT 1 AND 2 , VAN 

CARTER ADDITION FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS:   1) NOT ADHERING TO THE COUNTY’S QUALITY 

GROWTH INITIATIVES, VOLUME III (STANDARD CONSTRUCTION DETAILS), SECTION III (B);  
2) APPLICANT’S STATEMENT/LETTER STATING THEY WILL NOT UPGRADE/IMPROVE THE NECESSARY 

INFRASTRUCTURE AS ROCKETT SUD REQUIRES TO DEVELOP THESE TWO (2) LOTS AS STATED IN THE 

UTILITY ENDORSEMENT FORM.   THE PROPERTY CONTAINS ± 4.397 ACRES LOCATED AT THE 
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NORTHEAST INTERSECTION OF SHAW ROAD AND COOKE ROAD, IN THE EXTRA-TERRITORIAL 

JURISDICTION (ETJ) OF ENNIS, ROAD AND BRIDGE PRECINCT NO. 2. 

MOTION TO DENY BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, MOTION CARRIED 

 

(TO 2.1) 

 

PURCHASING 

 

MINUTE ORDER 207.21 (2.1) APPROVING AN ANNUAL UPDATE FOR OUR FIXED ASSET INVENTORY IN 

THE AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED $20,000.00, USING TEXAS ASSOCIATION OF SCHOOL BOARDS 

BUYBOARD COOPERATIVE CONTRACT #579-19 WITH RCI. 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, MOTION CARRIED 

 

MINUTE ORDER 208.21 (2.2) APPROVING TO PURCHASE THREE (3) 2022 MACK PINNACLE DUMP 

TRUCKS FOR ROAD AND BRIDGE PRECINCT 1 IN AN AMOUNT OF $466,723.00 USING HGACBUY 

CONTRACT #HT06-20 WITH GRANDE TRUCK CENTER. 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER STINSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, MOTION CARRIED 

 

MINUTE ORDER 209.21 (2.3) APPROVING FREIGHT CHARGES IN THE AMOUNT OF $1,540.22 FOR THE 

WEBEX EQUIPMENT FOR THE JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT. 1, PCT. 2, PCT. 3, PCT. 4. 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER STINSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, MOTION CARRIED 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE 

 

MINUTE ORDER 210.21 (3.1) APPROVING A BUDGET AMENDMENT TO CREATE A NEW EMERGENCY 

MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST POSITION FOR THE OFFICE OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, AMENDMENT IS 

DUE TO A GRAVE PUBLIC NECESSITY TO MEET AN UNUSUAL AND UNFORESEEN CONDITION THAT COULD 

NOT HAVE BEEN INCLUDED IN THE ORIGINAL BUDGET THROUGH THE USE OF REASONABLE DILIGENT 

THROUGH AND ATTENTION, PURSUANT TO LOCAL GOV’T CODE §111.010. – SAMANTHA PICKETT, 
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT COORDINATOR 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER BUTLER, AND COMMISSIONER 

PERRY VOTING NO, MOTION CARRIED 
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MINUTE ORDER 211.21 (3.2) APPROVING TO ALLOCATE MONIES WITHIN THE ELLIS COUNTY CHILD 

ABUSE PREVENTION FUND, PER TEXAS CODE OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE ART. 102.0186; FUNDS TO BE 

DISBURSED QUARTERLY, 50% OF FUNDS TO CASA AND 50% TO ELLIS COUNTY CHILDREN’S ADVOCACY 

CENTER. – REBECCA LUNDBERG, DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER STINSON, MOTION CARRIED 

 

NO ACTION (3.3) PRESENTATION REGARDING U.S. CENSUS RELEASE OF 2020 DATA AND IMPACT ON THE 

COUNTY REDISTRICTING AND ELECTION OBLIGATIONS. – DAVID MENDEZ, BICKERSTAFF 

(TO 3.5) 

 

MINUTE ORDER 212.21 (3.5) APPROVING AN ORDER TO DESIGNATE THE WAXAHACHIE CIVIC CENTER AS 

A TEMPORARY AUXILIARY COURTHOUSE PURSUANT TO TEXAS LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 

292.001; AUXILIARY COURTHOUSE WILL FACILITATE A SAFER SOCIALLY-DISTANCED ENVIRONMENT FOR 

JURY TRIAL PROCEEDINGS. – TODD LITTLE, COUNTY JUDGE 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER BUTLER, MOTION CARRIED 

 

MINUTE ORDER 213.21 (3.6) APPROVING TO ENTER INTO A LEASE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF 

WAXAHACHIE, TEXAS (“CIVIC CENTER”) AND ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROVIDING A 

SPACE TO DESIGNATE AS TEMPORARY AUXILIARY COURTHOUSE, FOR A PERIOD OF TIME ENDING 

DECEMBER 1ST, 2021, PRICE OF $1,000/PER DAY (2-3 DAYS PER MONTH). – TODD LITTLE, COUNTY 

JUDGE 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, MOTION CARRIED 

 

MINUTE ORDER 214.21 (3.7) APPROVING A RESOLUTION FOR ELLIS COUNTY TO SUPPORT HOUSE BILL 

4138 AND SENATE BILL 1828 TO ALLOW TRUCKS TO CARRY EXCESS CARGO WEIGHT ON DESIGNATED 

ROUTES. 

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, MOTION CARRIED 

 

 

RECESS INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION 3:13 P.M.  

MOTION TO RECESS BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER BUTLER, MOTION CARRIED 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 
THE COMMISSIONERS COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY RESERVES THE RIGHT TO ADJOURN INTO EXECUTIVE SESSION AT ANY 

TIME DURING THE COURSE OF THIS MEETING TO DISCUSS ANY OF THE MATTERS LISTED IN THIS AGENDA, IN THE ORDER 

DEEMED APPROPRIATE, AS AUTHORIZED BY TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE 551, OR TO SEEK THE ADVICE OF ITS 

ATTORNEY AND/OR OTHER ATTORNEYS REPRESENTING ELLIS COUNTY ON ANY MATTER IN WHICH THE DUTY OF THE 

ATTORNEY TO THE COMMISSIONERS COURT UNDER THE TEXAS DISCIPLINARY RULES OF PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT OF 

THE STATE BAR OF TEXAS CLEARLY CONFLICTS WITH TEXAS GOVERNMENT CODE CHAPTER 551 OR AS OTHERWISE 

MAY BE PERMITTED UNDER 551. 

4.1 PURSUANT TO §551.071 OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE, CONSULTATION WITH LEGAL COUNSEL 

REGARDING PENDING OR CONTEMPLATED LITIGATION MATTER CONCERNING ELECTION LAW, 
REDISTRICTING, AND/OR COUNTY GOVERNMENT LAW QUESTIONS. 

4.2 PURSUANT TO §551.071 OF THE GOVERNMENT CODE, CONSULTATION WITH LEGAL COUNSEL 

REGARDING PENDING OR CONTEMPLATED LITIGATION MATTER CONCERNING SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

AND/OR TCEQ’S RECEIPT OF MUD APPLICATIONS. 

 

 

RECONVENE TO REGULAR SESSION       4:20 P.M. 

MOTION TO RECONVENE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER BUTLER, MOTION CARRIED 

 

(TO 1.3) 

 

MINUTE ORDER 215.21 (1.3) APPROVING A SUBMISSION OF REQUEST FROM FINCH FP, LTD AND BRIAN 

EDWARD FINCH TO TCEQ FOR A CONTESTED HEARING OF THE CREATION OF LAKEVIEW MUDS NO. 1, 
2, AND 3; AND APPROVING THE ENGAGEMENT OF BICKERSTAFF HEATH WITH CLIENT FEES TO BE 

NEGOTIATED WITH THE CITY OF WAXAHACHIE.  

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER BUTLER, MOTION CARRIED 

 

(TO 3.4) 

 

MINUTE ORDER 216.21 (3.4) APPROVING THE ENGAGEMENT AGREEMENT WITH BICKERSTAFF HEATH 

DELGADO ACOSTA LLP TO PROVIDE REDISTRICTING SERVICES FOLLOWING THE RELEASE OF THE 2020 

U.S. CENSUS. – DAVID MENDEZ, BICKERSTAFF  

MOTION TO APPROVE BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER PERRY, MOTION CARRIED 
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ADJOURNMENT 4:23 P.M. 

MOTION TO ADJOURN BY COMMISSIONER BUTLER, SECOND BY COMMISSIONER GRAYSON, MOTION CARRIED 

 

THE OFFICIAL MINUTES OF THE ELLIS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS’ COURT OF APRIL 6, 2021 ARE 

HEREBY APPROVED. 

 

PRESIDING OFFICER: 

 

_________________________________ 
TODD LITTLE, COUNTY JUDGE 
 

_________________________________  ________________________________ 
RANDY STINSON, COMMISSIONER, PCT 1  LANE GRAYSON, COMMISSIONER, PCT 2 
 

_________________________________  ________________________________ 
PAUL PERRY, COMMISSIONER, PCT 3   KYLE BUTLER, COMMISSIONER, PCT 4 
 

 

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL OF OFFICE THIS 20TH DAY OF APRIL 2021. 

 

________________________________ 
KRYSTAL VALDEZ, COUNTY CLERK 





February 2021

BEGINNING INSURANCE MATURE/ ENDING
CASH BANK Journal JOURNAL (INVEST) CASH BANK INVESTMENTS TOTAL

FUND FUND NAME BALANCE RECEIPTS DISBURSEMENTS Entires ENTRIES INVESTMENTS BALANCE BALANCE  BALANCE

1 General 1,899,159.59 13,836,353.85 3,602,380.30 504,250.00 (422,338.92) (10,549,000.00) 1,666,044.22 58,396,861.64$       60,062,905.86
2 Road Improvement 48,925.27 85,784.77 0.00 (79,900.00) 54,810.04 1,243,346.21$         1,298,156.25
3 Road & Bridge 1 200,524.81 234,379.32 59,984.66 19,500.00 (12,397.00) (260,000.00) 122,022.47 2,209,946.00$         2,331,968.47
4 Road & Bridge 2 196,736.17 234,638.02 67,539.15 19,500.00 (12,817.14) (252,000.00) 118,517.90 1,797,171.00$         1,915,688.90
5 Road & Bridge 3 183,581.26 234,379.30 73,164.72 19,500.00 (14,244.04) (235,000.00) 115,051.80 1,383,675.52$         1,498,727.32
6 Road & Bridge 4 192,960.34 249,875.00 63,349.44 19,500.00 (14,976.54) (250,000.00) 134,009.36 1,653,466.68$         1,787,476.04
9 FM #1 93,432.50 375,385.11 34,246.88 (337,000.00) 97,570.73 2,534,529.71$         2,632,100.44

10 FM #2 130,785.26 370,068.11 111,872.41 (291,000.00) 97,980.96 1,072,309.58$         1,170,290.54
11 FM #3 125,784.52 370,068.11 35,788.32 (361,000.00) 99,064.31 1,802,420.67$         1,901,484.98
12 FM #4 102,126.66 370,068.11 243,183.61 (130,000.00) 99,011.16 1,978,927.38$         2,077,938.54
13 Lateral Road 148.87 0.00 0.00 148.87 312,034.20$            312,183.07
14 County & District Court Tech 36,454.51 155.00 0.00 36,609.51 -$                        36,609.51
15 Justice Court Tech 1,355.68 1,774.03 0.00 3,129.71 165,814.22$            168,943.93
16 DC Archives Records Mgmt 415.92 650.00 0.00 1,065.92 156,481.67$            157,547.59
17 Jury 20,703.45 1,142.29 1,350.00 20,495.74 159,078.41$            179,574.15
18 Permanent Improvements 240,420.10 649,884.82 368.00 (718,000.00) 171,936.92 4,646,836.09$         4,818,773.01
19 Law Library 51,051.43 7,164.50 7,155.41 (1,180.20) 0.00 49,880.32 -$                        49,880.32
20 Trust & Agency 574,902.63 131,682.26 659,451.60 488,046.24 535,179.53 780,300.87$            1,315,480.40
21 Records Management 20,046.66 37,864.00 8,893.26 49,017.40 1,403,145.68$         1,452,163.08
22 CC Archives Records Mgmt (12,873.50) 37,630.00 42,895.95 (18,139.45) 2,450,275.53$         2,432,136.08
23 ROW Available 352,754.45 0.00 0.00 (352,000.00) 754.45 553,128.49$            553,882.94
24 Fire Marshall Special Fund 134,639.31 3,700.00 1,356.61 136,982.70 -$                        136,982.70
25 Right of Way 2008 (0.00) 0.00 0.00 (0.00) -$                        (0.00)
26 District Court Records Tech 825.00 1,305.00 0.00 2,130.00 200,233.97$            202,363.97
27 Road District #1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,274,974.84$         1,274,974.84
28 Road District #5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 71,775.26$              71,775.26
29 Road District #16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 197,656.57$            197,656.57
30 DA Check Processing (662.12) 75.23 1,841.09 (2,427.98) 139,224.83$            136,796.85
31 DA Drug Forfeiture 5,440.75 0.00 0.00 5,440.75 131,123.29$            136,564.04
32 General Records Mgmt/Prese 191.24 3,520.00 0.00 3,711.24 536,969.70$            540,680.94
33 Courthouse Security 5,265.24 7,381.42 0.00 12,646.66 163,247.22$            175,893.88
34 Court Rec. Preservation 51.7 110,849.50 1,000.00 0.00 111,849.50 -$                        111,849.50

 
MONTHLY TREASURER REPORT



35 DWI Blood Draw Fund 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
36 Election Admin. Fees 21,429.01 200.00 0.00 21,629.01 12,323.49$              33,952.50
37 Series 1993 Interest & Sinkin (0.00) 0.00 0.00 (0.00) -$                        (0.00)
38 Series 2007 Interest & Sinkin 148,370.91 967,148.73 0.00 (582,250.00) 533,269.64 340.35$                   533,609.99
39 Grant Pass Through 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
40 Series 07 Bond Project 13.51 0.01 210,736.68 210,725.00 1.84 4,481,780.02$         4,481,781.86
41 HIDTA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
42 Sheriff Federal Drug Forfeitu 7,444.39 1.79 77.88 7,368.30 352,462.62$            359,830.92
43 County Clerk Vitals Pres 38,345.00 417.00 0.00 38,762.00 38,762.00
44 Hazard Mitigation Grant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
46 Sheriff Seizure 12.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 328,644.65$            328,656.65
47 Sheriff Drug Forfeiture 10.43 1.23 0.00 11.66 75,462.75$              75,474.41
48 District Attorney Seizure 9,540.51 2,057.15 0.00 11,597.66 291,232.04$            302,829.70
54 Emissions Enforcements 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
55 Constable #4 Seizure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
56 Constable #2 Forfeiture 1,423.92 0.30 0.00 1,424.22 -$                        1,424.22
57 Constable #1 Forfeiture 181.28 0.00 0.00 181.28 -$                        181.28
58 Constable #4 Forfeiture 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
59 Law Enforcement Block Gran 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
61 Truancy & Prevention 18,686.03 1,833.62 0.00 20,519.65 -$                        20,519.65
65 Diversion Program 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
72 Levee #2 630.00 2,630.71 0.00 3,260.71 401,577.44$            404,838.15
73 Levee #3 4,730.09 4,235.20 0.00 8,965.29 271,493.02$            280,458.31
74 Levee #4 7,756.36 1.64 0.00 7,758.00 -$                        7,758.00

 
TOTALS 4,075,424.20 18,362,134.95 5,523,523.35 0.00 10,092.40 (13,604,175.00) 3,319,954.84 95,797,345.58 98,009,527.61

 



TREASURER’S REPORT ON THE ELLIS COUNTY FINANCES  
  
  
  
IN THE MATTER OF COUNTY FINANCES        COMMISSIONER’S COURT  
IN THE HANDS OF CHERYL CHAMBERS        ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS  
TREASURER OF ELLIS COUNTY            
  
  
IN ACCORDANCE with Section 114.026, Local Government Code, we the undersigned, constituting the 
entire Commissioners Court of Ellis County, certify that on April 20, 2021, we compared and examined 
the monthly report of CHERYL CHAMBERS, Treasurer of Ellis County, Texas, for February 2021, and 
finding the same correct, entered an order in the Minutes approving said Report, which states total cash 
and other assets on hand as $98,009,527.61.  
  
  
  
__________________________  
Todd Little, County Judge  
  
  
  
_______________________________      ____________________________  
Randy Stinson, Commissioner Pct. 1      Lane Grayson, Commissioner Pct. 2  
  
  
  
  
_______________________________      _____________________________  
Paul Perry, Commissioner Pct. 3       Kyle Butler, Commissioner Pct. 4  
  
  
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME, by Todd Little, County Judge and County Commissioners of 
said Ellis County, each respectively, on this the 20th of April, 2021.  
  
  
                

____________________________  
              Attest: Krystal Valdez, County Clerk,    
             Clerk of the Commissioners Court in   
              and for Ellis County, Texas  
  
  
  



March 2021

BEGINNING INSURANCE MATURE/ ENDING
CASH BANK Journal JOURNAL (INVEST) CASH BANK INVESTMENTS TOTAL

FUND FUND NAME BALANCE RECEIPTS DISBURSEMENTS Entires ENTRIES INVESTMENTS BALANCE BALANCE  BALANCE

1 General 1,666,044.22 5,697,306.60 4,629,405.93 (102,383.02) (420,803.10) (4,190,000.00) (1,979,241.23) 62,590,917.43$       60,611,676.20
2 Road Improvement 54,810.04 29,115.35 0.00 0.00 83,925.39 1,243,442.92$         1,327,368.31
3 Road & Bridge 1 122,022.47 115,117.81 62,061.63 (12,397.00) 162,681.65 2,210,089.45$         2,372,771.10
4 Road & Bridge 2 118,517.90 115,117.80 198,872.04 (12,817.14) 21,946.52 1,797,289.33$         1,819,235.85
5 Road & Bridge 3 115,051.80 115,312.37 77,735.46 (15,393.06) 137,235.65 1,383,770.12$         1,521,005.77
6 Road & Bridge 4 134,009.36 121,130.26 65,759.46 (13,778.36) 175,601.80 1,653,572.63$         1,829,174.43
9 FM #1 97,570.73 185,289.36 17,803.02 265,057.07 2,534,686.37$         2,799,743.44

10 FM #2 97,980.96 125,544.95 53,122.83 170,403.08 1,072,373.37$         1,242,776.45
11 FM #3 99,064.31 125,544.95 59,766.17 164,843.09 1,802,525.41$         1,967,368.50
12 FM #4 99,011.16 126,419.95 161,980.72 63,450.39 1,979,047.24$         2,042,497.63
13 Lateral Road 148.87 0.00 0.00 148.87 312,057.76$            312,206.63
14 County & District Court Tech 36,609.51 237.00 0.00 36,846.51 -$                        36,846.51
15 Justice Court Tech 3,129.71 2,664.82 0.00 5,794.53 165,821.33$            171,615.86
16 DC Archives Records Mgmt 1,065.92 1,360.00 0.00 2,425.92 156,488.38$            158,914.30
17 Jury 20,495.74 1,079.25 450.00 21,124.99 159,090.42$            180,215.41
18 Permanent Improvements 171,936.92 220,593.20 368.00 392,162.12 4,647,186.97$         5,039,349.09
19 Law Library 49,880.32 14,228.74 13,385.63 50,723.43 -$                        50,723.43
20 Trust & Agency 535,179.53 132,197.40 653,731.40 487,659.44 501,304.97 780,359.80$            1,281,664.77
21 Records Management 49,017.40 52,475.00 8,980.89 92,511.51 1,403,251.64$         1,495,763.15
22 CC Archives Records Mgmt (18,139.45) 52,290.00 83,013.10 (48,862.55) 2,450,320.44$         2,401,457.89
23 ROW Available 754.45 0.00 0.00 754.45 553,163.70$            553,918.15
24 Fire Marshall Special Fund 136,982.70 3,550.00 945.13 139,587.57 -$                        139,587.57
25 Right of Way 2008 (0.00) 0.00 0.00 (0.00) -$                        (0.00)
26 District Court Records Tech 2,130.00 2,775.00 0.00 4,905.00 200,242.56$            205,147.56
27 Road District #1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,275,071.12$         1,275,071.12
28 Road District #5 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 71,780.68$              71,780.68
29 Road District #16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 197,671.50$            197,671.50
30 DA Check Processing (2,427.98) 75.20 1,807.76 (4,160.54) 139,235.34$            135,074.80
31 DA Drug Forfeiture 5,440.75 0.00 0.00 5,440.75 131,133.19$            136,573.94
32 General Records Mgmt/Prese 3,711.24 5,875.00 0.00 9,586.24 537,010.25$            546,596.49
33 Courthouse Security 12,646.66 10,827.96 0.00 23,474.62 163,259.55$            186,734.17
34 Court Rec. Preservation 51.7 111,849.50 1,400.00 0.00 113,249.50 -$                        113,249.50
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35 DWI Blood Draw Fund 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
36 Election Admin. Fees 21,629.01 3,980.00 353.33 25,255.68 12,324.02$              37,579.70
37 Series 1993 Interest & Sinkin (0.00) 0.00 0.00 (0.00) -$                        (0.00)
38 Series 2007 Interest & Sinkin 533,269.64 329,652.90 0.00 (849,038.00) 13,884.54 849,424.39$            863,308.93
39 Grant Pass Through 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
40 Series 07 Bond Project 1.84 0.00 109,711.97 109,712.00 1.87 4,372,414.09$         4,372,415.96
41 HIDTA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
42 Sheriff Federal Drug Forfeitu 7,368.30 1.42 0.00 (7,365.00) 4.72 359,854.78$            359,859.50
43 County Clerk Vitals Pres 38,762.00 964.00 0.00 39,726.00 39,726.00
44 Hazard Mitigation Grant 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
46 Sheriff Seizure 12.00 0.00 0.00 12.00 328,650.67$            328,662.67
47 Sheriff Drug Forfeiture 11.66 0.00 0.00 (1.23) 10.43 75,468.45$              75,478.88
48 District Attorney Seizure 11,597.66 40,280.14 0.00 (11,595.00) 40,282.80 302,849.88$            343,132.68
54 Emissions Enforcements 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
55 Constable #4 Seizure 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
56 Constable #2 Forfeiture 1,424.22 0.28 0.00 1,424.50 -$                        1,424.50
57 Constable #1 Forfeiture 181.28 0.00 0.00 181.28 -$                        181.28
58 Constable #4 Forfeiture 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
59 Law Enforcement Block Gran 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
61 Truancy & Prevention 20,519.65 2,477.71 22,997.36 -$                        22,997.36
65 Diversion Program 0.00 0.00 -$                        0.00
72 Levee #2 3,260.71 471.70 0.00 (3,330.00) 402.41 404,914.87$            405,317.28
73 Levee #3 8,965.29 42,581.26 0.00 (40,090.00) 11,456.55 311,588.69$            323,045.24
74 Levee #4 7,758.00 1.49 0.00 7,759.49 -$                        7,759.49

 
TOTALS 3,319,954.84 7,963,009.45 6,497,835.93 (102,384.25) 12,470.78 (4,991,706.00) (296,489.62) 100,746,585.74 99,404,669.67

 



TREASURER’S REPORT ON THE ELLIS COUNTY FINANCES  
  
  
  
IN THE MATTER OF COUNTY FINANCES        COMMISSIONER’S COURT  
IN THE HANDS OF CHERYL CHAMBERS        ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS  
TREASURER OF ELLIS COUNTY            
  
  
IN ACCORDANCE with Section 114.026, Local Government Code, we the undersigned, constituting the 
entire Commissioners Court of Ellis County, certify that on April 20, 2021, we compared and examined 
the monthly report of CHERYL CHAMBERS, Treasurer of Ellis County, Texas, for March 2021, and finding 
the same correct, entered an order in the Minutes approving said Report, which states total cash and 
other assets on hand as $99,404,669.67  
  
  
  
__________________________  
Todd Little, County Judge  
  
  
  
_______________________________      ____________________________  
Randy Stinson, Commissioner Pct. 1      Lane Grayson, Commissioner Pct. 2  
  
  
  
  
_______________________________      _____________________________  
Paul Perry, Commissioner Pct. 3       Kyle Butler, Commissioner Pct. 4  
  
  
SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME, by Todd Little, County Judge and County Commissioners of 
said Ellis County, each respectively, on this the 20th of April, 2021.  
  
  
                

____________________________  
              Attest: Krystal Valdez, County Clerk,    
             Clerk of the Commissioners Court in   
              and for Ellis County, Texas  
  
  
  



County Allocation Projections, 03.08.21
(all totals in millions)

Name State Allocation
Autauga County Alabama 10.84
Baldwin County Alabama 43.29
Barbour County Alabama 4.79

Bibb County Alabama 4.34
Blount County Alabama 11.21

Bullock County Alabama 1.96
Butler County Alabama 3.77

Calhoun County Alabama 22.03
Chambers County Alabama 6.45
Cherokee County Alabama 5.08

Chilton County Alabama 8.62
Choctaw County Alabama 2.44

Clarke County Alabama 4.58
Clay County Alabama 2.57

Cleburne County Alabama 2.89
Coffee County Alabama 10.15

Colbert County Alabama 10.71
Conecuh County Alabama 2.34

Coosa County Alabama 2.07
Covington County Alabama 7.19
Crenshaw County Alabama 2.67

Cullman County Alabama 16.25
Dale County Alabama 9.54

Dallas County Alabama 7.21
DeKalb County Alabama 13.87
Elmore County Alabama 15.75

Escambia County Alabama 7.10
Etowah County Alabama 19.83
Fayette County Alabama 3.16
Franklin County Alabama 6.08
Geneva County Alabama 5.10
Greene County Alabama 1.57

Hale County Alabama 2.84
Henry County Alabama 3.34

Houston County Alabama 20.54
Jackson County Alabama 10.01

Jefferson County Alabama 127.73

Note:  CDBG urban county adjustments use FY2020 
HUD data to identify populations eligible for 
assistance, and may not include localities that 
relinquished their CDBG allocation in that year. County 
funding would be slightly altered to the extent that 
such cities apply for and receive funding as a metro 
city under this proposal.



Lamar County Alabama 2.68
Lauderdale County Alabama 17.98

Lawrence County Alabama 6.39
Lee County Alabama 31.91

Limestone County Alabama 19.18
Lowndes County Alabama 1.89

Macon County Alabama 3.50
Madison County Alabama 72.32
Marengo County Alabama 3.66

Marion County Alabama 5.76
Marshall County Alabama 18.77

Mobile County Alabama 80.14
Monroe County Alabama 4.02

Montgomery County Alabama 43.93
Morgan County Alabama 23.21

Perry County Alabama 1.73
Pickens County Alabama 3.87

Pike County Alabama 6.42
Randolph County Alabama 4.41

Russell County Alabama 11.24
St. Clair County Alabama 17.36
Shelby County Alabama 42.22

Sumter County Alabama 2.41
Talladega County Alabama 15.51

Tallapoosa County Alabama 7.83
Tuscaloosa County Alabama 40.60

Walker County Alabama 12.32
Washington County Alabama 3.17

Wilcox County Alabama 2.01
Winston County Alabama 4.58

Aleutians East Borough Alaska 0.65
eutians West Census Area Alaska 1.09

Anchorage Municipality Alaska 55.86
Bethel Census Area Alaska 3.57
Bristol Bay Borough Alaska 0.16

Denali Borough Alaska 0.41
Dillingham Census Area Alaska 0.95

rbanks North Star Borough Alaska 18.78
Haines Borough Alaska 0.49

onah-Angoon Census Area Alaska 0.42
Juneau City and Borough Alaska 6.20
Kenai Peninsula Borough Alaska 11.39

etchikan Gateway Borough Alaska 2.70
Kodiak Island Borough Alaska 2.52

Kusilvak Census Area Alaska 1.61
ke and Peninsula Borough Alaska 0.31
atanuska-Susitna Borough Alaska 21.01



Nome Census Area Alaska 1.94
North Slope Borough Alaska 1.91

Northwest Arctic Borough Alaska 1.48
Petersburg Borough Alaska 0.63

  Wales-Hyder Census Area Alaska 1.20
Sitka City and Borough Alaska 1.65
Skagway Municipality Alaska 0.23

east Fairbanks Census Area Alaska 1.34
ldez-Cordova Census Area Alaska 1.78

Wrangell City and Borough Alaska 0.49
Yakutat City and Borough Alaska 0.11

ukon-Koyukuk Census Area Alaska 1.01
ALL AMERICAN SAMOAAmerican Samoa 9.40

Apache County Arizona 13.94
Cochise County Arizona 24.42

Coconino County Arizona 27.83
Gila County Arizona 10.48

Graham County Arizona 7.53
Greenlee County Arizona 1.84

La Paz County Arizona 4.09
Maricopa County Arizona 869.92

Mohave County Arizona 41.15
Navajo County Arizona 21.51

Pima County Arizona 203.11
Pinal County Arizona 89.76

Santa Cruz County Arizona 9.02
Yavapai County Arizona 45.60

Yuma County Arizona 41.46
Arkansas County Arkansas 3.39

Ashley County Arkansas 3.81
Baxter County Arkansas 8.13

Benton County Arkansas 54.14
Boone County Arkansas 7.26

Bradley County Arkansas 2.09
Calhoun County Arkansas 1.01

Carroll County Arkansas 5.50
Chicot County Arkansas 1.96

Clark County Arkansas 4.33
Clay County Arkansas 2.82

Cleburne County Arkansas 4.83
Cleveland County Arkansas 1.54
Columbia County Arkansas 4.55

Conway County Arkansas 4.04
Craighead County Arkansas 21.40
Crawford County Arkansas 12.27

Crittenden County Arkansas 9.30
Cross County Arkansas 3.18



Dallas County Arkansas 1.36
Desha County Arkansas 2.20
Drew County Arkansas 3.53

Faulkner County Arkansas 24.44
Franklin County Arkansas 3.44

Fulton County Arkansas 2.42
Garland County Arkansas 19.28

Grant County Arkansas 3.54
Greene County Arkansas 8.79

Hempstead County Arkansas 4.18
Hot Spring County Arkansas 6.55

Howard County Arkansas 2.56
Independence County Arkansas 7.34

Izard County Arkansas 2.64
Jackson County Arkansas 3.24

Jefferson County Arkansas 12.96
Johnson County Arkansas 5.15

Lafayette County Arkansas 1.28
Lawrence County Arkansas 3.18

Lee County Arkansas 1.72
Lincoln County Arkansas 2.53

Little River County Arkansas 2.38
Logan County Arkansas 4.16

Lonoke County Arkansas 14.22
Madison County Arkansas 3.21

Marion County Arkansas 3.24
Miller County Arkansas 8.39

Mississippi County Arkansas 7.88
Monroe County Arkansas 1.30

Montgomery County Arkansas 1.74
Nevada County Arkansas 1.60
Newton County Arkansas 1.50

Ouachita County Arkansas 4.53
Perry County Arkansas 2.03

Phillips County Arkansas 3.45
Pike County Arkansas 2.08

Poinsett County Arkansas 4.56
Polk County Arkansas 3.87

Pope County Arkansas 12.43
Prairie County Arkansas 1.56
Pulaski County Arkansas 76.01

Randolph County Arkansas 3.48
St. Francis County Arkansas 4.85

Saline County Arkansas 23.75
Scott County Arkansas 1.99

Searcy County Arkansas 1.53
Sebastian County Arkansas 24.79



Sevier County Arkansas 3.30
Sharp County Arkansas 3.38
Stone County Arkansas 2.43
Union County Arkansas 7.50

Van Buren County Arkansas 3.21
Washington County Arkansas 46.39

White County Arkansas 15.27
Woodruff County Arkansas 1.23

Yell County Arkansas 4.14
Alameda County California 324.14

Alpine County California 0.22
Amador County California 7.71

Butte County California 42.51
Calaveras County California 8.90

Colusa County California 4.18
Contra Costa County California 223.72

Del Norte County California 5.39
El Dorado County California 37.40

Fresno County California 193.77
Glenn County California 5.51

Humboldt County California 26.29
Imperial County California 35.15

Inyo County California 3.50
Kern County California 174.59

Kings County California 29.66
Lake County California 12.49

Lassen County California 5.93
Los Angeles County California 1,947.02

Madera County California 30.51
Marin County California 50.20

Mariposa County California 3.34
Mendocino County California 16.82

Merced County California 53.85
Modoc County California 1.71
Mono County California 2.80

Monterey County California 84.18
Napa County California 26.71

Nevada County California 19.35
Orange County California 615.91

Placer County California 77.25
Plumas County California 3.65

Riverside County California 479.15
Sacramento County California 301.01

San Benito County California 12.18
San Bernardino County California 422.81

San Diego County California 647.45
San Francisco County California 170.97



San Joaquin County California 147.81
San Luis Obispo County California 54.91

San Mateo County California 148.67
Santa Barbara County California 86.60

Santa Clara County California 373.90
Santa Cruz County California 52.99

Shasta County California 34.93
Sierra County California 0.58

Siskiyou County California 8.44
Solano County California 86.82

Sonoma County California 95.87
Stanislaus County California 106.80

Sutter County California 18.81
Tehama County California 12.62

Trinity County California 2.38
Tulare County California 90.42

Tuolumne County California 10.57
Ventura County California 164.08

Yolo County California 42.76
Yuba County California 15.26

Adams County Colorado 100.35
Alamosa County Colorado 3.15

Arapahoe County Colorado 127.34
Archuleta County Colorado 2.72

Baca County Colorado 0.69
Bent County Colorado 1.08

Boulder County Colorado 63.26
Broomfield County Colorado 13.67

Chaffee County Colorado 3.95
Cheyenne County Colorado 0.36

Clear Creek County Colorado 1.88
Conejos County Colorado 1.59
Costilla County Colorado 0.75

Crowley County Colorado 1.18
Custer County Colorado 0.98

Delta County Colorado 6.04
Denver County Colorado 141.04
Dolores County Colorado 0.40
Douglas County Colorado 68.10

Eagle County Colorado 10.69
Elbert County Colorado 5.18

El Paso County Colorado 139.72
Fremont County Colorado 9.28
Garfield County Colorado 11.65

Gilpin County Colorado 1.21
Grand County Colorado 3.05

Gunnison County Colorado 3.39



Hinsdale County Colorado 0.16
Huerfano County Colorado 1.34

Jackson County Colorado 0.27
Jefferson County Colorado 113.05

Kiowa County Colorado 0.27
Kit Carson County Colorado 1.38

Lake County Colorado 1.58
La Plata County Colorado 10.90
Larimer County Colorado 69.22

Las Animas County Colorado 2.81
Lincoln County Colorado 1.11

Logan County Colorado 4.35
Mesa County Colorado 29.91

Mineral County Colorado 0.15
Moffat County Colorado 2.58

Montezuma County Colorado 5.08
Montrose County Colorado 8.29

Morgan County Colorado 5.64
Otero County Colorado 3.54
Ouray County Colorado 0.96

Park County Colorado 3.65
Phillips County Colorado 0.83

Pitkin County Colorado 3.45
Prowers County Colorado 2.36

Pueblo County Colorado 32.66
Rio Blanco County Colorado 1.23

Rio Grande County Colorado 2.19
Routt County Colorado 4.97

Saguache County Colorado 1.32
San Juan County Colorado 0.14

San Miguel County Colorado 1.59
Sedgwick County Colorado 0.44

Summit County Colorado 6.01
Teller County Colorado 4.92

Washington County Colorado 0.95
Weld County Colorado 62.93
Yuma County Colorado 1.94

Fairfield County Connecticut 182.95
Hartford County Connecticut 172.94

Litchfield County Connecticut 34.97
Middlesex County Connecticut 31.50

New Haven County Connecticut 165.77
New London County Connecticut 51.44

Tolland County Connecticut 29.23
Windham County Connecticut 22.65

Kent County Delaware 35.06
New Castle County Delaware 108.37



Sussex County Delaware 45.43
District of Columbiatrict of Columbia 136.88

Alachua County Florida 52.18
Baker County Florida 5.67

Bay County Florida 33.88
Bradford County Florida 5.47
Brevard County Florida 116.74

Broward County Florida 378.73
Calhoun County Florida 2.74

Charlotte County Florida 36.64
Citrus County Florida 29.03

Clay County Florida 42.52
Collier County Florida 74.65

Columbia County Florida 13.90
DeSoto County Florida 7.37

Dixie County Florida 3.26
Duval County Florida 185.75

Escambia County Florida 61.74
Flagler County Florida 22.32

Franklin County Florida 2.35
Gadsden County Florida 8.86
Gilchrist County Florida 3.60

Glades County Florida 2.68
Gulf County Florida 2.65

Hamilton County Florida 2.80
Hardee County Florida 5.22
Hendry County Florida 8.15

Hernando County Florida 37.61
Highlands County Florida 20.60

Hillsborough County Florida 285.48
Holmes County Florida 3.80

Indian River County Florida 31.02
Jackson County Florida 9.00

Jefferson County Florida 2.76
Lafayette County Florida 1.63

Lake County Florida 71.20
Lee County Florida 149.45

Leon County Florida 56.94
Levy County Florida 8.05

Liberty County Florida 1.62
Madison County Florida 3.59
Manatee County Florida 78.21

Marion County Florida 70.90
Martin County Florida 31.22

Miami-Dade County Florida 526.93
Monroe County Florida 14.40
Nassau County Florida 17.19



Okaloosa County Florida 40.87
Okeechobee County Florida 8.18

Orange County Florida 270.25
Osceola County Florida 72.87

Palm Beach County Florida 290.29
Pasco County Florida 107.43

Pinellas County Florida 189.09
Polk County Florida 140.57

Putnam County Florida 14.45
St. Johns County Florida 51.33
St. Lucie County Florida 63.67

Santa Rosa County Florida 35.75
Sarasota County Florida 84.12

Seminole County Florida 91.51
Sumter County Florida 25.68

Suwannee County Florida 8.61
Taylor County Florida 4.18
Union County Florida 2.96

Volusia County Florida 107.31
Wakulla County Florida 6.54
Walton County Florida 14.37

Washington County Florida 4.94
Appling County Georgia 3.57

Atkinson County Georgia 1.58
Bacon County Georgia 2.17
Baker County Georgia 0.59

Baldwin County Georgia 8.71
Banks County Georgia 3.73

Barrow County Georgia 16.14
Bartow County Georgia 20.90
Ben Hill County Georgia 3.24
Berrien County Georgia 3.76

Bibb County Georgia 29.70
Bleckley County Georgia 2.50
Brantley County Georgia 3.71

Brooks County Georgia 3.00
Bryan County Georgia 7.69

Bulloch County Georgia 15.44
Burke County Georgia 4.34
Butts County Georgia 4.84

Calhoun County Georgia 1.20
Camden County Georgia 10.60
Candler County Georgia 2.10
Carroll County Georgia 23.27

Catoosa County Georgia 13.11
Charlton County Georgia 2.60
Chatham County Georgia 56.13



Chattahoochee County Georgia 2.12
Chattooga County Georgia 4.81
Cherokee County Georgia 50.19

Clarke County Georgia 24.89
Clay County Georgia 0.55

Clayton County Georgia 68.77
Clinch County Georgia 1.28
Cobb County Georgia 147.42

Coffee County Georgia 8.39
Colquitt County Georgia 8.84

Columbia County Georgia 30.39
Cook County Georgia 3.35

Coweta County Georgia 28.80
Crawford County Georgia 2.41

Crisp County Georgia 4.34
Dade County Georgia 3.13

Dawson County Georgia 5.06
Decatur County Georgia 5.12
DeKalb County Georgia 147.26
Dodge County Georgia 4.00
Dooly County Georgia 2.60

Dougherty County Georgia 17.06
Douglas County Georgia 28.38

Early County Georgia 1.98
Echols County Georgia 0.78

Effingham County Georgia 12.47
Elbert County Georgia 3.72

Emanuel County Georgia 4.39
Evans County Georgia 2.07

Fannin County Georgia 5.08
Fayette County Georgia 22.19

Floyd County Georgia 19.10
Forsyth County Georgia 47.37
Franklin County Georgia 4.53

Fulton County Georgia 206.34
Gilmer County Georgia 6.08

Glascock County Georgia 0.58
Glynn County Georgia 16.54

Gordon County Georgia 11.24
Grady County Georgia 4.78

Greene County Georgia 3.55
Gwinnett County Georgia 181.58

Habersham County Georgia 8.79
Hall County Georgia 39.65

Hancock County Georgia 1.64
Haralson County Georgia 5.78

Harris County Georgia 6.83



Hart County Georgia 5.08
Heard County Georgia 2.31
Henry County Georgia 45.49

Houston County Georgia 30.62
Irwin County Georgia 1.83

Jackson County Georgia 14.15
Jasper County Georgia 2.76

Jeff Davis County Georgia 2.93
Jefferson County Georgia 2.98

Jenkins County Georgia 1.68
Johnson County Georgia 1.87

Jones County Georgia 5.57
Lamar County Georgia 3.70
Lanier County Georgia 2.02

Laurens County Georgia 9.22
Lee County Georgia 5.82

Liberty County Georgia 11.91
Lincoln County Georgia 1.54

Long County Georgia 3.79
Lowndes County Georgia 22.77
Lumpkin County Georgia 6.52

McDuffie County Georgia 4.13
McIntosh County Georgia 2.79

Macon County Georgia 2.51
Madison County Georgia 5.80

Marion County Georgia 1.62
Meriwether County Georgia 4.11

Miller County Georgia 1.11
Mitchell County Georgia 4.24
Monroe County Georgia 5.35

Montgomery County Georgia 1.78
Morgan County Georgia 3.74
Murray County Georgia 7.78

Muscogee County Georgia 37.97
Newton County Georgia 21.67
Oconee County Georgia 7.81

Oglethorpe County Georgia 2.96
Paulding County Georgia 32.71

Peach County Georgia 5.34
Pickens County Georgia 6.32

Pierce County Georgia 3.78
Pike County Georgia 3.68
Polk County Georgia 8.26

Pulaski County Georgia 2.16
Putnam County Georgia 4.29

Quitman County Georgia 0.45
Rabun County Georgia 3.32



Randolph County Georgia 1.31
Richmond County Georgia 39.28
Rockdale County Georgia 17.63

Schley County Georgia 1.02
Screven County Georgia 2.71

Seminole County Georgia 1.57
Spalding County Georgia 12.94

Stephens County Georgia 5.03
Stewart County Georgia 1.28
Sumter County Georgia 5.73
Talbot County Georgia 1.20

Taliaferro County Georgia 0.30
Tattnall County Georgia 4.90

Taylor County Georgia 1.56
Telfair County Georgia 3.08
Terrell County Georgia 1.65

Thomas County Georgia 8.62
Tift County Georgia 7.88

Toombs County Georgia 5.20
Towns County Georgia 2.33

Treutlen County Georgia 1.34
Troup County Georgia 13.56

Turner County Georgia 1.55
Twiggs County Georgia 1.57
Union County Georgia 4.75
Upson County Georgia 5.10

Walker County Georgia 13.53
Walton County Georgia 18.35

Ware County Georgia 6.93
Warren County Georgia 1.02

Washington County Georgia 3.95
Wayne County Georgia 5.80

Webster County Georgia 0.51
Wheeler County Georgia 1.52

White County Georgia 5.97
Whitfield County Georgia 20.29

Wilcox County Georgia 1.67
Wilkes County Georgia 1.90

Wilkinson County Georgia 1.74
Worth County Georgia 3.93

ALL GUAM Guam 32.61
Hawaii County Hawaii 39.08

Honolulu County Hawaii 189.01
Kalawao County Hawaii 0.02

Kauai County Hawaii 14.02
Maui County Hawaii 32.47

Ada County Idaho 93.40



Adams County Idaho 0.83
Bannock County Idaho 17.03

Bear Lake County Idaho 1.19
Benewah County Idaho 1.80
Bingham County Idaho 9.08

Blaine County Idaho 4.46
Boise County Idaho 1.52

Bonner County Idaho 8.87
Bonneville County Idaho 23.09
Boundary County Idaho 2.37

Butte County Idaho 0.50
Camas County Idaho 0.21

Canyon County Idaho 44.58
Caribou County Idaho 1.39

Cassia County Idaho 4.66
Clark County Idaho 0.16

Clearwater County Idaho 1.70
Custer County Idaho 0.84

Elmore County Idaho 5.34
Franklin County Idaho 2.69

Fremont County Idaho 2.54
Gem County Idaho 3.51

Gooding County Idaho 2.94
Idaho County Idaho 3.23

Jefferson County Idaho 5.79
Jerome County Idaho 4.73

Kootenai County Idaho 32.14
Latah County Idaho 7.78

Lemhi County Idaho 1.56
Lewis County Idaho 0.74

Lincoln County Idaho 1.04
Madison County Idaho 7.74

Minidoka County Idaho 4.08
Nez Perce County Idaho 7.84

Oneida County Idaho 0.88
Owyhee County Idaho 2.29
Payette County Idaho 4.65

Power County Idaho 1.49
Shoshone County Idaho 2.50

Teton County Idaho 2.35
Twin Falls County Idaho 16.85

Valley County Idaho 2.21
Washington County Idaho 1.98

Adams County Illinois 12.69
Alexander County Illinois 1.12

Bond County Illinois 3.19
Boone County Illinois 10.38



Brown County Illinois 1.28
Bureau County Illinois 6.33

Calhoun County Illinois 0.92
Carroll County Illinois 2.77

Cass County Illinois 2.36
Champaign County Illinois 40.67

Christian County Illinois 6.27
Clark County Illinois 2.99
Clay County Illinois 2.56

Clinton County Illinois 7.28
Coles County Illinois 9.82
Cook County Illinois 998.86

Crawford County Illinois 3.62
Cumberland County Illinois 2.09

DeKalb County Illinois 20.34
De Witt County Illinois 3.03
Douglas County Illinois 3.78
DuPage County Illinois 178.99

Edgar County Illinois 3.33
Edwards County Illinois 1.24

Effingham County Illinois 6.60
Fayette County Illinois 4.14

Ford County Illinois 2.51
Franklin County Illinois 7.46

Fulton County Illinois 6.66
Gallatin County Illinois 0.94
Greene County Illinois 2.52
Grundy County Illinois 9.90

Hamilton County Illinois 1.57
Hancock County Illinois 3.43

Hardin County Illinois 0.74
Henderson County Illinois 1.29

Henry County Illinois 9.49
Iroquois County Illinois 5.26
Jackson County Illinois 11.01

Jasper County Illinois 1.86
Jefferson County Illinois 7.31

Jersey County Illinois 4.22
Jo Daviess County Illinois 4.12

Johnson County Illinois 2.41
Kane County Illinois 103.26

Kankakee County Illinois 21.31
Kendall County Illinois 25.02

Knox County Illinois 9.64
Lake County Illinois 135.09

LaSalle County Illinois 21.08
Lawrence County Illinois 3.04



Lee County Illinois 6.61
Livingston County Illinois 6.91

Logan County Illinois 5.55
McDonough County Illinois 5.76

McHenry County Illinois 59.69
McLean County Illinois 33.26
Macon County Illinois 20.17

Macoupin County Illinois 8.71
Madison County Illinois 81.92

Marion County Illinois 7.22
Marshall County Illinois 2.22

Mason County Illinois 2.59
Massac County Illinois 2.67
Menard County Illinois 2.37
Mercer County Illinois 2.99

Monroe County Illinois 6.72
Montgomery County Illinois 5.51

Morgan County Illinois 6.53
Moultrie County Illinois 2.81

Ogle County Illinois 9.82
Peoria County Illinois 34.75
Perry County Illinois 4.06
Piatt County Illinois 3.17
Pike County Illinois 3.02

Pope County Illinois 0.81
Pulaski County Illinois 1.03

Putnam County Illinois 1.11
Randolph County Illinois 6.16
Richland County Illinois 3.01

Rock Island County Illinois 27.52
St. Clair County Illinois 100.50

Saline County Illinois 4.56
Sangamon County Illinois 37.76

Schuyler County Illinois 1.31
Scott County Illinois 0.96

Shelby County Illinois 4.20
Stark County Illinois 1.04

Stephenson County Illinois 8.63
Tazewell County Illinois 25.56

Union County Illinois 3.23
Vermilion County Illinois 14.69

Wabash County Illinois 2.23
Warren County Illinois 3.27

Washington County Illinois 2.69
Wayne County Illinois 3.14
White County Illinois 2.63

Whiteside County Illinois 10.70



Will County Illinois 133.97
Williamson County Illinois 12.92
Winnebago County Illinois 54.80

Woodford County Illinois 7.46
Adams County Indiana 6.94

Allen County Indiana 73.56
Bartholomew County Indiana 16.25

Benton County Indiana 1.70
Blackford County Indiana 2.28

Boone County Indiana 13.16
Brown County Indiana 2.93
Carroll County Indiana 3.93

Cass County Indiana 7.31
Clark County Indiana 22.94
Clay County Indiana 5.09

Clinton County Indiana 6.28
Crawford County Indiana 2.05

Daviess County Indiana 6.47
Dearborn County Indiana 9.59

Decatur County Indiana 5.15
DeKalb County Indiana 8.43

Delaware County Indiana 22.14
Dubois County Indiana 8.29
Elkhart County Indiana 40.02
Fayette County Indiana 4.48

Floyd County Indiana 15.23
Fountain County Indiana 3.17
Franklin County Indiana 4.41

Fulton County Indiana 3.87
Gibson County Indiana 6.53

Grant County Indiana 12.76
Greene County Indiana 6.19

Hamilton County Indiana 65.56
Hancock County Indiana 15.16
Harrison County Indiana 7.86

Hendricks County Indiana 33.03
Henry County Indiana 9.30

Howard County Indiana 16.01
Huntington County Indiana 7.08

Jackson County Indiana 8.58
Jasper County Indiana 6.51

Jay County Indiana 3.96
Jefferson County Indiana 6.27
Jennings County Indiana 5.38
Johnson County Indiana 30.68

Knox County Indiana 7.10
Kosciusko County Indiana 15.41



LaGrange County Indiana 7.68
Lake County Indiana 94.16

LaPorte County Indiana 21.31
Lawrence County Indiana 8.80
Madison County Indiana 25.13

Marion County Indiana 187.07
Marshall County Indiana 8.97

Martin County Indiana 1.99
Miami County Indiana 6.89

Monroe County Indiana 28.79
Montgomery County Indiana 7.44

Morgan County Indiana 13.67
Newton County Indiana 2.71

Noble County Indiana 9.26
Ohio County Indiana 1.14

Orange County Indiana 3.81
Owen County Indiana 4.03
Parke County Indiana 3.28
Perry County Indiana 3.72

Pike County Indiana 2.40
Porter County Indiana 33.05
Posey County Indiana 4.93

Pulaski County Indiana 2.40
Putnam County Indiana 7.29

Randolph County Indiana 4.78
Ripley County Indiana 5.49

Rush County Indiana 3.22
St. Joseph County Indiana 52.72

Scott County Indiana 4.63
Shelby County Indiana 8.67

Spencer County Indiana 3.93
Starke County Indiana 4.46

Steuben County Indiana 6.71
Sullivan County Indiana 4.01

Switzerland County Indiana 2.09
Tippecanoe County Indiana 37.96

Tipton County Indiana 2.94
Union County Indiana 1.37

Vanderburgh County Indiana 35.19
Vermillion County Indiana 3.01

Vigo County Indiana 20.76
Wabash County Indiana 6.01
Warren County Indiana 1.60
Warrick County Indiana 12.22

Washington County Indiana 5.44
Wayne County Indiana 12.78

Wells County Indiana 5.49



White County Indiana 4.67
Whitley County Indiana 6.59

Adair County Iowa 1.39
Adams County Iowa 0.70

Allamakee County Iowa 2.65
Appanoose County Iowa 2.41

Audubon County Iowa 1.07
Benton County Iowa 4.97

Black Hawk County Iowa 25.45
Boone County Iowa 5.09

Bremer County Iowa 4.86
Buchanan County Iowa 4.11

Buena Vista County Iowa 3.81
Butler County Iowa 2.80

Calhoun County Iowa 1.88
Carroll County Iowa 3.91

Cass County Iowa 2.49
Cedar County Iowa 3.61

Cerro Gordo County Iowa 8.23
Cherokee County Iowa 2.18

Chickasaw County Iowa 2.31
Clarke County Iowa 1.82

Clay County Iowa 3.11
Clayton County Iowa 3.40
Clinton County Iowa 9.00

Crawford County Iowa 3.26
Dallas County Iowa 18.12
Davis County Iowa 1.75

Decatur County Iowa 1.53
Delaware County Iowa 3.30

Des Moines County Iowa 7.56
Dickinson County Iowa 3.35
Dubuque County Iowa 18.87

Emmet County Iowa 1.79
Fayette County Iowa 3.81

Floyd County Iowa 3.03
Franklin County Iowa 1.95

Fremont County Iowa 1.35
Greene County Iowa 1.72
Grundy County Iowa 2.37
Guthrie County Iowa 2.07

Hamilton County Iowa 2.87
Hancock County Iowa 2.06

Hardin County Iowa 3.27
Harrison County Iowa 2.72

Henry County Iowa 3.87
Howard County Iowa 1.78



Humboldt County Iowa 1.85
Ida County Iowa 1.33

Iowa County Iowa 3.14
Jackson County Iowa 3.77

Jasper County Iowa 7.21
Jefferson County Iowa 3.55
Johnson County Iowa 29.31

Jones County Iowa 4.01
Keokuk County Iowa 1.99

Kossuth County Iowa 2.87
Lee County Iowa 6.53

Linn County Iowa 43.97
Louisa County Iowa 2.14
Lucas County Iowa 1.67
Lyon County Iowa 2.28

Madison County Iowa 3.17
Mahaska County Iowa 4.29

Marion County Iowa 6.45
Marshall County Iowa 7.64

Mills County Iowa 2.93
Mitchell County Iowa 2.05
Monona County Iowa 1.67
Monroe County Iowa 1.49

Montgomery County Iowa 1.92
Muscatine County Iowa 8.27

O'Brien County Iowa 2.67
Osceola County Iowa 1.16

Page County Iowa 2.93
Palo Alto County Iowa 1.72

Plymouth County Iowa 4.88
Pocahontas County Iowa 1.28

Polk County Iowa 95.06
Pottawattamie County Iowa 18.08

Poweshiek County Iowa 3.59
Ringgold County Iowa 0.95

Sac County Iowa 1.89
Scott County Iowa 33.54

Shelby County Iowa 2.22
Sioux County Iowa 6.76
Story County Iowa 18.84
Tama County Iowa 3.27

Taylor County Iowa 1.19
Union County Iowa 2.37

Van Buren County Iowa 1.37
Wapello County Iowa 6.78
Warren County Iowa 9.98

Washington County Iowa 4.26



Wayne County Iowa 1.25
Webster County Iowa 6.96

Winnebago County Iowa 2.01
Winneshiek County Iowa 3.88
Woodbury County Iowa 20.00

Worth County Iowa 1.43
Wright County Iowa 2.44

Allen County Kansas 2.40
Anderson County Kansas 1.52
Atchison County Kansas 3.12

Barber County Kansas 0.86
Barton County Kansas 5.00

Bourbon County Kansas 2.82
Brown County Kansas 1.85
Butler County Kansas 12.98
Chase County Kansas 0.51

Chautauqua County Kansas 0.63
Cherokee County Kansas 3.87
Cheyenne County Kansas 0.52

Clark County Kansas 0.39
Clay County Kansas 1.55

Cloud County Kansas 1.70
Coffey County Kansas 1.59

Comanche County Kansas 0.33
Cowley County Kansas 6.77

Crawford County Kansas 7.53
Decatur County Kansas 0.55

Dickinson County Kansas 3.58
Doniphan County Kansas 1.47

Douglas County Kansas 23.71
Edwards County Kansas 0.54

Elk County Kansas 0.49
Ellis County Kansas 5.54

Ellsworth County Kansas 1.18
Finney County Kansas 7.07

Ford County Kansas 6.52
Franklin County Kansas 4.95

Geary County Kansas 6.14
Gove County Kansas 0.51

Graham County Kansas 0.48
Grant County Kansas 1.39
Gray County Kansas 1.16

Greeley County Kansas 0.24
Greenwood County Kansas 1.16

Hamilton County Kansas 0.49
Harper County Kansas 1.05
Harvey County Kansas 6.68



Haskell County Kansas 0.77
Hodgeman County Kansas 0.35

Jackson County Kansas 2.55
Jefferson County Kansas 3.69

Jewell County Kansas 0.56
Johnson County Kansas 116.83

Kearny County Kansas 0.74
Kingman County Kansas 1.39

Kiowa County Kansas 0.48
Labette County Kansas 3.80

Lane County Kansas 0.30
Leavenworth County Kansas 15.86

Lincoln County Kansas 0.57
Linn County Kansas 1.88

Logan County Kansas 0.54
Lyon County Kansas 6.44

McPherson County Kansas 5.54
Marion County Kansas 2.30

Marshall County Kansas 1.88
Meade County Kansas 0.78
Miami County Kansas 6.64

Mitchell County Kansas 1.16
Montgomery County Kansas 6.17

Morris County Kansas 1.09
Morton County Kansas 0.50

Nemaha County Kansas 1.98
Neosho County Kansas 3.10

Ness County Kansas 0.53
Norton County Kansas 1.04
Osage County Kansas 3.09

Osborne County Kansas 0.66
Ottawa County Kansas 1.11

Pawnee County Kansas 1.24
Phillips County Kansas 1.02

Pottawatomie County Kansas 4.73
Pratt County Kansas 1.78

Rawlins County Kansas 0.49
Reno County Kansas 12.02

Republic County Kansas 0.90
Rice County Kansas 1.85

Riley County Kansas 14.40
Rooks County Kansas 0.95

Rush County Kansas 0.59
Russell County Kansas 1.33
Saline County Kansas 10.52
Scott County Kansas 0.94

Sedgwick County Kansas 100.08



Seward County Kansas 4.16
Shawnee County Kansas 34.30
Sheridan County Kansas 0.49
Sherman County Kansas 1.15

Smith County Kansas 0.69
Stafford County Kansas 0.81
Stanton County Kansas 0.39
Stevens County Kansas 1.06
Sumner County Kansas 4.43
Thomas County Kansas 1.51

Trego County Kansas 0.54
Wabaunsee County Kansas 1.34

Wallace County Kansas 0.29
Washington County Kansas 1.05

Wichita County Kansas 0.41
Wilson County Kansas 1.65

Woodson County Kansas 0.61
Wyandotte County Kansas 32.08

Adair County Kentucky 3.72
Allen County Kentucky 4.13

Anderson County Kentucky 4.41
Ballard County Kentucky 1.53
Barren County Kentucky 8.58

Bath County Kentucky 2.42
Bell County Kentucky 5.05

Boone County Kentucky 25.91
Bourbon County Kentucky 3.84

Boyd County Kentucky 9.06
Boyle County Kentucky 5.83

Bracken County Kentucky 1.61
Breathitt County Kentucky 2.45

Breckinridge County Kentucky 3.97
Bullitt County Kentucky 15.84
Butler County Kentucky 2.50

Caldwell County Kentucky 2.47
Calloway County Kentucky 7.56
Campbell County Kentucky 18.15

Carlisle County Kentucky 0.92
Carroll County Kentucky 2.06
Carter County Kentucky 5.20
Casey County Kentucky 3.13

Christian County Kentucky 13.67
Clark County Kentucky 7.03
Clay County Kentucky 3.86

Clinton County Kentucky 1.98
Crittenden County Kentucky 1.71

Cumberland County Kentucky 1.28



Daviess County Kentucky 19.69
Edmonson County Kentucky 2.36

Elliott County Kentucky 1.46
Estill County Kentucky 2.74

Fayette County Kentucky 62.67
Fleming County Kentucky 2.83

Floyd County Kentucky 6.90
Franklin County Kentucky 9.89

Fulton County Kentucky 1.16
Gallatin County Kentucky 1.72
Garrard County Kentucky 3.43

Grant County Kentucky 4.86
Graves County Kentucky 7.23

Grayson County Kentucky 5.13
Green County Kentucky 2.12

Greenup County Kentucky 6.81
Hancock County Kentucky 1.69

Hardin County Kentucky 21.52
Harlan County Kentucky 5.04

Harrison County Kentucky 3.66
Hart County Kentucky 3.69

Henderson County Kentucky 8.77
Henry County Kentucky 3.13

Hickman County Kentucky 0.85
Hopkins County Kentucky 8.67
Jackson County Kentucky 2.59

Jefferson County Kentucky 148.71
Jessamine County Kentucky 10.50

Johnson County Kentucky 4.30
Kenton County Kentucky 32.39

Knott County Kentucky 2.87
Knox County Kentucky 6.04

Larue County Kentucky 2.79
Laurel County Kentucky 11.79

Lawrence County Kentucky 2.97
Lee County Kentucky 1.44

Leslie County Kentucky 1.92
Letcher County Kentucky 4.18

Lewis County Kentucky 2.57
Lincoln County Kentucky 4.76

Livingston County Kentucky 1.78
Logan County Kentucky 5.26

Lyon County Kentucky 1.59
McCracken County Kentucky 12.69

McCreary County Kentucky 3.34
McLean County Kentucky 1.79

Madison County Kentucky 18.03



Magoffin County Kentucky 2.36
Marion County Kentucky 3.74

Marshall County Kentucky 6.03
Martin County Kentucky 2.17
Mason County Kentucky 3.31
Meade County Kentucky 5.54

Menifee County Kentucky 1.26
Mercer County Kentucky 4.25

Metcalfe County Kentucky 1.95
Monroe County Kentucky 2.07

Montgomery County Kentucky 5.46
Morgan County Kentucky 2.58

Muhlenberg County Kentucky 5.94
Nelson County Kentucky 8.97

Nicholas County Kentucky 1.41
Ohio County Kentucky 4.65

Oldham County Kentucky 12.96
Owen County Kentucky 2.11

Owsley County Kentucky 0.86
Pendleton County Kentucky 2.83

Perry County Kentucky 5.00
Pike County Kentucky 11.22

Powell County Kentucky 2.40
Pulaski County Kentucky 12.60

Robertson County Kentucky 0.41
Rockcastle County Kentucky 3.24

Rowan County Kentucky 4.74
Russell County Kentucky 3.48

Scott County Kentucky 11.06
Shelby County Kentucky 9.51

Simpson County Kentucky 3.60
Spencer County Kentucky 3.75

Taylor County Kentucky 5.00
Todd County Kentucky 2.38
Trigg County Kentucky 2.84

Trimble County Kentucky 1.64
Union County Kentucky 2.79

Warren County Kentucky 25.77
Washington County Kentucky 2.35

Wayne County Kentucky 3.94
Webster County Kentucky 2.51
Whitley County Kentucky 7.03

Wolfe County Kentucky 1.39
Woodford County Kentucky 5.18

Acadia Parish Louisiana 12.03
Allen Parish Louisiana 4.97

Ascension Parish Louisiana 24.55



Assumption Parish Louisiana 4.25
Avoyelles Parish Louisiana 7.79

Beauregard Parish Louisiana 7.27
Bienville Parish Louisiana 2.57

Bossier Parish Louisiana 24.64
Caddo Parish Louisiana 46.59

Calcasieu Parish Louisiana 39.46
Caldwell Parish Louisiana 1.92

Cameron Parish Louisiana 1.35
Catahoula Parish Louisiana 1.84
Claiborne Parish Louisiana 3.04

Concordia Parish Louisiana 3.74
De Soto Parish Louisiana 5.33

East Baton Rouge Parish Louisiana 85.35
East Carroll Parish Louisiana 1.33

East Feliciana Parish Louisiana 3.71
Evangeline Parish Louisiana 6.48

Franklin Parish Louisiana 3.88
Grant Parish Louisiana 4.34
Iberia Parish Louisiana 13.54

Iberville Parish Louisiana 6.31
Jackson Parish Louisiana 3.05

Jefferson Parish Louisiana 83.88
Jefferson Davis Parish Louisiana 6.08

Lafayette Parish Louisiana 47.40
Lafourche Parish Louisiana 18.93

LaSalle Parish Louisiana 2.89
Lincoln Parish Louisiana 9.07

Livingston Parish Louisiana 27.31
Madison Parish Louisiana 2.12

Morehouse Parish Louisiana 4.82
Natchitoches Parish Louisiana 7.40

Orleans Parish Louisiana 75.67
Ouachita Parish Louisiana 29.73

Plaquemines Parish Louisiana 4.50
Pointe Coupee Parish Louisiana 4.21

Rapides Parish Louisiana 25.14
Red River Parish Louisiana 1.64
Richland Parish Louisiana 3.90

Sabine Parish Louisiana 4.63
St. Bernard Parish Louisiana 9.16
St. Charles Parish Louisiana 10.30
St. Helena Parish Louisiana 1.97
St. James Parish Louisiana 4.09

St. John the Baptist Parish Louisiana 8.31
St. Landry Parish Louisiana 15.93
St. Martin Parish Louisiana 10.36



St. Mary Parish Louisiana 9.57
St. Tammany Parish Louisiana 50.51

Tangipahoa Parish Louisiana 26.14
Tensas Parish Louisiana 0.84

Terrebonne Parish Louisiana 21.42
Union Parish Louisiana 4.29

Vermilion Parish Louisiana 11.54
Vernon Parish Louisiana 9.20

Washington Parish Louisiana 8.96
Webster Parish Louisiana 7.44

West Baton Rouge Parish Louisiana 5.13
West Carroll Parish Louisiana 2.10

West Feliciana Parish Louisiana 3.02
Winn Parish Louisiana 2.70

Androscoggin County Maine 21.00
Aroostook County Maine 13.00

Cumberland County Maine 57.21
Franklin County Maine 5.86
Hancock County Maine 10.66

Kennebec County Maine 23.72
Knox County Maine 7.71

Lincoln County Maine 6.72
Oxford County Maine 11.24

Penobscot County Maine 29.51
Piscataquis County Maine 3.26
Sagadahoc County Maine 6.95

Somerset County Maine 9.79
Waldo County Maine 7.70

Washington County Maine 6.09
York County Maine 40.27

Allegany County Maryland 13.66
Anne Arundel County Maryland 112.34

Baltimore city Maryland 115.10
Baltimore County Maryland 160.46

Calvert County Maryland 17.94
Caroline County Maryland 6.48

Carroll County Maryland 32.67
Cecil County Maryland 19.95

Charles County Maryland 31.66
Dorchester County Maryland 6.19

Frederick County Maryland 50.34
Garrett County Maryland 5.63
Harford County Maryland 49.54
Howard County Maryland 63.17

Kent County Maryland 3.77
Montgomery County Maryland 203.77

Prince George's County Maryland 176.36



Queen Anne's County Maryland 9.77
St. Mary's County Maryland 22.01
Somerset County Maryland 4.97

Talbot County Maryland 7.21
Washington County Maryland 29.30

Wicomico County Maryland 20.09
Worcester County Maryland 10.14
Barnstable County Massachusetts 41.31

Berkshire County Massachusetts 24.23
Bristol County Massachusetts 109.62
Dukes County Massachusetts 3.36
Essex County Massachusetts 153.03

Franklin County Massachusetts 13.61
Hampden County Massachusetts 90.45

Hampshire County Massachusetts 31.19
Middlesex County Massachusetts 312.58
Nantucket County Massachusetts 2.21

Norfolk County Massachusetts 137.07
Plymouth County Massachusetts 101.08

Suffolk County Massachusetts 155.91
Worcester County Massachusetts 161.09

Alcona County Michigan 2.02
Alger County Michigan 1.77

Allegan County Michigan 22.90
Alpena County Michigan 5.51
Antrim County Michigan 4.52
Arenac County Michigan 2.89
Baraga County Michigan 1.59

Barry County Michigan 11.94
Bay County Michigan 20.00

Benzie County Michigan 3.45
Berrien County Michigan 29.75
Branch County Michigan 8.44

Calhoun County Michigan 26.02
Cass County Michigan 10.04

Charlevoix County Michigan 5.07
Cheboygan County Michigan 4.90

Chippewa County Michigan 7.24
Clare County Michigan 6.00

Clinton County Michigan 15.44
Crawford County Michigan 2.72

Delta County Michigan 6.94
Dickinson County Michigan 4.89

Eaton County Michigan 21.39
Emmet County Michigan 6.48

Genesee County Michigan 78.70
Gladwin County Michigan 4.94



Gogebic County Michigan 2.71
Grand Traverse County Michigan 18.05

Gratiot County Michigan 7.90
Hillsdale County Michigan 8.84

Houghton County Michigan 6.92
Huron County Michigan 6.01

Ingham County Michigan 56.71
Ionia County Michigan 12.55
Iosco County Michigan 4.87

Iron County Michigan 2.15
Isabella County Michigan 13.55
Jackson County Michigan 30.74

Kalamazoo County Michigan 51.41
Kalkaska County Michigan 3.50

Kent County Michigan 127.41
Keweenaw County Michigan 0.41

Lake County Michigan 2.30
Lapeer County Michigan 16.99

Leelanau County Michigan 4.22
Lenawee County Michigan 19.09

Livingston County Michigan 37.24
Luce County Michigan 1.21

Mackinac County Michigan 2.09
Macomb County Michigan 169.50
Manistee County Michigan 4.76

Marquette County Michigan 12.94
Mason County Michigan 5.65

Mecosta County Michigan 8.43
Menominee County Michigan 4.42

Midland County Michigan 16.13
Missaukee County Michigan 2.93

Monroe County Michigan 29.19
Montcalm County Michigan 12.39

Montmorency County Michigan 1.81
Muskegon County Michigan 33.66

Newaygo County Michigan 9.50
Oakland County Michigan 243.90
Oceana County Michigan 5.13

Ogemaw County Michigan 4.07
Ontonagon County Michigan 1.11

Osceola County Michigan 4.55
Oscoda County Michigan 1.60
Otsego County Michigan 4.78
Ottawa County Michigan 56.60

Presque Isle County Michigan 2.44
Roscommon County Michigan 4.66

Saginaw County Michigan 36.95



St. Clair County Michigan 30.86
St. Joseph County Michigan 11.82

Sanilac County Michigan 7.98
Schoolcraft County Michigan 1.57
Shiawassee County Michigan 13.21

Tuscola County Michigan 10.13
Van Buren County Michigan 14.68

Washtenaw County Michigan 71.29
Wayne County Michigan 339.27

Wexford County Michigan 6.52
Aitkin County Minnesota 3.08
Anoka County Minnesota 69.22
Becker County Minnesota 6.68

Beltrami County Minnesota 9.15
Benton County Minnesota 7.93

Big Stone County Minnesota 0.97
Blue Earth County Minnesota 13.12

Brown County Minnesota 4.85
Carlton County Minnesota 6.96
Carver County Minnesota 20.38

Cass County Minnesota 5.78
Chippewa County Minnesota 2.29

Chisago County Minnesota 10.97
Clay County Minnesota 12.46

Clearwater County Minnesota 1.71
Cook County Minnesota 1.06

Cottonwood County Minnesota 2.17
Crow Wing County Minnesota 12.62

Dakota County Minnesota 83.21
Dodge County Minnesota 4.06

Douglas County Minnesota 7.40
Faribault County Minnesota 2.65
Fillmore County Minnesota 4.09

Freeborn County Minnesota 5.87
Goodhue County Minnesota 8.99

Grant County Minnesota 1.16
Hennepin County Minnesota 245.50

Houston County Minnesota 3.61
Hubbard County Minnesota 4.17

Isanti County Minnesota 7.87
Itasca County Minnesota 8.75

Jackson County Minnesota 1.91
Kanabec County Minnesota 3.17

Kandiyohi County Minnesota 8.38
Kittson County Minnesota 0.83

Koochiching County Minnesota 2.37
Lac qui Parle County Minnesota 1.28



Lake County Minnesota 2.06
Lake of the Woods County Minnesota 0.73

Le Sueur County Minnesota 5.60
Lincoln County Minnesota 1.09

Lyon County Minnesota 4.94
McLeod County Minnesota 6.96

Mahnomen County Minnesota 1.07
Marshall County Minnesota 1.81

Martin County Minnesota 3.82
Meeker County Minnesota 4.50

Mille Lacs County Minnesota 5.10
Morrison County Minnesota 6.48

Mower County Minnesota 7.77
Murray County Minnesota 1.59
Nicollet County Minnesota 6.65
Nobles County Minnesota 4.19

Norman County Minnesota 1.24
Olmsted County Minnesota 30.70

Otter Tail County Minnesota 11.39
Pennington County Minnesota 2.74

Pine County Minnesota 5.74
Pipestone County Minnesota 1.77

Polk County Minnesota 6.08
Pope County Minnesota 2.18

Ramsey County Minnesota 106.73
Red Lake County Minnesota 0.79
Redwood County Minnesota 2.94

Renville County Minnesota 2.82
Rice County Minnesota 12.99

Rock County Minnesota 1.81
Roseau County Minnesota 2.94

St. Louis County Minnesota 54.33
Scott County Minnesota 28.90

Sherburne County Minnesota 18.86
Sibley County Minnesota 2.88

Stearns County Minnesota 31.24
Steele County Minnesota 7.11

Stevens County Minnesota 1.90
Swift County Minnesota 1.80
Todd County Minnesota 4.78

Traverse County Minnesota 0.63
Wabasha County Minnesota 4.19
Wadena County Minnesota 2.65
Waseca County Minnesota 3.61

Washington County Minnesota 50.90
Watonwan County Minnesota 2.11

Wilkin County Minnesota 1.20



Winona County Minnesota 9.79
Wright County Minnesota 26.84

Yellow Medicine County Minnesota 1.88
Adams County Mississippi 5.95
Alcorn County Mississippi 7.17
Amite County Mississippi 2.38
Attala County Mississippi 3.52

Benton County Mississippi 1.60
Bolivar County Mississippi 5.94

Calhoun County Mississippi 2.79
Carroll County Mississippi 1.93

Chickasaw County Mississippi 3.32
Choctaw County Mississippi 1.59

Claiborne County Mississippi 1.74
Clarke County Mississippi 3.01

Clay County Mississippi 3.75
Coahoma County Mississippi 4.29

Copiah County Mississippi 5.44
Covington County Mississippi 3.61

DeSoto County Mississippi 35.87
Forrest County Mississippi 14.53

Franklin County Mississippi 1.50
George County Mississippi 4.75
Greene County Mississippi 2.63

Grenada County Mississippi 4.03
Hancock County Mississippi 9.24
Harrison County Mississippi 40.36

Hinds County Mississippi 44.96
Holmes County Mississippi 3.30

Humphreys County Mississippi 1.56
Issaquena County Mississippi 0.26
Itawamba County Mississippi 4.54

Jackson County Mississippi 27.85
Jasper County Mississippi 3.18

Jefferson County Mississippi 1.36
Jefferson Davis County Mississippi 2.16

Jones County Mississippi 13.21
Kemper County Mississippi 1.89

Lafayette County Mississippi 10.48
Lamar County Mississippi 12.28

Lauderdale County Mississippi 14.38
Lawrence County Mississippi 2.44

Leake County Mississippi 4.42
Lee County Mississippi 16.57

Leflore County Mississippi 5.47
Lincoln County Mississippi 6.62

Lowndes County Mississippi 11.36



Madison County Mississippi 20.61
Marion County Mississippi 4.77

Marshall County Mississippi 6.85
Monroe County Mississippi 6.84

Montgomery County Mississippi 1.90
Neshoba County Mississippi 5.65
Newton County Mississippi 4.08

Noxubee County Mississippi 2.02
Oktibbeha County Mississippi 9.62

Panola County Mississippi 6.63
Pearl River County Mississippi 10.77

Perry County Mississippi 2.32
Pike County Mississippi 7.62

Pontotoc County Mississippi 6.24
Prentiss County Mississippi 4.87

Quitman County Mississippi 1.32
Rankin County Mississippi 30.11

Scott County Mississippi 5.45
Sharkey County Mississippi 0.84

Simpson County Mississippi 5.17
Smith County Mississippi 3.09
Stone County Mississippi 3.56

Sunflower County Mississippi 4.87
Tallahatchie County Mississippi 2.68

Tate County Mississippi 5.49
Tippah County Mississippi 4.27

Tishomingo County Mississippi 3.76
Tunica County Mississippi 1.87
Union County Mississippi 5.59

Walthall County Mississippi 2.77
Warren County Mississippi 8.80

Washington County Mississippi 8.52
Wayne County Mississippi 3.91

Webster County Mississippi 1.88
Wilkinson County Mississippi 1.67

Winston County Mississippi 3.48
Yalobusha County Mississippi 2.35

Yazoo County Mississippi 5.76
Adair County Missouri 4.92

Andrew County Missouri 3.44
Atchison County Missouri 1.00
Audrain County Missouri 4.92

Barry County Missouri 6.94
Barton County Missouri 2.28

Bates County Missouri 3.14
Benton County Missouri 3.77

Bollinger County Missouri 2.35



Boone County Missouri 35.00
Buchanan County Missouri 16.94

Butler County Missouri 8.24
Caldwell County Missouri 1.75
Callaway County Missouri 8.68
Camden County Missouri 8.98

Cape Girardeau County Missouri 15.30
Carroll County Missouri 1.68
Carter County Missouri 1.16

Cass County Missouri 20.52
Cedar County Missouri 2.78

Chariton County Missouri 1.44
Christian County Missouri 17.18

Clark County Missouri 1.32
Clay County Missouri 48.48

Clinton County Missouri 3.95
Cole County Missouri 14.88

Cooper County Missouri 3.43
Crawford County Missouri 4.64

Dade County Missouri 1.47
Dallas County Missouri 3.27

Daviess County Missouri 1.61
DeKalb County Missouri 2.43

Dent County Missouri 3.02
Douglas County Missouri 2.56
Dunklin County Missouri 5.65
Franklin County Missouri 20.16

Gasconade County Missouri 2.85
Gentry County Missouri 1.27
Greene County Missouri 56.84
Grundy County Missouri 1.91

Harrison County Missouri 1.62
Henry County Missouri 4.23

Hickory County Missouri 1.85
Holt County Missouri 0.85

Howard County Missouri 1.94
Howell County Missouri 7.78

Iron County Missouri 1.96
Jackson County Missouri 136.34

Jasper County Missouri 23.53
Jefferson County Missouri 43.65
Johnson County Missouri 10.48

Knox County Missouri 0.77
Laclede County Missouri 6.93

Lafayette County Missouri 6.34
Lawrence County Missouri 7.44

Lewis County Missouri 1.90



Lincoln County Missouri 11.45
Linn County Missouri 2.31

Livingston County Missouri 2.95
McDonald County Missouri 4.43

Macon County Missouri 2.93
Madison County Missouri 2.34

Maries County Missouri 1.69
Marion County Missouri 5.53
Mercer County Missouri 0.70

Miller County Missouri 4.97
Mississippi County Missouri 2.56
Moniteau County Missouri 3.13

Monroe County Missouri 1.68
Montgomery County Missouri 2.24

Morgan County Missouri 4.00
New Madrid County Missouri 3.31

Newton County Missouri 11.29
Nodaway County Missouri 4.28

Oregon County Missouri 2.04
Osage County Missouri 2.64
Ozark County Missouri 1.78

Pemiscot County Missouri 3.07
Perry County Missouri 3.71
Pettis County Missouri 8.21

Phelps County Missouri 8.64
Pike County Missouri 3.55

Platte County Missouri 20.25
Polk County Missouri 6.24

Pulaski County Missouri 10.20
Putnam County Missouri 0.91

Ralls County Missouri 2.00
Randolph County Missouri 4.80

Ray County Missouri 4.46
Reynolds County Missouri 1.22

Ripley County Missouri 2.58
St. Charles County Missouri 77.97

St. Clair County Missouri 1.82
St. Francois County Missouri 13.04

St. Genevieve County Missouri 3.47
St. Louis city Missouri 58.29

St. Louis County Missouri 192.82
Saline County Missouri 4.41

Schuyler County Missouri 0.90
Scotland County Missouri 0.95

Scott County Missouri 7.42
Shannon County Missouri 1.58

Shelby County Missouri 1.15



Stoddard County Missouri 5.63
Stone County Missouri 6.20

Sullivan County Missouri 1.18
Taney County Missouri 10.85
Texas County Missouri 4.93

Vernon County Missouri 3.99
Warren County Missouri 6.91

Washington County Missouri 4.80
Wayne County Missouri 2.50

Webster County Missouri 7.68
Worth County Missouri 0.39
Wright County Missouri 3.55

Beaverhead County Montana 1.83
Big Horn County Montana 2.58

Blaine County Montana 1.30
Broadwater County Montana 1.21

Carbon County Montana 2.08
Carter County Montana 0.24

Cascade County Montana 15.78
Chouteau County Montana 1.09

Custer County Montana 2.21
Daniels County Montana 0.33

Dawson County Montana 1.67
Deer Lodge County Montana 1.77

Fallon County Montana 0.55
Fergus County Montana 2.14

Flathead County Montana 20.13
Gallatin County Montana 22.19
Garfield County Montana 0.24
Glacier County Montana 2.67

Golden Valley County Montana 0.16
Granite County Montana 0.66

Hill County Montana 3.20
Jefferson County Montana 2.37

Judith Basin County Montana 0.39
Lake County Montana 5.91

Lewis and Clark County Montana 13.47
Liberty County Montana 0.45
Lincoln County Montana 3.87

McCone County Montana 0.32
Madison County Montana 1.67
Meagher County Montana 0.36

Mineral County Montana 0.85
Missoula County Montana 23.20

Musselshell County Montana 0.90
Park County Montana 3.22

Petroleum County Montana 0.09



Phillips County Montana 0.77
Pondera County Montana 1.15

Powder River County Montana 0.33
Powell County Montana 1.34
Prairie County Montana 0.21
Ravalli County Montana 8.50

Richland County Montana 2.10
Roosevelt County Montana 2.13

Rosebud County Montana 1.73
Sanders County Montana 2.35

Sheridan County Montana 0.64
Silver Bow County Montana 6.77
Stillwater County Montana 1.87

Sweet Grass County Montana 0.72
Teton County Montana 1.19
Toole County Montana 0.92

Treasure County Montana 0.13
Valley County Montana 1.43

Wheatland County Montana 0.41
Wibaux County Montana 0.19

Yellowstone County Montana 31.28
Adams County Nebraska 6.08

Antelope County Nebraska 1.22
Arthur County Nebraska 0.09

Banner County Nebraska 0.14
Blaine County Nebraska 0.09
Boone County Nebraska 1.01

Box Butte County Nebraska 2.09
Boyd County Nebraska 0.37

Brown County Nebraska 0.57
Buffalo County Nebraska 9.63

Burt County Nebraska 1.25
Butler County Nebraska 1.55

Cass County Nebraska 5.09
Cedar County Nebraska 1.63
Chase County Nebraska 0.76

Cherry County Nebraska 1.10
Cheyenne County Nebraska 1.73

Clay County Nebraska 1.20
Colfax County Nebraska 2.08

Cuming County Nebraska 1.72
Custer County Nebraska 2.09

Dakota County Nebraska 3.88
Dawes County Nebraska 1.67

Dawson County Nebraska 4.58
Deuel County Nebraska 0.35
Dixon County Nebraska 1.09



Dodge County Nebraska 7.09
Douglas County Nebraska 110.81

Dundy County Nebraska 0.33
Fillmore County Nebraska 1.06
Franklin County Nebraska 0.58
Frontier County Nebraska 0.51

Furnas County Nebraska 0.91
Gage County Nebraska 4.17

Garden County Nebraska 0.36
Garfield County Nebraska 0.38
Gosper County Nebraska 0.39

Grant County Nebraska 0.12
Greeley County Nebraska 0.46

Hall County Nebraska 11.90
Hamilton County Nebraska 1.81

Harlan County Nebraska 0.66
Hayes County Nebraska 0.18

Hitchcock County Nebraska 0.54
Holt County Nebraska 1.95

Hooker County Nebraska 0.13
Howard County Nebraska 1.25

Jefferson County Nebraska 1.37
Johnson County Nebraska 0.98
Kearney County Nebraska 1.26

Keith County Nebraska 1.56
Keya Paha County Nebraska 0.16

Kimball County Nebraska 0.70
Knox County Nebraska 1.62

Lancaster County Nebraska 61.89
Lincoln County Nebraska 6.77

Logan County Nebraska 0.15
Loup County Nebraska 0.13

McPherson County Nebraska 0.10
Madison County Nebraska 6.81
Merrick County Nebraska 1.50
Morrill County Nebraska 0.90
Nance County Nebraska 0.68

Nemaha County Nebraska 1.35
Nuckolls County Nebraska 0.80

Otoe County Nebraska 3.11
Pawnee County Nebraska 0.51
Perkins County Nebraska 0.56
Phelps County Nebraska 1.75
Pierce County Nebraska 1.39
Platte County Nebraska 6.49

Polk County Nebraska 1.01
Red Willow County Nebraska 2.08



Richardson County Nebraska 1.53
Rock County Nebraska 0.26

Saline County Nebraska 2.76
Sarpy County Nebraska 36.31

Saunders County Nebraska 4.18
Scotts Bluff County Nebraska 6.91

Seward County Nebraska 3.35
Sheridan County Nebraska 1.02
Sherman County Nebraska 0.58

Sioux County Nebraska 0.23
Stanton County Nebraska 1.15
Thayer County Nebraska 0.97

Thomas County Nebraska 0.14
Thurston County Nebraska 1.40

Valley County Nebraska 0.81
Washington County Nebraska 4.02

Wayne County Nebraska 1.82
Webster County Nebraska 0.68
Wheeler County Nebraska 0.15

York County Nebraska 2.65
Carson City Nevada 10.84

Churchill County Nevada 4.83
Clark County Nevada 439.62

Douglas County Nevada 9.48
Elko County Nevada 10.24

Esmeralda County Nevada 0.17
Eureka County Nevada 0.39

Humboldt County Nevada 3.26
Lander County Nevada 1.07
Lincoln County Nevada 1.01

Lyon County Nevada 11.15
Mineral County Nevada 0.87

Nye County Nevada 9.02
Pershing County Nevada 1.30

Storey County Nevada 0.80
Washoe County Nevada 91.45

White Pine County Nevada 1.86
Belknap County New Hampshire 11.89

Carroll County New Hampshire 9.49
Cheshire County New Hampshire 14.76

Coos County New Hampshire 6.12
Grafton County New Hampshire 17.43

Hillsborough County New Hampshire 80.88
Merrimack County New Hampshire 29.36

Rockingham County New Hampshire 60.08
Strafford County New Hampshire 25.34

Sullivan County New Hampshire 8.37



Atlantic County New Jersey 51.14
Bergen County New Jersey 259.73

Burlington County New Jersey 86.37
Camden County New Jersey 98.23

Cape May County New Jersey 17.85
Cumberland County New Jersey 29.00

Essex County New Jersey 154.96
Gloucester County New Jersey 56.56

Hudson County New Jersey 130.41
Hunterdon County New Jersey 24.12

Mercer County New Jersey 71.26
Middlesex County New Jersey 160.02

Monmouth County New Jersey 120.01
Morris County New Jersey 95.39
Ocean County New Jersey 117.76

Passaic County New Jersey 97.33
Salem County New Jersey 12.10

Somerset County New Jersey 63.79
Sussex County New Jersey 27.25
Union County New Jersey 129.23

Warren County New Jersey 20.42
Bernalillo County New Mexico 131.71

Catron County New Mexico 0.68
Chaves County New Mexico 12.53
Cibola County New Mexico 5.17
Colfax County New Mexico 2.32
Curry County New Mexico 9.49

De Baca County New Mexico 0.34
Doña Ana County New Mexico 42.32

Eddy County New Mexico 11.34
Grant County New Mexico 5.24

Guadalupe County New Mexico 0.83
Harding County New Mexico 0.12
Hidalgo County New Mexico 0.81

Lea County New Mexico 13.78
Lincoln County New Mexico 3.80

Los Alamos County New Mexico 3.76
Luna County New Mexico 4.60

McKinley County New Mexico 13.84
Mora County New Mexico 0.88
Otero County New Mexico 13.09
Quay County New Mexico 1.60

Rio Arriba County New Mexico 7.55
Roosevelt County New Mexico 3.59
Sandoval County New Mexico 28.46
San Juan County New Mexico 24.04

San Miguel County New Mexico 5.29



Santa Fe County New Mexico 29.16
Sierra County New Mexico 2.09

Socorro County New Mexico 3.23
Taos County New Mexico 6.35

Torrance County New Mexico 3.00
Union County New Mexico 0.79

Valencia County New Mexico 14.87
Albany County New York 59.25

Allegany County New York 8.94
Bronx County New York 275.05

Broome County New York 36.94
Cattaraugus County New York 14.76

Cayuga County New York 14.85
Chautauqua County New York 24.61

Chemung County New York 16.19
Chenango County New York 9.16

Clinton County New York 15.61
Columbia County New York 11.53
Cortland County New York 9.23

Delaware County New York 8.56
Dutchess County New York 57.06

Erie County New York 178.18
Essex County New York 7.15

Franklin County New York 9.70
Fulton County New York 10.35

Genesee County New York 11.11
Greene County New York 9.15

Hamilton County New York 0.86
Herkimer County New York 11.89
Jefferson County New York 21.30

Kings County New York 496.48
Lewis County New York 5.10

Livingston County New York 12.20
Madison County New York 13.76
Monroe County New York 143.86

Montgomery County New York 9.55
Nassau County New York 397.70

New York County New York 315.88
Niagara County New York 40.59
Oneida County New York 44.35

Onondaga County New York 89.32
Ontario County New York 21.29
Orange County New York 74.66
Orleans County New York 7.83
Oswego County New York 22.72
Otsego County New York 11.54

Putnam County New York 19.07



Queens County New York 437.12
Rensselaer County New York 30.78
Richmond County New York 92.35
Rockland County New York 63.18

St. Lawrence County New York 20.90
Saratoga County New York 44.58

Schenectady County New York 30.12
Schoharie County New York 6.01

Schuyler County New York 3.45
Seneca County New York 6.60

Steuben County New York 18.50
Suffolk County New York 286.38

Sullivan County New York 14.63
Tioga County New York 9.35

Tompkins County New York 19.82
Ulster County New York 34.44

Warren County New York 12.40
Washington County New York 11.87

Wayne County New York 17.44
Westchester County New York 187.64

Wyoming County New York 7.73
Yates County New York 4.83

Alamance County North Carolina 32.88
Alexander County North Carolina 7.27
Alleghany County North Carolina 2.16

Anson County North Carolina 4.74
Ashe County North Carolina 5.28

Avery County North Carolina 3.41
Beaufort County North Carolina 9.11

Bertie County North Carolina 3.67
Bladen County North Carolina 6.35

Brunswick County North Carolina 27.70
Buncombe County North Carolina 50.66

Burke County North Carolina 17.55
Cabarrus County North Carolina 41.98
Caldwell County North Carolina 15.94
Camden County North Carolina 2.11
Carteret County North Carolina 13.47
Caswell County North Carolina 4.38

Catawba County North Carolina 30.94
Chatham County North Carolina 14.44
Cherokee County North Carolina 5.55

Chowan County North Carolina 2.70
Clay County North Carolina 2.18

Cleveland County North Carolina 19.00
Columbus County North Carolina 10.77

Craven County North Carolina 19.81



Cumberland County North Carolina 65.07
Currituck County North Carolina 5.38

Dare County North Carolina 7.18
Davidson County North Carolina 32.51

Davie County North Carolina 8.31
Duplin County North Carolina 11.39

Durham County North Carolina 62.35
Edgecombe County North Carolina 9.98

Forsyth County North Carolina 74.14
Franklin County North Carolina 13.51
Gaston County North Carolina 43.55

Gates County North Carolina 2.24
Graham County North Carolina 1.64

Granville County North Carolina 11.72
Greene County North Carolina 4.09

Guilford County North Carolina 104.18
Halifax County North Carolina 9.70

Harnett County North Carolina 26.37
Haywood County North Carolina 12.09

Henderson County North Carolina 22.77
Hertford County North Carolina 4.59

Hoke County North Carolina 10.71
Hyde County North Carolina 0.96

Iredell County North Carolina 35.26
Jackson County North Carolina 8.52

Johnston County North Carolina 40.60
Jones County North Carolina 1.83

Lee County North Carolina 11.98
Lenoir County North Carolina 10.85

Lincoln County North Carolina 16.70
McDowell County North Carolina 8.87

Macon County North Carolina 6.95
Madison County North Carolina 4.22

Martin County North Carolina 4.35
Mecklenburg County North Carolina 215.35

Mitchell County North Carolina 2.90
Montgomery County North Carolina 5.27

Moore County North Carolina 19.57
Nash County North Carolina 18.29

New Hanover County North Carolina 45.47
Northampton County North Carolina 3.78

Onslow County North Carolina 38.39
Orange County North Carolina 28.80

Pamlico County North Carolina 2.47
Pasquotank County North Carolina 7.72

Pender County North Carolina 12.23
Perquimans County North Carolina 2.61



Person County North Carolina 7.66
Pitt County North Carolina 35.05

Polk County North Carolina 4.02
Randolph County North Carolina 27.86

Richmond County North Carolina 8.69
Robeson County North Carolina 25.33

Rockingham County North Carolina 17.65
Rowan County North Carolina 27.56

Rutherford County North Carolina 13.00
Sampson County North Carolina 12.32
Scotland County North Carolina 6.75

Stanly County North Carolina 12.18
Stokes County North Carolina 8.84

Surry County North Carolina 13.92
Swain County North Carolina 2.77

Transylvania County North Carolina 6.67
Tyrrell County North Carolina 0.78
Union County North Carolina 46.52
Vance County North Carolina 8.64
Wake County North Carolina 215.62

Warren County North Carolina 3.83
Washington County North Carolina 2.25

Watauga County North Carolina 10.90
Wayne County North Carolina 23.88
Wilkes County North Carolina 13.27
Wilson County North Carolina 15.86
Yadkin County North Carolina 7.31
Yancey County North Carolina 3.50
Adams County North Dakota 0.43
Barnes County North Dakota 2.02

Benson County North Dakota 1.33
Billings County North Dakota 0.18

Bottineau County North Dakota 1.22
Bowman County North Dakota 0.59

Burke County North Dakota 0.41
Burleigh County North Dakota 18.55

Cass County North Dakota 35.28
Cavalier County North Dakota 0.73

Dickey County North Dakota 0.94
Divide County North Dakota 0.44
Dunn County North Dakota 0.86
Eddy County North Dakota 0.44

Emmons County North Dakota 0.63
Foster County North Dakota 0.62

Golden Valley County North Dakota 0.34
Grand Forks County North Dakota 13.47

Grant County North Dakota 0.44



Griggs County North Dakota 0.43
Hettinger County North Dakota 0.48

Kidder County North Dakota 0.48
LaMoure County North Dakota 0.78

Logan County North Dakota 0.36
McHenry County North Dakota 1.11
McIntosh County North Dakota 0.48
McKenzie County North Dakota 2.91

McLean County North Dakota 1.83
Mercer County North Dakota 1.59
Morton County North Dakota 6.08

Mountrail County North Dakota 2.05
Nelson County North Dakota 0.56
Oliver County North Dakota 0.38

Pembina County North Dakota 1.32
Pierce County North Dakota 0.77

Ramsey County North Dakota 2.23
Ransom County North Dakota 1.01
Renville County North Dakota 0.45

Richland County North Dakota 3.14
Rolette County North Dakota 2.75
Sargent County North Dakota 0.76

Sheridan County North Dakota 0.26
Sioux County North Dakota 0.82
Slope County North Dakota 0.15
Stark County North Dakota 6.11

Steele County North Dakota 0.37
Stutsman County North Dakota 4.02

Towner County North Dakota 0.42
Traill County North Dakota 1.56

Walsh County North Dakota 2.06
Ward County North Dakota 13.12
Wells County North Dakota 0.74

Williams County North Dakota 7.29
 THERN MARIANA ISLANDS  Mariana Islands 10.09

Adams County Ohio 5.37
Allen County Ohio 19.85

Ashland County Ohio 10.37
Ashtabula County Ohio 18.86

Athens County Ohio 12.67
Auglaize County Ohio 8.85
Belmont County Ohio 13.00

Brown County Ohio 8.42
Butler County Ohio 74.31
Carroll County Ohio 5.22

Champaign County Ohio 7.54
Clark County Ohio 26.00



Clermont County Ohio 40.04
Clinton County Ohio 8.14

Columbiana County Ohio 19.76
Coshocton County Ohio 7.10

Crawford County Ohio 8.05
Cuyahoga County Ohio 239.53

Darke County Ohio 9.91
Defiance County Ohio 7.39

Delaware County Ohio 40.57
Erie County Ohio 14.40

Fairfield County Ohio 30.56
Fayette County Ohio 5.53
Franklin County Ohio 255.38

Fulton County Ohio 8.17
Gallia County Ohio 5.80

Geauga County Ohio 18.16
Greene County Ohio 32.76

Guernsey County Ohio 7.54
Hamilton County Ohio 158.54
Hancock County Ohio 14.70

Hardin County Ohio 6.08
Harrison County Ohio 2.92

Henry County Ohio 5.24
Highland County Ohio 8.37
Hocking County Ohio 5.48
Holmes County Ohio 8.53

Huron County Ohio 11.30
Jackson County Ohio 6.29

Jefferson County Ohio 12.67
Knox County Ohio 12.09
Lake County Ohio 44.64

Lawrence County Ohio 11.53
Licking County Ohio 34.30
Logan County Ohio 8.86
Lorain County Ohio 60.09
Lucas County Ohio 83.08

Madison County Ohio 8.68
Mahoning County Ohio 44.35

Marion County Ohio 12.62
Medina County Ohio 34.86

Meigs County Ohio 4.44
Mercer County Ohio 7.99
Miami County Ohio 20.75

Monroe County Ohio 2.65
Montgomery County Ohio 103.12

Morgan County Ohio 2.81
Morrow County Ohio 6.85



Muskingum County Ohio 16.72
Noble County Ohio 2.80

Ottawa County Ohio 7.86
Paulding County Ohio 3.62

Perry County Ohio 7.01
Pickaway County Ohio 11.34

Pike County Ohio 5.39
Portage County Ohio 31.51

Preble County Ohio 7.93
Putnam County Ohio 6.57

Richland County Ohio 23.50
Ross County Ohio 14.87

Sandusky County Ohio 11.35
Scioto County Ohio 14.61

Seneca County Ohio 10.70
Shelby County Ohio 9.42

Stark County Ohio 71.88
Summit County Ohio 104.93

Trumbull County Ohio 38.40
Tuscarawas County Ohio 17.84

Union County Ohio 11.44
Van Wert County Ohio 5.48

Vinton County Ohio 2.54
Warren County Ohio 45.50

Washington County Ohio 11.62
Wayne County Ohio 22.44

Williams County Ohio 7.12
Wood County Ohio 25.37

Wyandot County Ohio 4.22
Adair County Oklahoma 4.30

Alfalfa County Oklahoma 1.11
Atoka County Oklahoma 2.67

Beaver County Oklahoma 1.03
Beckham County Oklahoma 4.24

Blaine County Oklahoma 1.83
Bryan County Oklahoma 9.31

Caddo County Oklahoma 5.58
Canadian County Oklahoma 28.76

Carter County Oklahoma 9.33
Cherokee County Oklahoma 9.44
Choctaw County Oklahoma 2.85

Cimarron County Oklahoma 0.41
Cleveland County Oklahoma 55.08

Coal County Oklahoma 1.07
Comanche County Oklahoma 23.42

Cotton County Oklahoma 1.10
Craig County Oklahoma 2.74



Creek County Oklahoma 13.87
Custer County Oklahoma 5.62

Delaware County Oklahoma 8.34
Dewey County Oklahoma 0.95

Ellis County Oklahoma 0.75
Garfield County Oklahoma 11.84

Garvin County Oklahoma 5.37
Grady County Oklahoma 10.83
Grant County Oklahoma 0.84
Greer County Oklahoma 1.11

Harmon County Oklahoma 0.51
Harper County Oklahoma 0.72
Haskell County Oklahoma 2.45
Hughes County Oklahoma 2.58
Jackson County Oklahoma 4.76

Jefferson County Oklahoma 1.16
Johnston County Oklahoma 2.15

Kay County Oklahoma 8.44
Kingfisher County Oklahoma 3.06

Kiowa County Oklahoma 1.69
Latimer County Oklahoma 1.95
Le Flore County Oklahoma 9.67
Lincoln County Oklahoma 6.76

Logan County Oklahoma 9.31
Love County Oklahoma 1.99

McClain County Oklahoma 7.85
McCurtain County Oklahoma 6.37
McIntosh County Oklahoma 3.80

Major County Oklahoma 1.48
Marshall County Oklahoma 3.28

Mayes County Oklahoma 7.97
Murray County Oklahoma 2.73

Muskogee County Oklahoma 13.19
Noble County Oklahoma 2.16

Nowata County Oklahoma 1.95
Okfuskee County Oklahoma 2.33

Oklahoma County Oklahoma 154.66
Okmulgee County Oklahoma 7.46

Osage County Oklahoma 9.11
Ottawa County Oklahoma 6.04

Pawnee County Oklahoma 3.18
Payne County Oklahoma 15.86

Pittsburg County Oklahoma 8.47
Pontotoc County Oklahoma 7.42

Pottawatomie County Oklahoma 14.08
Pushmataha County Oklahoma 2.15

Roger Mills County Oklahoma 0.69



Rogers County Oklahoma 17.93
Seminole County Oklahoma 4.70
Sequoyah County Oklahoma 8.06
Stephens County Oklahoma 8.37

Texas County Oklahoma 3.88
Tillman County Oklahoma 1.41

Tulsa County Oklahoma 126.36
Wagoner County Oklahoma 15.77

Washington County Oklahoma 9.99
Washita County Oklahoma 2.12

Woods County Oklahoma 1.71
Woodward County Oklahoma 3.92

Baker County Oregon 3.13
Benton County Oregon 18.05

Clackamas County Oregon 81.10
Clatsop County Oregon 7.80

Columbia County Oregon 10.15
Coos County Oregon 12.51

Crook County Oregon 4.73
Curry County Oregon 4.45

Deschutes County Oregon 38.34
Douglas County Oregon 21.52
Gilliam County Oregon 0.37

Grant County Oregon 1.40
Harney County Oregon 1.43

Hood River County Oregon 4.53
Jackson County Oregon 42.85

Jefferson County Oregon 4.78
Josephine County Oregon 16.97

Klamath County Oregon 13.23
Lake County Oregon 1.53
Lane County Oregon 74.10

Lincoln County Oregon 9.69
Linn County Oregon 25.16

Malheur County Oregon 5.93
Marion County Oregon 67.46

Morrow County Oregon 2.25
Multnomah County Oregon 157.65

Polk County Oregon 16.70
Sherman County Oregon 0.35

Tillamook County Oregon 5.24
Umatilla County Oregon 15.12

Union County Oregon 5.20
Wallowa County Oregon 1.40

Wasco County Oregon 5.17
Washington County Oregon 116.68

Wheeler County Oregon 0.26



Yamhill County Oregon 20.77
Adams County Pennsylvania 19.98

Allegheny County Pennsylvania 382.70
Armstrong County Pennsylvania 12.55

Beaver County Pennsylvania 92.63
Bedford County Pennsylvania 9.29

Berks County Pennsylvania 81.68
Blair County Pennsylvania 23.63

Bradford County Pennsylvania 11.70
Bucks County Pennsylvania 121.85
Butler County Pennsylvania 36.43

Cambria County Pennsylvania 25.25
Cameron County Pennsylvania 0.86

Carbon County Pennsylvania 12.45
Centre County Pennsylvania 31.49

Chester County Pennsylvania 101.82
Clarion County Pennsylvania 7.45

Clearfield County Pennsylvania 15.37
Clinton County Pennsylvania 7.49

Columbia County Pennsylvania 12.60
Crawford County Pennsylvania 16.41

Cumberland County Pennsylvania 49.14
Dauphin County Pennsylvania 53.97

Delaware County Pennsylvania 109.92
Elk County Pennsylvania 5.80

Erie County Pennsylvania 52.31
Fayette County Pennsylvania 25.07

Forest County Pennsylvania 1.41
Franklin County Pennsylvania 30.07

Fulton County Pennsylvania 2.82
Greene County Pennsylvania 7.03

Huntingdon County Pennsylvania 8.76
Indiana County Pennsylvania 16.31

Jefferson County Pennsylvania 8.42
Juniata County Pennsylvania 4.80

Lackawanna County Pennsylvania 40.66
Lancaster County Pennsylvania 105.84
Lawrence County Pennsylvania 16.58
Lebanon County Pennsylvania 27.50

Lehigh County Pennsylvania 71.63
Luzerne County Pennsylvania 114.70

Lycoming County Pennsylvania 21.97
McKean County Pennsylvania 7.88
Mercer County Pennsylvania 21.22
Mifflin County Pennsylvania 8.95

Monroe County Pennsylvania 33.02
Montgomery County Pennsylvania 161.15



Montour County Pennsylvania 3.54
Northampton County Pennsylvania 60.71

Northumberland County Pennsylvania 17.62
Perry County Pennsylvania 8.97

Philadelphia County Pennsylvania 307.22
Pike County Pennsylvania 10.82

Potter County Pennsylvania 3.21
Schuylkill County Pennsylvania 27.42

Snyder County Pennsylvania 7.83
Somerset County Pennsylvania 14.24

Sullivan County Pennsylvania 1.18
Susquehanna County Pennsylvania 7.82

Tioga County Pennsylvania 7.87
Union County Pennsylvania 8.71

Venango County Pennsylvania 9.83
Warren County Pennsylvania 7.60

Washington County Pennsylvania 98.14
Wayne County Pennsylvania 9.96

Westmoreland County Pennsylvania 107.19
Wyoming County Pennsylvania 5.20

York County Pennsylvania 87.09
ALL PUERTO RICO Puerto Rico 619.40

Bristol County Rhode Island 9.40
Kent County Rhode Island 31.86

Newport County Rhode Island 15.92
Providence County Rhode Island 123.92

Washington County Rhode Island 24.35
Abbeville County South Carolina 4.76

Aiken County South Carolina 33.14
Allendale County South Carolina 1.68
Anderson County South Carolina 39.28
Bamberg County South Carolina 2.73
Barnwell County South Carolina 4.05
Beaufort County South Carolina 37.26
Berkeley County South Carolina 44.20
Calhoun County South Carolina 2.82

Charleston County South Carolina 79.79
Cherokee County South Carolina 11.11

Chester County South Carolina 6.25
Chesterfield County South Carolina 8.85

Clarendon County South Carolina 6.54
Colleton County South Carolina 7.31

Darlington County South Carolina 12.92
Dillon County South Carolina 5.91

Dorchester County South Carolina 31.58
Edgefield County South Carolina 5.29

Fairfield County South Carolina 4.33



Florence County South Carolina 26.82
Georgetown County South Carolina 12.16

Greenville County South Carolina 101.54
Greenwood County South Carolina 13.73

Hampton County South Carolina 3.73
Horry County South Carolina 68.67

Jasper County South Carolina 5.83
Kershaw County South Carolina 12.91

Lancaster County South Carolina 19.01
Laurens County South Carolina 13.09

Lee County South Carolina 3.26
Lexington County South Carolina 57.94

McCormick County South Carolina 1.84
Marion County South Carolina 5.95

Marlboro County South Carolina 5.07
Newberry County South Carolina 7.46

Oconee County South Carolina 15.43
Orangeburg County South Carolina 16.71

Pickens County South Carolina 24.61
Richland County South Carolina 80.63

Saluda County South Carolina 3.97
Spartanburg County South Carolina 62.02

Sumter County South Carolina 20.70
Union County South Carolina 5.30

Williamsburg County South Carolina 5.89
York County South Carolina 54.49

Aurora County South Dakota 0.53
Beadle County South Dakota 3.58

Bennett County South Dakota 0.65
Bon Homme County South Dakota 1.34

Brookings County South Dakota 6.80
Brown County South Dakota 7.53

Brule County South Dakota 1.03
Buffalo County South Dakota 0.38

Butte County South Dakota 2.02
Campbell County South Dakota 0.27

Charles Mix County South Dakota 1.80
Clark County South Dakota 0.72
Clay County South Dakota 2.73

Codington County South Dakota 5.43
Corson County South Dakota 0.79
Custer County South Dakota 1.74

Davison County South Dakota 3.84
Day County South Dakota 1.05

Deuel County South Dakota 0.84
Dewey County South Dakota 1.14

Douglas County South Dakota 0.57



Edmunds County South Dakota 0.74
Fall River County South Dakota 1.30

Faulk County South Dakota 0.45
Grant County South Dakota 1.37

Gregory County South Dakota 0.81
Haakon County South Dakota 0.37
Hamlin County South Dakota 1.20

Hand County South Dakota 0.62
Hanson County South Dakota 0.67
Harding County South Dakota 0.25
Hughes County South Dakota 3.40

Hutchinson County South Dakota 1.41
Hyde County South Dakota 0.25

Jackson County South Dakota 0.65
Jerauld County South Dakota 0.39

Jones County South Dakota 0.18
Kingsbury County South Dakota 0.96

Lake County South Dakota 2.48
Lawrence County South Dakota 5.01

Lincoln County South Dakota 11.86
Lyman County South Dakota 0.73

McCook County South Dakota 1.08
McPherson County South Dakota 0.46

Marshall County South Dakota 0.96
Meade County South Dakota 5.49

Mellette County South Dakota 0.40
Miner County South Dakota 0.43

Minnehaha County South Dakota 37.46
Moody County South Dakota 1.28

Oglala Lakota County South Dakota 2.75
Pennington County South Dakota 22.07

Perkins County South Dakota 0.56
Potter County South Dakota 0.42

Roberts County South Dakota 2.02
Sanborn County South Dakota 0.45

Spink County South Dakota 1.24
Stanley County South Dakota 0.60

Sully County South Dakota 0.27
Todd County South Dakota 1.97
Tripp County South Dakota 1.06

Turner County South Dakota 1.63
Union County South Dakota 3.09

Walworth County South Dakota 1.05
Yankton County South Dakota 4.42
Ziebach County South Dakota 0.53

Anderson County Tennessee 14.93
Bedford County Tennessee 9.64



Benton County Tennessee 3.13
Bledsoe County Tennessee 2.92

Blount County Tennessee 25.81
Bradley County Tennessee 20.97

Campbell County Tennessee 7.73
Cannon County Tennessee 2.85
Carroll County Tennessee 5.39
Carter County Tennessee 10.94

Cheatham County Tennessee 7.89
Chester County Tennessee 3.35

Claiborne County Tennessee 6.20
Clay County Tennessee 1.48

Cocke County Tennessee 6.98
Coffee County Tennessee 10.96

Crockett County Tennessee 2.76
Cumberland County Tennessee 11.74

Davidson County Tennessee 134.62
Decatur County Tennessee 2.26
DeKalb County Tennessee 3.97

Dickson County Tennessee 10.46
Dyer County Tennessee 7.21

Fayette County Tennessee 7.98
Fentress County Tennessee 3.59
Franklin County Tennessee 8.19
Gibson County Tennessee 9.53

Giles County Tennessee 5.71
Grainger County Tennessee 4.52

Greene County Tennessee 13.40
Grundy County Tennessee 2.60

Hamblen County Tennessee 12.59
Hamilton County Tennessee 71.33
Hancock County Tennessee 1.28

Hardeman County Tennessee 4.86
Hardin County Tennessee 4.98

Hawkins County Tennessee 11.01
Haywood County Tennessee 3.36

Henderson County Tennessee 5.45
Henry County Tennessee 6.27

Hickman County Tennessee 4.88
Houston County Tennessee 1.59

Humphreys County Tennessee 3.60
Jackson County Tennessee 2.29

Jefferson County Tennessee 10.57
Johnson County Tennessee 3.45

Knox County Tennessee 91.21
Lake County Tennessee 1.36

Lauderdale County Tennessee 4.97



Lawrence County Tennessee 8.56
Lewis County Tennessee 2.38

Lincoln County Tennessee 6.67
Loudon County Tennessee 10.49

McMinn County Tennessee 10.43
McNairy County Tennessee 4.98

Macon County Tennessee 4.77
Madison County Tennessee 19.00

Marion County Tennessee 5.61
Marshall County Tennessee 6.67

Maury County Tennessee 18.69
Meigs County Tennessee 2.41

Monroe County Tennessee 9.03
Montgomery County Tennessee 40.53

Moore County Tennessee 1.26
Morgan County Tennessee 4.15

Obion County Tennessee 5.83
Overton County Tennessee 4.31

Perry County Tennessee 1.57
Pickett County Tennessee 0.98

Polk County Tennessee 3.26
Putnam County Tennessee 15.56

Rhea County Tennessee 6.43
Roane County Tennessee 10.35

Robertson County Tennessee 13.93
Rutherford County Tennessee 64.44

Scott County Tennessee 4.28
Sequatchie County Tennessee 2.91

Sevier County Tennessee 19.05
Shelby County Tennessee 181.76
Smith County Tennessee 3.91

Stewart County Tennessee 2.66
Sullivan County Tennessee 30.71
Sumner County Tennessee 37.10

Tipton County Tennessee 11.95
Trousdale County Tennessee 2.19

Unicoi County Tennessee 3.47
Union County Tennessee 3.87

Van Buren County Tennessee 1.14
Warren County Tennessee 8.01

Washington County Tennessee 25.09
Wayne County Tennessee 3.23

Weakley County Tennessee 6.46
White County Tennessee 5.30

Williamson County Tennessee 46.24
Wilson County Tennessee 28.06

Anderson County Texas 11.20



Andrews County Texas 3.63
Angelina County Texas 16.82
Aransas County Texas 4.56

Archer County Texas 1.66
Armstrong County Texas 0.37

Atascosa County Texas 9.92
Austin County Texas 5.82
Bailey County Texas 1.36

Bandera County Texas 4.48
Bastrop County Texas 17.21

Baylor County Texas 0.68
Bee County Texas 6.32
Bell County Texas 70.39

Bexar County Texas 388.58
Blanco County Texas 2.31

Borden County Texas 0.13
Bosque County Texas 3.62

Bowie County Texas 18.08
Brazoria County Texas 72.59

Brazos County Texas 44.45
Brewster County Texas 1.78

Briscoe County Texas 0.30
Brooks County Texas 1.38
Brown County Texas 7.34

Burleson County Texas 3.58
Burnet County Texas 9.34

Caldwell County Texas 8.47
Calhoun County Texas 4.13
Callahan County Texas 2.70

Cameron County Texas 82.07
Camp County Texas 2.54

Carson County Texas 1.15
Cass County Texas 5.82

Castro County Texas 1.46
Chambers County Texas 8.50
Cherokee County Texas 10.21
Childress County Texas 1.42

Clay County Texas 2.03
Cochran County Texas 0.55

Coke County Texas 0.66
Coleman County Texas 1.59

Collin County Texas 200.68
Collingsworth County Texas 0.57

Colorado County Texas 4.17
Comal County Texas 30.30

Comanche County Texas 2.64
Concho County Texas 0.53



Cooke County Texas 8.00
Coryell County Texas 14.73
Cottle County Texas 0.27
Crane County Texas 0.93

Crockett County Texas 0.67
Crosby County Texas 1.11

Culberson County Texas 0.42
Dallam County Texas 1.41
Dallas County Texas 511.14

Dawson County Texas 2.47
Deaf Smith County Texas 3.60

Delta County Texas 1.03
Denton County Texas 172.07
DeWitt County Texas 3.91

Dickens County Texas 0.43
Dimmit County Texas 1.96
Donley County Texas 0.64

Duval County Texas 2.16
Eastland County Texas 3.56

Ector County Texas 32.24
Edwards County Texas 0.37

Ellis County Texas 35.85
El Paso County Texas 162.77

Erath County Texas 8.28
Falls County Texas 3.35

Fannin County Texas 6.89
Fayette County Texas 4.92

Fisher County Texas 0.74
Floyd County Texas 1.11
Foard County Texas 0.22

Fort Bend County Texas 157.42
Franklin County Texas 2.08

Freestone County Texas 3.82
Frio County Texas 3.94

Gaines County Texas 4.17
Galveston County Texas 66.36

Garza County Texas 1.21
Gillespie County Texas 5.23

Glasscock County Texas 0.27
Goliad County Texas 1.49

Gonzales County Texas 4.04
Gray County Texas 4.24

Grayson County Texas 26.42
Gregg County Texas 24.04

Grimes County Texas 5.60
Guadalupe County Texas 32.36

Hale County Texas 6.48



Hall County Texas 0.57
Hamilton County Texas 1.64
Hansford County Texas 1.05

Hardeman County Texas 0.76
Hardin County Texas 11.17
Harris County Texas 914.12

Harrison County Texas 12.91
Hartley County Texas 1.08
Haskell County Texas 1.10

Hays County Texas 44.64
Hemphill County Texas 0.74

Henderson County Texas 16.05
Hidalgo County Texas 212.70

Hill County Texas 7.11
Hockley County Texas 4.46

Hood County Texas 11.96
Hopkins County Texas 7.19
Houston County Texas 4.45
Howard County Texas 7.11

Hudspeth County Texas 0.95
Hunt County Texas 19.12

Hutchinson County Texas 4.06
Irion County Texas 0.30
Jack County Texas 1.73

Jackson County Texas 2.86
Jasper County Texas 6.89

Jeff Davis County Texas 0.44
Jefferson County Texas 48.79
Jim Hogg County Texas 1.01
Jim Wells County Texas 7.85

Johnson County Texas 34.10
Jones County Texas 3.89

Karnes County Texas 3.03
Kaufman County Texas 26.41

Kendall County Texas 9.20
Kenedy County Texas 0.08

Kent County Texas 0.15
Kerr County Texas 10.20

Kimble County Texas 0.84
King County Texas 0.05

Kinney County Texas 0.71
Kleberg County Texas 5.95

Knox County Texas 0.71
Lamar County Texas 9.67
Lamb County Texas 2.50

Lampasas County Texas 4.16
La Salle County Texas 1.46



Lavaca County Texas 3.91
Lee County Texas 3.34

Leon County Texas 3.38
Liberty County Texas 17.11

Limestone County Texas 4.55
Lipscomb County Texas 0.63
Live Oak County Texas 2.37

Llano County Texas 4.23
Loving County Texas 0.03

Lubbock County Texas 60.23
Lynn County Texas 1.15

McCulloch County Texas 1.55
McLennan County Texas 49.77
McMullen County Texas 0.14

Madison County Texas 2.77
Marion County Texas 1.91
Martin County Texas 1.12
Mason County Texas 0.83

Matagorda County Texas 7.11
Maverick County Texas 11.39

Medina County Texas 10.00
Menard County Texas 0.41
Midland County Texas 34.30

Milam County Texas 4.81
Mills County Texas 0.95

Mitchell County Texas 1.66
Montague County Texas 3.84

Montgomery County Texas 117.80
Moore County Texas 4.06
Morris County Texas 2.40
Motley County Texas 0.23

Nacogdoches County Texas 12.65
Navarro County Texas 9.72
Newton County Texas 2.64

Nolan County Texas 2.85
Nueces County Texas 70.26

Ochiltree County Texas 1.91
Oldham County Texas 0.41
Orange County Texas 16.17

Palo Pinto County Texas 5.66
Panola County Texas 4.50
Parker County Texas 27.71

Parmer County Texas 1.86
Pecos County Texas 3.07

Polk County Texas 9.96
Potter County Texas 22.77

Presidio County Texas 1.30



Rains County Texas 2.43
Randall County Texas 26.71
Reagan County Texas 0.75

Real County Texas 0.67
Red River County Texas 2.33

Reeves County Texas 3.10
Refugio County Texas 1.35
Roberts County Texas 0.17

Robertson County Texas 3.31
Rockwall County Texas 20.35
Runnels County Texas 1.99

Rusk County Texas 10.55
Sabine County Texas 2.04

San Augustine County Texas 1.60
San Jacinto County Texas 5.60

San Patricio County Texas 12.94
San Saba County Texas 1.17

Schleicher County Texas 0.54
Scurry County Texas 3.24

Shackelford County Texas 0.63
Shelby County Texas 4.90

Sherman County Texas 0.59
Smith County Texas 45.14

Somervell County Texas 1.77
Starr County Texas 12.54

Stephens County Texas 1.82
Sterling County Texas 0.25

Stonewall County Texas 0.26
Sutton County Texas 0.73

Swisher County Texas 1.43
Tarrant County Texas 407.77

Taylor County Texas 26.77
Terrell County Texas 0.15

Terry County Texas 2.39
Throckmorton County Texas 0.29

Titus County Texas 6.35
Tom Green County Texas 23.12

Travis County Texas 247.08
Trinity County Texas 2.84

Tyler County Texas 4.20
Upshur County Texas 8.10
Upton County Texas 0.71

Uvalde County Texas 5.19
Val Verde County Texas 9.51
Van Zandt County Texas 10.98

Victoria County Texas 17.86
Walker County Texas 14.15



Waller County Texas 10.71
Ward County Texas 2.33

Washington County Texas 6.96
Webb County Texas 53.65

Wharton County Texas 8.06
Wheeler County Texas 0.98
Wichita County Texas 25.65

Wilbarger County Texas 2.48
Willacy County Texas 4.14

Williamson County Texas 114.53
Wilson County Texas 9.90

Winkler County Texas 1.55
Wise County Texas 13.57

Wood County Texas 8.83
Yoakum County Texas 1.69

Young County Texas 3.49
Zapata County Texas 2.75
Zavala County Texas 2.30

ALL U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS .S. Virgin Islands 20.69
Beaver County Utah 1.30

Box Elder County Utah 10.87
Cache County Utah 24.88

Carbon County Utah 3.97
Daggett County Utah 0.18

Davis County Utah 68.94
Duchesne County Utah 3.87

Emery County Utah 1.94
Garfield County Utah 0.98

Grand County Utah 1.89
Iron County Utah 10.64
Juab County Utah 2.33
Kane County Utah 1.53

Millard County Utah 2.56
Morgan County Utah 2.35

Piute County Utah 0.29
Rich County Utah 0.48

Salt Lake County Utah 225.06
San Juan County Utah 2.97
Sanpete County Utah 6.00

Sevier County Utah 4.19
Summit County Utah 8.17
Tooele County Utah 14.01
Uintah County Utah 6.93

Utah County Utah 123.39
Wasatch County Utah 6.61

Washington County Utah 34.44
Wayne County Utah 0.53



Weber County Utah 50.47
Addison County Vermont 7.13

Bennington County Vermont 6.88
Caledonia County Vermont 5.82

Chittenden County Vermont 31.76
Essex County Vermont 1.20

Franklin County Vermont 9.58
Grand Isle County Vermont 1.40

Lamoille County Vermont 4.92
Orange County Vermont 5.60
Orleans County Vermont 5.24
Rutland County Vermont 11.29

Washington County Vermont 11.33
Windham County Vermont 8.19

Windsor County Vermont 10.68
Accomack County Virginia 6.27
Albemarle County Virginia 21.20

Alexandria city Virginia 30.92
Alleghany County Virginia 2.88

Amelia County Virginia 2.55
Amherst County Virginia 6.13

Appomattox County Virginia 3.09
Arlington County Virginia 45.93

Augusta County Virginia 14.65
Bath County Virginia 0.80

Bedford County Virginia 15.32
Bland County Virginia 1.22

Botetourt County Virginia 6.48
Bristol city Virginia 3.25

Brunswick County Virginia 3.15
Buchanan County Virginia 4.07

Buckingham County Virginia 3.33
Buena Vista city Virginia 1.26

Campbell County Virginia 10.64
Caroline County Virginia 5.96

Carroll County Virginia 5.78
Charles City County Virginia 1.35

Charlotte County Virginia 2.30
Charlottesville city Virginia 9.17

Chesapeake city Virginia 47.48
Chesterfield County Virginia 68.42

Clarke County Virginia 2.84
Colonial Heights city Virginia 3.37

Covington city Virginia 1.07
Craig County Virginia 1.00

Culpeper County Virginia 10.20
Cumberland County Virginia 1.93



Danville city Virginia 7.77
Dickenson County Virginia 2.78
Dinwiddie County Virginia 5.54

Emporia city Virginia 1.04
Essex County Virginia 2.12

Fairfax city Virginia 4.66
Fairfax County Virginia 222.56

Falls Church city Virginia 2.83
Fauquier County Virginia 13.81

Floyd County Virginia 3.05
Fluvanna County Virginia 5.29

Franklin city Virginia 1.55
Franklin County Virginia 10.87

Frederick County Virginia 17.32
Fredericksburg city Virginia 5.63

Galax city Virginia 1.23
Giles County Virginia 3.24

Gloucester County Virginia 7.24
Goochland County Virginia 4.61

Grayson County Virginia 3.02
Greene County Virginia 3.84

Greensville County Virginia 2.20
Halifax County Virginia 6.58
Hampton city Virginia 26.09

Hanover County Virginia 20.90
Harrisonburg city Virginia 10.28

Henrico County Virginia 64.16
Henry County Virginia 9.81

Highland County Virginia 0.42
Hopewell city Virginia 4.37

Isle of Wight County Virginia 7.20
James City County Virginia 14.84

King and Queen County Virginia 1.36
King George County Virginia 5.20
King William County Virginia 3.33

Lancaster County Virginia 2.06
Lee County Virginia 4.54

Lexington city Virginia 1.44
Loudoun County Virginia 80.20

Louisa County Virginia 7.29
Lunenburg County Virginia 2.37

Lynchburg city Virginia 15.94
Madison County Virginia 2.57

Manassas city Virginia 7.97
Manassas Park city Virginia 3.39

Martinsville city Virginia 2.43
Mathews County Virginia 1.71



Mecklenburg County Virginia 5.93
Middlesex County Virginia 2.05

Montgomery County Virginia 19.11
Nelson County Virginia 2.90

New Kent County Virginia 4.48
Newport News city Virginia 34.76

Norfolk city Virginia 47.08
Northampton County Virginia 2.27

Northumberland County Virginia 2.35
Norton city Virginia 0.77

Nottoway County Virginia 2.95
Orange County Virginia 7.19

Page County Virginia 4.64
Patrick County Virginia 3.41
Petersburg city Virginia 6.08

Pittsylvania County Virginia 11.71
Poquoson city Virginia 2.38

Portsmouth city Virginia 18.31
Powhatan County Virginia 5.75

Prince Edward County Virginia 4.42
Prince George County Virginia 7.44
Prince William County Virginia 91.22

Pulaski County Virginia 6.60
Radford city Virginia 3.54

Rappahannock County Virginia 1.43
Richmond city Virginia 44.69

Richmond County Virginia 1.75
Roanoke city Virginia 19.23

Roanoke County Virginia 18.27
Rockbridge County Virginia 4.38

Rockingham County Virginia 15.89
Russell County Virginia 5.16

Salem city Virginia 4.91
Scott County Virginia 4.18

Shenandoah County Virginia 8.46
Smyth County Virginia 5.84

Southampton County Virginia 3.42
Spotsylvania County Virginia 26.42

Stafford County Virginia 29.65
Staunton city Virginia 4.84

Suffolk city Virginia 17.86
Surry County Virginia 1.25

Sussex County Virginia 2.16
Tazewell County Virginia 7.87

Virginia Beach city Virginia 87.27
Warren County Virginia 7.79

Washington County Virginia 10.42



Waynesboro city Virginia 4.39
Westmoreland County Virginia 3.49

Williamsburg city Virginia 2.90
Winchester city Virginia 5.45

Wise County Virginia 7.25
Wythe County Virginia 5.56

York County Virginia 13.24
Adams County Washington 3.88
Asotin County Washington 4.38

Benton County Washington 39.64
Chelan County Washington 14.97
Clallam County Washington 15.00

Clark County Washington 94.69
Columbia County Washington 0.77

Cowlitz County Washington 21.45
Douglas County Washington 8.42

Ferry County Washington 1.48
Franklin County Washington 18.47
Garfield County Washington 0.43

Grant County Washington 18.95
Grays Harbor County Washington 14.56

Island County Washington 16.51
Jefferson County Washington 6.25

King County Washington 436.91
Kitsap County Washington 52.65

Kittitas County Washington 9.30
Klickitat County Washington 4.35

Lewis County Washington 15.65
Lincoln County Washington 2.12
Mason County Washington 12.95

Okanogan County Washington 8.19
Pacific County Washington 4.36

Pend Oreille County Washington 2.66
Pierce County Washington 175.52

San Juan County Washington 3.41
Skagit County Washington 25.06

Skamania County Washington 2.34
Snohomish County Washington 159.44

Spokane County Washington 101.39
Stevens County Washington 8.87

Thurston County Washington 56.35
Wahkiakum County Washington 0.87
Walla Walla County Washington 11.78

Whatcom County Washington 44.46
Whitman County Washington 9.72

Yakima County Washington 48.66
Barbour County West Virginia 3.19



Berkeley County West Virginia 23.11
Boone County West Virginia 4.16

Braxton County West Virginia 2.71
Brooke County West Virginia 4.25
Cabell County West Virginia 17.83

Calhoun County West Virginia 1.38
Clay County West Virginia 1.65

Doddridge County West Virginia 1.64
Fayette County West Virginia 8.22
Gilmer County West Virginia 1.52
Grant County West Virginia 2.24

Greenbrier County West Virginia 6.72
Hampshire County West Virginia 4.49

Hancock County West Virginia 5.59
Hardy County West Virginia 2.67

Harrison County West Virginia 13.04
Jackson County West Virginia 5.54

Jefferson County West Virginia 11.08
Kanawha County West Virginia 34.55

Lewis County West Virginia 3.09
Lincoln County West Virginia 3.96

Logan County West Virginia 6.21
McDowell County West Virginia 3.42

Marion County West Virginia 10.87
Marshall County West Virginia 5.92

Mason County West Virginia 5.14
Mercer County West Virginia 11.40
Mineral County West Virginia 5.21

Mingo County West Virginia 4.54
Monongalia County West Virginia 20.48

Monroe County West Virginia 2.57
Morgan County West Virginia 3.47

Nicholas County West Virginia 4.75
Ohio County West Virginia 8.03

Pendleton County West Virginia 1.35
Pleasants County West Virginia 1.45

Pocahontas County West Virginia 1.60
Preston County West Virginia 6.48
Putnam County West Virginia 10.95
Raleigh County West Virginia 14.23

Randolph County West Virginia 5.57
Ritchie County West Virginia 1.85
Roane County West Virginia 2.65

Summers County West Virginia 2.44
Taylor County West Virginia 3.24
Tucker County West Virginia 1.33

Tyler County West Virginia 1.67



Upshur County West Virginia 4.69
Wayne County West Virginia 7.64

Webster County West Virginia 1.57
Wetzel County West Virginia 2.92

Wirt County West Virginia 1.13
Wood County West Virginia 16.20

Wyoming County West Virginia 3.96
Adams County Wisconsin 3.92

Ashland County Wisconsin 3.02
Barron County Wisconsin 8.77

Bayfield County Wisconsin 2.92
Brown County Wisconsin 51.31

Buffalo County Wisconsin 2.53
Burnett County Wisconsin 2.99

Calumet County Wisconsin 9.71
Chippewa County Wisconsin 12.54

Clark County Wisconsin 6.74
Columbia County Wisconsin 11.16
Crawford County Wisconsin 3.13

Dane County Wisconsin 106.03
Dodge County Wisconsin 17.04

Door County Wisconsin 5.37
Douglas County Wisconsin 8.37

Dunn County Wisconsin 8.80
Eau Claire County Wisconsin 20.30

Florence County Wisconsin 0.83
Fond du Lac County Wisconsin 20.05

Forest County Wisconsin 1.75
Grant County Wisconsin 9.98
Green County Wisconsin 7.17

Green Lake County Wisconsin 3.67
Iowa County Wisconsin 4.59
Iron County Wisconsin 1.10

Jackson County Wisconsin 4.00
Jefferson County Wisconsin 16.44

Juneau County Wisconsin 5.18
Kenosha County Wisconsin 32.89

Kewaunee County Wisconsin 3.96
La Crosse County Wisconsin 22.89
Lafayette County Wisconsin 3.23
Langlade County Wisconsin 3.72

Lincoln County Wisconsin 5.35
Manitowoc County Wisconsin 15.32

Marathon County Wisconsin 26.32
Marinette County Wisconsin 7.83

Marquette County Wisconsin 3.02
Menominee County Wisconsin 0.88



Milwaukee County Wisconsin 183.42
Monroe County Wisconsin 8.97
Oconto County Wisconsin 7.36
Oneida County Wisconsin 6.90

Outagamie County Wisconsin 36.44
Ozaukee County Wisconsin 17.30

Pepin County Wisconsin 1.41
Pierce County Wisconsin 8.29

Polk County Wisconsin 8.49
Portage County Wisconsin 13.73

Price County Wisconsin 2.59
Racine County Wisconsin 38.07

Richland County Wisconsin 3.35
Rock County Wisconsin 31.68
Rusk County Wisconsin 2.75

St. Croix County Wisconsin 17.59
Sauk County Wisconsin 12.50

Sawyer County Wisconsin 3.21
Shawano County Wisconsin 7.93

Sheboygan County Wisconsin 22.37
Taylor County Wisconsin 3.95

Trempealeau County Wisconsin 5.75
Vernon County Wisconsin 5.98

Vilas County Wisconsin 4.30
Walworth County Wisconsin 20.14
Washburn County Wisconsin 3.05

Washington County Wisconsin 26.38
Waukesha County Wisconsin 78.39
Waupaca County Wisconsin 9.89

Waushara County Wisconsin 4.74
Winnebago County Wisconsin 33.34

Wood County Wisconsin 14.16
Albany County Wyoming 7.54

Big Horn County Wyoming 2.29
Campbell County Wyoming 8.99

Carbon County Wyoming 2.87
Converse County Wyoming 2.68

Crook County Wyoming 1.47
Fremont County Wyoming 7.61
Goshen County Wyoming 2.56

Hot Springs County Wyoming 0.86
Johnson County Wyoming 1.64
Laramie County Wyoming 19.30
Lincoln County Wyoming 3.85

Natrona County Wyoming 15.49
Niobrara County Wyoming 0.46

Park County Wyoming 5.66



Platte County Wyoming 1.63
Sheridan County Wyoming 5.91
Sublette County Wyoming 1.91

Sweetwater County Wyoming 8.21
Teton County Wyoming 4.55
Uinta County Wyoming 3.92

Washakie County Wyoming 1.51
Weston County Wyoming 1.34



General Fund R&B #1 R&B #2 R&B #3 R&B #4 F/M #1 F/M #2 F/M #3 F/M #4
REVENUES
  Property Taxes 4,632,987.78$      69,486.86$         69,486.86$         69,486.86$         69,486.86$         125,544.95$       125,544.95$       125,544.95$       125,544.95$       
  Mixed Beverage Taxes -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  License and permits -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Fines & Fees 526,035.16           45,630.95           45,630.94           45,630.91           45,630.90           -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Charges for Services 75,540.30             -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Grant Revenue 10,457.73             -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Intergovernmental 92,358.11             -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      875.00                
  Investment income 27,590.04             143.45                118.33                94.60                  105.95                156.66                63.79                  104.74                119.86                
  Miscellaneous 32,459.64             -                      194.60                6,012.50             59,744.41           -                      -                      -                      
                 Total Revenues 5,397,428.76        115,261.26         115,236.13         115,406.97         121,236.21         185,446.02         125,608.74         125,649.69         126,539.81         

EXPENDITURES
  General Government 1,212,325.64        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Public Safety 1,732,500.03        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Judicial 647,121.27           -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Community Development 1,063,993.36        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Infrastructure and Environmental -                        74,458.63           171,099.87         93,128.52           79,537.82           17,803.02           53,122.83           59,766.17           161,980.72         
  Health and Human Services 197,035.82           -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Corrections & Rehabilitation -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Debt Service 173,820.00           
     Principal -                        -                      39,241.74           -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
     Interest & Fiscal Charges -                      1,347.57             -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
                 Total Expenditures 5,026,796.12        74,458.63           211,689.18         93,128.52           79,537.82           17,803.02           53,122.83           59,766.17           161,980.72         

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES
  OVER (UNDER) EXPENDITURES 370,632.64           40,802.63           (96,453.05)          22,278.45           41,698.39           167,643.00         72,485.91           65,883.52           (35,440.91)          

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES (USES)
  Issuance of Long Term Debt -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Sale of Capital Assets -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Insurance Recoveries -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Operating Transfers In -                      -                      -                      -                      
  Operating Transfers Out -                      -                      -                      -                      
                 Total other financing sources (uses) -                        -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      -                      

NET CHANGE IN FUND BALANCES 370,632.64           40,802.63           (96,453.05)          22,278.45           41,698.39           167,643.00         72,485.91           65,883.52           (35,440.91)          

FUND BALANCE, BEGINNING 59,878,725.16      2,333,738.18      1,917,915.30      1,500,530.80      1,789,481.45      2,635,610.45      1,173,800.55      1,904,994.99      2,081,448.55      

PRIOR PERIOD ADJUSTMENT -                      

FUND BALANCE, ENDING 60,249,357.80$    2,374,540.81$    1,821,462.25$    1,522,809.25$    1,831,179.84$    2,803,253.45$    1,246,286.46$    1,970,878.51$    2,046,007.64$    

March 2021
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and changes in Fund Balance
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NON-DEPARTMENTAL 53,842,144    50,197,150    93.23% 46,125,105    8.83%
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 420,000         334,575         79.66% 248,566         34.60%
COVID 19 REVENUES 1,000,000      2,768,744      276.87% -                 N/A
ELECTIONS 419,070         222,397         53.07% 117,959         88.54%
PURCHASING 1,500             7,011             467.39% -                 N/A
DISTRICT CLERK 819,550         362,897         44.28% 443,942         -18.26%
COUNTY CLERK 1,785,950      955,987         53.53% 906,033         5.51%
SHERIFF REVENUES 265,000         119,581         45.12% 130,966         -8.69%
COUNTY ATTORNEY 101,894         25,027           24.56% 51,280           -51.20%
TAX COLLECTOR 1,560,612      581,153         37.24% 159,427         264.53%
CIVIL ENGINEER 430,737         18,469           4.29% 15                  123028.40%
COUNTY COURT AT LAW #1 175,000         108,651         62.09% 87,629           23.99%
COUNTY TREASURER 150                104                69.33% 13                  700.00%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT. 1 158,300         110,882         70.05% 84,494           31.23%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT. 2 306,375         157,537         51.42% 156,301         0.79%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT. 3 154,325         88,302           57.22% 79,710           10.78%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT. 4 192,325         73,943           38.45% 114,813         -35.60%
CONSTABLE PCT. 1 40,050           9,584             23.93% 20,951           -54.25%
CONSTABLE PCT. 2 57,500           27,509           47.84% 33,050           -16.77%
CONSTABLE PCT. 3 42,500           14,184           33.38% 19,117           -25.80%
CONSTABLE PCT. 4 45,000           16,857           37.46% 35,232           -52.15%
BUDGETED FUND BALANCE -                 -                 N/A -                 N/A

61,817,982    56,200,544    90.91% 48,814,603    15.13%

SHERIFF 11,322,387    5,168,088      45.64% 4,931,523      4.80%
JAIL 10,721,958    4,642,597      43.30% 5,694,101      -18.47%
MAINTENANCE 779,760         368,091         47.21% 296,861         23.99%
COUNTY AUDITOR 997,988         499,821         50.08% 339,463         47.24%
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 756,440         274,797         36.33% 244,566         12.36%
TEXAS A&M AGRILIFE EXTENSIONS 254,419         110,542         43.45% 109,569         0.89%
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 956,279         417,949         43.71% 417,408         0.13%
VETERANS SERVICE OFFICER 124,370         56,485           45.42% 53,936           4.73%
COMMISSIONERS 503,365         237,513         47.19% 240,987         -1.44%
COURT REPORTER -                 -                 N/A 30,895           -100.00%
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE -                 -                 N/A 82,922           -100.00%
INDIGENT HEALTH CARE 3,145,949      1,482,713      47.13% 239,475         519.15%
MENTAL HEALTH JUV EXP 26,000           9,600             36.92% 9,450             1.59%
COVID 19 EXPENDITURES 1,000,000      1,055,892      105.59% -                 N/A
FEMA PA - VACCINE DISTRIBUTION -                 20,941           N/A -                 N/A
NON-DEPARTMENTAL 8,520,212      2,311,429      27.13% 1,983,999      16.50%
LEASE PAYMENTS 1,010,787      784,945         77.66% 1,000,000      -21.51%
STATE MANDATED INDIGENT LEGAL 2,200,000      665,743         30.26% 1,018,460      -34.63%
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION & CORREC -                 -                 N/A 553                -100.00%
40TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 240,648         101,190         42.05% 101,419         -0.23%
378TH JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 235,626         112,293         47.66% 93,374           20.26%
443RD JUDICIAL DISTRICT COURT 242,310         104,235         43.02% 101,412         2.78%
INDIGENT DEFENSE 97,867           50,572           51.67% 54,127           -6.57%
ELECTIONS 1,181,629      678,789         57.45% 494,500         37.27%
PURCHASING 396,414         181,129         45.69% 128,168         41.32%

March 2021
Fiscal Year 2021

Benchmark for 6 Months = 

Ellis County Auditor's Report

General Fund Expenditures (Continued)

General Fund Revenues

General Fund Expenditures
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  DISTRICT CLERK 1,113,674      508,459         45.66% 499,085         1.88%
COUNTY CLERK 1,140,160      497,228         43.61% 502,833         -1.11%
HIGHWAY PATROL 127,041         58,618           46.14% 60,135           -2.52%
COUNTY ATTORNEY 4,338,359      1,923,764      44.34% 1,835,805      4.79%
TAX COLLECTOR 1,231,638      525,936         42.70% 540,149         -2.63%
CIVIL ENGINEER 1,044,131      521,329         49.93% 280,203         86.05%
COUNTY COURT AT LAW #1 461,270         203,626         44.14% 208,787         -2.47%
COUNTY COURT AT LAW #2 472,931         194,044         41.03% 172,149         12.72%
COUNTY COURT AT LAW #3 341,295         78,975           23.14% -                 N/A
COUNTY JUDGE 386,256         148,184         38.36% 179,838         -17.60%
COUNTY TREASURER 297,747         135,666         45.56% 135,392         0.20%
JUVENILE SERVICES -                 -                 0.00% 551,573         -100.00%
JUVENILE DETENTION -                 -                 0.00% 116,876         -100.00%
JUVENILE JJAEP -                 -                 0.00% -                 N/A
HUMAN RESOURCES AND SERVICES 294,384         131,591         44.70% 123,477         6.57%
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 211,905         93,406           44.08% 98,701           -5.36%
FIRE MARSHAL 500,765         227,304         45.39% 228,359         -0.46%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT.1 309,531         138,409         44.72% 140,144         -1.24%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT.2 429,843         196,621         45.74% 202,357         -2.83%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT.3 296,206         136,800         46.18% 138,308         -1.09%
JUSTICE OF THE PEACE PCT.4 309,535         138,744         44.82% 143,641         -3.41%
CONSTABLE PCT.1 208,265         90,102           43.26% 90,663           -0.62%
CONSTABLE PCT.2 289,685         120,271         41.52% 125,236         -3.96%
CONSTABLE PCT.3 202,200         90,798           44.91% 92,258           -1.58%
CONSTABLE PCT.4 204,399         86,123           42.13% 89,938           -4.24%
INTERFUND TRANSFERS 2,892,354      1,452,058      50.20% -                 N/A

61,817,982    27,033,411    43.73% 24,223,074    11.60%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                29,167,133    24,591,529    

ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 1 2,953,746      1,116,108      37.79% 1,137,084      -1.84%
ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 2 2,498,745      1,139,063      45.59% 1,122,400      1.48%
ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 3 2,114,788      1,143,779      54.08% 1,263,113      -9.45%
ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 4 2,361,275      1,158,462      49.06% 1,105,734      4.77%

9,928,554      4,557,413      45.90% 4,628,331      -1.53%

ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 1 2,953,746      464,743         15.73% 519,428         -10.53%
ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 2 2,498,745      669,598         26.80% 557,613         20.08%
ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 3 2,114,788      583,721         27.60% 652,357         -10.52%
ROAD & BRIDGE PCT. 4 2,361,275      501,144         21.22% 543,038         -7.71%

9,928,554      2,219,206      22.35% 2,272,436      -2.34%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                2,338,207      2,355,895      

FARM TO MARKET 1 3,174,178      1,455,016      45.84% 1,308,948      11.16%
FARM TO MARKET 2 2,011,183      1,386,086      68.92% 1,292,153      7.27%
FARM TO MARKET 3 2,501,621      1,386,413      55.42% 1,311,099      5.74%
FARM TO MARKET 4 2,852,076      1,549,781      54.34% 1,316,387      17.73%

10,539,058    5,777,297      54.82% 5,228,587      10.49%

Road & Bridge Funds - Revenues

Road & Bridge Funds - Expenditures

Farm to Market Funds - Revenues



50.00%

FY2021 
Budget

YTD 
Rev/Exp as 
of 3/31/2021

% of 
Budget 

Received/ 
Used

Prior Year 
YTD

Increase/ 
(Decrease) 
from Prior 

Year

March 2021
Fiscal Year 2021

Benchmark for 6 Months = 

Ellis County Auditor's Report

  
FARM TO MARKET 1 3,174,178      239,588         7.55% 273,996         -12.56%
FARM TO MARKET 2 2,011,183      533,662         26.53% 457,671         16.60%
FARM TO MARKET 3 2,501,621      346,203         13.84% 523,520         -33.87%
FARM TO MARKET 4 2,852,076      673,888         23.63% 510,335         32.05%

10,539,058    1,793,341      17.02% 1,765,522      1.58%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                3,983,956      3,463,064      

SERIES 16 INTEREST & SINKING 3,487,809      3,608,225      103.45% 4,774,843      -24.43%
SERIES 1993 INTEREST & SINKING -                 -                 N/A -                 N/A

3,487,809      3,608,225      103.45% 4,774,843      -24.43%

SERIES 16 INTEREST & SINKING 3,487,809      2,807,494      80.49% 2,828,918      -0.76%
SERIES 1993 INTEREST & SINKING -                 -                 N/A 11,583           -100.00%

3,487,809      2,807,494      80.49% 2,840,502      -1.16%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                800,731         1,934,341      

LATERAL ROADS 312,152         58                  0.02% 60,396           -99.90%
COUNTY & DISTRICT COURT TECH 39,500           1,021             2.58% 1,639             -37.71%
JUSTICE COURT TECHNOLOGY 183,200         12,873           7.03% 13,555           -5.03%
DC ARCHIVES RECORDS MANAGEMENT 164,000         5,535             3.37% 6,642             -16.67%
JURY 274,750         6,260             2.28% 142,996         -95.62%
LAW LIBRARY 242,802         97,653           40.22% 113,861         -14.23%
RECORDS MANAGEMENT 1,637,000      262,818         16.05% 215,800         21.79%
CC ARCHIVES RECORDS MANAGEMENT 1,617,000      260,886         16.13% 220,846         18.13%
FIRE MARSHAL SPECIAL FUND 165,100         21,175           12.83% 20,925           1.19%
DISTRICT COURTS RECORDS TECH 226,500         11,082           4.89% 12,565           -11.80%
DA CHECK PROCESSING 178,000         353                0.20% 2,852             -87.64%
DA DRUG FORFEITURE 132,100         357                0.27% 13,142           -97.29%
GENERAL RECORDS MGMT/PRESERVAT 574,850         25,215           4.39% 37,316           -32.43%
COURTHOUSE SECURITY 216,050         51,713           23.94% 44,918           15.13%
COURT REC. PRESERVATION 116,300         5,640             4.85% 5,880             -4.08%
ELECTION ADMIN FEES 39,200           14,605           37.26% 10,547           38.48%
SHERIFF FEDERAL FORFEITURE 312,350         13,465           4.31% 47,875           -71.87%
COUNTY CLERK VITALS PRESERVATION 44,264           39,726           89.75% -                 N/A
SHERIFF SEIZURE 2,650             107                4.04% 2,485             -95.69%
SHERIFF FORFEITURE 33,100           57,873           174.84% 31,442           84.06%
DA DRUG SEIZURE 161,900         178,495         110.25% 6,745             2546.51%
CONSTABLE 2 FORFEITURE 176                1,251             710.74% 1                    120178.85%
CONSTABLE 1 FORFEITURE 180                -                 0.00% -                 N/A
CONSTABLE 4 FORFEITURE -                 -                 0.00% -                 N/A
PAYROLL -                 -                 0.00%
TRUANCY & PREVENTION 23,500           13,424           57.12% 2,959             353.69%

6,696,624      1,081,585      16.15% 1,015,388      6.52%

LATERAL ROADS 312,152         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
COUNTY & DISTRICT CT TECH 39,500           -                 0.00% -                 N/A
JUSTICE COURT TECHNOLOGY 183,200         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
DC ARCHIVES RECORDS MANAGEMENT 164,000         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
JURY 274,750         8,310             3.02% 88,290           -90.59%

Farm to Market Funds - Expenditures

Special Revenue Funds - Revenues

Special Revenue Funds - Expenditures

Interest & Sinking Funds - Revenues

Interest & Sinking Funds - Expenditures
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  LAW LIBRARY 242,802         89,340           36.80% 111,823         -20.11%
RECORDS MANAGEMENT 1,637,000      55,605           3.40% 69,645           -20.16%
CC ARCHIVES RECORDS MANAGEMENT 1,617,000      210,634         13.03% -                 N/A
FIRE MARSHAL SPECIAL FUND 165,100         4,847             2.94% 5,740             -15.56%
DISTRICT COURTS RECORDS TECH 226,500         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
DA CHECK PROCESSING 178,000         38,393           21.57% 9,830             290.58%
DA DRUG FORFEITURE 132,100         94                  0.07% 15,612           -99.40%
GENERAL RECORDS MGMT/PRESERVAT 574,850         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
COURTHOUSE SECURITY 216,050         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
COURT REC. PRESERVATION 116,300         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
ELECTION ADMIN FEES 39,200           -                 0.00% 11,608           -100.00%
SHERIFF FEDERAL FORFEITURE 312,350         3,166             1.01% 29,862           -89.40%
COUNTY CLERK VITALS PRESERVATION 44,264           -                 0.00% -                 N/A
SHERIFF SEIZURE 2,650             -                 0.00% -                 N/A
SHERIFF FORFEITURE 33,100           -                 0.00% 152                -100.00%
DA DRUG SEIZURE 161,900         3,289             2.03% 37,520           -91.23%
CONSTABLE 2 FORFEITURE 176                -                 0.00% -                 N/A
CONSTABLE 1 FORFEITURE 180                -                 0.00% -                 N/A
CONSTABLE 4 FORFEITURE -                 -                 N/A -                 N/A
LAW ENFORCEMENT BLOCK GRANT -                 -                 N/A -                 N/A
TRUANCY & PREVENTION 23,500           -                 0.00% -                 N/A

6,696,624      413,680         6.18% 380,081         8.84%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                  667,905         635,307         

ROAD IMPROVEMENT FUND 1,316,500      319,651         24.28% 295,074         8.33%
PERMANENT IMPROVEMENT 5,167,500      2,418,163      46.80% 2,051,098      17.90%
ROW AVAILABLE 1,542,000      704,851         45.71% 5,149             13588.08%
ROAD DISTRICT 1 1,289,250      762                0.06% 11,330           -93.27%
ROAD DISTRICT 5 73,355           43                  0.06% 638                -93.27%
ROAD DISTRICT 16 200,340         118                0.06% 1,756             -93.27%
SERIES 19 BOND PROJECT 5,074,963      3,383             0.07% 44,583           -92.41%

14,663,908    3,446,972      23.51% 2,409,629      43.05%

ROAD IMPROVEMENT FUND 1,316,500      -                 0.00% -                 N/A
PERMANENT IMPROVEMENT 5,167,500      2,576             0.05% 2,208             16.67%
ROW AVAILABLE 1,542,000      284,807         18.47% -                 N/A
RIGHT OF WAY 2008 -                 -                 N/A 2,850             -100.00%
ROAD DISTRICT 1 1,289,250      -                 0.00% -                 N/A
ROAD DISTRICT 5 73,355           -                 0.00% -                 N/A
ROAD DISTRICT 16 200,340         -                 0.00% -                 N/A
SERIES 19 BOND PROJECT 5,074,963      561,840         11.07% -                 N/A

14,663,908    849,223         5.79% 5,058             16689.86%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                2,597,749      2,404,571      

TRUST AND AGENCY FUND 9,182,400      3,748,043      40.82% 3,679,869      1.85%
LEVEE 2 -                 9,131             N/A 13,772           -33.70%
LEVEE 3 -                 53,834           N/A 55,847           -3.61%
LEVEE 4 -                 126                N/A 163                -22.76%

9,182,400      3,811,133      41.50% 3,749,651      1.64%

Other Funds - Revenues

Other Funds - Expenditures

Capital Projects Funds - Revenues

Capital Projects Funds - Expenditures



50.00%

FY2021 
Budget

YTD 
Rev/Exp as 
of 3/31/2021

% of 
Budget 

Received/ 
Used

Prior Year 
YTD

Increase/ 
(Decrease) 
from Prior 

Year

March 2021
Fiscal Year 2021

Benchmark for 6 Months = 

Ellis County Auditor's Report

  TRUST AND AGENCY FUND 9,182,400      3,963,303      43.16% 3,794,156      4.46%
LEVEE 2 -                 9,000             N/A 50                  17900.00%
LEVEE 3 -                 3,200             N/A 54,015           -94.08%
LEVEE 4 -                 -                 N/A -                 N/A

9,182,400      3,975,503      43.29% 3,848,221      3.31%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                (164,369)       (98,570)         

REVENUE SUMMARY 116,316,335  78,483,169    67.47% 70,621,031    11.13%
EXPENDITURE SUMMARY 116,316,335  39,091,856    33.61% 35,334,894    10.63%
Revenues Over/(Under) Expenditures -                39,391,313    35,286,137    

Summary
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Salaries
1,949,546.66 
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Fringe Benefits
833,334.43 
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Interfund Transfers
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R&B #1 R&B #2 R&B #3 R&B #4
Salaries 49,836.36$     53,116.89$     55,246.17$     53,291.66$     
Benefits 21,927.67       22,535.94       25,646.58       23,851.81       
Operating Expense 2,694.60         95,447.04       10,276.97       1,852.01         
Road Materials -                  -                  2,688.00         -                  
Equipment/Leases -                  -                  4,788.12         2,394.35         

74,458.63$     171,099.87$   98,645.84$     81,389.83$     

Road & Bridge Expenditure Summary - March 2021

R d Equipment/
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F/M #1 F/M #2 F/M #3 F/M #4
Road Materials 9,030.01$       26,888.33$     47,904.87$     143,725.05$   
Equipment Maint. 4,094.47         14,788.69       11,861.30       11,199.49       
Operating Expense 4,678.54         11,445.81       7,056.18         
Equipment/Leases -                  -                  

17,803.02$     53,122.83$     59,766.17$     161,980.72$   

Farm to Market Expenditure Summary - March 2021
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ELLIS COUNTY 
Department of Development 
Commissioners’ Court Meeting:  April 20, 2021    

 
CONSENT AGENDA ITEM 

 
PREPARED BY:  Alberto Mares, AICP, DR, CPM – Director of Planning & Development 
 

TYPE OF CASE: 
☐ Amendments:       ☐ Replat 
☐ Bond Acceptance/Release     ☐ Variance Request  
☐ Final Plat       ☒ Other: MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT 
 

CAPTION: 
Approve the Department of Development’s (DoD) monthly financial report for March 2021, as 
required by Chapter 114.044 of the Texas Local Government Code. 
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 
The County Auditor requested all departments that receive monies to submit a monthly financial report for 
approval to the Commissioners’ Court as a requirement per Texas Local Government Code, Chapter 114.044.  This 
report satisfies this requirement.  Below is an estimated summary of revenues & expenditures for March 2021.  
 

REVENUES  
001-0000-202500 TCEQ Line Item   $       670.00  
001-0060-400580 PWA (Permits)   $  25,725.00 
001-0060-400720 Plat (Subdivisions)  $  11,507.00   
001-0060-400940 Septic Tank Fees  $  32,355.00 
001-0375-406080 Engineering Plan Review  $     1,500.00  
001-0060-406080 Misc. Fees   $        351.00  
001-0921-406260 Recording Fees   $     1,979.00 
TOTAL REVENUES     $  74,087.00  
 

EXPENDITURES 
001-0060-506010  Travel Reimbursement  $         0.00   
001-0060-507030  Telephone   $     406.37   
001-0060-508010  Supplies   $     119.03   
001-0060-508020  Equipment   $         0.00   
001-0060-508050  Conference   $     550.00   
001-0060-508060  Dues    $     406.64   
001-0060-508080  Auto Gas   $  1,261.10 (includes Feb ’21)  
001-0060-508090  Auto Repairs   $      161.96   
001-0060-508100  Auto Tires   $          0.00   
001-0060-508190  Computer   $      418.42  
001-0060-508210 Uniform   $         0.00  
001-0060-508730  Office Equip/Maint/Repair $      406.36  (includes Feb ’21) 
001-0060-508880 Computer Software  $   3,833.32 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES     $  7,563.20 



Fund Name Opening Balance Debit Credit Closing Balance

1 GENERAL FUND 61,025,426.92    3,007,256.48       (3,812,077.63)     60,220,605.77    
2 ROAD IMPROVEMENT FUND 1,326,960.75       3,960.36              -                       1,330,921.11       
3 ROAD/BRIDGE PCT. 1 2,385,412.64       42,310.58            (49,249.15)          2,378,474.07       
4 ROAD/BRIDGE PCT. 2 1,831,855.18       54,782.43            (63,041.62)          1,823,595.99       
5 ROAD/BRIDGE PCT. 3 1,536,547.09       48,879.48            (64,360.08)          1,521,066.49       
6 ROAD/BRIDGE PCT. 4 1,844,392.25       43,235.95            (54,617.17)          1,833,011.03       
7 ADULT PROBATION 1,321,724.64       179,671.35          (70,923.94)          1,430,472.05       
8 JUVENILE PROBATION 822,325.77          108,606.63          (98,762.61)          832,169.79          
9 F/M PCT. 1 2,798,708.79       18,825.21            (65,746.05)          2,751,787.95       

10 F/M PCT. 2 1,243,874.35       16,678.00            (22,818.11)          1,237,734.24       
11 F/M PCT. 3 1,965,945.90       16,658.29            (45,864.58)          1,936,739.61       
12 F/M PCT. 4 2,041,079.91       16,678.41            (26,873.56)          2,030,884.76       
13 LATERAL ROAD PCT. 1 312,183.07          23.56                   -                       312,206.63          
14 COUNTY & DISTRICT CT TECH 36,838.51            196.00                 -                       37,034.51            
15 JUSTICE COURT TECHNOLOGY FUND 171,363.90          1,198.39              -                       172,562.29          
16 DC ARCHIVES RECORDS MANAGEMENT 158,907.59          576.71                 -                       159,484.30          
17 JURY 180,196.83          686.84                 (170.00)               180,713.67          
18 PERMANENT IMPROVEMENT 5,036,620.59       29,643.74            (368.00)               5,065,896.33       
19 LAW LIBRARY 51,448.63            5,832.84              (4,007.04)            53,274.43            
20 TRUST AND AGENCY FUND 793,946.40          658,893.70          (791,817.34)        661,022.76          
21 RECORDS MANAGEMENT 1,490,007.19       24,522.96            (41.50)                 1,514,488.65       
22 CC ARCHIVES RECORDS MANAGEMENT 2,395,782.98       114,234.91          (131,008.50)        2,379,009.39       
23 ROW AVAILABLE 553,882.94          35.21                   -                       553,918.15          
24 FIRE MARSHAL SPECIAL FUND 139,792.58          2,872.98              (854.94)               141,810.62          
26 DISTRICT COURT RECORDS TECH 205,138.97          1,148.59              -                       206,287.56          
27 ROAD DISTRICT #1 1,274,974.84       96.28                   -                       1,275,071.12       
28 ROAD DISTRICT #5 71,775.26            5.42                     -                       71,780.68            
29 ROAD DISTRICT #16 197,656.57          14.93                   -                       197,671.50          
30 CHECK PROCESSING FEE AC 135,064.29          10,010.51            (10,000.00)          135,074.80          
31 DRUG FORFEITURE FUND 136,564.04          9.90                     -                       136,573.94          
32 GEN RECORD MANAGE/PRESE 546,447.94          3,655.55              -                       550,103.49          
33 COURTHOUSE SECURITY FUN 185,731.08          5,206.43              -                       190,937.51          
34 COURT REC. PRESERVATION 51.708 113,119.50          360.00                 -                       113,479.50          
36 ELECTIONS ADMIN FEES 37,579.17            0.53                     -                       37,579.70            
38 SERIES 07 INTEREST & SINKING 859,674.24          44,837.65            -                       904,511.89          
40 SERIES 07 BOND PROJECT 4,372,069.89       346.82                 -                       4,372,416.71       
42 SHERIFF FEDERAL DRUG FORFEITURE 359,832.34          27.21                   -                       359,859.55          
43 COUNTY CLERK VITALS PRESERVATION 39,627.00            457.00                 -                       40,084.00            
45 ELLIS CO COMM CORRECTIONS 92,290.20            3,619.53              (10,002.12)          85,907.61            
46 SHERIFF SEIZURE FUND 328,656.65          6.03                     -                       328,662.68          
47 SHERIFF DRUG FORFEITURE 75,473.18            5.71                     -                       75,478.89            
48 DISTRICT ATTY DRUG SEIZ 343,109.84          9,165.92              -                       352,275.76          
50 CIVIL SUPERVISION FEES 127,371.47          4,677.41              (1,972.80)            130,076.08          
56 CONSTABLE PCT #2 FORFEITURE 1,424.50              0.30                     -                       1,424.80              
57 CONSTABLE PCT #1 FORFEITURE 181.28                 -                       -                       181.28                 
61 TRUANCY & PREVENTION 22,704.60            1,214.39              -                       23,918.99            
65 CSCD HIGH RISK CASELOAD 16,455.60            787.42                 (2,545.21)            14,697.81            
72 ELLIS COUNTY LEVEE #2 405,309.85          93.87                   -                       405,403.72          
73 ELLIS COUNTY LEVEE #3 323,039.57          7.66                     -                       323,047.23          
74 ELLIS COUNTY LEVEE #4 7,759.49              1.65                     -                       7,761.14              

101,744,256.76  4,482,017.72       (5,327,121.95)     100,899,152.53  

From 03/30/2021 - 04/12/2021
Trial Balance for Ellis County
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Department of Development Agenda Items 

Ellis County Commissioners’ Court - 
Tuesday, April 20, 2021 @ 2:00 PM 

 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Agenda Item  
Approve the Department of Development’s (DoD) monthly financial report for March 2021, as required by 
Chapter 114.044 of the Texas Local Government Code. 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
 

Agenda Item No. 1.1 
Discussion, consideration & action on a plat of Chisholm Place Two, Phase Three. The property contains ± 
24.082 acres of land in the BBB & C RR Co. Abstract No. 172 and the P. Stout Survey Abstract No. 1008, located 
at the northeast corner of Ebenezer Road and Wilson Road, in the extra-territorial jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City 
of Palmer, Road and Bridge Precinct No. 1.  
 
Agenda Item No. 1.2 
Discussion, consideration & action on a replat of Harris Subdivision, Phase 1, Lots 4A & 4B.  The property 
contains ± 7.634 acres of land in the Holcomb & Peck Survey, Abstract No. 528, located at the intersection of 
Shawnee Road and Bells Chapel Road, in the extra-territorial jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City of Red Oak, Road and 
Bridge Precinct No. 4. 
 
Agenda Item No. 1.3 
Discussion, consideration & action on a replat of Mohundro Farms, Lots 17A & 17B. The property contains ± 
5.047 acres of land in the R. De La Pena Survey, Abstract No. 3, located on the east side of Mohundro Road, ± 
2,604 feet southeast of the intersection of FM 780 and Mohundro Road, Ferris, Road and Bridge Precinct No. 
1. 
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Ellis County         : 972-825-5200 
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AGENDA ITEM NO. 1.1 
Ellis County Commissioners’ Court 

April 20, 2021 
 

 

SHORT TITLE:  
Chisholm Place Two, Phase Three 
Parcel ID No. 274489, 180925 
 

LEGAL CAPTION:  
Discussion, consideration & action on a plat of Chisholm Place Two, Phase Three. The property 
contains ± 24.082 acres of land in the BBB & C RR Co. Abstract No. 172 and the P. Stout Survey 
Abstract No. 1008, located at the northeast corner of Ebenezer Road and Wilson Road, in the 
extra-territorial jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City of Palmer, Road and Bridge Precinct No. 1.  
 

 

APPLICANT: 
Ronny Caldwell 
 

 

PURPOSE: 
The applicant is requesting to plat this property into two (22) lots for residential use.  

 

HISTORY: 
No other history exists for this subdivision.    
  

 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION: 
Thoroughfare Plan:  
Chisholm Place Two, Phase Three indicates an existing 60 right of way dedication for Ebenezer 
Road and Wilson Road, satisfying the County’s minimum requirement.     
 

Water Provider: 
Rockett Water Supply has confirmed service availability to Chisholm Place Two, Phase Three for 
up to 30 meters via a 6-inch line along Ebenezer Road, Wilson Road, and Campus Drive.   
   

 

ANALYSIS: 
Upon reviewing the proposed plat of Chisholm Place Two, Phase Three, staff confirms this plat 
application meets the County’s current subdivision regulations.  
 

 RECOMMENDATION: 
The plat meets all the requirements outlined in the Ellis County Subdivision and Development 
Standards.  Staff recommends approval of this plat, as approved. 
 

 

PREPARED AND SUBMITTED BY: 
Sara Garcia  
Development Process Manager      
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APPROVED AND PRESENTED BY: 

 
Alberto Mares, AICP, DR, CPM 
Director of Planning & Development 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1 – Location Map 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2 –  Plat  
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AGENDA ITEM NO. 1.2 
Ellis County Commissioners’ Court 

April 20, 2021 

 

 

SHORT TITLE:  
Harris Subdivision, Phase 1, Lots 4A & 4B RP 
Parcel ID No. 150359 
 

LEGAL CAPTION:  
Discussion, consideration & action on a replat of Harris Subdivision, Phase 1, Lots 4A & 4B.  
The property contains ± 7.634 acres of land in the Holcomb & Peck Survey, Abstract No. 528, 
located at the intersection of Shawnee Road and Bells Chapel Road, in the extra-territorial 
jurisdiction (ETJ) of the City of Red Oak, Road and Bridge Precinct No. 4. 

 

APPLICANT: 
Cynthia Kelley 
 

 
 
 

PURPOSE: 
The applicant is requesting this replat to create a one (1) additional lot for residential use.   

 

HISTORY: 
The Commissioners’ Court previously approved the final plat of Harris Subdivision, Phase 1 
on March 11, 1994.  The City of Red Oak approved this replat on April 5, 2021. 
  

 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION: 
Thoroughfare Plan:  
Harris Subdivision, Phase 1 had a previously recorded road dedication of 30 feet for both 
Bells Chapel Road and Shawnee Road. This replat shows an additional 10 feet of right-of-way 
dedication for Bells Chapel Road and 10 feet of right-of-way dedication for Shawnee Road 
(minor thoroughfare), satisfying the County’s requirement.  
 

Water Provider: 
Rockett currently provides service to the existing lot via 4 & 6-inch lines along Shawnee Road.   
Availability of service has been confirmed for an additional lot.  
 
Public Notice Requirements: 
As required by State Law in Chapter 232.009 (c) of the Texas Local Government Code, this 
replat was advertised on the County’s website on March 16, 2021, and the Waxahachie Daily 
Light three (3) times on March 21, March 28, and April 11, 2021.   
 
Staff mailed approximately five (5) certified letters to property owners on March 16, 2021.  
To date, the department staff has not received any inquiries regarding this replat request.  
All legal notification requirements have been met.   
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ANALYSIS: 
Upon reviewing the proposed replat of Harris Subdivision, Phase 1 Lots 4A & 4B RP, staff 
confirms this replat application meets the County’s current subdivision regulations.  
 

 RECOMMENDATION: 
The plat meets all the requirements outlined in the Ellis County Subdivision and Development 
Standards.  Staff recommends approval of this replat as presented. 
 

 

PREPARED AND SUBMITTED BY: 
Sara Garcia  
Development Process Manager      

 

 
 

 
APPROVED AND PRESENTED BY: 

 
Alberto Mares, AICP, DR, CPM 
Director of Planning & Development 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1 – Location Map 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2 – Plat  
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AGENDA ITEM NO. 1.3 
Ellis County Commissioners’ Court 

April 20, 2021 
 

 

SHORT TITLE:  
Mohundro Farms Lots 17A & 17B RP 
Parcel ID No. 152914 
 

LEGAL CAPTION:  
Discussion, consideration & action on a replat of Mohundro Farms, Lots 17A & 17B. The 
property contains ± 5.047 acres of land in the R. De La Pena Survey, Abstract No. 3, located 
on the east side of Mohundro Road, ± 2,604 feet southeast of the intersection of FM 780 and 
Mohundro Road, Ferris, Road and Bridge Precinct No. 1. 

 

APPLICANT: 
Canyon Creek Homes, on behalf of MJ Crocker Company, LLC 
 

 
 
 

PURPOSE: 
The applicant is requesting this replat to create a one (1) additional lot for residential use.   

 

HISTORY: 
The Commissioners’ Court previously approved the final plat of Mohundro Farms on October 
30, 1981. No other history exists for this property.  
 

 

OTHER RELEVANT INFORMATION: 
Thoroughfare Plan:  
Mohundro Farms, Lots 17A & 17B RP had a previously recorded road easement of 60 feet for 
Mohundro Road. This replat shows a ± 30 feet of right-of-way dedication for Mohundro Road, 
satisfying the County’s requirement.  
 

Water Provider: 
Rockett has confirmed the availability of service via a 3-inch line along Mohundro Road.  
 
Public Notice Requirements: 
As required by State Law in Chapter 232.009 (c) of the Texas Local Government Code, this 
replat was advertised on the County’s website on March 16, 2021, and the Waxahachie Daily 
Light three (3) times on March 21, March 28, and April 11, 2021.   
 
Staff mailed approximately twenty-six (26) certified letters to property owners on March 16, 
2021.  To date, the department staff has not received any inquiries regarding this replat 
request.  All legal notification requirements have been met.   
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ANALYSIS: 
Upon reviewing the proposed replat of Mohundro Farms Lots 17A & 17B RP, staff confirms 
this replat application meets the County’s current subdivision regulations.  
 

 RECOMMENDATION: 
The plat meets all the requirements outlined in the Ellis County Subdivision and Development 
Standards.  Staff recommends approval of this replat as presented. 
 

 

PREPARED AND SUBMITTED BY: 
Sara Garcia  
Development Process Manager      

 

 
 

 
APPROVED AND PRESENTED BY: 

 
Alberto Mares, AICP, DR, CPM 
Director of Planning & Development 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1 – Location Map 
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2 – Plat  

 



ELLIS COUNTY PURCHASING DEPARTMENT 
E.J. Harbin, MPA, CPPO 
Purchasing Agent 

April 13, 2021 

RE: Sole Source Acknowledgment 
Cummins-Allison Corporation/CPI 

101 W. Main St. , Suite 201 
Waxahachie, TX 75165 

Bus. (972) 825-5117 
Fax (972) 825-5119 

The attached request for Sole Source Acknowledgement has been received by the Ellis County 
Purchasing Department from Richard Rozier, Tax Assessor/Collector, Tax Office for the 
requested purchase of JetScan Currency Counter, Check Solutions and Software and Related 
Services from Cummins-Allison Corporation/CPI. 

It is the recommendation of the Ellis County Purchasing Department and the Purchasing Agent 
to approve Cummins-Allison Corporation/CPI as a sole source for JetScan Currency Counter, 
Check Solutions and Software and Related Services. 

Sincerely, 

l)- V-C 
E.J. Harbin, MP A, CPPO 
Purchasing Agent 
Ellis County 



NOTARIZED SOLE-SOURCE PURCHASE AFFIDAVIT 

STATE OF TEXAS 
COUNTY OF ELLIS 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT: 

Before me, the undersigned au ority duly authorized to take acknowledgments and administer oaths, on 
this day personally appeared k.. I -A "'4 who after being duly sworn on oath stated 
the following: 

CPI 
My name is ;JtUt,,,/ a~v:1Ad,z . My title is .(/d/4J h;n~ @uut;~,-. 
I am aware that the Ellis County Purchasing Department is required to comply with competitive 
bidding requirements of Chapter 262 of the Texas Local Government Code. I am aware that the statutory 
competitive bidding provisions do not apply to the purchase of an item that can be obtained from only one 
source. See, Texas Local Government Code section 262.003 . 
Sole-source items include: 

Items for which competition is precluded because of the existence of patents, copyrights, secret 
processes, or monopolies, films, manuscripts, or books, electric power, gas, water, and other utility 
services, and captive replacement parts or components for equipment. 

I have represented to the Purchasing Department of Ellis County and I hereby warrant that as of the 
date below, I mn the sole-s~urce supp_lie~ of the following item: ~ ~¾~ ,d,ed.,e,,,w-;r 
I am the sole-source supplier of this item because: 'fl'-! 4 r A ~ · "' ~f ;,..p,,,:.,/ 

Mhllh ./ie,,/2,. ~ . I agree iliat if I ever cease being 
the sole-source supplier of this item, I shall immediately make a full disclosure in writing to the 
Ellis County Purchasing Department of all relevant facts and circumstances. 

AN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned 
~j' '20.21 . 

has executed this Affidavit on the ~ ~ day of 

~~ 
[Signature] 

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED 

[Printed Name 1 
~,,\1~•t1,,,,. PHEADRA L. VICKERS 

/}~~ Notary Public, State of Texas 
i;.!..1".j~ Comm. Expires 07·10·2021 
~~;Afl,,$" Notary ID 126361803 

before me on ------~ 20_, by 

4¼_ D1«bc7< d /k L 
[Signature] Notary Public 

State of 7d..>l4 5 J I 
My Commission expires on a?t>d! ~C>? /JO 



April 13, 2021 

To Whom It May Concern: 

13739 Omega Rd 
Dallas, TX 75244 

972-661-5390 
800-444-5390 

Fax: 972-386-7120 

Subject: Cummins Allison (CA) Coin and Currency Equipment from Crane PI Corp (CPI) 

CPI is the original equipment manufacturer (OEM) for the CA JetScan Currency Scanners, 
JetCount Currency Counters, JetSort Coin Sorter/Counters, and Money Machine Self-Service 
Coin Sorter/Counters. CPI is the sole distributor and sole authorized service agent within the 
United States of America. 

If you have any additional questions, please contact me at the address or telephone listed above. 

Sincerely, 
Paul Eberspacher 
Branch Manager 
CPI Dallas 



Sole Source Justification Request 

This request Is for a: 

Sole Source Item (goods or services are available from ONLY th is supplier due to a unique capability , patent, copyright, secret 

process, or capability to meet the requirements of the solicitation) 

This Sole Source justification requires additional documentation and requi rements as listed below. One of these steps may 
require plac ing a public notice for 14 d ys, in order to allow an, possible competitors to come fo rd with equivalent 
goods or services. This step will be completed by the Purchasing Team that supports your office or county department after all 
required documents have been submitted. In addition, all sole source justifications must be approved in Commissioners Court. 

Required Documentation that must accompany this request before this purchase can be considered (any missing 
documentation will result in delays). Check all included documents: 

• This request form completed and signed 

D A written quote from the supplier, listing the goods, services and pricing 

O Letterofjustification from thesupplier(on company letterhead and signed by an authorized representative) establishingwhytheyare 
the only Sole Source provideroftheservice or item 

• Notarized Sole source affidavit completed by the supplier 

D Signed letter ofrecommendation from the Elected Official or County DepartmentHead 

Requester Name and County Office/ Department: Tax Assessor- Collector 

Requester Title: Tax Assessor-Collector 

Requested Sole Source Supplier: 

RequestorPhone Number: 972-825-5150 

Company Name: Cummins Allison 

ContactName: Paul Eberspacher 

Address 852 Feehanville Drive 

City: Mt. Prospect State: IL ZipCode: 600565 

Phone Number: 972-661 -5390 Email Address: EberspacherP@cumminsallison.com 

Website: cumminsallison. com 

Is the recommended supplier the manufacturer? ✓ves r No 

Does the manufacturer sell the item(s) through distributors? r Yes 

Description of the ProductorService: (if additional space is needed, include a separate page) Describethefullscopeof work, including 
installation if required, items should include brand, model and part number if applicable. 



Schedule: Identify the date items are needed to be delivered, or month work is to be performed. Please be specific and do not 
use "ASAP". 

Equipment will be purchased and installed in April, 2021 . 

Estimated Cost: $16,842.70 - ------------
SOLE SOURCE RATIONALE 

Complete the following checklist: 

The requested supplier is the only source of required item(s) or service(s) because: 

Check all that apply: 

~he required item or service is proprietary to the supplier 

MTherecommendedsupplierholdsthepatentonthe requested item{s) 

~he recommended supplier is the only supplier capable of performing the requested service 

D A specific item is needed 

D Tobecompatibleorinterchangeablewith existinghardware 

D As a spare or replacement hardware 

D For the repair or modification of existing hardware 

D For technical evaluation or testing 

D Have there been any prior attempts to obtain competitive bids or proposalsfor the itemsorservices that failed? 

If so, please list and describe such attempts: 

The County Treasurer's Office did a search prior to a similar purchase for their office and found that 
this company was the only provider of this equipment. 

D There is a substantial risk in selecting another product or service provider. 

lfso, please describe: 

No 

~ot possible to obtain competitive bids for consideration. 

lfso, why: 

bldYl!y are the only company selling this equipment 



~ e there any other companies who can provide the services or needed items? 

If so, please list and provide explanation ofwhytheywere unable to meet the requirements: 

No 

~ any other sources, suppliers, products or service providers that you reviewed in your selection process: 

There are None 

~st all research methods that you reviewed in your selection process (i.e.: specific internet searches, trade publications, references, 
etc.): 

Company has proprietary exclusivity on this equipment It manufactures it and sell directly to the e c 
user. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

I affirm and acknowledge Ellis County's requi rements, justification and criteria for Sole Source purchases. I have gathered the required 
LJY..:chnical information, provided all required documentation, have made a concerted effort to reviewcomparable/ equal equipment or 

services to the best of my ability, and further affirm thatthere is no conflict of interest in my recommendation of the selected item(s), 
service(s)orsupplier. 

l~acknowtedgeand understand that I may be subjecttocriminal prosecutionforthewillfulfalsification of information in this 
[M'clocument. I, by the act of signing or typing my name below, herebycertifyunderpenaltyofperjury, under the laws of the State of 

Texas, the foregoi1"19·is true and correct. 

Date: tf 1 ( 3 / )o)._ 1 

A'?!~-~ Signature: ~ 

* By typing your name, this is equivalent to a legal signature 

NOTE: After a passage of time, an item or service may no longer qualify as a sole source purchase due to other similar 
items or services becoming available from other suppliers. Thus, all prior sole source determinations must be 
reapproved by the Ellis County Purchasing Department following completion of a Sole Source Justification Request 
Process and satisfactory completion of such process must be noted on requisitions and purchase orders. 



ATTACHMENT A



ATTACHMENT A





ATTACHMENT A











 BID NO. 2021-001 Title: Auto and Heavy Equipment Repair   BID OPENING DATE: 04/07/2021
 

Buyer: J.B. Anz

NAME OF BIDDER & LOCATION AA Bigs Holdings LLC DBA A&A Repair  
Waxahachie, TX 75165  

Item # 5 Heavy Equipment Repair  Quantity Unit Unit Price Percent Total

1 Discount off Parts N/A N/A 0 0%

2 Labor Rate 1 Per Hour $100.00 $100.00/Hr

3 Trip Charge Each Trip To Location $120.00 $120.00/Trip

BID TABULATION FOR AUTO AND HEAVY EQUIPMENT REPAIR

 All tabulations shown here are for informational purposes only and are subject to evaluation. Entries may contain transcription errors and do not reflect an actual award by the County until contract information is posted.



 

ORDER GRANTING DISCRETIONARY EXEMPTION FROM SECTION 262.023 
OF THE TEXAS LOCAL GOVERNMENT CODE FOR VEHICLE/EQUIPMENT REPAIRS 

 
WHEREAS, Section 262.023 of the Texas Local Government Code requires the Commissioners Court to 
comply with competitive bidding procedures for purchase of one or more items under a contract that will 
require an expenditure exceeding $50,000; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 262.024 (a)(11) of the Texas Local Government Code authorizes the Commissioners 
Court to grant an exemption for “vehicle and equipment repairs”; and 
 
WHEREAS, Ellis County wishes to contract with A&A Repairs for procurement of vehicle and equipment 
repairs as described in Exhibit “A” and herein incorporated; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners Court of Ellis County acknowledges that A&A Repairs provides vehicle 
and equipment repair; and  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDERED BY THE COMMISSIONERS’ COURT FOR ELLIS 
COUNTY THAT:  The provisions of Texas Local Government Code §262.024(a)(11) shall apply to 
exempt the agreement with A&A Repairs for the procurement of vehicle and equipment repairs described 
in Exhibit “A” from the competitive bidding procedures because the purchase qualifies as a discretionary 
exemption. 
 
EFFECTIVE THIS 20TH DAY OF APRIL, 2021. 
 
 
   
        Todd Little, COUNTY JUDGE 
 
      
Randy Stinson,          Lane Grayson, 
COUNTY COMMISSIONER PCT. #1      COUNTY COMMISSIONER PCT. #2 
 
 
    
Paul Perry,  Kyle Butler, 
COUNTY COMMISSIONER PCT. #3  COUNTY COMMISSIONER PCT. #4 
  

 ATTEST:  
         Krystal Valdez, COUNTY CLERK 



ELLIS COUNTY ELECTIONS  
Jana Onyon, CERA 
Elections Administrator   

204 E Jefferson Street Waxahachie, Texas  75165     Phone (972) 825-5195         Fax (972) 923-5194 
Website  www.co.ellis.tx.us/elections       Email elections@co.ellis.tx.us          Facebook.com/EllisCountyElections 

April 12, 2021 

TO:            Commissioners Court 
FROM:      Jana Onyon, Elections Administrator 
SUBJECT:  Election Security Program 

Request for Commissioners Court to pre-approve the purchase a service from Texas Department of 
Information Recourses (DIR). 

In December of 2018, Commissioners Court approved DIR-SS-ILC0040 to complete an Election 
Security Assessment paid for by the State of Texas through a Federal Grant. The assessment was 
completed in 2019. The next step in the state’s Election Security Program is to develop security policies, 
plans and processes. Texas Secretary of State (SOS) has adopted rules defining classes of protected 
election data and establishing best practices for identifying and reducing risk to the electronic use, 
storage and transmission of election data and the security of election systems. Over a 9-month period, 
the services provided by DIR will help Ellis County develop security policies and plans.  
I have been in communication with the counties IT Department and they will also assist in anything 
needed during the process. 

Attachment A is the original contract DIR-SS-ILC0040 
Attachment B is the full Procurement of Proposal package and the scope of the services. 

COST 
These services will be expensed from the HAVA Security Grant Funds we received in 2020. This 
program will cost $60,492.88. Budget line item 001-0210-509600. SOS has approved this DIR vendor 
expense can be funded by the HAVA Secruity Grant Funds. 

SCHEDULE 
We will schedule the program in 2021, which will take a 9 month period to complete. 
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 DIR Contract No. DIR-SS-ILC0040 

 
DIR Customer’s Primary Contact  

Name:  Jana Onyon       
Title:  Elections Administrator        
Address: 204 E. Jefferson St, Waxahachie, Texas 75165  
Telephone:  972-825-5195       
Email:       jana.onyon@co.ellis.tx.us     
 
DIR’s Primary Contact   

sharedservicescontractoffice@dir.texas.gov 

 
The DIR Billing Contact is listed in the DIR Contacts section of the monthly Shared 
Services Payment Guidance letter, which is provided to the DIR Customer with the 
monthly Shared Services invoice. 
 
7.5 Binding Effect 
 
The Parties hereto bind themselves to the faithful performance of their respective 
obligations under this ILC. 
 
7.6  Amendments 
 
This ILC may not be amended except by written document signed by the Parties hereto 
or as specified within this ILC or the attachment being amended.   
 
 
7.7 Conflicts between Agreements 
 
If the terms of this Contract conflict with the terms of any other contract between the 
Parties, the most recent contract shall prevail.  This Contract provides a general 
description of certain terms within the DIR Shared Services Contracts.  If the terms of this 
Contract conflict with the terms of the DIR Shared Services Contracts, the DIR Shared 
Services Contracts’ terms shall prevail.  If the terms of this Contract conflict with the terms 
of an accepted proposal or solution from a Request for Services, this Contract shall 
prevail. 
 
7.8 Responsibilities of the Parties 
 
The Parties shall comply with all federal, state and local laws, statutes, ordinances, rules 
and regulations and with the orders and decrees of any courts or administrative bodies 
or tribunals in any manner affecting the performance of the ILC.  The parties do not intend 
to create a joint venture. Each Party acknowledges it is not an agent, servant or employee 
of the other.  Each Party is responsible for its own acts and deeds and for those of its 
agents, servants and employees. Notwithstanding the foregoing, DIR will cooperate with 
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Procurement of Proposal Package 
  ELLISCTY_Ellis County - Full 
Enablement_DMND0010379

Page Break  

1. Scope
The Election Security Program Full Enablement Package(large) will be remotely supported by the 
following resource roles:   

Role  Scope 

Security Advisor  Election Security Advisors will work with the Customer to help identify security risks 
and to provide recommendations on ways to mitigate the associated risks.   
Election Security Operations Engineering will also work with the Customer to identify 
and remediate specific activities that require improvement for the overall security of 
the Election.  

(1) Leveraged Security Risk Assessment Rate Card-Remote-Senior Engineer 

Allocation of 160 remote hours  

Technical Writer  Security Technical Reviewers shall review and update content in support of the 
delivery of program and training materials.  

(1) Leveraged Security Risk Assessment Rate Card-Remote-Quality Assurance 

Allocation of 20 remote hours  

 Security Program Manager  Risk Assessment Management Staff (Information Security Officers and Security 
Program Leadership) will collect all relevant documentation and verbal information 
about the architecture and processes involved in the development, testing, release 
and production support for the County.  They will guide the development of 
processes and procedures, as needed, by the various Agencies and Departments.  

(1) Leveraged Security Risk Assessment Rate Card-Remote-Manager 

Allocation of 110 remote hours  

 2. Service Description
The Election Security Program Full Enablement Package (the Service) is intended to provide Counties that have
recently completed their Election Security Assessment with additional support to help Counties navigate their path to
improved Election Security.  This package has the high-level goals of: 

• Identify a prioritized list of detailed tasks, based upon their ESA and County specific
feedback and capabilities.  

• Identify products, resources and capabilities from the Federal, State, County and Industry
resources that are available to assist the County. 

• Convene a bi-weekly meeting with Election leadership and IT leadership to discuss and
track progress on Election Security requirements 
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• Provide access to a number (defined below) of consulting hours for Security Advisors and
Engineers to address questions, concerns, help to implement or provide technical support to the 
Counties.     

• When the County is ready (or at the conclusion of this Full Enablement Package), the
County will review their progress with an Election Security Advisor and a new Informal Election Security 
Readiness Score will be provided.    

Overall, the intent of this program is to provide the Elections and IT teams with the planning, knowledge, skills and 
technical support to help to county achieve their target Security Readiness Score (2.0 – 2.25) over a period of nine (9) 
months.  This services program does not directly provide any security software or hardware and such requirements will 
involve additional cost for the Customer. All services shall be provided remotely through the use of telephone and/or 
video conferences.     
The Service is offered jointly by AT&T and its Election Security partner, CyberDefenses.  Throughout this document, 
references to AT&T refer to the joint partnership between AT&T and CyberDefenses.   
This Election Security Program Full Enablement Package is targeted specifically for Counties that provide Elections to 
their local communities.  Throughout this document, the term County and Customer are used interchangeably and refer 
to the Elections department within a County    
Through acceptance of this document, the Customer acknowledges it is accepting of security services from AT&T and 
that those services may, at customer request, be used to make changes within the County Infrastructure.  While 
reasonable steps will be taken to minimize impact on the provided resources, it is possible that normal operation of 
technology may be impacted by through these activities. Throughout the services provided, the AT&T team will 
work closely with Customer staff to monitor and detect if activities are affecting the normal and take steps to help resolve 
any concerns.  Whenever possible, such impacts will be minimized and/or coordinated with Customer staff.   

3. Customer Responsibilities
The Customer agrees to provide timely access to all personnel, resources, and requested information that is deemed 
necessary by AT&T to fulfill its commitments stated herein.  When possible, AT&T will make reasonable efforts to 
provide lead-time to the Customer.  However, it may be necessary from time to time to have a faster response level.  In 
these cases, the Customer agrees to respond within one-day.    
The Customer also specifically agrees to:    

• Provide Executive sponsorship within the County.  This sponsorship will include
notifying appropriate internal and external organizations of this engagement and requesting their 
full cooperation.   

• Assign a Single Point of Contact (SPOC) to represent the County’s election effort.
The SPOC will have decision-making authority for most matters that may arise.  

• Make the SPOC available to meet with AT&T for regular status meetings.

• Ensure that the individuals responsible for the managing Elections within the
County are prepared to constructively engage with the services.  

• If the County manages Voter Registration independently from the Elections, the
County must ensure the leadership that manages Voter Registration is prepared to 
constructively engage in the service.   

• Provide support from IT professionals that manage the systems and networks
related to elections.  

• SPOC, and representation from Elections, Voter Registration and IT Support will
participate in the Service Kickoff meeting.  

• Schedule and support a required meeting, where cybersecurity program managers
and experts will work with the team to discuss and address security related questions. 

• Provide input to and acceptance of service timelines and deliverables.

• Provide timely access to staff and personnel to answer questions.

• Inform AT&T of any developments in other projects that might impact this
engagement.  

• 
If the Customer fails to perform any of the responsibilities set forth herein, the parties agree to resolve the situation via 
a mutually agreeable change order process.  The receiving Party shall issue a written response within five (5) business 
days of the receipt of the request, indicating whether the receiving Party accepts or rejects the change(s). 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, neither of the parties is bound to use the Change Order Process in the event of a material 
breach by the other party.    

4.AT&T Responsibilities 
AT&T specifically agrees to:
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• Provide the service described within this SPP.   

• Provide the Customer with the deliverables as noted within this SPP.   
  

5. Assumptions    
The assumptions and dependencies below were used by AT&T to scope this engagement based on information 
provided to it by the Customer.  If any of these items prove to be invalid, the parties agree to resolve the situation via 
the Change Order Process.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, neither of the parties is bound to use the Change Order 
Process in the event of a material breach by the other party.   

• The Customer will be responsible for ensuring that all necessary personnel are 
available to AT&T in a timely manner and ensure cooperation of vendors and partners as 
needed.    

• The Customer will identify and provide stakeholders responsible for providing 
information and interfacing with the AT&T team.   

• The Customer will need to confirm the availability of any key team members during 
service initiation.   

• The Customer will provide AT&T with all relevant documentation and information 
relevant to efforts for services.   

• AT&T assumes that there will not be any special conditions or restrictions that 
would affect a productive workday.   

• The Customer’s personnel will be cooperative and forthcoming with information.   

• The Customer’s other vendors and their personnel will be cooperative and 
forthcoming with information.   

• All items listed in the Customer Responsibilities section of the SPP are met, 
delivered, or provided (as appropriate) in a timely manner.   

• Documentation from AT&T will be furnished using MS Office products (Word, 
Excel, PowerPoint, Project, Visio) as appropriate.   

• Access to all devices that needed to be accessed (as defined through working with 
the Customer) will be provided by the customer.   

  
  

6. Services Out of Scope    

  
The following activities are out of scope for this effort but can be provided using the AT&T Change Control Process.  
AT&T will not provide as part of this effort:    

• Remediation for security incidents    

• Onsite support for helpdesk and other IT Infrastructure related support   

• Forensic analysis for security incidents   

• Monitoring for network related services   

• Infrastructure management and support beyond those items identified Section 1. 
Scope.   

• Project management or vendor management, other than AT&T vendors and 
personnel, outside the scope of services   

   
Out of scope services can be added at any time using a Change Order.    

  

7. Communications Plan    
Status Reports and Deliverables   
   
Reports will be delivered via secured means as agreed upon by both parties.    
Additional communications such as status updates and briefings will be provided as part of the service.   

• Bi-Weekly Status updates – communication of completed activities, issues and identified 
system findings.   

• In-brief and Out-Brief will be provided to all participants.   
   
Ad Hoc Communications    
The SPOCs will define the situations where AT&T personnel will be able to contact Customer personnel without the 
need to document these conversations.      

  
8. Escalation Process    
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Both parties agree to use the following escalation process when a situation arises that either party feels could jeopardize 
the overall success of the engagement.  Either party may initiate the escalation process, by contacting the named 
individual at the top of the table.  If the initiating party feels that the situation hasn’t been adequately resolved; isn’t being 
resolved quickly enough; or is of sufficient magnitude to cause significant damage to the overall relationship, they may 
proceed along the escalation path, as they deem appropriate.  Initiation of this process is restricted to the individuals 
that are named in the escalation path for their party.    

AT&T Escalation Path  

Title   Name   Phone Number  

Project Manager (Cyberdefenses)  Maria Acosta   (512) 948-9637 

Project Manager (AT&T)  Lindsay Grove  (512) 705-8928 

Service Manager   Robbe Mahaffey  (601) 829-8810

Account Manager    Ray Via II  (571) 292-6499

Customer Escalation Path  

Title   Name   Phone Number  

Elections Administrator  Jana Onyon 972-825-5195

Escalations of a more tactical nature will be handled between the AT&T assigned security resource and the appropriate 
SPOC serving as an escalation point.    

9. Initiation of Work
AT&T’s ability to provide resources will be based on:  

• AT&T’s acceptance of the customer request

• The customer’s approval of the request

• The availability of resources at the time of request

AT&T requires up to four (4) business weeks after SPP and CET are approved by the Customer to begin Service 
Implementation.  The service start date must be mutually agreed to by AT&T and the Customer.     
Based upon the information available to AT&T at the time of this request, the following timeline will be used in the 
fulfilment of the requested services.  This information can also be found in the Timeline field on the Business Case tab 
in the ServiceNow Demand record.  This timeline is based upon an approval of the Demand record by the customer – 
that will support the Implementation Start Date documented below.  The following dates are based upon Demand record 
approval by the customer.   

Billing is based upon customer approval of a Project Acceptance Letter that is sent to the customer during the Project 
Phase of the RFS request - when the implementation is completed, per the Acceptance Criteria in Section 10 of this 
Solution Proposal Package document.  Based on the following Timeline – billing will be on a monthly basis.   

• Duration: 9 months

• Implementation Start Date (dependent upon approved DMND by the
customer):  <<mm/dd/yyyy>>  

• Solution Delivery Date (all project work complete): <<mm/dd/yyyy>>

• Implementation End Date (all project closing activities complete): <<mm/dd/yyyy>>

10. Acceptance Criteria 
The following are acceptance criteria for the service described in this SPP: 

• The service described within this SPP.

• Provide the Customer with the deliverables as noted within this SPP.

11. Resource Management
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AT&T reserves the right to assign resources based on AT&T’s understanding of the technical requirements and AT&T 
resource availability. The Customer agrees that all AT&T contractors are acceptable for this project.    

12. Risks
AT&T has identified the following potential risks in being able to complete this engagement.  If any of these risks are in 
danger of occurring, AT&T shall invoke the Escalation Process.  If any of these risks do occur, the parties agree to 
resolve the situation via the Change Order Process.  Notwithstanding the foregoing, neither of the parties is bound to 
use the Change Order Process in the event of a material breach by the other party.   

• Uncooperative Customer personnel or other entities (e.g. they won't provide
information, provide incorrect or incomplete information, hinder progress of AT&T resources, 
etc.).   

• Inability of Election or IT Staff to fully participate in understanding and improving
the security of the County’s Election Department due to unforeseen circumstances. 

• The receipt of inaccurate information regarding the design and configuration as
provided by the Customer or its third-party resources.  

• Prolonged network outages that limit the capability for the county to make progress
on identified security improvement tasks.  

• 
13. Change Order Process

Both parties agree to follow the change control process defined in the Service Management Manual PRO-415-05 
Project Change Request Process.    

14. Engagement Contacts
Ellis County    
Primary Customer Stakeholder Contact   
NAME:  Jana Onyon 
PHONE:   972-825-5195 
EMAIL:    jana.onyon@co.ellis.tx.us 
AT&T Cybersecurity   
Project Manager (Cyberdefenses)   
NAME: Maria Acosta   
PHONE: (512) 948-9637    
EMAIL: maria.acosta@cyberdefenses.com 

Project Manager (AT&T)   
NAME: Lindsay Grove   
PHONE: (512) 705-8928   
EMAIL: lindsay.grove@cyops-att.com  
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Demand Details

Run By : Lindsay Grove (AT&T Services) 2021-03-19 17:02:12 Central Daylight Time

PPM HTML2 Other / Misc:

Allocation Language:

SCP Cross-functional Charges  Cross-functional Charges are fixed and variable charges for procurement, strategy management, account management, the project management office (PMO), and Service 

Provider specific uses. Costs are allocated to Customers via the Shared Technology Services Chargeback process based on actual expenses which are supported by the services consumed.Public Cloud 

Manager (PCM) Cross-functional Charges are estimated to be 4% on top of the SCP costs.Security Operations (SEC) Cross-functional Charges are estimated to be 11% on top of the SCP costs.Technology 

Solution Services (TSS) Cross-functional Charges are estimated to be 3% on top of the SCP costs.Facility Fees  Facility Fees are fixed charges for resources required to operate the Austin Data Center and 

San Angelo Data Center, including the building lease, HVACs, PDUs, generator, utilities, wiring and cabling, building maintenance and security, and data center operations staff.  Costs are allocated to 

Customers via the Shared Technology Services Chargeback process based on actual expenses which are supported by the services consumed (Texas Private Cloud, Print/Mail/Digitization, and/or 

Mainframe). Facility Fees are estimated to be between 2% and 15% on top of the SCP costs.Multi-Sourcing Integrator Services MSI Charges are a combination of fixed and variable charges.  Fixed charges 

include Service Level Management, Financial Management, Service Delivery and Capacity Management, Asset Management, Security and Risk Management, Event Management, Major Incident 

Management, Change Management, Outreach and Growth, Operational Intelligence, Portal and Service Catalog, Communications, Application Portfolio Management, and Account and Strategy Management. 

Variable charges include Service Desk, Incident/Request support, Access Management, Cloud Management & Workflow Automation, Project Management, Service Portfolio Management, IT Service 

Continuity Management & Customer Relationship Support.  Monthly MSI costs (Fixed + Variable) are allocated to Customers via the Shared Technology Services Chargeback process based on actual 

expenses which are supported by the services consumed (Texas Private Cloud, Print/Mail/Digitization, Public Cloud Manager, and/or Mainframe).  MSI costs are estimated to be approximately 14% on top of 

the SCP costs.Network Service Fees Network Services Fees are fixed charges for Data Center Network (DCN) expenses. Costs are allocated to Customers via the Shared Technology Services Chargeback 

process based on actual expenses which are supported by the services consumed (Texas Private Cloud, Public Cloud Manager, Print/Mail/Digitization, and/or Mainframe). Network Service Fees are estimated 

to be approximately 1.6% on top of the SCP costs.Disclaimer: It is important to note that billed allocations WILL VARY based on actual enterprise RU consumption at the time the service is received. Please 

note the multi-year estimate may fall outside the current vendor contract terms, which could impact future fiscal year pricing. 

Cost Summary

Total planned cost: $60,492.88 Pool Hours:

Assignees

MSI/TSS Demand Group: MSI-PMO-Program Management Office

MSI/TSS Demand Manager: Robert Ruiz (Capgemini)

Requested for: Jana Onyon (ELLISCTY)

SP Demand Group: MSS-RC-PMO-Solution Architecture

SP Demand Manager: Lindsay Grove (AT&T Services)

Solution Provider: AT&T Services

Notes

Watch List: Work Notes List:

Work Notes:

2021-03-19 17:01:58 - Lindsay Grove (AT&T Services) (Work Notes) 

Email with cost plan and SPP sent to customer 

2021-03-18 08:40:05 - Lindsay Grove (AT&T Services) (Work Notes) 

Pending SVM with customer 















G^RRINqTON C()LEMAN

Bruce Hendrick
Porlner

214.855.3033
bhendrick@ccsb.com

April14,2021

Via Email
The Honorable Todd Little
County Judge, Ellis County
Ellis County Courthouse
101 West Main Street
Waxahachie, Texas 7 5165

Re: Engagement Letter- American Rescue Plan

Dear Judge Little

We are very pleased you have asked our firm, Carrington, Coleman, Sloman & Blumenthal,
L.L.P. (the "Firm"), to aot as counsel for Ellis County in connection with its administration of
certain aspects of its State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds under the American Rescue Plan
("ARp";. The purpose of this letter is to set forth the terms upon which the Firm has been retained
and in accordance with which we will act as counsel for the County. Our engagement is also
governed by the Terms and Conditions included with this letter, which outline the Firm's policies
on various issues including expenses and payment.

Scope of Engagement-What We Are Doing

We have agreed to represent you as needed in connection with the following aspects of the
ARP grant, as specifically requested during our engagement:

Advising on compliance with the appropriate federal and state guidelines related to your
grant under the ARP;

Drafting award contracts, documenting grants and any supporting documentation;

Providing advice to Ellis County as requested on tax implications of the grants (for absence
of doubt, the firm will not provide tax advice to any grantee);

Providing documentation to satisff compliance with the ARP grant distributions; and

a

a

a

o

Carrington, Coleman, Sloman & Blumenthal, L.L.P.
901 Main Street, Suite 5500 . Dallas, Texas 75202 . fax: 214.855.1333www.ccsb.com
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a Providing advice on legal and governance matters relating to proper internal controls,
financial accountability, and reporting (for absence of doubt, the firm will not provide
financial or accounting advice to Ellis County).

Fees

The lawyers of our Firm we now contemplate will primarily work on this matter are Bruce
Hendrick and Ted Harrington, at the hourly rates of $700 and $360, respectively. These rates may
be adjusted at the beginning of each calendar year; we will consult with you before doing so. We
may involve other lawyers (with comparable hourly rates) from time to time. Where appropriate
we will utilize legal assistants employed by our Firm. We will endeavor to handle this matter on a
cost-effective basis using, in our discretion, personnel at lower rates whose experience and ability
are adequate to a given task. Fees are billed in tenths-of-hour increments, based on the time spent
working on the matter. We will charge for all time spent representing your interests in this mafrer,
including, for example, telephone and office conferences with you and others; email and text
communications; assembling and reviewing documents; legal research and analysis; responding
to requests for us to provide information; drafting and editing documents; and travel, if needed.

Payment

Invoices will be sent to the County Auditor.

Unless you notify us otherwise in writing, we will act in reliance upon the understanding
that this letter agreement and the enclosed Terms and Conditions reflect our mutual understanding
with respect to the terms ofthis engagement. Nonetheless, I would appreciate it if you would return
a signed copy of this letter to me as further confirmation of our understandings and agreements.
We very much appreciate the opportunity to represent you in this matter and look forward to
working with you on it.

Sincerely

v lr"l
Bruce Partner
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APPROVED AND AGREED TO:

By:

Name:

On behalf of Ellis County

Its:
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CCSB TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Expenses and Monthly Statements

We will submit monthly statements for those services and advanced or incurred expenses that have
been recorded on the Firm's books since the previous statement was generated. We request that
the statement be paid upon receipt. We may have already begun working on your behalf in
anticipation of this engagement, and if so, the charges for that work will be reflected in the first
statement.

We will bill for expenses advanced or incurred in connection with our work at acttal cost for
outside charges and at the Firm's usual rates for internal charges. We may forward to you some
charges incurred outside the Firm. We will not advance fees on your behalf if you are not current
in the payment of prior fees and expenses.

We request that upon your review of the monthly statements, if you have any concerns or questions
about such statements, you contact me promptly to discuss and resolve them.

If you wire money to the Firm, either for payment of fees or for any other reason, our wiring
instructions are:

Operating Account-Payment of Fees

Regions Bank
l7l7 McKinney Avenue
Suite 100
Dallas, T){75202
ABA# 06200s690

For credit to Carrington, Coleman, Sloman & Blumenthal, L.L.P. - Operating Account

Acct # 0209396055
Swift # UPNBUS44

Trust Account-Payment of Retainers and Other Payments

Regions Bank
l7I7 McKinney Avenue
Suite 100
Dallas, TX75202
ABA# 06200s690

For credit to Carrington, Coleman, Sloman & Blumenthal, L.L.P. - IOLTA Trust

Acct # 0209396047
Swift # UPNBUS44
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The Firm will never change these wiring instructions via email. If you receive an email
purporting to alter our wiring instructions, it could be an attempt at fraud by a third parfy.
Please call the attorney responsible for handling your matter immediately and speak with
him or her personally to confirm.

The Firm's Remedies as a Result of Non-Payment

If you fail to make the payments required hereunder of fees or expense reimbursement, we
will be relieved from the responsibility of performing any further work in this representation. In
the event we elect to file suit, engage a debt collection specialist, or take other action to secure
payment of our past due fees, you agree in advance to waive any conflict arising from such action
and you authorize us to disclose your confidential or privileged information to the extent
reasonably necessary to secure payment of our past due fees.

Fee Disputes and Arbitration

Any dispute arising under this engagement agreement concerning fees may be submitted
to final and binding arbitration in Dallas, Texas, by the Fee Disputes Committee of the Dallas Bar
Association.

Governing Law

This agreement and its performance are governed by Texas law, including the Texas
Disciplinary Rules of Professional Conduct.

Conflict Waiver - Pending and Potential Future Matters

You understand and agree that the Firm would not be undertaking this engagement on this
basis if it were to disquali$ the Firm from representing new or existing clients in any matter that
is not substantially related to this representation. Accordingly, you understand and agree that the
Firm reserves the right to continue to represent or to undertake to represent existing or new clients
in any matter that is not substantially related to the representation described herein, even if the
interests of such clients in those other matters are directly adverse to you, including litigation in
which you are aparty. The Firm agrees, however, that your prospective consent to concurrent
representation of adversaries shall not apply in any instance where the Firm has obtained any of
your sensitive, proprietary, or otherwise confidential information in connection with our
representation of you in this matter and such information, if known to any other such Firm client,
could be used by such client to your material disadvantage.

You also understand and agree that the Firm often represents lawyers and law firms and
may now or in the future represent a lawyer or law firm that represents interests adverse to the
County. The Firm may also represent individuals or entities whose interests may be different than
those ofthe County, including other counties or other governmental units seeking advice regarding
the use of CARES Act or other stimulus monies. Such representations do not and will not diminish
our intention to provide the County with zealous representation in this matter. However, if we
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learn confidential information during the course of such other representations that might be
advantageous to the County if the County knew it, we will not be able to share that information
(ust as we would not share the County's confidential information with our other clients). You
agree that our possession of such information does not create a conflict with our continued
representation of you. If you have any questions about these issues, please let us know.

Notice Regarding Protected Health Information

The Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 ("HIPAA") and the
Health Information Technology for Economic and Clinical Health Act ("HITECH Act") mandate
certain protections to maintain the confidentiality of Protected Health Information ("PHI")
received from a Covered Entity, as those terms are defined in the respective statutes. To ensure the
Firm complies with such mandates, you agree you will not provide the Firm with any covered PHI
without clearly identifying the information as such and notifying the Firm of the need to comply
with HIPAA and the HITECH Act with regard to such information.

Notice and Consent Regarding Electronic Communications and Privacy

In connection with its representation, the Firm will transmit, receive, and store your data
on a variety of electronic devices that ne often connected to the Internet. Although the Firm strives
to keep client data confidential, these devices and methods of communication (including email)
pose security risks and vulnerabilities. By signing this Agreement, you acknowledge the existence
of security risks posed by transmitting, receiving, and storing information on electronic devices
connected to the Internet, and agree that the convenience and relative low cost associated with
these methods of communicationjustifies their use in connection with our representation. You also
agree that, if you are receiving our electronic communications on a networkor device that may be
accessed by third parties (including but not limited to your spouse or employer), you will advise
us of that fact so that we can take that into consideration in evaluating the risks posed by electronic
communication.

Prediction of Future Outcomes

Either at the commencement of or from time to time during the course of our representation,
we may express opinions or beliefs conceming various courses of action and the results that might
be anticipated. Any such statement made by any lawyer of our Firm is intended to be an expression
of opinion only, based on information available to us at the time, and should not be construed by
you as a promise or guarantee of any particular outcome.

Future Changes in the Law

Although on occasion we notiff clients, former clients, and other third parties of significant
changes in the law, we do not do so routinely. Therefore, after we have completed the matter
described above, we will have no obligation to advise you of any subsequent changes in the facts
or law that might affect you unless we are specifically retained to do so.
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The Firm's RetentionlDestruction of Files

Any paper files generated in connection with this matter may be destroyed after the matter
is closed unless you ask us in writing to deliver them into your possession. Any electronic files
generated in connection with this maffer may be destroyed 5 years after the matter is closed unless
you ask us in writing to have them disposed of differently. Additionally, you agree that at the
close of the matter we may rely on the address and contact information known to us as of the time
the matter is closed for purposes of contacting you about the files generated in connection with
this matter, unless you inform us differently in writing.



American Rescue Plan Estimated Allocation of Funds

Ellis County 35,845,865$               
Alma 83,945                         
Bardwell 150,229                       
Cedar Hill 10,450,605                 
Ennis 4,438,618                   
Garret 194,491                       
Grand Prairie 37,541,410                 
Glenn Heights 2,916,706                   
Italy 419,288                       
Mansfield 15,790,160                 
Maypearl 225,196                       
Midlothian 7,311,281                   
Milford 162,875                       
Oak Leaf 323,570                       
Ovilla 908,568                       
Pecan Hill 151,319                       
Red Oak 2,935,676                   
Rankin 185,551                       
Waxahachie 8,282,862                   
Total Estimated Allocation for all of Ellis County 128,318,215$             

Half of each allocation to be deposited by May 10th.
Second half of the allocation to be deposited one year later
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State of Texas   
County of Ellis 

 
ENGAGEMENT AGREEMENT 

 
 This Engagement Agreement is entered into by and between Ellis County, Texas and The 
Beckham Group and is effective as of April 20, 2021. 
 
 Whereas, the Ellis County Commissioners Court has approved participating in litigation 
against various federal agencies and entities regarding the proposed high-speed rail; and 
 
 Whereas, Ellis County wishes to engage The Beckham Group to represent the County in 
such litigation; and 
 
 Whereas, The Beckham Group wishes to represent the County in such litigation. 
 
 Now, therefore, the parties agree as follows: 
 

1. The Beckham Group shall represent Ellis County, among other Plaintiffs, in litigation 
against various federal agencies and entities regarding the proposed high-speed rail. 
Specifically, this Engagement Agreement is limited to the representation of Ellis County 
in federal court litigation challenging the Federal Railroad Administration’s issuance of a 
rule of particular applicability and approval of a final environmental impact statement 
relating to Texas Central’s proposed high-speed rail project. Subsequent Ellis County 
representation and litigation must be approved by amendment and extension of this 
Agreement.   
 

2. The County shall not be responsible for attorney’s fees, court costs, or other litigation costs, 
except to the extent the County incurs its own costs for County compliance with discovery, 
depositions, or other obligations with which the County must comply. 
 

3. The County understands that The Beckham Group will be representing multiple Plaintiffs 
in this litigation and consents to the multiple representation. 
 

4. The Beckham Group represents that it is able to represent the County on an impartial basis 
for this litigation and shall notify the County in writing as soon as practicable if and to the 
extent that any conflicts in representation arise. Such notice shall be sent to the County 
Judge’s office at Ellis County Courthouse, 101 W Main St., Waxahachie, TX 75165.  
 

5. Ellis County approves an exemption to competitive procurement requirements for 
procuring professional services for legal representation for this litigation. 
 

6. The Beckham Group shall not assess a contingent fee for any professional services 
provided. 
 
7. Ellis County may discharge the Beckham Group from this representation at any 
time by providing notice to Attn: Patrick McShan, The Beckham Group, 3400 Carlisle, 
Suite 550, Dallas, TX 75204.  
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8. The Beckham Group will retain documents for five years and then destroy them in 
accordance with its record retention policy then in effect. The Beckham Group further 
agrees to cooperate fully with Ellis County in processing any Open Record Act requests.   

 
ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS    THE BECKHAM GROUP 
 
 
_______________________    _______________________ 
Todd Little      Patrick McShan 
County Judge      Senior Associate 

 
Attest: 
 
 
_______________________ 
Krystal Valdez 
County Clerk 
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AMENDMENT TO PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT 

Ellis County, Texas, Purchaser 

Southfork Capital, LLC, Seller 

 THIS AMENDMENT TO PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT (this “Amendment”) 

is entered into as of April 7, 2021 (the “Effective Date”), by and between the Purchaser and Seller 

named above.  Capitalized terms not defined in this Amendment are defined in the Contract. 

1. Contract. Purchaser and Seller are currently under contract for the purchase and 

sale of the former classroom building of the old First Baptist Church campus at 301 N. Rogers 

Street, Waxahachie, Texas ("Contract"). 

2. Amendment. The Contract is hereby amended as follows: the Option Period of the 

Contract is hereby extended to May 7, 2021. 

3. Unmodified Provisions. All provisions of the Contract not modified by this 

document will remain in effect as stated in the Contract. 

BUYER: 

Ellis County, Texas 

 

By: ______________________________ 

 Todd Little, County Judge 

 

 

SELLER: 

Southfork Capital, LLC 

 

 

 

By:  

 Chris Acker, Manager  
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COMMISSIONERS' COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY AMENDED SEXUALLY 
ORIENTED BUSINESSES MINUTE ORDER NO. ___________ 

AN ORDER AMENDING ORDER NO. 142.05 RE THE   LICENSING AND 
REGULATION OF SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES IN 
UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS; 
INCORPORATING ADDITIONAL STUDIES; MODIFYING DEFINITIONS; 
MODIFYING CLASSIFICATION OF SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES; 
PROVIDING PENALTIES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND 
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court of Ellis County, Texas, finds that a substantial need 

exists to amend Order No. 142.05 regarding sexually oriented businesses within Ellis County; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the United States Supreme Court in City of Renton v. Playtime Theater, Inc., 

475 U.S. 41 (1986), held that local governments may rely upon the experiences of other 
jurisdictions in enacting local legislation to regulate sexually oriented businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, the United States Supreme Court in Renton and other cases has held that a 

local government may regulate such uses through content-neutral, time, place, and manner 
restrictions, so long as said regulations are designed to serve the government interest and do not 
unreasonably omit avenues of communication, and are not aimed at the content of protected 
speech within said establishments but rather at the secondary effects of said establishments 
on the surrounding communities; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court respects the Constitutional rights of its 

citizens, including the right to present certain types of entertainment that may not appeal to 
the entire population. Through this ordinance, it is the desire of the Commissioners' Court to 
balance its interests in maintaining its image of the County with the Constitutional rights of 
businesses that present sexually oriented entertainment there; and 

 
WHEREAS, there are no sexually oriented businesses in the unincorporated area of 

Ellis County and there is the potential for future businesses that require special supervision 
from the public safety agencies of the county in order to protect and preserve the health, safety, 
and welfare of the customers of such businesses as well as the citizens of the County; and 

 
WHEREAS, the concern over sexually transmitted diseases is a legitimate health concern 

of the County which demands reasonable regulation of sexually oriented businesses in order to 
protect the health and well-being of the citizens; and 

 
WHEREAS, licensing is a legitimate and reasonable means of accountability to ensure that 

operators of sexually oriented businesses comply with reasonable regulations and to ensure 
that operators do not knowingly allow their establishments to be used as places of illegal sexual 
activity or solicitation, drug use or gambling; and 

 
WHEREAS, there is convincing documented evidence that sexually oriented 
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businesses, because of their very nature have a deleterious effect on businesses and residential 
areas, causing increased crime and the downgrading of property values, and WHEREAS, it is 
recognized that sexually oriented businesses, due to their nature, have serious objectionable 
operational characteristics, particularly when they are located in close proximity to each other, 
thereby contributing to community blight and downgrading the quality of life in the adjacent area; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court desires to minimize and control these adverse 

effects and thereby protect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizenry; protect the citizens from 
increased crime; preserve the quality of life; preserve the property values and character of 
surrounding neighborhoods and deter the spread of community blight; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is not the intent of this order to suppress any speech activities protected by 

the First Amendment, but to enact a content neutral ordinance which addresses the secondary 
effects of sexually oriented businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is not the intent of the Commissioners' Court to condone or legitimize 

the promotion of obscene material, and the Commissioners' Court recognizes that state law 
prohibits the promotion of obscene materials, and expects and encourages state enforcement 
officials to enforce state obscenity statutes against any such illegal activities in Ellis County; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court conducted a public workshop on December 16, 

2004, and a public hearing on January 24, 2005, to consider the Amended Sexually Oriented 
Business Order; and 

 
WHEREAS, the following studies and reports regarding the adverse secondary effects 

associated with sexually oriented businesses were placed on file with the County Clerk for review 
by the Commissioners' Court prior to the public hearing: 

 
1. A report prepared by the Amarillo, Texas Planning Department entitled “A 

Report on Zoning and Other Methods of Regulating Adult Entertainment in 
Amarillo;" 

 
2. A report prepared by the Beaumont, Texas Planning Department entitled 

“Regulation of Adult Uses;" 
 
3. "Report on the Secondary Impact of Adult Use Businesses in the City of 

Denver," prepared by multiple city departments for Denver City Counsel; 
 
4. "Interoffice Correspondence; Subject, Documentation of Secondary Effects 

of Sexually Oriented Businesses," Bruce W. McClendon, Director of 
Planning, Fort Worth; 

 
5. A report by Richard McCreary, Ph.D., and James W. Meeker, J.D., Ph.D., 

entitled "Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: The Relationship 
Between Crime and Adult Business Operations on Garden Grove 
Boulevard;" 

 
6, A report prepared by the Indianapolis, Indiana Department of 
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Metropolitan Development Division of Planning entitled "Adult 
Entertainment businesses in Indianapolis: An Analysis”; 

 
7. "Study of Sexually Oriented Businesses in Kansas City," Eric Damian Kelly, 

FAICP and Connie B. Cooper, FAICP, Kansas City, Missouri; 
 
8. A report prepared by the Los Angeles, California Department of City 

Planning entitled "Study of the Effects of the Concentration of Adult 
Entertainment Establishments in the City of Los Angeles;" 

 
9. A report by the Newport News, Virginia Department of Planning 

Development entitled "Adult Use Study;" 
 
10. “Adult Entertainment Study," prepared by the Department of City Planning, 

New York City; 
 
11. A report by the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Community Development 

Department Planning Division entitled "Adult Entertainment businesses in 
Oklahoma City: A Survey of Real Estate Appraisers;" 

 
12. "Adult Business Study," by city of Phoenix Planning Department; 
 
13. "Survey of Appraisers in Monroe County, New York," Summer 2000. For 

detailed results of the survey, see Kelly and Cooper, Everything You Always 
Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex Businesses, Planning Advisory 
Service Report No. 495-96. Chicago: American Planning Association, 2000; 
pages 51-57. 

 
14. "Effects on Surrounding Area of Adult Entertainment Business in Saint Paul,11 

City of Saint Paul Division of Planning, Department of Planning and 
Management; and Community Crime Prevention Project, Minnesota Crime 
Control Planning Board; 

 
15. A report of the Seattle, Washington Department of Construction and land use 

entitled     “Directors Report: Proposed Land Use Code Text Amendment - Adult 
Cabarets”; 

 
16. A memorandum from the Assistant Chief of Police of the City of Tucson, 

Arizona to the City Prosecutor entitled “Adult Entertainment Ordinance"; 
 
17. A report of the Whittier, California Planning Department Staff entitled 

"Amendment to Zoning Regulations; Adult Business in C-Z Zone with 
Conditional Use Permit”; 

 
18. National Law Center for Children and Families, "NLC Summaries of SOB Land 

Use Studies"; 
 
19. "Everything you Always Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex 

Businesses," Planning Advisory Services Report, American Planning 
Association, Eric Damian Kelly, FAICP and Connie B. Cooper, FAICP; and 
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20. "Survey of Appraisers," completed for the City of Fort Worth, Texas by Eric 

Damian Kelly, FAICP and Connie B. Cooper, FAICP. 
 
21. “Crime-Related Secondary Effects, Secondary Effects of ‘Off-Site’ Sexually-Oriented 

Businesses” completed by Alexi Alexander, JD, Larry Bush, MA, and Mark Vasquez, BA. 
2008. 

 
22. `“Crime Risk in the Vicinity of a Sexually Oriented Business: A Report to the Centralia City 

Attorney’s Office” completed by Richard McCleary, 2004.  
 
 23. “Study of Sexually Oriented Business” by Duncan Associates and Cooper Consulting, August 

2012.  
 
24. “Background, Analysis and Recommendations: Zoning Amendments Related to Sex 

Businesses.” by Duncan Associates and Cooper Consulting, December 2010.  
 
25. “Regulating Adult Oriented Businesses.” By Duncan Associates and Cooper Consulting, 

December 11, 2006.  
 
26.  “Sexually-Oriented Business Study.” By Duncan Associates. July 2000. 
 
27. “Summary of Key Reports: Negative Secondary Effects of Sexually Oriented Business. 

Report to the Los Angeles City Attorney. Irvine, CA. by R. McCleary (2000). 
 
28. Report of the Minnesota Office of the Attorney General’s Working Group on the Regulation 

of Sexually Oriented Businesses. 
 

WHEREAS, such studies differentiate between the secondary effects of sexually 
oriented business that provide on-site entertainment and those that are retail facilities that sell 
goods intended for off-site consumption; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court recognizes that some of the cited studies 

included bars without sexually oriented entertainment among the businesses studied, the 
Commissioners' Court finds, nevertheless, that addressing the establishments that have live, 
sexually-oriented entertainment is a more critical issue than that of bars without such 
entertainment, for these reasons: 

 
1.  Bars in Texas are already regulated by the State, and those state regulations directly 

address many of the concerns that arise with the service of alcohol; and, 
 
2.   The interaction between dancers who are paid to work with very limited clothing and 

the customers who pay to see them work in the establishments with live 
entertainment creates a sexually charged environment and the opportunity to 
negotiate for the provision of sexual services that do not involve dancing or other 
protected expression and that are simply unacceptable under the standards of the 
County and its citizens; and 

 
 WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court adopted Order No. 93-258 on November, 1993; 
and 

 
 WHEREAS, based on the secondary effects studies, testimony, case law and other 
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information before it, the Commissioners' Court has made the following legislative findings of fact: 
 

1. That certain conduct occurring on the premises of sexually oriented business is 
detrimental to the public health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the County 
and, therefore, such conduct must be regulated; and 

 
2. That sexually oriented businesses are associated with and promote prostitution, illegal 

drug use and other criminal activity which constitute an immediate threat to the public 
peace, health, morals and safety; and 

 
3. That regulation of sexually oriented businesses is necessary because in the absence of such 

regulation, significant criminal activity, including prostitution, illegal drug use and disruptive 
behavior and high-risk sexual conduct that may result in health hazards, has historically 
and regularly occurred in communities across the US; and 

  
4. That sexually oriented businesses have a deleterious effect on businesses and residential 

areas, causing increased crime and downgrading of property values; these deleterious effects 
create a legitimate concern of the County to protect property values, business interests 
and generally protect the County from community blight associated with sexually oriented 
business; and  

 
5. That it is recognized that sexually oriented business have serious objectionable operational 

characteristics, particularly when they are located in close proximity to each other, thereby 
contributing to community blight; and 

 
6. That sexually oriented videos and films shown in sexually oriented motion picture video 

viewing booth areas are available for viewing, purchase or rental in other businesses which 
are less harmful to the health, safety and welfare of the community, and therefore sexually 
oriented motion picture video viewing booth areas should be prohibited where allowed in 
favor of other venues or regulated for maximum visibility; and 

 
7. That the secondary effects precipitated by establishment of a sexually oriented business 

can be substantially mitigated by requiring separation of the sexually oriented business 
from schools, places of worship, residential uses, places of public assembly public parks, and 
child care facilities, and from one another; and 

 
8. That the secondary effects precipitated by establishment of a sexually oriented business 

that involves on-site entertainment are greater than the effects precipitated by establishment 
of a sexually oriented business that involves sales of goods to be used off-site, 
necessitating greater separation of such uses from residential uses, places of public 
assembly, public parks, child day care centers, other sensitive uses and from one another; 
and 

 
9. That certain sexually oriented businesses involving sexually oriented touching and other 

sexually oriented activities between employees and customers, or between customers 
promote prostitution and other criminal behavior, and thus should be prohibited or located 
at the maximum distance from sensitive uses and from other sexually oriented businesses, 
such businesses including sexually oriented encounter center, sexually oriented motion picture 
video viewing arcades and massage parlors; and 
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10. That at the present time there are no sexually oriented businesses known to be operating 
in the County; and 

 
11. That at the present time there are no sexually oriented businesses that have filed for 

application in the County; and 
 
12. That experiences in other communities show that uses such as sexually oriented encounter 

centers, massage parlors, sexually oriented motels, sexually oriented modeling studios 
and sexually oriented video viewing arcades and booths create the opportunity for high 
risk sexual activity, prostitution, drug use and other criminal activity, and create the 
logistical difficulties and risk of physical endangerment for police officers responsible for 
policing such businesses; that these highly problematic uses do not involve First 
Amendment protected speech, or such protected speech is available in other venues which 
are less harmful to the health, safety and welfare of the community, and are associated 
with deleterious effects, and therefore such businesses should be prohibited within Ellis 
County, Texas; and  

 
13. That experiences in other communities show that private booths and viewing kiosks and 

other small and private spaces in sexually oriented businesses create the opportunity for 
high risk sexual activity, prostitution, drug use and other criminal activity, and create the 
logistical difficulties and risk of physical endangerment for police officers responsible for 
policing such businesses; that for these reasons it is essential that movies, performances 
and other activities at sexually oriented businesses be permitted only in large rooms that 
are open and visible to management, other patrons, and enforcement and police officers 
who may visit the establishment during operating hours. 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court amended Order No. 93-258 regarding 

sexually oriented businesses with its Amended Order No. 16.05 on January 24, 2005. 
 

WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Commissioners' Court that this revised Amended 
Order  will supplement and supersede such Amended Order; and 

 
WHEREAS, on April 1, 2009, the Texas Legislature passed House Bill 2278 related to 

certain regulations on owners, operators, managers, or employees of sexually oriented 
entertainment businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, in Combs v. Texas Entertainment Association, Inc. 347 S.W. 277 (Tex. 2011) the 

Texas Supreme Court affirmed HB 2278 regarding a governmental entity’s ability to charge a fee 
related to the operation of sexually oriented businesses applying an intermediate scrutiny test under 
the First Amendment; and 

 
WHEREAS, Tex. Loc. Gov't Code ch. 243 expressly authorizes Ellis County to regulate 

the adverse secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court hereby finds that the provisions of the 
Amended Sexually Oriented Businesses Order are in compliance with the provisions of 
Chapter 243; 
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Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and 243.001 et. seq. Local 
Government Code of the State of Texas, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COMMISSIONERS’  
COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS: 

 
AMENDED ORDER OF THE COMMISSIONERS' COURT 

 
SEC. IA-I. PURPOSE AND INTENT. 

 
1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this order to regulate sexually oriented businesses 

to promote the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the citizens of the county, and to 
establish reasonable and uniform regulations to prevent the concentration of sexually oriented 
businesses within the county, and to prevent the location of such businesses in proximity to 
residential uses, schools, places of worship, places of public assembly, public parks and child- 
care facilities. The provisions of this order have neither the purpose nor effect of imposing a 
limitation or restriction on the content of any communicative materials, including sexually oriented 
materials. Similarly, it is not the intent nor effect of this order to restrict or deny access by adults 
to sexually oriented materials protected by the First Amendment or to deny access by the 
distributors and exhibitors of lawfully presented sexually oriented entertainment to their 
intended market. The promotion of obscene material (not protected by the First Amendment) is 
enforceable through separate criminal sanctions under the penal code. 

 
2. Statutory authority. It is the intent of the Commissioners• Court that the locational 

regulations of this are promulgated pursuant to 243.001 et. seq. Local Government Code, as 
they apply to sexually oriented businesses. 

 
SEC. lA-2. DEFINITIONS. 

 
The following terms used in this amended order shall have the meanings hereinafter defined: 

 
Applicant means an Owner or Operator, including any spouse of an individual owner, or 

any other entity required to submit any documentation for applying for a Sexually Oriented 
Business License; 

 
Cabaret or theater, sexually oriented means an establishment which provides or allows the 

provision of sexually oriented live entertainment to its customers or which holds itself out to 
the public as an establishment where sexually oriented live entertainment is available. Signs, 
advertisements or an establishment name including verbal or pictorial allusions to sexual 
stimulation or gratification or by references to "adult entertainment,” "strippers," "showgirls," 
“exotic dancers," "gentleman’s club,”  “XXX”   or similar terms, shall be considered  evidence  
that an establishment holds itself out to the public as an establishment where sexually oriented 
live entertainment is available. 
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Child-care facility means a building used as a day nursery, children's 
boarding home, child placing agency or other place for the care or custody of 
children under fifteen years (15) of age. 

 
County Director of Development or Director means the Ellis County 

Director of Development or his designated agent. 
 

Customer means any person who: 
 

(1) Is allowed to enter a business in return for the payment of an 
admission fee or any other form of consideration or gratuity; or 

 
(2) Enters a business and purchases, rents, or otherwise partakes 

of any material, merchandise, goods, entertainment, or other 
services offered therein; or 

 
(3) Enters a business other than as an owner, employee, entertainer, 

vendor, service person, or delivery person; or 
 

(4) Receives a service by a business regulated under this order. 
 

Display means the act of exposing, placing, posting, exhibiting, or in any 
fashion displaying in any location, whether public or private, an item in such a 
manner that it may be readily seen and its content or character distinguished by 
normal unaided vision viewing it from a street, highway, or public sidewalk, or from 
the property of others or from any portion of the premises where items and material 
other than sexually oriented media are offered for sale or rent to the public. 

 
Employee means any person who renders any service whatsoever for or to 

the customers of an establishment subject to this Ordinance or who works in or about 
an establishment subject to this Ordinance. 

 
Encounter center, sexually oriented means a business or enterprise that, as 

one of its principal purposes, offers physical contact between two or more persons 
when one or more of the persons is nude or semi-nude or in a state of nudity or 
semi-nudity for the purpose of engaging in specified sexually activity or 
touching specified anatomical areas. 

 
Entertainer, sexually oriented means a person who receives any type of 

remuneration or payment either directly or indirectly to provide entertainment to 
customers at a sexually oriented business; entertainment may consist of dancing 
singing, modeling, acting, other forms of performing, or individual conversations 
with customers. 

 
Entertainment, off-site sexually oriented means sexually oriented 

entertainment that is offered for consumption off the premises of an 



9  

establishment. Off-site sexually oriented entertainment includes sexually 
oriented media stores and sexually oriented novelty stores. 

 
Entertainment, on-site sexually oriented means sexually oriented 

entertainment that is offered to customers for their consumption while on the 
premises of the sexually oriented establishment, including dancing singing, 
modeling, acting, other forms of performing, or individual conversations with 
customers, or viewing of sexually oriented media. Entertainment, on-site 
sexually oriented does not include the perusal of sexually oriented media, or other 
merchandise covers for the purpose of purchase or rental. On-site sexually oriented 
entertainment includes sexually oriented cabarets or theaters, sexual oriented motion 
picture theaters, sexually oriented motion picture video viewing arcades, sexually 
oriented encounter centers, massage parlors, and sexually oriented modeling 
studios. 

 
Entertainment, sexually oriented live means any of the following activities, 

when performed by a sexually oriented entertainer at a sexually oriented business: 
dancing, singing, talking, touching, modeling (including lingerie or 
photographic), gymnastics, acting, other forms of performing, or individual 
conversations with customers or sexually oriented media. 

 
Escort means a person who is held out to the public to be available for 

hire for monetary consideration in the form of a fee, commission, or salary, and 
who for said consideration consorts with or accompanies or offers to consort with 
or accompany, another or others to or about social affairs, entertainments, or 
places of amusement or within any place of public resort or within any private 
quarters. For purposes of this order, escort shall not include any person who 
would be understood  by a reasonably prudent  persons providing "babysitting” 
services or working as an assisted living companion to the elderly, infirm, 
disabled, or handicapped, and shall further not include licensed health 
professionals. 

 
Escort customer means a customer or any person who contracts with or 

employs, or for monetary consideration, hires an escort, individually or through an 
escort service. 

 
Escort, sexually oriented means an escort who: 

 
(1) works for (either as an agent, employee, or independent contractor), 

or is referred to a customer by a sexually oriented escort service; or 
 

(2) either advertises that sexual conduct will be provided, or works 
for (either as an employee, agent, or independent contractor), or 
is referred to a customer by a sexually oriented escort service that 
so advertises; or 
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(3) offers to provide or does provide acts of sexual conduct to an 
escort customer, or accepts an offer or solicitation to provide acts of 
sexual conduct for a fee from an escort customer or a prospective 
escort customer. 

 
Escort service, sexually oriented means an escort service that operates in any 

of the following manner: 
 

(I)    collects money (whether paid in advance or paid after the promised 
proscribed act) for the promise of sexually oriented entertainment or 
specified sexually activities or prostitution services by its escorts; 
or 

 
(2) employs or contracts with a sexually oriented escort, or refers or 

provides to a customer a sexually oriented escort; or 
 

(3) engages in fraudulent, misleading, or deceptive advertising that is 
designed to make the prospective customer believe that sexually 
oriented entertainment or specified sexually activities or 
prostitution services will be provided; or 

 
(4) uses as escorts persons known to have violated the law regarding 

prostitution, and refuses to cease the use of such a person; or 
 

(5) operates a sexually oriented escort service as a "call girl" operation; or 
 

(6) advertises, solicits or offers that sexually oriented entertainment or 
specified sexually activities will be provided to a customer, or that 
such escorts will be provided, referred, or introduced to a 
customer. 

 
Establishment means any business regulated by this order. 

 
Gross floor area means the total area of the building accessible or visible 

to the public, including showrooms, motion picture theaters, motion picture video 
viewing arcades, service areas, behind-counter areas, areas used for storage of 
sexually oriented media, restrooms (whether or not labeled "public"), stage areas, 
and aisles, hallways, and entryways serving such areas. 

 
Licensee means the owner in whose name a license to operate a sexually 

oriented business has been issued. 
 

Massage means touching, stroking, kneading, stretching, friction, 
percussion, and vibration, and includes holding, positioning, causing movement of 
the soft tissues and applying manual touch and pressure to the body (excluding an 
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osseous tissue manipulation or adjustment). 
 

Massage parlor means any business in which massages are offered as one 
of the business's primary services by a person who is not registered as a "massage 
therapist" under the State of Texas Massage Therapy Registration Act or which 
provides massages by touching specified anatomical areas or engaging in specified 
sexual activities. 

 
Massage therapy means the profession in which a registered massage 

therapist applies massage techniques with the intent of positively affecting the 
health and well-being of the customer in accordance with the standards of the State 
of Texas' Massage Therapy Registration Act, Texas Occupations Code, Chapter 
455. 

 
Massage therapist means a person who is registered under the State of 

Texas Massage Therapy Registration Act. 
 

Media means anything printed or written, or any picture, drawing, 
photograph, motion picture, film, videotape or videotape production, or pictorial 
representation, or any electrical or electronic reproduction of anything that is or 
may be used as a means of communication. Media includes but shall not 
necessarily be limited to books, newspapers, magazines, movies, videos, sound 
recordings, CD-ROMS, DVDs, other magnetic media, and undeveloped 
pictures. 

 
Media, sexually oriented means magazines, books, videotapes, movies, 

slides, CDs, DVDs or other devices used to record computer images, or other 
media which are distinguished or characterized by their emphasis on matter 
depicting, describing, or relating to "specified sexual activities" or "specified 
anatomical areas." 

 
Media viewing booth, sexually oriented, means any booth, kiosk, cubicle, 

stall, or compartment that is designed, constructed or used to hold or seat customers 
and is used for presenting videos or viewing publications by any photographic, 
electronic, magnetic, digital, or other means or medium (including, but not limited 
to, film, video or magnetic tape, laser disc, CD-ROMs, books, DVDs, magazines 
or periodicals to show images of “specified sexual activities” or “specified 
anatomical areas” for observation by customers therein.  The term “booth,” “arcade 
booth,” “previews booth,” and “video arcade booth” shall be synonymous with the 
term “sexually oriented video viewing booth.” 

 
Media store, sexually oriented means an establishment that rents and/or 

sells sexually oriented media, and that meets any of the following three tests: 
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(1) More than forty percent (40%) of the gross floor area is devoted to 
sexually oriented media; or 

 
(2) More than forty percent (40%) of the stock in trade consists of 

sexually oriented media; or 
 

(3) The business advertises or holds itself out in any forum as a "XXX," 
"adult" or "sex” business, or otherwise as a sexually oriented 
business, other than sexually oriented media outlet, sexually oriented 
motion picture theater, or sexually oriented cabaret. 

 
Modeling studio, sexually oriented means any place where a person who 

appears nude or semi-nude or in a state of nudity or semi-nudity and is to be 
observed for purposes of sketching, drawing, painting, sculpturing, 
photographing, or similar depiction by other persons who pay money or any form 
of consideration, or an establishment or business that provides the services of 
live models modeling lingerie, bathing suits, or similar wear to individuals, couples, 
or small groups with the purpose or result of providing sexually oriented 
entertainment. Modeling studio, sexually oriented shall not include a proprietary 
school licensed by the State of Texas or a college, junior college, or university 
supported entirely or in part by public taxation; a private college or university that 
maintains and operates educational programs in which credits are transferable 
to a college, junior college, or university supported entirely or partly by taxation. 

 
Motel, sexually oriented means a hotel, motel, or similar commercial 

establishment that meets any of the following criteria: 
 

(1) Provides as its main business accommodations to the public for 
any form of consideration for the purpose of viewing sexually 
oriented transmissions, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, 
slides, or other photographic reproductions that are characterized by 
the depiction or description of "specified sexual activities" or 
"specified anatomical areas;" or 

 
(2) Marketed as or offered as "adult," "XXX," "couples," or "sexually 

oriented”; or 
 

(3) Offers a sleeping room for a period of less than 10 hours or allows 
a tenant or occupant to rent the room for a period of time of less 
than 10 hours. 

 
Motion picture video viewing arcade, sexually oriented means a building 

or portion of a building wherein coin-operated, slug-operated, or for any other form 
of consideration, electronically, electrically, or mechanically controlled still or 
motion picture machines, projectors, video or laser disc players, or other image-
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producing devices are maintained to show images of "specified sexual activities" or 
"specified anatomical areas." 

 
Motion picture theater, sexually oriented means a commercial theater 

establishment where, for any form of consideration, films, motion pictures, video 
cassettes, slides, or similar photographic reproductions are frequently shown that 
are characterized by the depiction or description of "specified sexual activities" 
or "specified anatomical areas" or that are marketed as or offered as "adult," 
“XXX” or “sexually oriented.”  Frequently shown films, motion pictures, 
videocassettes, slides or other similar photographic reproductions as characterized 
herein do not include sexually oriented speech and expressions that take place inside 
the context of some larger form of expression. This definition does not include any 
type of facility that would meet the definition of a sexually oriented motion 
picture video viewing arcade. 

 
Motion picture video viewing area, sexually oriented means any area 

designed, constructed, or used to hold or seat customers and is used for presenting 
motion pictures or viewing publications by any photographic, electronic, 
magnetic, digital, or other means or medium (including, but not limited to, film, 
video or magnetic tape, laser disc, CD-ROMs, books, DVDs, magazines or 
periodicals) to show images of "specified sexual activities or "specified 
anatomical areas" for observation by customers therein. This definition does not 
include any building that would meet the definition of a sexually oriented motion 
picture theater. 

 
Novelty store, sexually oriented means an establishment offering for sale or 

rent any of the following categories: sexually oriented media; lingerie; leather goods 
marketed or presented in a context to suggest their use for sadomasochistic 
practices and the sale of such items is the primary business of the commercial 
enterprise, taking into consideration any of the following: 

 
(1) the value realized from the sale and/or rental of sexually oriented toys 

or novelties; 
 
(2) the floor area devoted to sexually oriented toys or novelties; or 
 
(3) the amount of inventory constituting sexually oriented toys or 

novelties. 
  

Nudity or state of nudity means the showing of the human male or 
female genitals, pubic area, vulva, anus, anal cleft with less than fully opaque 
covering, or the showing of the covered male genitals in a discernibly turgid 
state.  For purposes of this definition, body paint, body dyes, tattoos, liquid 
latex, whether wet or dried, and other similar substances shall not be 
considered a fully opaque covering. 
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Operator means a person or entity designated by the owner to be 

responsible for the operation of a business regulated under this order at a particular 
location at a particular time; when the owner, proprietor, or other principal in the 
business is present, such person may be considered the operator. 

Owner means the individual owner of an establishment, or if the legal owner 
is a corporation, partnership, or limited liability company, the term shall include 
all general partners, any limited partner with a financial interest of ten percent (I 
0%) or more, all corporate officers and directors, and any shareholder or member 
with a financial interest often percent (10%) or more. "Owner" includes the 
spouse(s) of any of the above individuals, as well as any lessee of the premises. 

 
Person means an individual, firm, partnership, joint-venture, association, 

independent contractor, corporation (domestic or foreign), limited liability 
company, trust, estate, assignee, receiver or any other group or combination 
acting as a unit. 

 
Place of public assembly means an auditorium, civic center, city hall or 
courthouse. 

 
Place of worship means a building in which persons regularly assemble for 

worship, intended primarily for purposes connected with faith, or for propagating 
a particular form of belief. 

 
Premises means the physical location at which a business operates; as used 

in this order, the term shall include all parts of that physical location, both interior 
and exterior, which are under the control of the subject business, through 
ownership, lease or other arrangement. 

 
Primary entertainment means entertainment that characterizes the 

establishment, as determined (if necessary) from a pattern of advertising as well 
as actual performances. 

 
Public park means a tract of land maintained by the federal, state, or a local 

government for the recreation and enjoyment of the general public. 
 

Residential use means a structure designed or intended for human 
habitation, including a single-family dwelling, duplex, townhouse unit or complex, 
apartment or multiple-family dwelling unit or complex, mobile home park, or 
recreational vehicle site. 

 
Sadomasochistic practices means flagellation or torture by or upon a person 

clothed or naked, or the condition of being fettered, bound, or otherwise 
physically restrained on the part of one so clothed or naked. 
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School means any public or private learning center, elementary school, 
secondary school, junior college, community college, college, university or other 
center for post-secondary education. 

 
Semi-nude or state of semi-nudity means the showing of the female areola or 

nipple with less than fully opaque covering. Showing of any other part of the 
anatomy defined under nude or state of nudity shall constitute being nude or in a 
state of nudity.  For purposes of this definition, body paint, body dyes, tattoos, 
liquid latex, whether wet or dried, and other similar substances shall not be 
considered a fully opaque covering. 

 
Sensitive use means a place of worship, school, public park, place of 

public assembly, residential use or childcare facility. 
 

Sexually oriented business means any of the following businesses: sexually 
oriented cabaret or theater; sexually oriented encounter center; massage parlor, 
sexually oriented media store; sexually oriented motel; sexually oriented motion 
picture theater; sexually oriented motion picture video viewing arcade; sexually 
oriented modeling studio; sexually oriented novelty store; or any other similar 
business establishment whose primary purpose is to offer sexually oriented 
entertainment or materials. This generic term does not describe a specific land 
use;each such business shall be considered a separate business for purposes of 
licensing. 

 
Sexually oriented business license means any license applied for under this 
order. 

 
Sexually oriented toys or novelties means instruments, devices, or 

paraphernalia either designed as representations of human genital organs or 
female breasts or designed or marketed primarily for use to stimulate human 
genital organs. 

 
Sheriff means the Sheriff of Ellis County or his designated agent. 

 
Specified anatomical areas mean any of the following: 

 
(1)  Less than completely and opaquely covered human male or 

female genitals, pubic area, vulva, anus, or anal cleft or the human 
female areola or nipple; or 

 
(2}  Human male genitals in a discernibly turgid state, even if 

completely and opaquely covered. 
 

Specified criminal act means any sexual offense, prostitution, rape, statutory 
rape or other sexually related offense or as defined by criminal statutes in other 
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states or by federal laws addressing similar or related offenses; or an offense as 
defined in Chapters 21, 22, 25 and 43 of the Texas Penal Code; or an offense 
involving controlled substances, illegal drugs or narcotics, or gambling as 
defined in federal or state laws in any of the states. Specified criminal act also 
includes any criminal attempt, conspiracy, or solicitation to commit any of the 
enumerated offenses. 

 
Specified sexual activities means acts of human masturbation. sexual 

intercourse, or sodomy. Specified sexual activities include, but are not limited to the 
following: bestiality, erotic or sexual stimulation with objects or mechanical 
devices, acts of human analingus, cunnilingus, fellatio, flagellation, masturbation, 
sadism, sadomasochism, sexual intercourse, sodomy, or any excretory functions as 
part of or in connection with any of the activities set forth above with any person on 
the premises. This term shall include apparent sexual stimulation of another person's 
genitals whether clothed or unclothed. 

 
Substantial enlargement of a sexually oriented business means the 

increase in floor area occupied by the business by more than twenty (20) percent, 
as the floor area existed on the effective date of this order. 

 
Transfer of ownership or control of a sexually oriented business means and 

includes any of the following: 
 

(1) the sale, lease, or sublease of the business; or 
 

(2) the transfer of securities which constitute a controlling interest in the 
business, whether by sale, exchange, or similar means; or 

 
(3) the establishment of a trust, gift, or other similar legal device 

which transfers the ownership or control of the business, except for 
transfer by bequest or other operation of the law upon the death of 
the person possessing the ownership or control. 

  
 

SEC. lA-3. CLASSIFICATION. 
 

Sexually oriented businesses are classified as follows: 
 

1. Class I sexually oriented business. Establishments offering for sale 
or rent off-site sexually oriented entertainment, including the following uses, shall 
be classified as Class I sexually oriented businesses: 

 
(A) Sexually oriented media store; and 

 
(B) Sexually oriented novelty store. 
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2. Class II sexually oriented business. Establishments offering for 
consumption of on site sexually oriented entertainment that, when lawfully 
conducted, does not involve physical contact or other sexually oriented activities 
between customers and entertainers, or between customers, including the 
following uses, shall be classified as Class II sexually oriented businesses. 

 
  (A) Sexually oriented cabaret or theater; and 

 
    (B) Sexually oriented motion picture theater. 

 
3. Prohibited businesses.  The following sexually oriented businesses are 

prohibited in Ellis County due to the experiences in other communities that demonstrate 
these uses create the opportunity for high-risk sexual activity, prostitution, drug use and 
other criminal behavior while posing logistical difficulties and physical endangerment risks 
for enforcement and police officers in monitoring these businesses, and uses involving 
sexually oriented media viewing booths or arcades are associated with deleterious effects 
and access to such media is available in other venues which are less harmful to the health, 
safety and welfare of the community. 

 
  (A) Sexually oriented escort service; 
 
  (B) Sexually oriented encounter center;  
 
  (C) Massage parlor; 
   
  (D) Sexually oriented modeling studio;  
 
  (E) Sexually oriented motel; 
 
  (F) Sexually oriented motion picture video viewing area; 
 
  (G) Sexually oriented media viewing booth; and 
 

(H) Any permitted sexually oriented business that includes as part 
of its business any business designated in subsections (A) 
through (G). 

 
SEC. 1A-4. LOCATION STANDARDS FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED 
BUSINESSES 

 
1. Sensitive uses. The following uses located in the unincorporated area of 

Ellis County shall be considered sensitive uses for purposes of determining the location 
of a sexually oriented business. 

 
(A) a place of worship; 

 
(B) a school; 
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(C) a public park; 

 
(D) a place of public assembly; 

 
(E) a child care facility; and 

 
(F) a residential use. 

 
2. Separation distance. 

 
(A) No Class I sexually oriented business shall be located within 

one thousand five hundred (1500) feet of a sensitive use. 
 

{B)  No Class II sexually oriented business shall be located within 
two thousand (2000) feet of a sensitive use.  

 
3. Distance between businesses. No sexually oriented business within 

the unincorporated area of Ellis County shall be located closer  than the distance 
prescribed by this section for separation from sensitive uses from another sexually 
oriented business of the same class. The separation requirement for sexually oriented 
businesses of different classes shall be the greater of the distances prescribed by this 
section for separation from sensitive uses.  For purposes of this section, 
measurements shall be taken from an established sexually oriented business 
regardless of whether such business is located in an incorporated or an 
unincorporated area of Ellis County. 

 
4. Multiple businesses prohibited. Any establishment containing or 

constituting more than one defined sexually oriented business of any class shall be 
prohibited. 

 
5. Measurement of distances. Measurement of the distances prescribed 

by this section shall be made in a straight line, without regard to intervening structures 
or objects, from the nearest portion of the building or structure used as a part of the 
premises where a sexually oriented business is conducted, to the nearest property line 
of the premises of a place of worship, school, or public park, place of public 
assembly, child care facility, or a residential use situated on a platted and recorded 
lot 1.5 acres or less in area, or a proposed lot that has received final plat approval for 
residential use of 1.5 acres or less. If the residential use is located on a lot or parcel 
which exceeds 1.5 acres in size, the distances prescribed by this section shall be 
measured from a point fifty (50) feet from the closest exterior wall of the residential 
use. The distance between any two (2) sexually oriented businesses shall be 
measured in a straight line, without regard to intervening structures or objects, from 
the nearest property line of the premises on which each business is located. 

 
6. Pre-established business. A lawfully operating sexually oriented 

business shall not be rendered unlawful by the location of a sensitive use, subsequent 
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to the grant or renewal of a sexually oriented business license, closer to the business 
than the separation requirements prescribed by this section. This provision applies 
only to the renewal of a valid license, and does not apply when an application for 
a sexually oriented business license is submitted after the license or period of 
authorized non-conformity has expired, the license bas been revoked, or the 
licensed sexually oriented business has been abandoned. 

 
7. Abandonment. A licensed sexually oriented business shall be 

considered abandoned when its operation has been discontinued voluntarily for a 
period exceeding sixty (60) days. 

 
8. Non-conforming business. Any sexually oriented business lawfully 

operating on the date of any amendment to this order that is rendered non-
conforming with respect to the separation requirements established by such 
amendment thereafter shall be deemed a nonconforming use. Such use will be 
permitted to continue for a period not to exceed one (1) year, unless sooner 
destroyed, abandoned or terminated for any reason. Such non-conforming use shall 
not be increased, enlarged, extended or altered within such period. If two sexually 
oriented businesses are within prescribed separation requirements on the 
effective date of an amendatory order that increases such distance requirements, 
the sexually oriented business which was first established and continually operating 
at a particular location shall be deemed the conforming use and the later established 
business shall be deemed non-conforming. 

 
9. Frontage on a publicly dedicated roadway. All sexually oriented 

business must be located on a lot fronting on a paved, publicly dedicated 
roadway. 

 
SEC. lA-5. ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED 
BUSINESSES AND SEXUALLY ORIENTED MEDIA DISPLAY. 

 
I. Exterior design. The premises of all sexually oriented businesses 

will be so constructed as to ensure that the interior of the premises is not 
observable from the exterior of the building. 

 
(A) In addition, all windows will be covered to prevent viewing 

of the interior of the building from the outside and all 
doorways not constructed with an anteroom or foyer will be 
covered so as to prevent observation of the interior of the 
premises from the exterior of the building. 

 
(B) Light sources shall be oriented toward the center 

of the site or shielded so as to not be visible from 
the property line. This applies to refractory 
lenses which extend beyond the lighting fixture 
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and are designed to redirect the lighting source 
horizontally. This does not apply to neon or 
internally lit signs, or to decorative lighting with 
15 watts or less per bulb. 

 
(C) The minimum average intensity of lighting for on-site 

parking and walkway areas shall be 1.5 foot-candles. 
 

(D) Sigt1age shall conform to any applicable regulations of the 
extraterritorial jurisdiction of a municipality. 

 
(E) Parking areas shall not be obscured by an opaque fence, 

wall, obscuring vegetation or other barrier from views 
from the public roadway where the business takes access. 

 
2. Design of Entertainment Area. The premises of a Class II or Class 

ill sexually oriented business shall be designed so that all entertainment on the 
premises takes place only in a location and manner meeting all of the following 
conditions: 

 
(A) In an open room of at least six hundred (600) square feet 

unobstructed by any interior walls or other structures that 
shield the view of activities occurring within the room; 
however, a sexually oriented motel may provide 
entertainment in rooms having at least two hundred and 
fifty (250) square feet per room. 

 
(B)  On a stage, elevated at least thirty-six (36) inches above 

the level on which customers sit or stand; and 
 

(C)  On a stage with a horizontal separation of at least thirty-
six (36) inches between the edge of the stage or platform 
and the nearest space to which customers shall have access 
- the horizontal separation shall be physically enforced by 
a partial wall, rail or other physical barrier, which may be 
located either on the stage (to keep the entertainers back 
from the edge) or on the floor (to keep the customers back 
from the stage). 

 
3. Interior design for sexually oriented cabarets or theaters, and motion 

picture theaters. The interior of the premises shall be configured in such a manner 
that there is an unobstructed view of the premises to which any customer is permitted 
access for any purpose excluding restrooms. Restrooms may not contain video 
reproduction equipment. The  premises shall be equipped with overhead lighting 
fixtures of sufficient intensity to illuminate every place to which customers are 
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permitted access at an illumination of not less than one (1.0) foot candle as 
measured at the floor level. 

 
4. Sexually oriented media display. 

 
(A) This subsection shall apply to any establishment in which 

sexually oriented media at any time constitutes or occupies 
more than ten percent (10%) but not more than forty percent 
(40%) of the store's inventory or merchandise displayed 
for sale or rental (not including store rooms, stock areas, 
bathrooms, or any portion of the business not opened to 
the public) at any time. 

 
(B) Sexually oriented media in an establishment to which this 

subsection applies shall be kept in a separate room or section 
of the store, which room or section     shall: 

 
(1) Be physically and visually separate from the rest of 

the store by an opaque wall or durable material 
reaching at least eight (8) feet high or to the ceiling, 
whichever is less; 

 
(2) Be located so that the entrance to it is as far as 

reasonably practicable from media or other 
inventory in the store likely to be of particular 
interest to children; and 

 
(3) Have access controlled by electronic or other 

means to provide assurance that persons under age 
eighteen (18) will not gain admission and that the 
general public will not accidentally enter such room 
or section. 

 
SEC. lA-6. LICENSE REQUIRED FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS. 

 
l.  License required. It shall be unlawful for any person to operate or 

maintain a sexually oriented business in the County unless the owner, operator or 
lessee thereof has obtained a sexually oriented business license from the County, or 
to operate such business after such license has expired or has been revoked or 
suspended by the County, or following abandonment of the business. 

 
2. Employment in unlicensed business prohibited. It is unlawful for 

any entertainer, server, employee, operator or owner to knowingly perform any 
work, service or entertainment directly related to the operation of an unlicensed 
sexually oriented business. 
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3. Presumptions. The failure to post a sexually oriented business license 

in the manner required herein shall be prima facie evidence that such business has 
not obtained such a license. In addition, it shall be prima facie evidence that any 
entertainer, employee, or owner who performs any business, service or 
entertainment in a sexually oriented business in which a sexually oriented 
business license is not posted in the manner required herein had knowledge that such 
business is not licensed. 

 
4. One license per business. A separate license is required for each 

sexually oriented business. A sexually oriented business license shall be issued only 
for the sexually oriented business use listed on the application and only for single 
described premises. Any change in the type of sexually oriented business use 
shall invalidate the outstanding sexually oriented business license and require the 
licensee to obtain a new license for the change in use. The establishment or 
maintenance of more than one sexually oriented business in the same 
building, structure or portion thereof is prohibited. 

 
5. Term of license. All sexually oriented business licenses shall be 

issued for a period of one year, subject to annual renewal. 
 

6. Transfer prohibited. A licensee shall not transfer his license to 
other persons or entities, nor shall a licensee operate a sexually oriented 
business under the authority of a license at any place other than the address 
designated in the application. 

 
7. License format. Each sexually oriented business license shall 

identify the class and type of business; state the street address and legal 
description of the premises at which the business is to be operated; state that the 
license is not transferable to other persons or entities; and identify the calendar 
year and month for which it is issued. 

 
8. Additions to license. A person or other entity controlling more than 

ten percent (10%) of the sexually oriented business may be added to an existing 
license by providing the required licensing background information and 
successfully passing the required background checks. If such addition is 
interpreted by the County Director of Development to be a license transfer, it 
shall be prohibited. 

 
 

SEC. IA-7. LICENSE APPLICATION PROCEDURES. 
 

I. Application contents. All persons desiring to secure a license to 
operate a sexually oriented business shall make a verified application with the 
Ellis County Director of Development. All applications shall be submitted in the 
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name of an owner of the sexually oriented business, who shall be deemed the 
applicant. The application shall be signed by the applicant and notarized. If the 
applicant is a corporation, the application shall be signed by its president.  If 
the applicant is a partnership, the application shall be signed by a partner. If 
the applicant is a limited liability company, the application shall be signed by 
the managing director. In all other instances where the owner is not an 
individual, the application shall be signed by an authorized representative of the 
owner. The   Director   shall require proof of authorization before accepting 
an application. All applications shall be submitted on a form supplied by the 
Ellis County Director of Development and shall require all of the following 
information: 

 
(A) The name of the sexually oriented business and the class 

and type of sexually oriented business to be operated on 
the licensed premises. 

 
(B) The street address and legal description of the premises 

at which the sexually oriented business is to be operated. 
 

(C)  The name, any aliases, mailing address for receipt of 
notices, home address and telephone number, occupation, 
date and place of birth and social security number, and 
fingerprints of each individual owner and each operator 
of the premises. If the owner is a partnership, this information 
shall be supplied for each general or limited partner. If the 
owner is a corporation or limited liability company, the 
same information shall be supplied for all stockholders or 
members who own more than ten percent (10%) interest in 
the company. 

 
(D) The tax identification number and registered agent if the 

owner is required to have a tax identification number or 
registered agent, or designation of an owner or operator for 
purposes of notice and service of process.   It shall be the duty 
of the applicant to update such information during the term 
of the license. 

 
(E) The name, address and telephone number of the owner of 

the premises, if different from above, where the sexually 
oriented business will be located. 

 
(F) A statement from the applicant whether the applicant and 

each person required to be identified in the application 
pursuant to this section, is previously operating in this or 
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another city, county or state, has had a sexually oriented 
business license of any type, and if that license has ever 
been revoked or suspended, and if so, the reason for the 
suspension or revocation and the business activity subject 
to the suspension or revocation. 

 
(G) A statement from the applicant and each person required to 

be identified in the application pursuant to this section that 
each such person has not been convicted of, or released from 
confinement for conviction of, or received an order of 
deferred adjudication on, any felony, whichever is later, 
within five (5) years immediately preceding the application, 
or has not been convicted or, nor received an order of 
deferred adjudication on, a misdemeanor or municipal or 
county ordinance violation, or released from confinement 
for conviction of a misdemeanor or municipal or county 
ordinance violation, whichever event is later, within two 
(2) years immediately preceding the application, where 
such felony, misdemeanor or municipal or county 
ordinance violation constitutes a Specified Criminal Act. 

 
(H) The applicant and each person required to be identified in 

the application pursuant to this section shall attach two 
copies of a recent photo to his or her application form. 

 
(I) A statement signed under oath that the applicant has personal 

knowledge of the information contained in the application 
and that the information contained therein is true and 
correct and that the applicant has read the provisions of the 
Ellis County Amended Code regulating sexually oriented 
businesses. 
 

2. Schematic diagram required. Upon application for a sexually 
oriented business license, the application shall be accompanied by a schematic 
diagram of the interior premises showing a plan thereof specifying the location of 
one or more operator of stations and the location of all overhead lighting fixtures 
and designating any portion of the premises in which customers will not be 
permitted. The diagram shall also designate the place at which the permit will 
be conspicuously posted, if granted. The diagram shall also provide exterior 
information to identify points of egress and ingress, parking, loading, fencing, 
lighting and signage. A professionally prepared diagram in the nature of an 
engineer's or architect's blueprint shall not be required; however each diagram should 
be oriented to the north or to some designated street or object and should be drawn 
to a designated scale or with marked dimensions sufficient to show the various 
internal dimensions of all areas of the interior of the premises to an accuracy of 
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plus or minus six inches. The County Director of Development may waive the 
foregoing diagram for renewal applications if the applicant adopts a diagram that 
was previously submitted and certifies that the internal and external 
configuration of the premises has not been altered since it was prepared. 

 
3. Incomplete application. Failure to provide the information and 

documentation required herein shall constitute an incomplete application and shall 
not be processed by the County. The Ellis County Director of Development shall 
notify the applicant whether or not the application is complete within ten (l0) 
calendar days of the date the application is received by the Ellis County Director of 
Development. In the event the   Director    has determined that the application is 
incomplete, the notification sent by first class certified mail to the applicant shall 
include a written explanation of the reason(s) why the application is incomplete. 

 
4. Application fee. An application fee of $500 shall be submitted with 

each initial or renewal application for a sexually oriented business. The 
Commissioners' Court may change the application fees from time to time. 

 
SEC. lA-8. PROCESSING OF AND DECISION ON LICENSE APPLICATION 

 
1. Posting of notice. Each applicant for an initial sexually oriented 

business license shall, at least 60 days prior to the filing of the application for the 
license, place a sign of the size and lettering as required by the Director  , but in 
no event less than 24 inches by 36 inches and in two-inch lettering, which provides 
notification and information specifically stating A SEXUALLY ORIENTED 
BUSINESS LICENSE APPLICATION IS PROPOSED TO BE FILED WITH 
ELLIS COUNTY and the date on which the application is proposed to be filed. The 
applicant shall erect the sign along the property's public road frontage so as to be 
clearly visible and legible from the public road. One sign shall be erected for each 
five hundred (500) foot increment of each public road frontage on said property 
existing or any part thereof. The sign shall remain on the premises until a 
decision is rendered on the application. 

 
2. Application processing. Upon receipt of a complete application 

and the required filing fee for a sexually oriented business license, the Ellis County 
Director of Development shall immediately transmit one copy of the application 
to the Ellis County Sheriff and the Ellis County   Fire Marshal for investigation of 
the application. It shall be the duty of the Ellis County Sheriff to investigate such 
application to determine whether the information contained in the application is 
accurate and whether the application meets the requirements herein regarding 
the absence of Specified Criminal Acts. It shall be the duty of the Ellis County Fire 
Marshal to determine whether the structure where the sexually oriented business will 
be conducted complies with the requirements and meets the standards of the 
applicable fire code. The Ellis County Sheriff and Fire Marshal shall report the 
results of their investigation to the Ellis County Director of Development not later 



26  

than  fourteen (14) calendar days from the date the application is deemed 
complete by the   Director. The Director shall investigate and determine whether 
the application meets all other requirements of this order. 

 
3. Decision. The Ellis County Director of Development shall approve 

or disapprove the application based upon his own investigation and the reports of 
the Sheriff and Fire Marshal within sixty (60) days from the date the application is 
deemed complete by the Director, in accordance with the criteria in Section lA-10. 
The Director shall approve the issuance of a license only if the appropriate license 
fee has been paid, the applicant is qualified and all the applicable requirements set 
forth herein are met. The applicant shall be notified in writing of the Director's 
decision within ten ( 10) calendar days thereof. 

 
4. Renewal of license. A license issued under this subchapter may be 

renewed by making application to the Director of Development on application 
forms provided for that purpose. Licenses shall expire on the last day of the calendar 
month during which the license was issued or renewed during the previous year. 
Renewal applications for such licenses shall be submitted no earlier than sixty 
(60) days prior to the expiration of the license. Upon timely application thereof, a 
license issued under the provisions of this subchapter shall be renewed by issuance 
of a new license upon demonstration that the criteria for issuance of the original 
license have been met at the time the application is submitted for renewal. 

 
SEC. lA-9. APPEAL OF LICENSE DECISION. 

 
l.   Appeals Board.    The Commissioners' Court of Ellis County shall 

serve as the appeals board for licenses issued under this order. 
 

2. Appeal processing. An applicant may appeal an unfavorable decision 
of the Director of Development by filing a written petition with the County Clerk 
requesting a hearing on the denial of the application within ten (10) calendar days 
of the date the applicant receives notification of the Director's decision. The appeal 
shall be scheduled to be heard within twenty (20) calendar days of the date the 
petition is received in the office of the County Clerk. The County Clerk shall 
give written notice to the applicant of the time and place for the hearing on the 
appeal. 

 
3. Decision. The Commissioners' Court of Ellis County shall issue a 

decision with findings within ten (10) calendar days after any hearing held in 
accordance with this section in accordance with the criteria in Section lA-10. 
The minutes of the Commissioners' Court meeting shall show the action taken 
on the application, and if the license if granted, the Commissioners' Court shall 
direct the Director   to issue the proper license. 

 
4. Notification of decision on appeal. If the application for a license is 
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disapproved on appeal, the applicant shall be sent a letter of notification by 
registered or certified mail within five (10) calendar days to the applicant's last 
known mailing address, and the letter of notification shall state the basis for such 
disapproval. Any applicant aggrieved by the decision may seek judicial review 
in the appropriate court. 

 
5. Judicial review. An applicant may seek judicial review of the denial 

of a license by the Ellis County Director of Development or following the decision 
of the Commissioners• Court on his appeal, at his election. 

 
SEC. lA-10. CRITERIA FOR DECISION ON SEXUALLY ORIENTED 
BUSINESS LICENSES. 

 
No license for a sexually oriented business shall be issued or renewed if one 

or more of the following conditions exist: 
 

1. The applicant knowingly failed to supply all of the infom1ation 
requested on the application. 

 
2. The applicant knowingly gave materially false, fraudulent or 

untruthful information on the application. 
 

3. The applicant, any other owner, the spouse of any owner, or any 
operator has been convicted, released from incarceration for conviction or has 
received an order of deferred adjudication on any Specified Criminal Act during 
the time period set forth herein. 

 
4. The applicant or any other owner has had a sexually oriented 

business license or comparable license revoked or suspended during the past five 
(5) years. 

 
5. The proposed business does not meet locational standards of sec. lA-4. 

 
6. The proposed business does not meet the design standards for the 

particular type of business required by sec. lA-5. 
 

7. For renewal applications, a suspension or revocation proceeding is 
pending, in which case the decision on the application shall be rendered following 
the outcome of the suspension or revocation proceeding. 

 
8.  The applicant is not in compliance with Texas Business and 

Commerce Code Chapter 102, Sexually Oriented Businesses. 
 

SEC. lA-11. STANDARDS OF OPERATION. 
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It shall be unlawful for any sexually oriented business, or operator, 
entertainer or employee of a sexually oriented business, or any customer of any 
sexually oriented business, while on or about the premises of the business to 
knowingly fail to adhere to the following standards of operation, as applicable: 

 
1. Standards for sexually oriented entertainment. A sexually oriented 

business offering sexually oriented entertainment shall comply with 
the following standards: 

 
(A) A sexually oriented cabaret or modeling studio shall assure 

that no person other than an entertainer may occupy a stage 
constructed in accordance with section I-AS for purposes of 
providing sexually oriented entertainment during the 
course of any performance. 

 
(B) Entertainment at a sexually oriented cabaret or modeling 

studio is restricted to the elevated stage area as prescribed in 
section 1-AS; and 

 
(C) Tips for entertainers shall be collected only in containers 

that are accessible to customers and not located on the 
stage. 

 
(D) Sexually oriented entertainment shall take place m an 

open room m accordance with section l-A5. 
 

2. Establishment license. A sexually oriented business shall post the 
license issued under this order in a conspicuous, easily viewable location, at eye 
level, in the portion of the business that is frequented by its customers and that is 
well lighted. 

 
3. Age restriction. No person under the age of eighteen (18) years, 

whether an employee or customer of the establishment, shall be permitted on the 
premises of any sexually oriented business, or in any area reserved for the 
display of sexually oriented media in an establishment subject to section lA-
5(5). 

 
4. On-site attire. The operator of any sexually oriented business shall 

not permit any entertainer, server or other employee to appear nude or semi-nude 
or in a state of nudity or semi nudity on the premises. 

 
5. Exterior display. No sexually oriented business will be conducted in 

any manner that permits the observation of live performers engaged in an erotic 
depiction or dance or media or any other material or persons depicting, describing 
or relating to specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas, or persons 
in a state of nudity or semi-nudity, to be observed from any exterior location by 
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display, decoration, sign, show window or other opening. 
 

6. Specified criminal acts and specified sexual activities prohibited. No 
operator shall permit any employee, server, entertainer or customer of a sexually 
oriented business to engage in any specified criminal act or any specified sexual 
activity on the premises of the business. 

 
7. Terms of license. It shall be the duty of the owners and operators 

to ensure that all of the terms of the sexually oriented business license, including the 
standards in section IA-5 of this order, are continuously maintained, and to ensure 
that no customer is permitted access to any area of the premises which has been 
designated as an area in which customers will not be permitted pursuant to the terms 
of the license and the standards of this order. 

 
8. Manager on duty. It is the duty of the operator of the premises to 

ensure that a manager is on duty at all times that any customer is present inside the 
premises. 

 
9. Interior and Exterior Building Standards. All sexually oriented 

business shall maintain the required standards of interior and exterior design 
prescribed in section l-A5. No alteration of building's exterior or interior design or 
premises shall be undertaken without written authorization from the Director of 
Development. 

 
10.  Inspections. Any sexually oriented business shall be deemed to have consented 

to periodic entry into and inspection of the business premises by the Sherriff’s Department and 
County Department of Development for the limited purpose of determining whether such 
business enterprise is in compliance with this section. Such entry and inspection shall take place 
during hours when such business is open to the public, provided, however, that the owner 
may request a different time for inspection. A person who operates a sexually oriented business 
or his agent or employee commits an offense if he refuses to permit a lawful inspection of the 
premises by a representative of the Sheriff’s Department at any time it is occupied or open 
for business. 

 
SEC. IA-12. SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION OF LICENSE 

 
1. Review for compliance. When the Director of the Department of 

Development has information that there has been a violation of any provision of this 
order by a licensee or at a licensed premises, or any of the conditions required for the 
issuance of a license have changed, or that anything on the application for the license 
may have been untrue or incomplete, then the Director     shall schedule a hearing 
before the Commissioners' Court in accordance with the provisions of this section. 

 
2. Hearing on suspension or revocation. Where a hearing is required under 

this section, written notice shall be sent to the licensee within five (5) calendar days of 
the complaint. The date of the hearing shall occur no less than ten (10) and no more than 
thirty (30) calendar days after written notice has been sent to the licensee that a 
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complaint has been filed with the Director. The hearing shall be to make findings of 
fact in the matter. 

 
(A) Notice of such hearing shall be in writing, and shall set forth 

the reason for the hearing or the complaint against the licensee, 
and shall be served upon the licensee in person or by registered 
or certified mail to the address listed in the license application. 
If the Director is not able to serve notice upon the licensee in 
person, and any notice sent by mail is returned by the postal 
service, the Sheriff shall cause such notice to be posted at the 
principal entrance of the sexually oriented business, and such 
posting shall be a valid means of service. 

 
(B) An applicant, licensee, or complainant shall have full right to be 

represented by counsel and to produce witnesses and other 
evidence, and to pose questions to all witnesses who appear 
before him. Oral evidence shall be taken only upon oath or 
affirmation. All proceedings in such hearings shall be recorded 
and transcribed as required by law. The Commissioners' Court 
may receive evidence relevant to the issues from the applicant 
or licensee or from other sources. 

 
3. Decision on alleged violation and notice. The Commissioners' Court 

shall issue findings of fact and an order within thirty (30) calendar days of the close 
of the hearing. The Court may dismiss the complaint, or suspend or revoke a license 
previously issued, or renew or refuse to renew a license previously issued. The Court's 
order shall be served upon the applicant, licensee or complainant in person or by 
registered or certified mail to the applicant's, licensee's or complainant's last known 
address. If the Director is not able to serve such order upon the licensee, or applicant, in 
the manner stated in this subsection, the Sheriff shall cause such order to be posted at 
the principal entrance of the regulated use, and such posting shall be a valid means of 
service. If the Commissioners' Court finds and concludes from the evidence that the 
applicant or licensee has violated any of the provisions listed in this order, the Court 
may suspend or revoke the license in accordance with the standards in subsections 5 
or 6, as the case may be, or in the case of a renewal application, refuse to renew such 
license, in accordance with the provisions of license renewal. 

 
4. License to remain in effect. Until a decision has been reached by the 

Commissioners' Court in the proceedings under this section, the license of the sexually 
oriented business shall remain in effect. 

 
5. Criteria for suspension. Upon a finding of a violation of any of the 

following provisions of this order by the Commissioners' Court, the sexually oriented 
business license shall be suspended: 

 
(A) Sexually oriented entertainment taking place in violation of 

design standards in section IA-5. 
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(B) Operating with an expired license in violation of section IA-8(4). 

 
(C) Others occupying a stage in violation of section IA-l l(l)(A). 

 
(D) Entertainment taking place in a cabaret or modeling studio 

other than on a stage in violation of section IA-1 l(l)(B). 
 

(E) Tips collected in violation of section IA-1 l(l)(C). 
 

(F) Establishment license not posted in violation of section IA-11(2). 
 

(G) Persons under 18 years old on premises in violation of section lA-
11(3) 

 
(H) Entertainer, server or employee nude or semi-nude or in state 

of nudity or semi-nudity in violation of section lA-11(4). 
 

(I) Exterior display of live performances, or media or material 
depicting specified sexual activities or specified anatomical 
areas in violation of section IA-11(5).  

(J) Customers in area of the premises which is not permitted 
in violation of section IA-11(7). 

 
(K) Manager not on duty during the time the business is open 

in violation of section lA-11(8). 
 

(L) Bed, sofa, or mattress in modeling studio in violation of section 
IA-11(9). 

 
(M) Sexually oriented motel room occupied two (2) or more times 

in less than I 0 hours in violation of section IA-11(10). 
 

(N) Not maintaining the building's interior or exterior design 
standards or altering the building's exterior or interior 
design or premises without written authorization from the 
Director of Development in violation of section lA- 11(11). 

 
(0) Prohibition of inspections by Sheriff’s Department and 

Department of Development in violation of section IA-
11(12). 

 
6. Criteria for revocation. Upon a finding of a violation of any of 

the following provisions of this order by the Commissioners' Court, the sexually 
oriented business license shall be revoked: 
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(A) Operation of a sexually oriented business prohibited under section 
lA-3(4). 

 
(B) Operation of multiple sexually oriented businesses on 

licensed premises in violation of section lA-4(4) or section 
lA-6(4). 

 
(C) Transfer of ownership in violation of section IA-6(6). 

 
(D) The owner/operator gave false or fraudulent information 

in the application required under section IA-7 or otherwise 
acquired the license under false pretenses. 

 
(E) Any grounds for denying a license application for a 

sexually oriented business pursuant to section lA-10(1), 
(2), (3) or (4). 

 
(F) The owner/operator knowingly allowed occurrence of 

specified criminal act or specified sexual activity in 
violation of section lA-11(6). 

 
(G) Operation of sexually oriented business during a period of 

suspension imposed under section IA-12. 
 

(H) A sexually oriented business license shall be revoked 
automatically upon finding by the Commissioners’ Court 
that the license has been suspended at least two times in the 
preceding 12-month period. 

 
7. Duration of suspension or revocation. A suspension of a sexually 

oriented business license shall remain in effect for a period of sixty (60) days, during 
which time the licensee shall not be issued a license for any other sexually oriented 
business. A revocation of a sexually oriented business license shall remain in effect 
for a period of one (1) year, during which time the licensee shall not be issued a 
license for any other sexually oriented business. 

 
8   Judicial review. Any license holder aggrieved by the decision of the 

Commissioners• Court to suspend or revoke such license under the provisions of this 
section may seek judicial review in a manner provided by law. The Ellis County Director 
of Development may stay the suspension or revocation of the ordinance pending judicial 
review for a period of not more than thirty (30) calendar days upon petition of an owner 
of the sexually oriented business. 

 
 

SEC. lA-13 ENFORCEMENT AND CLASSIFICATION OF VIOLATIONS. 
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The following acts shall be a Class A misdemeanor and shall be subject to such 
penalties as are provided under Texas law. A separate offense shall be deemed 
committed upon each day during or on which a violation occurs. 

1.  Operation of a sexually oriented business prohibited under section IA-
3(4). 

2. Sexually oriented entertainment taking place in violation of design 
standards in section lA-5. 

 
3. Operation of multiple sexually oriented businesses on licensed premises 

in violation of section lA-4(4) or section lA-6(4). 
 

4. Transfer of ownership in violation of section I A-6(6). 
 

5. The owner/operator gave false or fraudulent information in the 
application required under section 1A-7 or otherwise acquired the license under false 
pretenses. 

 
6. Operating with an expired license in violation of section IA-8(4). 

 
7. Any grounds for denying a license application for a sexually oriented 

business pursuant to section lA-10(1), (2), (3) or (4). 
 

8. Others occupying a stage in violation of section lA-1l(l)(A). 
 

9. Entertainment taking place in a cabaret   other than on a stage in 
violation of section 1A-11( l )(B). 

 
10. Tips collected in violation of section lA-1l(l)(C). 

 
11. Establishment license not posted in violation of section 1A-11(2). 

 
12. Persons under 18 years old on premises in violation of section IA-11(3). 

 
13. Entertainer, server or employee nude or semi-nude or in state of 

nudity or semi-nudity in violation of section lA-11(4). 
 

14. Exterior display of live performances, or media or material 
depicting specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas in violation of 
section lA-11{5). 

 
15. The owner/operator knowingly allowed occurrence of 

specified criminal act or specified sexual activity in violation of section lA-
11{6). 
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16. Customers in area of the premises which is not permitted in violation of 
section lA-11(7). 

 
17. Manager not on duty during the time the business is open in violation of 

section IA-11(8). 
  
18. Not maintaining the building's interior or exterior design standards 

or altering the building's exterior or interior design or premises without written 
authorization from the Director of Development in violation of section lA-11(11). 

 
19. Prohibition of inspections by Sheriff’s Department or Department of 

Development in violation of section lA-11(12). 
 

20. Operation of sexually oriented business during a period of suspension 
imposed under section l A-12. 

 
21. Suspension of a sexually oriented business license at least two (2) 

times in the preceding 12-month period. 
 

23. Operation of sexually oriented business during a period of suspension 
or revocation imposed under Section IA-12. 

 
22. An establishment open to persons under the age of eighteen (18) years 

that is not subject to section lA-5(5), makes available sexually oriented media in such 
a manner that: (1) it is available to the general public for handling and inspection 
without assistance from an employee of the business; or (2) the cover or outside 
packaging on the item is visible to members of the general public. 

 
23. Any other violation of this order or Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code chapter 

243. 
 

SEC. IA 14. RECITALS AND FINDINGS. 
 

All of the facts and other matters set forth in the “Whereas” clauses that form 
the preamble to this order are hereby adopted as findings of fact in support of this 
Amended Order.  The “Whereas” clauses are found to be true and correct and are 
incorporated into the body of this order as if set forth in their entirety. 

  
SEC. IA 15 SEVERABILITY. 

 
If any section, article, paragraph, sentence, clause, phrase or word in this amended 

order, or application thereto, or any person or circumstance, is held invalid or 
unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not affect the 
validity of the remaining portions of this amended order; and the Commissioners' Court 
hereby declares it would have passed such remaining portions of the amended order despite 
such invalidity, which remaining portions shall remain in force and effect. 

 
SEC. IA-16 EFFECTIVE DATE. 
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This amended order shall become effective from and after the date of its passage, 

and it is accordingly so ordered. 
 

 
 

PASSED and APPROVED on _________________________, 2021. 
 
  

 
___________________________ 
Judge 
 
___________________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 1 
 
 

_______________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 2 
 
 
______________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 3 
 
 
_____________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 4 
 

 



 

 
COMMISSIONERS' COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY AMENDED SEXUALLY 
ORIENTED BUSINESSES MINUTE ORDER NO. 

AN ORDER AMENDING ORDER NO. 142.05 RE THE   LICENSING AND 
REGULATION OF SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES IN 
UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS; 
INCORPORATING ADDITIONAL STUDIES; MODIFYING DEFINITIONS; 
MODIFYING CLASSIFICATION OF SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES; 
PROVIDING PENALTIES; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND 
PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court of Ellis County, Texas, finds that a substantial need 

exists to amend Order No. 142.05 regarding sexually oriented businesses within Ellis County; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the United States Supreme Court in City of Renton v. Playtime Theater, Inc., 

475 U.S. 41 (1986), held that local governments may rely upon the experiences of other 
jurisdictions in enacting local legislation to regulate sexually oriented businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, the United States Supreme Court in Renton and other cases has held that a 

local government may regulate such uses through content-neutral, time, place, and manner 
restrictions, so long as said regulations are designed to serve the government interest and do not 
unreasonably omit avenues of communication, and are not aimed at the content of protected 
speech within said establishments but rather at the secondary effects of said establishments 
on the surrounding communities; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court respects the Constitutional rights of its 

citizens, including the right to present certain types of entertainment that may not appeal to 
the entire population. Through this ordinance, it is the desire of the Commissioners' Court to 
balance its interests in maintaining its image of the County with the Constitutional rights of 
businesses that present sexually oriented entertainment there; and 

 
WHEREAS, there are no sexually oriented businesses in the unincorporated area of 

Ellis County and there is the potential for future businesses that require special supervision 
from the public safety agencies of the county in order to protect and preserve the health, safety, 
and welfare of the customers of such businesses as well as the citizens of the County; and 

 
WHEREAS, the concern over sexually transmitted diseases is a legitimate health concern 

of the County which demands reasonable regulation of sexually oriented businesses in order to 
protect the health and well-being of the citizens; and 

 
WHEREAS, licensing is a legitimate and reasonable means of accountability to ensure that 

operators of sexually oriented businesses comply with reasonable regulations and to ensure 
that operators do not knowingly allow their establishments to be used as places of illegal sexual 
activity or solicitation, drug use or gambling; and 

 
WHEREAS, there is convincing documented evidence that sexually oriented 



 

businesses, because of their very nature have a deleterious effect on businesses and residential 
areas, causing increased crime and the downgrading of property values, and WHEREAS, it is 
recognized that sexually oriented businesses, due to their nature, have serious objectionable 
operational characteristics, particularly when they are located in close proximity to each other, 
thereby contributing to community blight and downgrading the quality of life in the adjacent area; 
and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court desires to minimize and control these adverse 

effects and thereby protect the health, safety, and welfare of the citizenry; protect the citizens from 
increased crime; preserve the quality of life; preserve the property values and character of 
surrounding neighborhoods and deter the spread of community blight; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is not the intent of this order to suppress any speech activities protected by 

the First Amendment, but to enact a content neutral ordinance which addresses the secondary 
effects of sexually oriented businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, it is not the intent of the Commissioners' Court to condone or legitimize 

the promotion of obscene material, and the Commissioners' Court recognizes that state law 
prohibits the promotion of obscene materials, and expects and encourages state enforcement 
officials to enforce state obscenity statutes against any such illegal activities in Ellis County; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court conducted a public workshop on December 16, 

2004, and a public hearing on January 24, 2005, to consider the Amended Sexually Oriented 
Business Order; and 

 
WHEREAS, the following studies and reports regarding the adverse secondary effects 

associated with sexually oriented businesses were placed on file with the County Clerk for review 
by the Commissioners' Court prior to the public hearing: 

 
1. A report prepared by the Amarillo, Texas Planning Department entitled “A 

Report on Zoning and Other Methods of Regulating Adult Entertainment in 
Amarillo;" 

 
2. A report prepared by the Beaumont, Texas Planning Department entitled 

“Regulation of Adult Uses;" 
 
3. "Report on the Secondary Impact of Adult Use Businesses in the City of 

Denver," prepared by multiple city departments for Denver City Counsel; 
 
4. "Interoffice Correspondence; Subject, Documentation of Secondary Effects 

of Sexually Oriented Businesses," Bruce W. McClendon, Director of 
Planning, Fort Worth; 

 
5. A report by Richard McCreary, Ph.D., and James W. Meeker, J.D., Ph.D., 

entitled "Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: The Relationship 
Between Crime and Adult Business Operations on Garden Grove 
Boulevard;" 

 
6, A report prepared by the Indianapolis, Indiana Department of 



 

Metropolitan Development Division of Planning entitled "Adult 
Entertainment businesses in Indianapolis: An Analysis”; 

 
7. "Study of Sexually Oriented Businesses in Kansas City," Eric Damian Kelly, 

FAICP and Connie B. Cooper, FAICP, Kansas City, Missouri; 
 
8. A report prepared by the Los Angeles, California Department of City 

Planning entitled "Study of the Effects of the Concentration of Adult 
Entertainment Establishments in the City of Los Angeles;" 

 
9. A report by the Newport News, Virginia Department of Planning 

Development entitled "Adult Use Study;" 
 
10. “Adult Entertainment Study," prepared by the Department of City Planning, 

New York City; 
 
11. A report by the Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Community Development 

Department Planning Division entitled "Adult Entertainment businesses in 
Oklahoma City: A Survey of Real Estate Appraisers;" 

 
12. "Adult Business Study," by city of Phoenix Planning Department; 
 
13. "Survey of Appraisers in Monroe County, New York," Summer 2000. For 

detailed results of the survey, see Kelly and Cooper, Everything You Always 
Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex Businesses, Planning Advisory 
Service Report No. 495-96. Chicago: American Planning Association, 2000; 
pages 51-57. 

 
14. "Effects on Surrounding Area of Adult Entertainment Business in Saint Paul,11 

City of Saint Paul Division of Planning, Department of Planning and 
Management; and Community Crime Prevention Project, Minnesota Crime 
Control Planning Board; 

 
15. A report of the Seattle, Washington Department of Construction and land use 

entitled     “Directors Report: Proposed Land Use Code Text Amendment - Adult 
Cabarets”; 

 
16. A memorandum from the Assistant Chief of Police of the City of Tucson, 

Arizona to the City Prosecutor entitled “Adult Entertainment Ordinance"; 
 
17. A report of the Whittier, California Planning Department Staff entitled 

"Amendment to Zoning Regulations; Adult Business in C-Z Zone with 
Conditional Use Permit”; 

 
18. National Law Center for Children and Families, "NLC Summaries of SOB Land 

Use Studies"; 
 
19. "Everything you Always Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex 

Businesses," Planning Advisory Services Report, American Planning 
Association, Eric Damian Kelly, FAICP and Connie B. Cooper, FAICP; and 



 

 
20. "Survey of Appraisers," completed for the City of Fort Worth, Texas by Eric 

Damian Kelly, FAICP and Connie B. Cooper, FAICP. 
 
21. “Crime-Related Secondary Effects, Secondary Effects of ‘Off-Site’ Sexually-Oriented 

Businesses” completed by Alexi Alexander, JD, Larry Bush, MA, and Mark Vasquez, BA. 
2008. 

 
22. `“Crime Risk in the Vicinity of a Sexually Oriented Business: A Report to the Centralia City 

Attorney’s Office” completed by Richard McCleary, 2004.  
 
 23. “Study of Sexually Oriented Business” by Duncan Associates and Cooper Consulting, August 

2012.  
 
24. “Background, Analysis and Recommendations: Zoning Amendments Related to Sex 

Businesses.” by Duncan Associates and Cooper Consulting, December 2010.  
 
25. “Regulating Adult Oriented Businesses.” By Duncan Associates and Cooper Consulting, 

December 11, 2006.  
 
26.  “Sexually-Oriented Business Study.” By Duncan Associates. July 2000. 
 
27. “Summary of Key Reports: Negative Secondary Effects of Sexually Oriented Business. 

Report to the Los Angeles City Attorney. Irvine, CA. by R. McCleary (2000). 
 
28. Report of the Minnesota Office of the Attorney General’s Working Group on the Regulation 

of Sexually Oriented Businesses. 
 

WHEREAS, such studies differentiate between the secondary effects of sexually 
oriented business that provide on-site entertainment and those that are retail facilities that sell 
goods intended for off-site consumption; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court recognizes that some of the cited studies 

included bars without sexually oriented entertainment among the businesses studied, the 
Commissioners' Court finds, nevertheless, that addressing the establishments that have live, 
sexually-oriented entertainment is a more critical issue than that of bars without such 
entertainment, for these reasons: 

 
1.  Bars in Texas are already regulated by the State, and those state regulations directly 

address many of the concerns that arise with the service of alcohol; and, 
 
2.   The interaction between dancers who are paid to work with very limited clothing and 

the customers who pay to see them work in the establishments with live 
entertainment creates a sexually charged environment and the opportunity to 
negotiate for the provision of sexual services that do not involve dancing or other 
protected expression and that are simply unacceptable under the standards of the 
County and its citizens; and 

 WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court adopted Order No. 93-258 on November, 1993; 
and 

 
 WHEREAS, based on the secondary effects studies, testimony, case law and other 
information before it, the Commissioners' Court has made the following legislative findings of fact: 



 

 
1. That certain conduct occurring on the premises of sexually oriented business is 

detrimental to the public health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the County 
and, therefore, such conduct must be regulated; and 

 
2. That sexually oriented businesses are associated with and promote prostitution, illegal 

drug use and other criminal activity which constitute an immediate threat to the public 
peace, health, morals and safety; and 

 
3. That regulation of sexually oriented businesses is necessary because in the absence of such 

regulation, significant criminal activity, including prostitution, illegal drug use and disruptive 
behavior and high-risk sexual conduct that may result in health hazards, has historically 
and regularly occurred in communities across the US; and 

  
4. That sexually oriented businesses have a deleterious effect on businesses and residential 

areas, causing increased crime and downgrading of property values; these deleterious effects 
create a legitimate concern of the County to protect property values, business interests 
and generally protect the County from community blight associated with sexually oriented 
business; and  

 
5. That it is recognized that sexually oriented business have serious objectionable operational 

characteristics, particularly when they are located in close proximity to each other, thereby 
contributing to community blight; and 

 
6. That sexually oriented videos and films shown in sexually oriented motion picture video 

viewing booth areas are available for viewing, purchase or rental in other businesses which 
are less harmful to the health, safety and welfare of the community, and therefore sexually 
oriented motion picture video viewing booth areas should be prohibited where allowed in 
favor of other venues or regulated for maximum visibility; and 

 
7. That the secondary effects precipitated by establishment of a sexually oriented business 

can be substantially mitigated by requiring separation of the sexually oriented business 
from schools, places of worship, residential uses, places of public assembly public parks, and 
child care facilities, and from one another; and 

 
8. That the secondary effects precipitated by establishment of a sexually oriented business 

that involves on-site entertainment are greater than the effects precipitated by establishment 
of a sexually oriented business that involves sales of goods to be used off-site, 
necessitating greater separation of such uses from residential uses, places of public 
assembly, public parks, child day care centers, other sensitive uses and from one another; 
and 

 
9. That certain sexually oriented businesses involving sexually oriented touching and other 

sexually oriented activities between employees and customers, or between customers 
promote prostitution and other criminal behavior, and thus should be prohibited or located 
at the maximum distance from sensitive uses and from other sexually oriented businesses, 
such businesses including sexually oriented encounter center, sexually oriented motion picture 
video viewing arcades and massage parlors; and 

 
10. That at the present time there are no sexually oriented businesses known to be operating 



 

in the County; and 
 
11. That at the present time there are no sexually oriented businesses that have filed for 

application in the County; and 
 
12. That experiences in other communities show that uses such as sexually oriented encounter 

centers, massage parlors, sexually oriented motels, sexually oriented modeling studios 
and sexually oriented video viewing arcades and booths create the opportunity for high 
risk sexual activity, prostitution, drug use and other criminal activity, and create the 
logistical difficulties and risk of physical endangerment for police officers responsible for 
policing such businesses; that these highly problematic uses do not involve First 
Amendment protected speech, or such protected speech is available in other venues which 
are less harmful to the health, safety and welfare of the community, and are associated 
with deleterious effects, and therefore such businesses should be prohibited within Ellis 
County, Texas; and  

 
13. That experiences in other communities show that private booths and viewing kiosks and 

other small and private spaces in sexually oriented businesses create the opportunity for 
high risk sexual activity, prostitution, drug use and other criminal activity, and create the 
logistical difficulties and risk of physical endangerment for police officers responsible for 
policing such businesses; that for these reasons it is essential that movies, performances 
and other activities at sexually oriented businesses be permitted only in large rooms that 
are open and visible to management, other patrons, and enforcement and police officers 
who may visit the establishment during operating hours. 

 
 

WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court amended Order No. 93-258 regarding 
sexually oriented businesses with its Amended Order No. 16.05 on January 24, 2005. 

 
WHEREAS, it is the intent of the Commissioners' Court that this revised Amended 

Order  will supplement and supersede such Amended Order; and 
WHEREAS, on April 1, 2009, the Texas Legislature passed House Bill 2278 related 

to certain regulations on owners, operators, managers, or employees of sexually oriented 
entertainment businesses; and 

 
WHEREAS, in Combs v. Texas Entertainment Association, Inc. 347 S.W. 277 (Tex. 

2011) the Texas Supreme Court affirmed HB 2278 regarding a governmental entity’s ability to 
charge a fee related to the operation of sexually oriented businesses applying an intermediate 
scrutiny test under the First Amendment; and 

 
WHEREAS, Tex. Loc. Gov't Code ch. 243 expressly authorizes Ellis County to regulate 

the adverse secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Commissioners' Court hereby finds that the provisions of the 
Amended Sexually Oriented Businesses Order are in compliance with the provisions of 
Chapter 243; 

 
Pursuant to the authority granted by the Constitution and 243.001 et. seq. Local 



 

Government Code of the State of Texas, BE IT ENACTED BY THE COMMISSIONERS1  
COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS: 

 
AMENDED ORDER OF THE COMMISSIONERS' COURT 

 
SEC. IA-I. PURPOSE AND INTENT. 

 
1. Purpose. It is the purpose of this order to regulate sexually oriented businesses 

to promote the health, safety, morals, and general welfare of the citizens of the county, and to 
establish reasonable and uniform regulations to prevent the concentration of sexually oriented 
businesses within the county, and to prevent the location of such businesses in proximity to 
residential uses, schools, places of worship, places of public assembly, public parks and child 
care facilities. The provisions of this order have neither the purpose nor effect of imposing a 
limitation or restriction on the content of any communicative materials, including sexually oriented 
materials. Similarly, it is not the intent nor effect of this order to restrict or deny access by adults 
to sexually oriented materials protected by the First Amendment or to deny access by the 
distributors and exhibitors of lawfully presented sexually oriented entertainment to their 
intended market. The promotion of obscene material (not protected by the First Amendment) is 
enforceable through separate criminal sanctions under the penal code. 

 
2. Statutory authority. It is the intent of the Commissioners• Court that the locational 

regulations of this are promulgated pursuant to 243.001 et. seq. Local Government Code, as 
they apply to sexually oriented businesses. 

 
SEC. lA-2. DEFINITIONS. 

 
The following terms used in this amended order shall have the meanings hereinafter defined: 

 
Applicant means an Owner or Operator, including any spouse of an individual owner, or 

any other entity required to submit any documentation for applying for a Sexually Oriented 
Business License; 

 
Cabaret or theater, sexually oriented means an establishment which provides or allows the 

provision of sexually oriented live entertainment to its customers or which holds itself out to 
the public as an establishment where sexually oriented live entertainment is available. Signs, 
advertisements or an establishment name including verbal or pictorial allusions to sexual 
stimulation or gratification or by references to "adult entertainment,” "strippers," "showgirls," 

"exotic dancers," "gentleman’s club,”  “XXX”   or similar terms, shall be considered  evidence  
that an establishment holds itself out to the public as an establishment where sexually oriented 
live entertainment is available. 

 
 

6 



8  

Child care facility means a building used as a day nursery, children's boarding home, 
child placing agency or other place for the care or custody of children under fifteen years 
(15) of age. 

 
County Director of Development or Director means the Ellis County Director of 

Development or his designated agent. 
 

Customer means any person who: 
 

(1) Is allowed to enter a business in return for the payment of an admission fee 
or any other form of consideration or gratuity; or 

 
(2) Enters a business and purchases, rents, or otherwise partakes of any 

material, merchandise, goods, entertainment, or other services offered 
therein; or 

 
(3) Enters a business other than as an owner, employee, entertainer, vendor, 

service person, or delivery person; or 
 

(4) Receives a service by a business regulated under this order. 
 

Display means the act of exposing, placing, posting, exhibiting, or in any fashion 
displaying in any location, whether public or private, an item in such a manner that it may 
be readily seen and its content or character distinguished by normal unaided vision viewing 
it from a street, highway, or public sidewalk, or from the property of others or from any 
portion of the premises where items and material other than sexually oriented media are 
offered for sale or rent to the public. 

 
Employee means any person who renders any service whatsoever for or to the 

customers of an establishment subject to this Ordinance or who works in or about an 
establishment subject to this Ordinance. 

 
Encounter center, sexually oriented means a business or enterprise that, as one ofits 

principal purposes, offers physical contact between two or more persons when one or more 
of the persons is nude or semi-nude or in a state of nudity or semi-nudity for the purpose 
of engaging in specified sexually activity or touching specified anatomical areas. 

 
Entertainer, sexually oriented means a person who receives any type of 

remuneration or payment either directly or indirectly to provide entertainment to 
customers at a sexually oriented business; entertainment may consist of dancing singing, 
modeling, acting, other forms of performing, or individual conversations with customers. 

 
Entertainment, off-site sexually oriented means sexually oriented entertainment that 

is offered for consumption off the premises of an establishment. Off-site sexually oriented 
entertainment includes sexually oriented media stores and sexually oriented novelty 
stores. 
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Entertainment, on-site sexually oriented means sexually oriented entertainment that 

is offered to customers for their consumption while on the premises of the sexually 
oriented establishment, including dancing singing, modeling, acting, other forms of 
performing, or individual conversations with customers, or viewing of sexually oriented 
media. Entertainment, on-site sexually oriented does not include the perusal of sexually 
oriented media, or other merchandise covers for the purpose of purchase or rental. On-site 
sexually oriented entertainment includes sexually oriented cabarets or theaters, sexual 
oriented motion picture theaters, sexually oriented motion picture video viewing arcades, 
sexually oriented encounter centers, massage parlors, and sexually oriented modeling 
studios. 

 
Entertainment, sexually oriented live means any of the following activities, when 

performed by a sexually oriented entertainer at a sexually oriented business: dancing, 
singing, talking, touching, modeling (including lingerie or photographic), gymnastics, 
acting, other forms of performing, or individual conversations with customers or 
sexually oriented media. 

 
Escort means a person who is held out to the public to be available for hire for 

monetary consideration in the form of a fee, commission, or salary, and who for said 
consideration consorts with or accompanies or offers to consort with or accompany, 
another or others to or about social affairs, entertainments, or places of amusement or within 
any place of public resort or within any private quarters. For purposes of this order, escort 
shall not include any person who would be understood  by a reasonably prudent  persons 
providing "babysitting” services or working as an assisted living companion to the 
elderly, infirm, disabled, or handicapped, and shall further not include licensed health 
professionals. 

 
Escort customer means a customer or any person who contracts with or employs, 

or for monetary consideration, hires an escort, individually or through an escort service. 
 

Escort, sexually oriented means an escort who: 
 

(1) works for (either as an agent, employee, or independent contractor), or is 
referred to a customer by a sexually oriented escort service; or 

 
(2) either advertises that sexual conduct will be provided, or works for (either 

as an employee, agent, or independent contractor), or is referred to a 
customer by a sexually oriented escort service that so advertises; or 

 
(3) offers to provide or does provide acts of sexual conduct to an escort 

customer, or accepts an offer or solicitation to provide acts of sexual conduct 
for a fee from an escort customer or a prospective escort customer. 

 
Escort service, sexually oriented means an escort service that operates in any of the 

following manner: 
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(I)    collects money (whether paid in advance or paid after the promised 

proscribed act) for the promise of sexually oriented entertainment or specified 
sexually activities or prostitution services by its escorts; or 

 
(2) employs or contracts with a sexually oriented escort, or refers or provides 

to a customer a sexually oriented escort; or 
 

(3) engages in fraudulent, misleading, or deceptive advertising that is designed 
to make the prospective customer believe that sexually oriented 
entertainment or specified sexually activities or prostitution services will 
be provided; or 

 
(4) uses as escorts persons known to have violated the law regarding 

prostitution, and refuses to cease the use of such a person; or 
 

(5) operates an sexually oriented escort service as a "call girl" operation; or 
 

(6) advertises, solicits or offers that sexually oriented entertainment or specified 
sexually activities will be provided to a customer, or that such escorts will 
be provided, referred, or introduced to a customer. 

 
Establishment means any business regulated by this order. 

 
Gross floor area means the total area of the building accessible or visible to the 

public, including showrooms, motion picture theaters, motion picture video viewing 
arcades, service areas, behind-counter areas, areas used for storage of sexually oriented 
media, restrooms (whether or not labeled "public"), stage areas, and aisles, hallways, and 
entryways serving such areas. 

 
Licensee means the owner in whose name a license to operate a sexually oriented 

business has been issued. 
 

Massage means touching, stroking, kneading, stretching, friction, percussion, and 
vibration, and includes holding, positioning, causing movement of the soft tissues and 
applying manual touch and pressure to the body (excluding an osseous tissue 
manipulation or adjustment). 

 
Massage parlor means any business in which massages are offered as one of the 

business's primary services by a person who is not registered as a "massage therapist" under 
the State of Texas• Massage Therapy Registration Act or which provides massages by 
touching specified anatomical areas or engaging in specified sexual activities. 

 
Massage therapy means the profession in which a registered massage therapist 

applies massage techniques with the intent of positively affecting the health and well-being 
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of the customer in accordance with the standards of the State of Texas' Massage Therapy 
Registration Act, Texas Occupations Code, Chapter 455. 

 
Massage therapist means a person who is registered under the State of Texas 

Massage Therapy Registration Act. 
 

Media means anything printed or written, or any picture, drawing, photograph, 
motion picture, film, videotape or videotape production, or pictorial representation, or 
any electrical or electronic reproduction of anything that is or may be used as a means 
of communication. Media includes but shall not necessarily be limited to books, 
newspapers, magazines, movies, videos, sound recordings, CD-ROMS, DVDs, other 
magnetic media, and undeveloped pictures. 

Media, sexually oriented means magazines, books, videotapes, movies, slides, CDs, 
DVDs or other devices used to record computer images, or other media which are 
distinguished or characterized by their emphasis on matter depicting, describing, or 
relating to "specified sexual activities" or "specified anatomical areas." 

 
Media viewing booth, sexually oriented, means any booth, kiosk, cubicle, stall, or 

compartment that is designed, constructed or used to hold or seat customers and is used for 
presenting videos or viewing publications by any photographic, electronic, magnetic, 
digital, or other means or medium (including, but not limited to, film, video or magnetic 
tape, laser disc, CD-ROMs, books, DVDs, magazines or periodicals to show images of 
“specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas” for observation by customers 
therein.  The term “booth,” “arcade booth,” “previews booth,” and “video arcade booth” 
shall be synonymous with the term “sexually oriented video viewing booth.” 

 
Media store, sexually oriented means an establishment that rents and/or sells 

sexually oriented media, and that meets any of the following three tests: 
 

(1) More than forty percent (40%) of the gross floor area is devoted to sexually 
oriented media; or 

 
(2) More than forty percent (40%) of the stock in trade consists of sexually 

oriented media; or 
 

(3) The business advertises or holds itself out in any forum as a "XXX," "adult" 
or "sex” business, or otherwise as a sexually oriented business, other than 
sexually oriented media outlet, sexually oriented motion picture theater, or 
sexually oriented cabaret. 

 
Modeling studio, sexually oriented means any place where a person who appears 

nude or semi-nude or in a state of nudity or semi-nudity and is to be observed for 
purposes of sketching, drawing, painting, sculpturing, photographing, or similar depiction 
by other persons who pay money or any form of consideration, or an establishment or 
business that provides the services of live models modeling lingerie, bathing suits, or 
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similar wear to individuals, couples, or small groups with the purpose or result of providing 
sexually oriented entertainment. Modeling studio, sexually oriented shall not include a 
proprietary school licensed by the State of Texas or a college, junior college, or university 
supported entirely or in part by public taxation; a private college or university that maintains 
and operates educational programs in which credits are transferable to a college, junior 
college, or university supported entirely or partly by taxation 

 
Motel, sexually oriented means a hotel, motel, or similar commercial 

establishment that meets any of the following criteria: 
 

(1) Provides as its main business accommodations to the public for any form 
of consideration for the purpose of viewing sexually oriented 
transmissions, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, or other 
photographic reproductions that are characterized by the depiction or 
description of "specified sexual activities" or "specified anatomical 
areas;" or 

 
(2) Marketed as or offered as "adult," "XXX," "couples," or "sexually oriented;0    or 

 
(3) Offers a sleeping room for a period of less than 10 hours or allows a tenant 

or occupant to rent the room for a period of time of less than 10 hours. 
 

Motion picture video viewing arcade, sexually oriented means a building or 
portion of a building wherein coin-operated, slug-operated, or for any other form of 
consideration, electronically, electrically, or mechanically controlled still or motion picture 
machines, projectors, video or laser disc players, or other image-producing devices are 
maintained to show images of "specified sexual activities" or "specified anatomical areas." 

 
Motion picture theater, sexually oriented means a commercial theater establishment 

where, for any form of consideration, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, or 
similar photographic reproductions are frequently shown that are characterized by the 
depiction or description of "specified sexual activities" or "specified anatomical areas" 
or that are marketed as or offered as "adult," “XXX” or “sexually oriented.”  Frequently 
shown films, motion pictures, videocassettes, slides or other similar photographic 
reproductions as characterized herein do not include sexually oriented speech and 
expressions that take place inside the context of some larger form of expression. This 
definition does not include any type of facility that would meet the definition of a 
sexually oriented motion picture video viewing arcade. 

 
Motion picture video viewing area, sexually oriented means any area designed, 

constructed, or used to hold or seat customers and is used for presenting motion pictures or 
viewing publications by any photographic, electronic, magnetic, digital, or other means 
or medium (including, but not limited to, film, video or magnetic tape, laser disc, CD-
ROMs, books, DVDs, magazines or periodicals) to show images of "specified sexual 
activities or "specified anatomical areas" for observation by customers therein. This 
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definition does not include any building that would meet the definition of a sexually 
oriented motion picture theater. 

 
Novelty store, sexually oriented means an establishment offering  for sale or rent any 

of the following categories: sexually oriented media; lingerie; leather goods marketed or 
presented in a context to suggest their use for sadomasochistic practices and the sale of 
such items is the primary business of the commercial enterprise, taking into 
consideration any of the following: 

 
(1) the value realized from the sale and/or rental of sexually oriented toys or 

novelties; 
 
(2) the floor area devoted to sexually oriented toys or novelties; 
 
(3) the amount of inventory constituting sexually oriented toys or novelties; 

 
(1)   

 
Nudity or state of nudity means the showing of the human male or female genitals, 

pubic area, vulva, anus, anal cleft with less than fully opaque covering, or the showing of 
the covered male genitals in a discernibly turgid state.  For purposes of this definition, 
body paint, body dyes, tattoos, liquid latex, whether wet or dried, and other similar 
substances shall not be considered a fully opaque covering. 

 
Operator means a person or entity designated by the owner to be responsible for 

the operation of a business regulated under this order at a particular location at a particular 
time; when the owner, proprietor, or other principal in the business is present, such person 
may be considered the operator. 

Owner means the individual owner of an establishment, or if the legal owner is a 
corporation, partnership, or limited liability company, the term shall include all general 
partners, any limited partner with a financial interest of ten percent (I 0%) or more, all 
corporate officers and directors, and any shareholder or member with a financial interest 
often percent (10%) or more. "Owner" includes the spouse(s) of any of the above 
individuals, as well as any lessee of the premises. 

 
Person means an individual, firm, partnership, joint-venture, association, 

independent contractor, corporation (domestic or foreign), limited liability company, 
trust, estate, assignee, receiver or any other group or combination acting as a unit. 

 
Place of public assembly means an auditorium, civic center, city hall or courthouse. 

 
Place of worship means a building in which persons regularly assemble for worship, 

intended primarily for purposes connected with faith, or for propagating a particular form 
of belief. 
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Premises means the physical location at which a business operates; as used in this 
order, the term shall include all parts of that physical location, both interior and exterior, 
which are under the control of the subject business, through ownership, lease or other 
arrangement. 

 
Primary entertainment means entertainment that characterizes the establishment, 

as determined (if necessary) from a pattern of advertising as well as actual performances. 
 

Public park means a tract of land maintained by the federal, state, or a local 
government for the recreation and enjoyment of the general public. 

 
Residential use means a structure designed or intended for human habitation, 

including a single family dwelling, duplex, townhouse unit or complex, apartment or 
multiple-family dwelling unit or complex, mobile home park, or recreational vehicle site. 

 
Sadomasochistic practices means flagellation or torture by or upon a person clothed 

or naked, or the condition of being fettered, bound, or otherwise physically restrained on 
the part of one so clothed or naked. 

 
School means any public or private learning center, elementary school, secondary 

school, junior college, community college, college, university or other center for post-
secondary education. 

 
Semi-nude or state of semi-nudity means the showing of the female areola or nipple 

with less than fully opaque covering. Showing of any other part of the anatomy defined under 
nude or state of nudity shall constitute being nude or in a state of nudity.  For purposes of 
this definition, body paint, body dyes, tattoos, liquid latex, whether wet or dried, and 
other similar substances shall not be considered a fully opaque covering. 

 
Sensitive use means a place of worship, school, public park, place of public 

assembly, residential use or childcare facility. 
 

Sexually oriented business means any of the following businesses: sexually oriented 
cabaret or theater; sexually oriented encounter center; massage parlor, sexually 
oriented media store; sexually oriented motel; sexually oriented motion picture theater; 
sexually oriented motion picture video viewing arcade; sexually oriented modeling studio; 
sexually oriented novelty store; or any other similar business establishment whose 
primary purpose is to offer sexually oriented entertainment or materials. This generic term 
does not describe a specific land use;each such business shall be considered a separate 
business for purposes of licensing. 

 
Sexually oriented business license means any license applied for under this order. 

 
Sexually oriented toys or novelties means instruments, devices, or paraphernalia 

either designed as representations of human genital organs or female breasts or designed 
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or marketed primarily for use to stimulate human genital organs. 
 

Sheriff means the Sheriff of Ellis County or his designated agent. 
 

Specified anatomical areas mean any of the following: 
 

(1)  Less than completely and opaquely covered human male or female 
genitals, pubic area, vulva, anus, or anal cleft or the human female areola 
or nipple; or 

 
(2}  Human male genitals in a discernibly turgid state, even if completely and 

opaquely covered. 
 

Specified criminal act means any sexual offense, prostitution, rape, statutory rape or 
other sexually related offense or as defined by criminal statutes in other states or by 
federal laws addressing similar or related offenses; or an offense as defined in Chapters 21, 
22, 25 and 43 of the Texas Penal Code; or an offense involving controlled substances, 
illegal drugs or narcotics, or gambling as defined in federal or state laws in any of the states. 
Specified criminal act also includes any criminal attempt, conspiracy, or solicitation to 
commit any of the enumerated offenses. 

 
Specified sexual activities means acts of human masturbation. sexual intercourse, or 

sodomy. Specified sexual activities include, but are not limited to the following: bestiality, 
erotic or sexual stimulation with objects or mechanical devices, acts of human analingus, 
cunnilingus, fellatio, flagellation, masturbation, sadism, sadomasochism, sexual 
intercourse, sodomy, or any excretory functions as part of or in connection with any of the 
activities set forth above with any person on the premises. This term shall include apparent 
sexual stimulation of another person's genitals whether clothed or unclothed. 

 
Substantial enlargement of a sexually oriented business means the increase in 

floor area occupied by the business by more than twenty (20) percent, as the floor area 
existed on the effective date of this order. 

 
Transfer of ownership or control of a sexually oriented business means and includes 

any of the following: 
 

(1) the sale, lease, or sublease of the business; or 
 

(2) the transfer of securities which constitute a controlling interest in the 
business, whether by sale, exchange, or similar means; or 

 
(3) the establishment of a trust, gift, or other similar legal device which 

transfers the ownership or control of the business, except for transfer by 
bequest or other operation of the law upon the death of the person possessing 
the ownership or control. 
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SEC. lA-3. CLASSIFICATION. 

 
Sexually oriented businesses are classified as follows: 

 
1. Class I sexually oriented business. Establishments offering for sale or rent 

off-site sexually oriented entertainment, including the following uses, shall be classified as 
Class I sexually oriented businesses: 

 
(A) Sexually oriented media store; and 

 
(B) Sexually oriented novelty store. 

 
2. Class II sexually oriented business. Establishments offering for consumption 

of on site sexually oriented entertainment that, when lawfully conducted, does not involve 
physical contact or other sexually oriented activities between customers and entertainers, 
or between customers, including the following uses, shall be classified as Class II sexually 
oriented businesses. 

 
  (A) Sexually oriented cabaret or theater; and 

 
    (B) Sexually oriented motion picture theater. 

 
      

 
  
 
3. Prohibited businesses.  The following sexually oriented businesses are prohibited in 

Ellis County due to the experiences in other communities that demonstrate these uses 
create the opportunity for high-risk sexual activity, prostitution, drug use and other 
criminal behavior while posing logistical difficulties and physical endangerment 
risks for enforcement and police officers in monitoring these businesses, and uses 
involving sexually oriented media viewing booths or arcades are associated with 
deleterious effects and access to such media is available in other venues which are 
less harmful to the health, safety and welfare of the community. 

 
  (A) Sexually oriented escort service; 
 
  (B) Sexually oriented encounter center;  
 
  (C) Massage parlor; 
   
  (D) Sexually oriented modeling studio;  
 
  (E) Sexually oriented motel; 
 
  (F) Sexually oriented motion picture video viewing area; 
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  (G) Sexually oriented media viewing booth; and 
 

(H) Any permitted sexually oriented business that includes as part of its 
business any business designated in subsections (A) through (G). 

 
 
 

SEC. 1A-4. LOCATION STANDARDS FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 
 

1. Sensitive uses. The following uses located in the unincorporated area of Ellis 
County shall be considered sensitive uses for purposes of determining the location of a sexually 
oriented business. 

 
(A) a place of worship; 

 
(B) a school; 

 
(C) a public park; 

 
(D) a place of public assembly; 

 
(E) a child care facility; and 

 
(F) a residential use. 

 
2. Separation distance. 

 
(A) No Class I sexually oriented business shall be located within one 

thousand five hundred (1500) feet of a sensitive use. 
 

{B)  No Class II sexually oriented business shall be located within two 
thousand (2000) feet of a sensitive use. 

 
  

 
3. Distance between businesses. No sexually oriented business within the 

unincorporated area of Ellis County shall be located closer than the distance prescribed by this 
section for separation from sensitive uses from another sexually oriented business of the same 
class. The separation requirement for sexually oriented businesses of different classes shall be 
the greater of the distances prescribed by this section for separation from sensitive uses.  For 
purposes of this section, measurements shall be taken from an established sexually oriented 
business regardless of whether such business is located in an incorporated or an 
unincorporated area of Ellis County. 

 
4. Multiple businesses prohibited. Any establishment containing or constituting 

more than one defined sexually oriented business of any class shall be prohibited. 
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5. Measurement of distances. Measurement of the distances prescribed by this 

section shall be made in a straight line, without regard to intervening structures or objects, from 
the nearest portion of the building or structure used as a part of the premises where a sexually 
oriented business is conducted, to the nearest property line of the premises of a place of 
worship, school, or public park, place of public assembly, child care facility, or a residential 
use situated on a platted and recorded lot 1.5 acres or less in area, or a proposed lot that has 
received final plat approval for residential use of 1.5 acres or less. If the residential use is 
located on a lot or parcel which exceeds 1.5 acres in size, the distances prescribed by this 
section shall be measured from a point fifty (50) feet from the closest exterior wall of the 
residential use. The distance between any two (2) sexually oriented businesses shall be 
measured in a straight line, without regard to intervening structures or objects, from the 
nearest property line of the premises on which each business is located. 

 
6. Pre-established business. A lawfully operating sexually oriented business 

shall not be rendered unlawful by the location of a sensitive use, subsequent to the grant or 
renewal of a sexually oriented business license, closer to the business than the separation 
requirements prescribed by this section. This provision applies only to the renewal of a 
valid license, and does not apply when an application for a sexually oriented business 
license is submitted after the license or period of authorized non-conformity has expired, 
the license bas been revoked, or the licensed sexually oriented business has been 
abandoned. 

 
7. Abandonment. A licensed sexually oriented business shall be considered 

abandoned when its operation has been discontinued voluntarily for a period exceeding 
sixty (60) days. 

 
8. Non-conforming business. Any sexually oriented business lawfully operating 

on the date of any amendment to this order that is rendered non-conforming with respect to 
the separation requirements established by such amendment thereafter shall be deemed a 
nonconforming use. Such use will be permitted to continue for a period not to exceed one 
(1) year, unless sooner destroyed, abandoned or terminated for any reason. Such non-
conforming use shall not be increased, enlarged, extended or altered within such period. If 
two sexually oriented businesses are within prescribed separation requirements on the 
effective date of an amendatory order that increases such distance requirements, the 
sexually oriented business which was first established and continually operating at a 
particular location shall be deemed the conforming use and the later established business 
shall be deemed non-conforming. 

 
9. Frontage on a publicly dedicated roadway. All sexually oriented business 

must be located on a lot fronting on a paved, publicly dedicated roadway. 
 
 

SEC. lA-5. ADDITIONAL STANDARDS FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES AND 
SEXUALLY ORIENTED MEDIA DISPLAY. 
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I. Exterior design. The premises of all sexually oriented businesses will be 
so constructed as to ensure that the interior of the premises is not observable from the 
exterior of the building. 

 
(A) In addition, all windows will be covered to prevent viewing of the 

interior of the building from the outside and all doorways not 
constructed with an anteroom or foyer will be covered so as to 
prevent observation of the interior of the premises from the exterior 
of the building. 

 
(B) Light sources shall be oriented toward the center of the site 

or shielded so as to not be visible from the property line. 
This applies to refractory lenses which extend beyond 
the lighting fixture and are designed to redirect the 
lighting source horizontally. This does not apply to 
neon or internally lit signs, or to decorative lighting with 
15 watts or less per bulb. 

 
(C) The minimum average intensity of lighting for on-site parking and 

walkway areas shall be 1.5 foot-candles. 
 

(D) Sigt1age shall conform to any applicable regulations of the 
extraterritorial jurisdiction of a municipality. 

 
(E) Parking areas shall not be obscured by an opaque fence, wall, 

obscuring vegetation or other barrier from views from the public 
roadway where the business takes access. 

 
2. Design of Entertainment Area. The premises of a Class II or Class ill 

sexually oriented business shall be designed so that all entertainment on the premises takes 
place only in a location and manner meeting all of the following conditions: 

 
(A) In an open room of at least six hundred (600) square feet unobstructed 

by any interior walls or other structures that shield the view of 
activities occurring within the room; however, a sexually oriented 
motel may provide entertainment in rooms having at least two 
hundred and fifty (250) square feet per room. 

 
(B)  On a stage, elevated at least thirty six (36) inches above the level 

on which customers sit or stand; and 
 

(C)  On a stage with a horizontal separation of at least thirty six (36) 
inches between the edge of the stage or platform and the nearest 
space to which customers shall have access - the horizontal 
separation shall be physically enforced by a partial wall, rail or other 
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physical barrier, which may be located either on the stage (to keep 
the entertainers back from the edge) or on the floor (to keep the 
customers back from the stage). 

 
3. Interior design for sexually oriented cabarets or theaters, and motion picture 

theaters  . The interior of the premises shall be configured in such a manner that there is an 
unobstructed view of the premises to which any customer is permitted access for any purpose 
excluding restrooms. Restrooms may not contain video reproduction equipment. The  
premises shall be equipped with overhead lighting fixtures of sufficient intensity to 
illuminate every place to which customers are permitted access at an illumination of not 
less than one (1.0) foot candle as measured at the floor level. 

 
  

 
4. Sexually oriented media display. 

 
(A) This subsection shall apply to any establishment in which sexually 

oriented media at any time constitutes or occupies more than ten 
percent (10%) but not more than forty percent (40%) of the store's 
inventory or merchandise displayed for sale or rental (not 
including store rooms, stock areas, bathrooms, or any portion of 
the business not opened to the public) at any time. 

 
(B) Sexually oriented media in an establishment to which this subsection 

applies shall be kept in a separate room or section of the store, which 
room or section shall: 

 
(1) Be physically and visually separate from the rest of the 

store by an opaque wall or durable material reaching at least 
eight (8) feet high or to the ceiling, whichever is less; 

 
(2) Be located so that the entrance to it is as far as reasonably 

practicable from media or other inventory in the store likely 
to be of particular interest to children; and 

 
(3) Have access controlled by electronic or other means to 

provide assurance that persons under age eighteen (18) will 
not gain admission and that the general public will not 
accidentally enter such room or section. 

 
SEC. lA-6. LICENSE REQUIRED FOR SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS. 

 
l. License required. It shall be unlawful for any person to operate or maintain a 

sexually oriented business in the County unless the owner, operator or lessee thereof has 
obtained a sexually oriented business license from the County, or to operate such business 



21  

after such license has expired or has been revoked or suspended by the County, or following 
abandonment of the business. 

 
2. Employment in unlicensed business prohibited. It is unlawful for any 

entertainer, server, employee, operator or owner to knowingly perform any work, service 
or entertainment directly related to the operation of an unlicensed sexually oriented 
business. 

 
3. Presumptions. The failure to post a sexually oriented business license in the 

manner required herein shall be prima facie evidence that such business has not obtained 
such a license. In addition, it shall be prima facie evidence that any entertainer, employee, 
or owner who performs any business, service or entertainment in a sexually oriented 
business in which a sexually oriented business license is not posted in the manner required 
herein had knowledge that such business is not licensed. 

 
4.  One license per business. A separate license is required for each sexually 
oriented business. A sexually oriented business license shall be issued only for the sexually 
oriented business use listed on the application and only for single described premises. 
Any change in the type of sexually oriented business use shall invalidate the outstanding 
sexually oriented business license and require the licensee to obtain a new license for the 
change in use. The establishment or maintenance of more than one sexually oriented 
business in the same building, structure or portion thereof is prohibited. 

 
5. Term of license. All sexually oriented business licenses shall be issued for 

a period of one year, subject to annual renewal. 
 

6. Transfer prohibited. A licensee shall not transfer his license to other 
persons or entities, nor shall a licensee operate a sexually oriented business under the 
authority of a license at any place other than the address designated in the application. 

 
7. License format. Each sexually oriented business license shall identify the 

class and type of business; state the street address and legal description of the premises 
at which the business is to be operated; state that the license is not transferable to other 
persons or entities; and identify the calendar year and month for which it is issued. 

 
8. Additions to license. A person or other entity controlling more than ten 

percent (10%) of the sexually oriented business may be added to an existing license by 
providing the required licensing background information and successfully passing the 
required background checks. If such addition is interpreted by the County Director of 
Development to be a license transfer, it shall be prohibited. 

 
 

SEC. IA-7. LICENSE APPLICATION PROCEDURES. 
 

I. Application contents. All persons desiring to secure a license to operate a 
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sexually oriented business shall make a verified application with the Ellis 
County Director of Development. All applications shall be submitted in the 
name of an owner of the sexually oriented business, who shall be deemed the 
applicant. The application shall be signed by the applicant and notarized. If the 
applicant is a corporation, the application shall be signed by its president.  If 
the applicant is a partnership, the application shall be signed by a partner. If 
the applicant is a limited liability company, the application shall be signed by 
the managing director. In all other instances where the owner is not an 
individual, the application shall be signed by an authorized representative of the 
owner. The   Director   shall require proof of authorization before accepting 
an application. All applications shall be submitted on a form supplied by the 
Ellis CoW1ty Director of Development and shall require all of the following 
information: 

 
(A) The name of the sexually oriented business and the class and type 

of sexually oriented business to be operated on the licensed 
premises. 

 
(8) The street address and legal description of the premises at which 

the sexually oriented business is to be operated. 
 

(C} The name, any aliases, mailing address for receipt of notices, home 
address and telephone number, occupation, date and place of birth 
and social security number, and fingerprints of each individual 
owner and each operator of the premises. If the owner is a 
partnership, this information shall be supplied for each general or 
limited partner. If the owner is a corporation or limited liability 
company, the same information shall be supplied for all stockholders 
or members who own more than ten percent (10%) interest in the 
company. 

 
(D) The tax identification number and registered agent if the owner is 

required to have a tax identification number or registered agent, or 
designation of an owner or operator for purposes of notice and service 
of process.   It shall be the duty of the applicant to update such 
information during the term of the license. 

 
(E) The name, address and telephone number of the owner of the 

premises, if different from above, where the sexually oriented 
business will be located. 

 
(F) A statement from the applicant whether the applicant and each 

person required to be identified in the application pursuant to this 
section, is previously operating in this or another city, county or state, 



23  

has had a sexually oriented business license of any type, and if that 
license has ever been revoked or suspended, and if so, the reason for 
the suspension or revocation and the business activity subject to the 
suspension or revocation. 

 
(G) A statement from the applicant and each person required to be 
identified in the application pursuant to this section that each such 
person has not been convicted of, or released from confinement for 
conviction of, or received an order of deferred adjudication on, any 
felony, whichever is later, within five (5) years immediately 
preceding the application, or has not been convicted or, nor received 
an order of deferred adjudication on, a misdemeanor or municipal 
or county ordinance violation, or released from confinement for 
conviction of a misdemeanor or municipal or county ordinance 
violation, whichever event is later, within two (2) years 
immediately preceding the application, where such felony, 
misdemeanor or municipal or county ordinance violation 
constitutes a Specified Criminal Act. 

 
(H) The applicant and each person required to be identified in the 

application pursuant to this section shall attach two copies of a recent 
photo to his or her application form. 

 
(I) A statement signed under oath that the applicant has personal 

knowledge of the information contained in the application and that 
the information contained therein is true and correct and that the 
applicant has read the provisions of the Ellis County Amended 
Code regulating sexually oriented businesses.  

(J)  
(K) Not later than the 60th day after an application for a license is filed 

with the Ellis County Director of Development, applicant shall place 
a sign, of at least 24 by 36 inches in size, stating that a sexually 
oriented business is intended to be located on the premises and stating 
the name and business address of the owner and operator.   

 
2. Schematic diagram required. Upon application for a sexually oriented 

business license, the application shall be accompanied by a schematic diagram of the interior 
premises showing a plan thereof specifying the location of one or more operator of stations 
and the location of all overhead lighting fixtures and designating any portion of the premises 
in which customers will not be permitted. The diagram shall also designate the place at 
which the permit will be conspicuously posted, if granted. The diagram shall also 
provide exterior information to identify points of egress and ingress, parking, loading, 
fencing, lighting and signage. A professionally prepared diagram in the nature of an 
engineer's or architect's blueprint shall not be required; however each diagram should be 
oriented to the north or to some designated street or object and should be drawn to a 
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designated scale or with marked dimensions sufficient to show the various internal 
dimensions of all areas of the interior of the premises to an accuracy of plus or minus 
six inches. The County Director of Development may waive the foregoing diagram for 
renewal applications if the applicant adopts a diagram that was previously submitted and 
certifies that the internal and external configuration of the premises has not been altered 
since it was prepared. 

 
3. Incomplete application. Failure to provide the information and 

documentation required herein shall constitute an incomplete application and shall not be 
processed by the County. The Ellis County Director of Development shall notify the 
applicant whether or not the application is complete within ten (l0) calendar days of the date 
the application is received by the Ellis County Director of Development. In the event the   
Director    has determined that the application is incomplete, the notification sent by first 
class certified mail to the applicant shall include a written explanation of the reason(s) why 
the application is incomplete. 

 
4. Application fee. An application fee of$500 shall be submitted with each initial 

or renewal application for a sexually oriented business. The Commissioners' Court may 
change the application fees from time to time. 

 
SEC. lA-8. PROCESSING OF AND DECISION ON LICENSE APPLICATION 

 
1. Posting of notice. Each applicant for an initial sexually oriented business 

license shall, at least 60 days prior to the filing of the application for the license, place a sign 
of the size and lettering as required by the Director  , but in no event less than 24 inches 
by 36 inches and in two-inch lettering, which provides notification and information 
specifically stating A SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS LICENSE APPLICATION IS 
PROPOSED TO BE FILED WITH ELLIS COUNTY and the date on which the application 
is proposed to be filed. The applicant shall erect the sign along the property's public road 
frontage so as to be clearly visible and legible from the public road. One sign shall be 
erected for each five hundred (500) foot increment of each public road frontage on said 
property existing or any part thereof. The sign shall remain on the premises until a 
decision is rendered on the application. 

 
2. Application processing. Upon receipt of a complete application and the 

required filing fee for a sexually oriented business license, the Ellis County Director of 
Development shall immediately transmit one copy of the application to the Ellis County 
Sheriff and the Ellis County Fire Marshal for investigation of the application. It shall be the 
duty of the Ellis County Sheriff to investigate such application to determine whether the 
information contained in the application is accurate and whether the application meets 
the requirements herein regarding the absence of Specified Criminal Acts. It shall be the 
duty of the Ellis County Fire Marshal to determine whether the structure where the sexually 
oriented business will be conducted complies with the requirements and meets the standards 
of the applicable fire code. The Ellis County Sheriff and Fire Marshal shall report the results 
of their investigation to the Ellis County Director of Development not later than fourteen 
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(14) calendar days from the date the application is deemed complete by the   Director  . 
The  Director   shall investigate and determine whether the application meets all other 
requirements of this order. 

 
3. Decision. The Ellis County Director of Development shall approve or 

disapprove the application based upon his own investigation and the reports of the Sheriff 
and Fire Marshal within sixty (60) days from the date the application is deemed complete by 
the Director, in accordance with the criteria in Section lA-10. The Director shall approve 
the issuance of a license only if the appropriate license fee has been paid, the applicant is 
qualified and all the applicable requirements set forth herein are met. The applicant shall 
be notified in writing of the Director's decision within ten ( I 0) calendar days thereof. 

 
4. Renewal of license. A license issued under this subchapter may be 

renewed by making application to the Director of Development on application forms 
provided for that purpose. Licenses shall expire on the last day of the calendar month during 
which the license was issued or renewed during the previous year. Renewal applications 
for such licenses shall be submitted no earlier than sixty (60) days prior to the expiration 
of the license. Upon timely application thereof, a license issued under the provisions of this 
subchapter shall be renewed by issuance of a new license upon demonstration that the criteria 
for issuance of the original license have been met at the time the application is submitted 
for renewal. 

 
SEC. lA-9. APPEAL OF LICENSE DECISION. 

 
l.   Appeals Board.    The Commissioners' Court of Ellis County shall serve as 

the appeals board for licenses issued under this order. 
 

2. Appeal processing. An applicant may appeal an unfavorable decision of the 
Director of Development by filing a written petition with the County Clerk requesting a 
hearing on the denial of the application within ten (10) calendar days of the date the applicant 
receives notification of the Director's decision. The appeal shall be scheduled to be heard 
within twenty (20) calendar days of the date the petition is received in the office of the 
County Clerk. The County Clerk shall give written notice to the applicant of the time 
and place for the hearing on the appeal. 

 
3. Decision. The Commissioners' Court of Ellis County shall issue a decision 

with findings within ten (10) calendar days after any hearing held in accordance with 
this section in accordance with the criteria in Section lA-10. The minutes of the 
Commissioners' Court meeting shall show the action taken on the application, and if the 
license if granted, the Commissioners' Court shall direct the Director   to issue the proper 
license. 

 
4. Notification of decision on appeal. If the application for a license is 
disapproved on appeal, the applicant shall be sent a letter of notification by registered or 
certified mail within five (10) calendar days to the applicant's last known mailing address, 
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and the letter of notification shall state the basis for such disapproval. Any applicant 
aggrieved by the decision may seek judicial review in the appropriate court. 

5. Judicial review. An applicant may seek judicial review of the denial of a 
license by the Ellis County Director of Development or following the decision of the 
Commissioners• Court on his appeal, at his election. 

 
SEC. lA-10. CRITERIA FOR DECISION ON SEXUALLY ORIENTED 
BUSINESS LICENSES. 

 
No license for a sexually oriented business shall be issued or renewed if one or more 

of the following conditions exist: 
 

1. The applicant knowingly failed to supply all of the infom1ation requested 
on the application; 

2. The applicant knowingly gave materially false, fraudulent or untruthful 
information on the application; 

 
3. The applicant, any other owner, the spouse of any owner, or any operator has 

been convicted, released from incarceration for conviction or has received an order of 
deferred adjudication on any Specified Criminal Act during the time period set forth 
herein; or 

 
4. The applicant or any other owner has had a sexually oriented business 

license or comparable license revoked or suspended during the past five (5) years. 
 

5. The proposed business does not meet locational standards of sec. lA-4. 
 

6. The proposed business does not meet the design standards for the particular 
type of business required by sec. lA-5. 

 
7. For renewal applications, a suspension or revocation proceeding is pending, 

in which case the decision on the application shall be rendered following the outcome of 
the suspension or revocation proceeding. 

8.  The applicant is not in compliance with Texas Business and Commerce 
Code Chapter 102, Sexually Oriented Businesses. 

 
SEC. lA-11. STANDARDS OF OPERATION. 

 
It shall be unlawful for any sexually oriented business, or operator, entertainer or 

employee of a sexually oriented business, or any customer of any sexually oriented business, 
while on or about the premises of the business to knowingly fail to adhere to the following 
standards of operation, as applicable: 

 
1. Standards for sexually oriented entertainment. A sexually oriented 

business offering sexually oriented entertainment shall comply with the 
following standards: 
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(A) A sexually oriented cabaret or modeling studio shall assure that no 

person other than an entertainer may occupy a stage constructed in 
accordance with section I-AS for purposes of providing sexually 
oriented entertainment during the course of any performance. 

(B) Entertainment at a sexually oriented cabaret or modeling studio is 
restricted to the elevated stage area as prescribed in section 1-AS; 
and 

 
(C) Tips for entertainers shall be collected only in containers that are 

accessible to customers and not located on the stage. 
 

(D) Sexually oriented entertainment shall take place m an open room 
m accordance with section l-A5. 

 
2. Establishment license. A sexually oriented business shall post the license 

issued under this order in a conspicuous, easily viewable location, at eye level, in the portion 
of the business that is frequented by its customers and that is well lighted. 

 
3. Age restriction. No person under the age of eighteen (18) years, whether an 

employee or customer of the establishment, shall be permitted on the premises of any 
sexually oriented business, or in any area reserved for the display of sexually oriented 
media in an establishment subject to section lA-5(5). 

 
4. On-site attire. The operator of any sexually oriented business shall not permit 

any entertainer, server or other employee to appear nude or semi-nude or in a state of 
nudity or semi nudity on the premises. 

 
5. Exterior display. No sexually oriented business will be conducted in any 

manner that permits the observation of live performers engaged in an erotic depiction or 
dance or media or any other material or persons depicting, describing or relating to specified 
sexual activities or specified anatomical areas, or persons in a state of nudity or semi-
nudity, to be observed from any exterior location by display, decoration, sign, show 
window or other opening. 

 
6. Specified criminal acts and specified sexual activities prohibited. No operator 

shall permit any employee, server, entertainer or customer of a sexually oriented business to 
engage in any specified criminal act or any specified sexual activity on the premises of the 
business. 

 
7. Terms of license. It shall be the duty of the owners and operators to ensure 

that all of the terms of the sexually oriented business license, including the standards in 
section IA-5 of this order, are continuously maintained, and to ensure that no customer is 
permitted access to any area of the premises which has been designated as an area in which 
customers will not be permitted pursuant to the terms of the license and the standards of 
this order. 
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8. Manager on duty. It is the duty of the operator of the premises to ensure 

that a manager is on duty at all times that any customer is present inside the premises. 
 

  
 
9. Interior and Exterior Building Standards. All sexually oriented business shall 

maintain the required standards of interior and exterior design prescribed in section l-A5. No 
alteration of building's exterior or interior design or premises shall be undertaken without 
written authorization from the Director of Development. 

 
10.  Inspections. Any sexually oriented business shall be deemed to have consented to 

periodic entry into and inspection of the business premises by the Sherriff’s Department and County 
Department of Development for the limited purpose of determining whether such business enterprise is 
in compliance with this section. Such entry and inspection shall take place during hours when such 
business is open to the public, provided, however, that the owner may request a different time for 
inspection. A person who operates a sexually oriented business or his agent or employee commits an 
offense if he refuses to permit a lawful inspection of the premises by a representative of the Sheriff’s 
Department at any time it is occupied or open for business. 

 
SEC. IA-12. SUSPENSION AND REVOCATION OF LICENSE 

 
1. Review for compliance. When the Director of the Department of Development 

has information that there has been a violation of any provision of this order by a licensee or at a 
licensed premises, or any of the conditions required for the issuance of a license have 
changed, or that anything on the application for the license may have been untrue or 
incomplete, then the Director     shall schedule a hearing before the Commissioners' Court in 
accordance with the provisions of this section. 

 
2. Hearing on suspension or revocation. Where a hearing is required under this 

section, written notice shall be sent to the licensee within five (5) calendar days of the complaint. 
The date of the hearing shall occur no less than ten (10) and no more than thirty (30) calendar 
days after written notice has been sent to the licensee that a complaint has been filed with the 
Director. The hearing shall be to make findings of fact in the matter. 

 
(A) Notice of such hearing shall be in writing, and shall set forth the reason 

for the hearing or the complaint against the licensee, and shall be served 
upon the licensee in person or by registered or certified mail to the address 
listed in the license application. If the Director is not able to serve 
notice upon the licensee in person, and any notice sent by mail is 
returned by the postal service, the Sheriff shall cause such notice to be 
posted at the principal entrance of the sexually oriented business, and 
such posting shall be a valid means of service. 

 
(B) An applicant, licensee, or complainant shall have full right to be 

represented by counsel and to produce witnesses and other evidence, 
and to pose questions to all witnesses who appear before him. Oral 
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evidence shall be taken only upon oath or affirmation. All proceedings 
in such hearings shall be recorded and transcribed as required by law. 
The Commissioners' Court may receive evidence relevant to the issues 
from the applicant or licensee or from other sources. 

 
3. Decision on alleged violation and notice. The Commissioners' Court shall 

issue findings of fact and an order within thirty (30) calendar days of the close of the hearing. 
The Court may dismiss the complaint, or suspend or revoke a license previously issued, or renew 
or refuse to renew a license previously issued. The Court's order shall be served upon the 
applicant, licensee or complainant in person or by registered or certified mail to the 
applicant's, licensee's or complainant's last known address. If the Director is not able to serve 
such order upon the licensee, or applicant, in the manner stated in this subsection, the Sheriff 
shall cause such order to be posted at the principal entrance of the regulated use, and such posting 
shall be a valid means of service. If the Commissioners' Court finds and concludes from the 
evidence that the applicant or licensee has violated any of the provisions listed in this order, 
the Court may suspend or revoke the license in accordance with the standards in subsections 5 
or 6, as the case may be, or in the case of a renewal application, refuse to renew such license, 
in accordance with the provisions of license renewal. 

 
4. License to remain in effect. Until a decision has been reached by the 

Commissioners' Court in the proceedings under this section, the license of the sexually oriented 
business shall remain in effect. 

 
5. Criteria for suspension. Upon a finding of a violation of any of the following 

provisions of this order by the Commissioners' Court, the sexually oriented business license shall 
be suspended: 

 
(A) Sexually oriented entertainment taking place in violation of design 

standards in section IA-5; 
 

(B) Operating with an expired license in violation of section IA-8(4). 
 

(C) Others occupying a stage in violation of section IA-l l(l)(A); 
 

(D) Entertainment taking place in a cabaret or modeling studio other than 
on a stage in violation of section IA-1 l(l)(B); 

 
(E) Tips collected in violation of section IA-1 l(l)(C); 

 
(F) Establishment license not posted in violation of section IA-11(2); 

 
(G) Persons under 18 years old on premises in violation of section lA-11(3); 

 
(H) Entertainer, server or employee nude or semi-nude or in state of nudity 

or semi-nudity in violation of section lA-11(4); 
 

(I) Exterior display of live performances, or media or material depicting 
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specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas in violation of 
section IA-11(5);  

(J) Customers in area of the premises which is not permitted in 
violation of section IA-11(7); 

 
(K) Manager not on duty during the time the business is open in 

violation of section lA-11(8); 
 

(L) Bed, sofa, or mattress in modeling studio in violation of section IA-11(9); 
 

(M) Sexually oriented motel room occupied two (2) or more times in less 
than I 0 hours in violation of section IA-11(10); 

 
(N) Not maintaining the building's interior or exterior design standards or 

altering the building's exterior or interior design or premises 
without written authorization from the Director of Development in 
violation of section lA- 11(11); 

 
(0) Prohibition of inspections by Sheriff’s Department and Department of 

Development in violation of section IA-11(12); 
 

6. Criteria for revocation. Upon a finding of a violation of any of the 
following provisions of this order by the Commissioners' Court, the sexually oriented 
business license shall be revoked: 

 
(A) Operation of a sexually oriented business prohibited under section lA-3(4); 

 
(B) Operation of multiple sexually oriented businesses on licensed 

premises in violation of section lA-4(4) or section lA-6(4); 
 

(C) Transfer of ownership in violation of section IA-6(6); 
 

(D) The owner/operator gave false or fraudulent information in the 
application required under section IA-7 or otherwise acquired the 
license under false pretenses. 

 
(E) Any grounds for denying a license application for a sexually 

oriented business pursuant to section lA-10(1), (2), (3) or (4); 
 

(F) The owner/operator knowingly allowed occurrence of specified 
criminal act or specified sexual activity in violation of section lA-
11(6); or 

 
(G) Operation of sexually oriented business during a period of 

suspension imposed under section IA-12. 
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(H) A sexually oriented business license shall be revoked 
automatically upon finding by the Commissioners• Court that the 
license has been suspended at least two times in the preceding 12-
month period. 

 
7. Duration of suspension or revocation. A suspension of a sexually oriented 

business license shall remain in effect for a period of sixty (60) days, during which time the 
licensee shall not be issued a license for any other sexually oriented business. A revocation 
of a sexually oriented business license shall remain in effect for a period of one (1) year, 
during which time the licensee shall not be issued a license for any other sexually oriented 
business. 

 
8   Judicial review. Any license holder aggrieved by the decision of the Commissioners• 

Court to suspend or revoke such license under the provisions of this section may seek judicial review 
in a manner provided by law. The Ellis County Director of Development may stay the suspension 
or revocation of the ordinance pending judicial review for a period of not more than thirty (30) 
calendar days upon petition of an owner of the sexually oriented business. 

 
 

SEC. lA-13 ENFORCEMENT AND CLASSIFICATION OF VIOLATIONS. 
 

The following acts shall be a Class A misdemeanor and shall be subject to such penalties 
as are provided under Texas law. A separate offense shall be deemed committed upon each day 
during or on which a violation occurs. 

1. Operation of a sexually oriented business prohibited under section IA-3(4);. 

2. Sexually oriented entertainment taking place in violation of design standards 
in section lA-5; 

 
3. Operation of multiple sexually oriented businesses on licensed premises in 

violation of section lA-4(4) or section lA-6(4); 
 

4. Transfer of ownership in violation of section I A-6(6); 
 

5. The owner/operator gave false or fraudulent information in the application 
required under section 1A-7 or otherwise acquired the license under false pretenses; 

 
6. Operating with an expired license in violation of section IA-8(4); 

 
7. Any grounds for denying a license application for a sexually oriented business 

pursuant to section lA-10(1), (2), (3) or (4); 
 

8. Others occupying a stage in violation of section lA-1l(l)(A); 
 

9. Entertainment taking place in a cabaret   other than on a stage in violation of 
section 1A-11( l )(B); 
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10. Tips collected in violation of section lA-1l(l)(C); 

 
11. Establishment license not posted in violation of section 1A-11(2); 

 
12. Persons under 18 years old on premises in violation of section IA-11(3); 

 
13. Entertainer, server or employee nude or semi-nude or in state of nudity or 

semi-nudity in violation of section lA-11(4); 
 

14. Exterior display of live performances, or media or material depicting 
specified sexual activities or specified anatomical areas in violation of section lA-
11{5); 

 
15. The owner/operator knowingly allowed occurrence of specified 

criminal act or specified sexual activity in violation of section lA-11{6); 
 

16. Customers in area of the premises which is not permitted in violation of section 
lA-11(7) 

 
17. Manager not on duty during the time the business is open in violation of section 

IA-11(8); 
 

  
 
19. Not maintaining the building's interior or exterior design standards or 

altering the building's exterior or interior design or premises without written authorization 
from the Director of Development in violation of section lA-11(11); 

 
20. Prohibition of inspections by Sheriff’s Department or Department of 

Development in violation of section lA-11(12); 
 

21. Operation of sexually oriented business during a period of suspension imposed 
under section l A-12; 

 
22. Suspension of a sexually oriented business license at least two (2) times in 

the preceding 12-month period; 
 

23. Operation of sexually oriented business during a period of suspension or 
revocation imposed under Section IA-12; and, 

 
24. An establishment open to persons under the age of eighteen (18) years that is 

not subject to section lA-5(5), makes available sexually oriented media in such a manner that: 
(1) it is available to the general public for handling and inspection without assistance from an 
employee of the business; or (2) the cover or outside packaging on the item is visible to 
members of the general public. 
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25, Any other violation of this order or Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code chapter 243. 
 

SEC. IA 14. RECITALS AND FINDINGS. 
All of the facts and other matters set forth in the “Whereas” clauses that form the 

preamble to this order are hereby adopted as findings of fact in support of this Amended Order.  
The “Whereas” clauses are found to be true and correct and are incorporated into the body of 
this order as if set forth in their entirety. 

  
SEC. IA 15 SEVERABILITY. 

 
If any section, article, paragraph, sentence, clause, phrase or word in this amended order, or 

application thereto, or any person or circumstance, is held invalid or unconstitutional by a court 
of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not affect the validity of the remaining portions of 
this amended order; and the Commissioners' Court hereby declares it would have passed such 
remaining portions of the amended order despite such invalidity, which remaining portions shall remain 
in force and effect. 

 
SEC. IA-16 EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
This amended order shall become effective from and after the date of its passage, and it 

is accordingly so ordered. 
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PASSED and APPROVED on _________________________, 2021. 
 
  

 
___________________________ 
Judge 
 
___________________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 1 
 
 

_______________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 2 
 
 
______________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 3 
 
 
_____________________ 
Commissioner, Precinct 4 
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To: Ellis County Commissioners’ Court 
 Ann Montgomery 
 Ellis County District and County Attorney 
 
From: Terry Morgan and Jon Lawson 
 Messer Fort & McDonald 
 
RE: Amended Sexually Oriented Business Order 

Date:  April 8, 2021 

 The purpose of this memo is to update the Commissioners’ Court on the changes made 

to the order regulating sexually oriented businesses (SOB) within the unincorporated areas of 

Ellis County, Texas.  Because the foundations that existed in 1993 and 2005 are still good law—

those years being when the Commissioners’ Court first adopted and then amended its SOB 

order—the changes made for this proposed order are of similar character. Case law continues to 

solidify the County’s ability to regulate the SOB market consistent with the freedom of expression 

guaranteed by the First Amendment of the United States Constitution.  

Legal Framework 

 The 1986 Supreme Court of the United States case Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 

U.S. 41 (1986) continues to be the leading case for the test for local governmental regulation of 

SOBs. There the Court held a governmental entity’s regulation of SOBs will be upheld if the 

regulations are “content-neutral” and aimed at the secondary effects of SOBs, rather than the 

content of speech itself.  A reviewing court then applies intermediate scrutiny to determine 
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whether the regulations should be upheld.  The same rationale was later used by the 5th Circuit 

Court of Appeals to uphold a similar order in El Paso, Texas to that of the one in Renton. Woodall 

v. City of El Paso, 49 F.3d 1120 (1995).  Additionally, the Texas Supreme Court upheld the statute 

allowing governmental entities to charge a fee related to SOBs offering live entertainment, Texas 

Business and Commerce Code, chapter 102, in Combs v. Texas Entertainment Association, 346 

S.W.3d 277 (Tex. 2011).  

 In Combs, the Texas Justices were forced to answer the central question as to whether 

the SOB fee was “content-based”—in other words, directed to the suppression of expression. 

The Court in Combs focused on two lines of U.S. Supreme Court opinions—City of Erie v. Pap’s 

A.M.1 and City of Los Angeles v. Alameda2—for the propositions that 1) Erie’s disallowance of 

completely-nude live dancing was only a minimal-at-best restriction in furtherance of a 

governmental interest, and 2) city-conducted studies of secondary effects of SOBs may be relied 

upon to show governmental interests in regulation the SOB marketplace.  

 If a court finds regulations to be content-neutral, and the governmental entity relied on 

a proven governmental interest, both Erie and Alameda point courts to the four-part test in 

United States v. O’Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 77 (1968). There, the Court stated a government regulation 

will be upheld if it is 1) within the constitutional power of the government, 2) furthers an 

                                                           
1 529 U.S. 277 (2000) 
2 535 U.S. 425 (2002) 
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important or substantial governmental interest, 3) that interest is unrelated to the suppression 

of free expression, and 4) if the incidental restriction on alleged First Amendment freedoms is no 

greater than is essential. Id.  Accordingly, in Combs, the State of Texas was able to show the ways 

in which it uses the fee imposed on SOB to combat secondary effects (like programs targeting sex 

trafficking) and the Court found that the fee itself (then $5.00) was a minimal restriction on SOB 

businesses. Combs, 346 S.W.3d 277 at 288.  

 O’Brien has since been reexamined by the 5th Circuit Court of Appeals to produce what it 

has called a “hybrid” test of the O’Brien test. See Illusions – Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 

F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007). There, the Court held an SOB regulation will be upheld if 1) the regulation 

was pursuant to a legitimate governmental purpose, 2) the regulation does not completely 

prohibit adult entertainment, 3) the regulation is aimed at secondary effects instead of 

expression, and 4) the regulation is designed to serve a substantial governmental interest, 

narrowly tailored, and either alternative avenues of expression are available or the regulation 

furthers an important or substantial governmental interest. Id. at 311.   

Proposed Amendments 

 Additional Studies.  Additional studies have been added to the recitals in the order and 

have been provided to the Commissioners’ Court related to the secondary effects of SOBs in the 

community (nos. 21 through 28).  These studies continue to corroborate the need for local 
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governmental entities to regulate the SOB market.   Many have been conducted for Texas 

municipalities, see summaries in no. 27.     No. 21, prepared in behalf of the Texas City Attorneys 

Association in 2008 is of particular interest, explaining not only the theory of regulating the 

secondary effects of SOBs, but also reporting empirical findings of crime-related impacts from 

San Antonio SOBs and summarizing results from a survey of appraisers documenting reduction 

in property values in proximity to SOBs. 

 Modification of definitions.  Some definitions have been modified to strengthen the 

County’s ability to differentiate and classify SOBs.  A new definition has been added for “sexually 

oriented media viewing booth” in order to more precisely define uses that have been prohibited 

(see below) because of the health risks and enforcement issues related to such uses.  The 

definition of “sexually oriented novelty store” also has been modified to bring in more in line with 

the standard in Chapter 243 and to remove very low thresholds for defining the use.    Finally a 

qualifying sentence has been added to the definitions of “nudity” and “semi-nude” to clarify that 

the use of certain painting materials cannot qualify as a “fully opaque covering.” 

 Additional prohibitions.  This is perhaps the most significant change to the order.   In the 

2005 amended order, three classes of business were defined.  See section IA-3.    The separation 

distances from sensitive uses and the distance between SOBs, as set forth in section IA-4, 

increased as the anticipated secondary effects increased.    All of class III SOBs - sexually oriented 

motels and sexually oriented motion picture video viewing arcades – and the class II SOB sexually 
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oriented modeling studios – have been moved to the section on prohibited.  In addition, the 

order now prohibits any SOB that contains a “sexually oriented media viewing booth.” 

 The section on prohibited businesses now has an introduction that explains the reasons 

for the additional prohibitions.  Two additional findings, set forth in the whereas clauses as 

findings 12 and 13, add to the justification for the changes. Correspondingly, other provisions of 

the order that relate to the formerly permitted SOBs have been deleted.  The new list of 

prohibitions is parallel to those prohibited by some cities in Ellis County, such as Cedar Hill. 

 The outright prohibition of certain SOBs is supported both by studies and by case law.  

The starting point of analysis is whether there is a constitutionally protected First Amendment 

right at issue in the first place.   For example, some cases have found that there is no 

constitutionally protected interest in getting a massage at a massage parlor (Babin v City of 

Lancaster, 493 A.2d 141 (Pa. Commonwealth Court 1985) or having sex in a public place, such as 

at a sexually oriented motel (IDK, Inc. v County of Clark, 836 F.2d 1185 (9th Cir. 1986).     When no 

protected interest is at stake, the government need not apply an intermediate scrutiny test in 

prohibiting a sexually oriented business.  The same rationale applies when a sexually oriented 

business by its very nature promotes crime, such as prostitution.  This would apply, for example, 

to a sexually oriented escort service. 
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 When there is arguably some protected form of expression taking place in a prohibited 

SOB, other rationales come into play.    These have been identified in the introduction to the 

revised section on prohibited uses:    (1) the potential for the use to create opportunities for 

public sexual acts; (2) which in turn promote the spread of venereal diseases and other public 

health hazards; and (3) the difficulty of policing the SOB and enforcement of the governmental 

regulation of the SOB.    See e.gs, EBS Enterprises, Inc. v. City of El Paso, 347 S.W.2d 404 (Tex. 

App. – El Paso 2011)(affidavits of investigators confirmed illicit sexual behavior and unsanitary 

conditions at establishments with closed video booths); Wall Distributors, Inc. v City of Newport 

News, 782 F.2d 1165 (4th Cir. 1986)(regulating arcades/closed booths prevents unsanitary conditions 

like masturbation, and “other activities offensive to decency that demonstrably accompany furtive 

viewings of the materials.”)  See also Bamon v City of Dayton, 923 F.2d 470 (6th Cir. 1990).  While the latter 

case involved removing doors from video booths in a sexually oriented viewing arcade for better 

enforcement capability, rather than a total prohibition, other studies indicate that enforcement is more 

problematic in small towns and rural places.  See summary of Environmental Research Group Report 

(March 1996), in “Summary of Key Reports: Negative Secondary Effects of Sexually Oriented Business. 

Report to the Los Angeles City Attorney. Irvine, CA. by R. McCleary (2000).    Without effective 

enforcement of regulations, the County must rely upon a prohibition of those businesses with the most 

harmful secondary effects. 
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 Separation distances.      Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code chapter 243 expressly provides that the 

County may not regulate SOBs that are within the incorporated limits of a municipality.  

Accordingly, the provisions of section IA-4 have been amended to clarify this limitation.   

 Processing Times.  Lastly, certain timing requirements on SOB license applications and 

applicant appeals were amended to match other existing sections of the order.  
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Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

Boston’s “Combat Zone” Experiment

Keeps “vice” out of other neighborhoodsKeeps vice  out of other neighborhoods

Focuses public safety resources

Detroit’s Decentralization Experiment

Public Hearings, Expert Testimony

Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc. (1976)

Code aims at “secondary effects”Code aims at secondary effects  

Litter
Noise
Crime

Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

Los Angeles, 1977

Compared to “contol” neighborhoods SOBCompared to contol  neighborhoods, SOB 

neighborhoods have

Higher crime

Lower property values

More “blight”

Methodological Critique of the Los Angeles Studyg q g y

SOB and “control” neighborhoods not comparable

City employees biased

Police “looking for crime”
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Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc. (1986)

Renton WA had no SOBsRenton, WA had no SOBs

Renton, WA relied on secondary effects studies

conducted in Seattle

Renton, WA passed a zoning code that prohibited

SOBs in its downtown

Two downtown theaters converted to XXX

The Renton standard …

Regulation must aim at secondary effects but

Government can use any secondary effects evidence

that it “reasonably believes” to be “reliable and

relevant to the problem.”

Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

Garden Grove, 1991

Before/After design (time series quasi-experiment)

Existing SOBs used as “control” sites 

Crime measured at 200, 500, and 1000 feet

Surveys of citizens, real estate professionals

SOBs Controls

Pre Post OR Pre Post OR

March, 1982
March, 1986
August, 1988

71

31

32

106

68

50

1.49

2.19

1.56

76

80

41

78

92

40

1.03

1.15

0.98

134 224 197 210
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Criminological Theory

Criminological Theory of Secondary Effects

Primary Effects Theories

SOB activities corrupt “good” people

SOB patrons are “bad” people

Secondary Effects Theories

SOBs attract “soft” targets (male, carry cash, open to 

vice overtures, reluctant to report crimes to 

police, etc.)

“S ft” t t tt t d t ( i h“Soft” targets attract predators (vice purveyors who 

dabble in crime, professional criminals who 

pose as vice purveyors, etc.)

Convergence of victims and predators in the absence 

of guardians generates ambient crime risk
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Ambient Risk  =
Targets  x  Value

x  Offenders
Police Presence

Criminological Theory of Secondary Effects

1.2

High

0.8

High Police PresenceHigh
Risk

Medium
Risk

0

0.4

Targets x Value

Low Police Presence

Low
Risk

Routine Activity Theory of “Hotspots”

SOB patrons are attractive, high-value targets

Disproportionately male

O t i tOpen to vice overtures

Travel long distances to the site

Carry cash

Reluctant to involve the police

SOB patrons are “perfect” victims

Low risk to the offender

High pay off to the offenderHigh pay-off to the offender

High density of high-value targets attracts offenders

Vice purveyors who dabble in crime

Predators who use vice to lure/lull victims
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Routine Activity Theory of “Hotspots”

SOB sites generate ambient victimization risk

“Victimless” crimes (prostitution, drugs, etc.)

P d t i ( bb t th ft t )Predatory crimes (robbery, auto theft, etc.)

Opportunistic crimes (vandalism, burglary, etc.)

Corollary 1:  Alcohol aggravates ambient risk

Lowered inhibition

Clouded judgment

Corollary 2:  Darkness aggravates ambient risk

Darkness favors the predator

Policing is less effectiveness in darkness

Resources are thin  at “closing” time

Routine Activity Theory of “Hotspots”

Corollary 3:   All SOBs are “hotspots”

Live entertainment

“Off i ” b k t“Off-premise” bookstores

“On-premise” video Arcades

Corollary 4:  Ambient risk can be mitigated

Distancing SOBs from sensitive uses*

Dispersing SOB sites (Detroit model)

Target hardeningTarget hardening

Interior design

Exterior design

Removing alcohol from high-risk zones

Limiting operation during high-risk times

“Broken windows” enforcement
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More Legal Doctrine

Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books (2002)

Reaffirms the Renton standard but …

“This is not to say that a municipality can get away with 

shoddy data or reasoning.  The municipality's evidence must fairly 

support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If plaintiffs fail 

to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that 

the municipality's evidence does not support its rationale or by 

furnishing evidence that disputes the municipality's factual findings, 

the municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton If plaintiffsthe municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If plaintiffs 

succeed in casting doubt on a municipality's rationale in either 

manner, the burden shifts back to the municipality to supplement 

the record with evidence renewing support for a theory that justifies 

its ordinance”
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Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

“Casting direct doubt” on the evidence

“With few exceptions the methods used in the most 

frequently cited studies are seriously and often fatally flawed Thesefrequently cited studies are seriously and often fatally flawed. These 

studies, relied on by other communities throughout the country, do 

not adhere to professional standards of scientific inquiry and nearly 

all fail to meet the basic assumptions necessary to calculate an error 

rate--a test of the reliability of findings in science. Those studies that 

are scientifically credible demonstrate either no negative secondary 

effects associated with adult businesses or a reversal of the 

presumed negative effect. .” (Paul, Linz, and Shafer, 2001:255)

“[T]he courts may be best served by turning to standards 

laid out in Daubert for the admissibility of scientific evidence. The 

application of such standards … may force the courts to reject the 

studies previously relied upon as evidence of negative secondary 

effects, and require new, more methodologically sound, studies.” 

(Paul, Linz, and Shafer, 2001:391)

Evolution of the Secondary Effects Doctrine

Daubert v Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals (1993)

Scientific evidence must be relevant and reliable
S i tifi id t b l t d li blScientific evidence must be relevant and reliable

Theory is falsifiable and testable

Peer review and publication desirable

Known error rates (of instruments) acceptable

Theory/method accepted by scientific community

G.M. Enterprises v Town of St. Joseph (2003)

“A requirement of Daubert-quality evidence would impose an 

unreasonable burden on the legislative process, and further 

would be logical only if Alameda Books required a regulat-

ing body to prove that its regulation would – undeniably –

reduce adverse secondary effects.  Alameda Books clearly 

did not impose such a requirement.”
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“Casting Direct Doubt”

Part I:  Do your own study

Peep-Show

San Diego, CA:  Linz, Paul, and Yao (2006)*

1000 feet1000 feet 1000 feet 1000 feet

Control

Area

Control

Area
Affected

Area

EastWest

“We made comparison (sic) of calls-for-service to the police for the p ( ) p

inner and outer areas surrounding the peep show establishments to 

determine if criminal activity is high at or near San Diego peep shows 

compared to surrounding control locations.  As shown in Table 1, the 

amount of crime within the inner and outer areas was nearly identical 

… This result conforms to what would be expected by chance.”

*Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:182-193
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Defendant is Guilty Defendant is Innocent
Jury Convicts 95%  Confidence 5% False Positives

San Diego, CA:  Linz, Paul, and Yao (2006)*

Jury Hangs Inconclusive Inconclusive
Jury Acquits 20% False Negatives 80% Power

“Negativa non sunt probanda …”

“I attributed this disregard of power to the inaccessibility of a 
meager and mathematically difficult literature ”

*Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196

meager and mathematically difficult literature...

“Suppose that I can’t find my car keys.  This could mean that 
my car keys don’t exist.  But it could also mean that I didn’t 
look hard enough or that I was looking in the wrong place.”

Crimes
Most Crimes are 
discovered through 

ti t lli

San Diego, CA:  McCleary and Meeker (2006)*

routine patrolling or 
directed policing, not 
through 911 calls

Most 911 calls are not 
initiated by crime incidents:  
false alarms, duplicate calls, 

CFSs

, p ,
cancellations, etc.

*Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196



10/10/2008

11

1
Type II error rate Linz and Paul report a difference of 

210.4 CFSs or 15.7% more CFSs 
around the 19 peep-shows.

San Diego, CA:  McCleary and Meeker (2006)*

DWI CFSs

0 2

0.4

0.6

0.8

The Type II error rate for 
this difference is 0.508.

The Type II error rate should

90 110 130 150 170 190 210 230 250 270 290 310 330 350 370 390

True difference between peep-show and control areas

0

0.2 The Type II error rate should 
be no higher than 0.2.

*Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196

“Casting Direct Doubt”

Part II:  Challenge the Relevance

of the Literature
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Relevance Challenges

“We run our business responsibly.  We haven’t had 

any problems.”

“Sure, we have problems from time to time but no 

bigger than the problems you see at other 

types of businesses.”

“We have a unique business model.  Our business 

model doesn’t fit the theory;  no study has 

h th i ”ever shown otherwise.”

Rural vs. Urban Area

Off-site vs. On-site Business Model

Up-scale patrons

Female patrons

Rural Hotspots*

Abiline Retail #30 v. Dickinson County, KS (2007)

“All of the studies relied upon by the Board examine the 

secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses located in urban 

environments; none examine businesses situated in an entirely 

rural area. To hold that legislators may reasonably rely on those 

studies to regulate a single adultbookstore, located on a highway 

pullout far from any business or residential area within the County 

would be to abdicate our “independent judgment” entirely. Such a 

holding would require complete deference to a local government’s 

reliance on prepackaged secondary effects studies from otherreliance on prepackaged secondary effects studies from other 

jurisdictions to regulate any single sexually oriented business of 

any type, located in any setting.”

*Criminal Justice Policy Review, 2008, 19:153-163
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Rural Hotspots*

Open Closed
Property Crimes 23 9.54 15 7.20p y
Personal Crimes
All Other Crimes

3

28

1.24

11.61

5

9

2.40

4.32

Total Crimes 54 22.39 29 13.92

*Criminal Justice Policy Review, 2008, 19:153-163

OR = 1.61;  t =2.06;  p < .03 

Sioux City Lingerie Boutique*

Doctor John’s, Inc. v. City of Sioux City, IA. (2005)

“[T]he first impression of the store is a far cry from the 

first image that most people would likely have of an “adult 

book store” or “sex shop.” There is nothing seedy about the 

neighborhood, store building, or store front. In fact, from a 

quick drive-by, one would likely assume that the business was 

a rather upscale retail store for women's clothing and acces-

sories. There are no “adult” signs or banners proclaiming 

“peep shows,” “live entertainment booths,” “XXX movies,” 

“live models ” “adult massage ” or any of the other tasteless

*American Society of Criminology, 2007

live models,  adult massage,  or any of the other tasteless 

come-ons all too familiar from adult entertainment stores that 

exist in virtually every American city of any size and which one 

may find scattered along interstates and highways even in 

rural America.”
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Sioux City Lingerie Boutique*
Before After

All Crimes Dr. John’s
Control

17

44

7.8

20 3

41

46

22.4

25 1Control 44 20.3 46 25.1

911 Initiated Crimes Dr. John’s
Control

12

26

5.5

12.0

31

32

16.9

17.5

Dr. John’s Control

*American Society of Criminology, 2007

Before After Before After

8 PM – 3:59 AM
4 AM – 7:59 PM

3
14

21

20

12

13

32

33

Female Patrons of Porn*

6

8

10

Men Prefer Weekends

Saturday Saturday
0

2

4

8

10

12

14

Men Prefer 11 PM – 2 AM

Women Prefer Midweek Days

*Deviant Behavior, 2008, forthcoming

Midnight Six AM Noon Six PM Midnight
0

2

4

6

8

Women Prefer 3 PM – 7 PM
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3
1E-4

Victimization Risk 

Serious Crime

Los Angeles, 2006-8

Up to 1000 feet,
it SOB

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

Arcades

on-site SOBs are
riskier;  but off-site
SOBs are risky.

0 250 500 750 1000

0

0.5

1

Distance in feet from the address

Bookstores

10

Crimes per 

square mile (x 103)

San Antonio, 2001-5

4

6

8
14 SOB Addresses
14 Control Addresses No difference

Between on-site
and off-site SOBs.

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
0

2

Distance in feet from an address
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FOREWORD  

The Texas City Attorneys Association (TCAA) Board of Directors commissioned this study to 
address the problem created by Encore Videos, Inc. v. City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 
2003), a court case involving the regulation of retail-only sexually oriented businesses. This study was 
funded by TCAA and a host of TCAA member cities (see Acknowledgements). 

The goal of the study is to determine the extent to which retail-only sexually oriented businesses 
with no on-premises entertainment cause harmful secondary effects on surrounding property values and 
ambient crime rates. The TCAA Adult Business Study Steering Committee, charged with coordinating 
the study, contracted with three nationally recognized experts to conduct the necessary research, Connie 
B. Cooper, FAICP, Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP and Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

THE CHALLENGE 

Regulation of sexually oriented businesses has become a challenging task facing Texas 
communities today. At the heart of the challenge is the balancing of legitimate community concerns 
about sex businesses with the First Amendment protection afforded certain media, presentations and 
performances. The problem long faced by local officials and their advisors is that it is almost impossible 
to define a sexually oriented business without referring to the content of the presentation, performance 
or media; yet, regulations based on the content of messages are subject to increased scrutiny in the 
courts and can be difficult to defend. 

The Supreme Court has provided a partial solution, but it is one that comes with its own 
challenges.  In United States v. O’Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1968), the 
Court set out a four-part test that does not demand absolute content neutrality for such regulations.  
There it held that a regulation will be considered a (generally content neutral) time, place and manner 
regulation even if it includes some reference to content of a message if it meets all parts of the test: 

(1) the regulation is within the power of the government; 

(2) it furthers an important government interest; 

(3) the government interest is unrelated to the suppression of speech; and 

(4) the incidental restrictions on free speech are no greater than are essential to further the interest. 

391 U.S. 367, 377, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 1679, 20 L. Ed 672, 680.  

The Court has subsequently followed that rule in a number of cases dealing with sex businesses, 
including, among others, Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S. Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed. 2d 29 
(1986); FW/PBS, Inc. v. Dallas, 493 U.S. 215, 110 S. Ct. 596, 107 L. Ed. 2d 603 (1990); City of Erie v. 
Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 120 S. Ct. 1382, 146 L. Ed. 2d 265 (2000); and City of Los Angeles v. 
Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (2002).   

The generally accepted method of meeting parts 2 and 3 of the O’Brien test is to show that the 
businesses subject to the regulation or proposed regulation have negative secondary effects on the 
community. Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 49, 89 L. Ed. 2d 29, 106 S. Ct. 925 (1986). 
Local officials and their advisors may cite a variety of such secondary effects.  In the Detroit ordinance 
this became the subject of a major Supreme Court decision upholding local zoning regulations specific 
to sex businesses. The Detroit City Council set out this statement of purpose: 
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In the development and execution of this Ordinance, it is recognized that there are some uses which, 
because of their very nature, are recognized as having serious objectionable operational characteristics, 
particularly when several of them are concentrated under certain circumstances thereby having a 
deleterious effect upon the adjacent areas. Special regulation of these uses is necessary to insure that these 
adverse effects will not contribute to the blighting or downgrading of the surrounding neighborhood. 
These special regulations are itemized in this section. The primary control or regulation is for the purpose 
of preventing a concentration of these uses in any one area (i.e. not more than two such uses within one 
thousand feet of each other which would create such adverse effects). 

 Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 55, 96 S. Ct. 2440, 2455, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310, 317 
(1976), n. 6, quoting Section 66.000 of the 1972 Detroit Zoning Ordinance. 

The problem with citing such general concepts as “blighting” or “downgrading” of 
neighborhoods is that they are difficult to document and can be impossible to prove.  Although the 
Supreme Court upheld the Detroit ordinance, based in part on that statement of purpose, under 
continuing challenges from the industry the courts have set a higher standard for establishing such 
secondary effects. In a 2002 decision, the Supreme Court restated, reemphasized and somewhat 
expanded upon a test that it had first adopted in 1986: 

In Renton… we held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is “reasonably believed to be 
relevant” for demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial, independent government 
interest… . This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning. The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If plaintiffs fail 
to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the municipality's evidence does not 
support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the municipality's factual findings, the 
municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a 
municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden shifts back to the municipality to supplement the 
record with evidence renewing support for a theory that justifies its ordinance. 

City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 152 L. Ed. 2d at 683, 122 S.Ct. at 1736 (2002). 

Although it is certainly possible to provide expert and other evidence of such concepts as 
“blight” and “downgrading,” it is much safer for a local government to use evidence that is easily 
measurable.  The two types of secondary effects that are most often associated with sexually oriented 
businesses and that are also measurable are effects on crime rates and effects on property values at and 
near such a business.  This study takes place in that context.   

Thus, before 2003, local governments seemingly had relatively broad discretion in determining 
what evidence was “reasonably relevant” to the effects of sexually oriented businesses on a community. 
Texas communities, as well as jurisdictions across the country, relied on these studies to demonstrate 
that sexually-oriented businesses, both retail-only and onsite entertainment, produce harmful secondary 
effects on surrounding neighborhoods.  

In a 2003 decision, however, the Fifth Circuit accepted industry arguments that studies dealing 
with sexually oriented businesses generally were not necessarily relevant to the secondary effects of 
retail-only businesses that offered no on-site entertainment.  Encore Videos v. City of San Antonio, 310 
F.3d 812 (5th Cir., 2002), cert. denied, 124 S. Ct. 466, 157 L. Ed. 2d 372 (2003).  In fact, as the industry 
pointed out and the court acknowledged, a number of the widely cited studies either involved only 
businesses with some form of on-site entertainment (often including peep shows or viewing booths in 
bookstores) or made no distinctions among the various types of businesses. Because the City of San 
Antonio did not rely on studies specifically addressing the category of retail-only with no on-premises 
entertainment, the court held that the city’s regulations could not constitutionally be applied to an adult 
video store. Although there are later studies documenting clearly that retail-only sex businesses also 
have secondary effects on communities, the Texas City Attorneys Association, in the face of Encore 
Videos and its progeny, asked the authors of this study to make a specific assessment of this issue in 
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Texas. This study thus focuses on retail-only businesses, although one part of it also provides useful 
data about the effects of other types of sex businesses and other land uses on market values of nearby 
properties.   

Establishing an “important governmental interest…unrelated to the suppression of speech” is 
essential to the adoption, implementation or defense of regulations of sexually oriented businesses.  
Documenting measurable, negative secondary effects is the most practical and most widely accepted 
method of establishing such a purpose Courts once appeared to accept a mere recitation of negative 
secondary effects and later were willing to allow a community to rely on studies of such effects from 
other communities; today, in the context of often-effective legal challenges by the sex industry, courts 
have raised their expectations.  Today they expect more.  In this study, city attorneys and other officials 
in Texas will find substantial evidence of measurable negative secondary effects of retail-only sex 
businesses on both crime rates and property values, and additional evidence of the negative effects of 
other sex businesses on property values.    

THE STUDY 

The study commissioned by TCAA is divided into two parts: Part 1: “A Survey of Texas 
Appraisers – Secondary Effects of Sexually-Oriented Businesses on Market Values”, authored by 
Connie B. Cooper, FAICP and Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP; and Part II: “Crime-Related 
Secondary Effects – Secondary Effects of “Off-site” Sexually-Oriented Businesses”, authored by 
Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

Part I, the Survey of Texas Appraisers”, includes the results of an internet-assisted survey 
sent to Texas MAI and SRA appraisers who are Members of the Appraisal Institute.  Of those sent 
surveys, 195 responded for a response rate of 25.5 percent and an overall margin of error of 6.06 
percent. In the opinion of appraisers, the survey clearly documented that retail-only sexually oriented 
businesses had an impact on the market value of single family homes and community shopping centers. 
The survey also measured the opinions of appraisers as to the separation distances required before such 
retail-only businesses had no measurable impact on the market value of single family homes and 
community shopping centers. In each case, a large percentage of surveyed appraisers responded that a 
separation distance of more than a half mile (72 percent for single family homes and 45 percent for a 
community shopping centers) was required before there was no measurable impact on market values 
created by retail-only sexually-oriented businesses. Appraisers also responded that a concentration (two 
or more) of such sexually-oriented businesses also increased their negative impact as do late hours, and 
obtrusive signage and lighting.  

The second section of Part I includes an examination of the sexually-oriented businesses and the 
courts; basic constitutional principles regulating First Amendment activity; the law of “secondary 
effects”; regulating signage and lighting; a review of Texas Statutes; and a concluding discussion of the 
treatment of other uses with negative secondary effects. 

Part II: “Crime-Related Secondary Effects”, includes a documented description of the 
criminological theory of secondary effects; its application of this theory to the retail-only sexually-
oriented business model; a synthesis of the evidence bearing on this theory; and a case study subjecting 
crime data from a Texas jurisdiction to null hypothesis tests. 

This section of the study supports the finding that it is a scientific fact sexually-oriented 
businesses pose large, statistically significant ambient public safety hazards in terms of prostitution, 
drugs, assault, robbery, and vandalism. Strategies for mitigating the crime-related secondary effects are 
suggested such as increasing police presence, distancing sexually oriented businesses from sensitive 
land uses, limiting the hours of operation, and requiring such businesses to “harden” themselves against 
criminal activity by installing outdoor lighting, parking lot surveillance cameras, and anti-“cruising” 
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structures. This study dispelled the myth that a large proportion of the patrons of retail-only businesses 
are female (it found only 20 – 25 percent were female), and that unlike male patrons, women tended to 
arrive in the company of others and visited the businesses at much early hours of the day. It also 
provides documentation that visits to retail-only sexually oriented businesses is not a run-in and run-out 
type visit. The report includes a review of three case studies of the criminological impact of “off-site” 
sexually-oriented businesses (Sioux City Iowa; Montrose, Illinois; and Los Angeles, CA).  

Part II concluded with a discussion of the biases and weaknesses of 2006 secondary effects 
study conducted by Roger Enriquez, Jeffery Cancino and Sean Varano which was based on San Antonio 
data. McCleary found that compared to randomly selected control sites, off-site SOB sites pose large, 
statistically significant ambient crime victimization risks. The fact that ambient risk diminishes 
exponentially with distance from the site of a sexually-oriented business demonstrates the sites are 
neighborhood point-sources of crime victimization risk.   
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PART I: SURVEY OF TEXAS APPRAISERS 
SECONDARY EFFECTS OF SEXUALLY-ORIENTED BUSINESSES ON MARKET VALUES 

 
CONNIE B. COOPER, FAICP AND ERIC DAMIAN KELLY, PH.D., FAICP 
IN ASSOCIATION WITH DAVID C. KEUHL, PH.D. & SHAWN WILSON, MAI 

. 
 

INTRODUCTION 

OVERVIEW 

The Texas City Attorneys Association retained the consultant team described below to conduct a survey 
of real estate appraisers to determine their opinions of the effects certain land uses had on residential 
and commercial market values. The specific intent of the survey was to determine what impact, if any, 
sexually oriented businesses had on market values of residential and other commercial properties, 
particularly as it relates to retail-only operations.  The internet-assisted survey was sent to 764 Texas 
appraisers who are Members of the Appraisal Institute1 (MAIs - commercial/general appraisers) and 
Senior Residential Appraisers (SRAs - residential appraisers).  Of those sent surveys, 195 responded for 
a response rate of 25.5 percent and an overall margin of error of 6.06 percent. 

CONSULTANT TEAM 

The Texas City Attorneys Association retained Cooper Consulting Company, in 
association with Duncan Associates, to undertake a study of certain secondary effects of 
sexually oriented businesses. Project manager for the study was Connie B. Cooper, 
FAICP, president of Cooper Consulting Company, Inc., in Dallas, Texas. Working with 
Cooper Consulting, were Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP, of Duncan Associates, 
Austin, Texas, and Shawn Wilson, MAI, of Compass Real Estate Consulting, Inc., 
Lakeland, Florida.  Assisting the team in survey design and data analysis was David C. 
Keuhl, Ph.D., a faculty member at the University of Wisconsin, River Falls.   

Cooper and Kelly are co-authors of the American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service 
Report Everything You Always Wanted to Know About Regulating Sex Businesses.  They are frequent 
collaborators in working with communities on the regulation of sexually oriented businesses to 
minimize their secondary effects.  

                                                      

 
1 http://www.appraisalinstitute.org 
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REGULATING SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 

Most regulations of sexually oriented businesses are directed at nude or topless bars, XXX video stores 
and other establishments devoted almost entirely to sexually oriented activities. However, many well-
regarded mainstream retail businesses include in their stock a measurable proportion of arguably 
sexually oriented material; such businesses include the video rental stores with “adults only” 
backrooms, news dealers with isolated racks of adult magazines and a variety of specialty stores that 
may include certain sexually oriented items.  

Although those who take the most negative view of sexually oriented 
activities and materials would lump all such businesses together, this 
creates an impossible situation, legally and politically. First, any broad 
limitation on any business with any “sexually oriented” materials or 
activities would ultimately apply to every bookstore, every movie rental store, every news dealer and, 
arguably, a variety of other merchants, such as Victoria’s Secret, which trades on the fringes of this 
market in some of the nation’s most upscale malls. Although those who would like to see such materials 
and activities eliminated completely from a community, the fact remains that there are technically x-
rated scenes in major works of literature, and brief nudity and sexual activity in Academy award-
winning motion pictures. 

SECONDARY IMPACT STUDIES 

Researchers have conducted studies of real estate appraisers and professionals regarding the secondary 
impacts of sexually oriented businesses, including those incorporated in studies for Indianapolis, 
Indiana,2 Austin, Texas;3 Garden Grove, California;4 and Rochester, New York.5 Experts for the industry 
have challenged the methodology used in those surveys on two primary grounds – first, that the form of 
the surveys and the cover letters suggested to respondents what result the researchers wanted; and 
second, that the questions on the surveys did not distinguish among types of sexually oriented 
businesses.   

Cooper and Kelly, the lead consultants on this project, carefully considered those criticisms in 
conducting a survey of appraisers in the Fort Worth-Dallas Metroplex in 2004.6  In that survey, three 
different types of sexually oriented business were included:  adult arcade/peep booths; adult 
novelty/media store (retail only); and gentleman’s club/cabaret.  Those uses were included in an 
alphabetical list that included neutral land uses such as bookstores and religious institutions but also 
included other uses that are often considered LULUs (“Locally Unwanted Land Uses”). Potential 

                                                      

 
2 Indianapolis: “Adult Entertainment Businesses in Indianapolis, An Analysis,” 1984. 
3 Austin, Texas: “Report on Adult Oriented Businesses in Austin,” prepared by Office of Land Development Services, May 19, 
1986.   
4 Garden Grove, California:  “Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: the Relationship between Crime and Adult Business 
Operations on Garden Grove Boulevard,” Richard W. McCleary, Ph.D., James W. Meeker, J.D., Ph.D., October 23, 1991. 
5 Rochester, New York:    “Survey of Appraisers in Monroe County, New York,” Summer 2000, results published in Kelly and 
Cooper, Everything You Always Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex Businesses, Planning Advisory Service Report No. 495-
96. Chicago: American Planning Association, 2000; pages 51-57. 
6 The formal report is “Survey of Appraisers, Fort Worth and Dallas:  Effects of Land Uses on Surrounding Property Values,” 
prepared for the City of Fort Worth; Duncan Associates, September 2004.   



Connie B. Cooper, FAICP & Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP 

Part I: Survey of Texas Appraisers – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 3 

LULUs on the list included homeless shelters, bars/lounges, pawn shops, and convenience stores with 
beer and wine.   

More than 95 percent of appraisers responding to the Fort Worth-Dallas Metroplex survey said that all 
three types of sexually oriented business would have a negative effect on the value of a single-family 
residence; only homeless shelters were viewed as negatively by the appraisers as sexually oriented 
businesses. In addition, 87.5 percent said that a bar/lounge and pawn shop would also have a negative 
effect and some 80 percent said that a convenience store with beer and wine would have a negative 
effect.   

Asked about the effect of the same land uses on the value of a community shopping center, 92.5 percent 
said that an adult store with peep show would have a negative effect and 89.2 percent (not a statistically 
significant difference) said a gentleman’s club or cabaret would have such an effect. The survey also 
indicated that retail-only sex businesses were a negative influence by 82.1 percent, ranking them with 
homeless shelters.  The next closest use on the list of negative effects on the value of a community 
shopping center was a pawn shop, identified by 53.8 percent as having a negative effect.   

The most commonly cited secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses on communities relate to 
incidence of crime and effects on surrounding property values.  The incidence of crime was well 
documented in the Garden Grove study,7 a study that would be difficult and expensive to replicate.  
Efforts to model the effects of particular uses on property values have proven to be very difficult to 
carry out effectively.  The typical method, followed in sections of both the Indianapolis and Austin 
reports, is to compare trends in property values in an area with a sexually oriented business to trends in 
property values over the same period of time in a similar area without a sexually oriented business.  
There are multiple levels of comparison in such a study.  One major challenge is trying to find “similar” 
areas.  There will always be differences between the paired areas other than the sexually oriented 
business, and, without a large enough sample size to allow 
testing for other variables, it is difficult to determine how 
those other variables may be increasing or offsetting the 
apparent secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses.  One area may have a park, while the other 
does not.  One may have three small religious institutions 
while another has only two such institutions, but one of 
them turns out to be very large, with activities seven days 
a week.  The area with the sexually oriented business may 
also have a pawn shop or a salvage yard or another use 
that may also have a negative effect on property values.   

Even if researchers are able to identify truly comparable areas for the study, there is a further problem in 
tracking trends in property values.  A study may use values assessed for tax purposes, a methodology 
that is itself fraught with problems and that often includes a number of factors other than market value.  
Tracking the values of properties that actually sell may make sense, but there is no guarantee that 
similar properties will sell in the two similar areas over any reasonable study period.  The sale of one 
deteriorated home in one area or of a couple of upscale homes in another can distort the results of 
studies based on the values of properties that are actually sold.  Understanding those problems is not 
particularly difficult.  Solving them in the context of a specific study in a specific community is very 
difficult indeed.   

                                                      

 
7  McCleary and Meeker, op. cit.   
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In contrast to the complexities of paired area studies, we believe that the opinions of appraisers provide 
an excellent and reliable measure of the effects of any kind of use or activity on market values.  First, 
certified appraisers are experts in their fields, people who follow professional standards in making 
judgments about market values.  Second, appraisers familiar with a local market look at the values of 
many properties every year and thus have a substantial data set not only in their files but also in their 
heads.  Third, and perhaps most important, the opinions of appraisers are essentially self-fulfilling 
prophecies.  Most real estate transactions that take place in this country involve mortgage loans.  The 
amount available for a mortgage loan on a particular property depends on the market value of the 
property, as determined by an appraiser.  Thus, to take an overly simple example, if most appraisers in a 
community believe that pink and green houses are worth, in general, 10 percent less than similar houses 
painted beige, the practical effect of that opinion will be to reduce the market value of pink and green 
houses. 
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 RESULTS OF SURVEY OF TEXAS APPRAISERS 

SCOPE AND DESIGN OF TEXAS SURVEY 

This study consisted of a survey of MAI and SRA designated appraisers in Texas. E-mail addresses 
were available on the Appraisal Institute’s website. Using this information, the survey consultant sent a 
link to an electronic survey form to 764 Texas MAI and SRA appraisers who had viable email 
addresses; we then sent follow-up e-mails as reminders. At the completion of the survey, we had 195 
valid responses. The results were compiled electronically and then provided to us for analysis.  The 
survey had a response rate of 25.5 percent and a margin of error of 6.06 percent.  The survey instrument 
is included at the end of the report. 

Through consultation with Florida appraiser, Shawn Wilson, MAI, with additional assistance from 
David Keuhl, Ph.D., this survey further refined earlier surveys of appraisers we had conducted. For this 
survey, Wilson suggested the addition of some uses that appraisers often find to be of concern in 
determining market values – most notably high tension power lines and landfills.  We added an 
additional sexually oriented business – a lingerie and adult novelties store.  We also split the bar/lounge 
category into two parts, asking separately about the effects of a lounge with live entertainment and of a 
bar without live entertainment.   

EFFECT PROXIMITY HAS ON MARKET VALUE OF SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE 

Effect on Single-family home If Use Within 500 Feet 

Question:  If located within 500 feet, how would the listed land use potentially affect the market value of 
a Single-Family Home?  

Land Use Negative Positive No Impact No Opinion 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 97.3 .5 .5 1.6 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 96.2 0.0 1.6 2.2 
Video Peep Booth Business 95.7 1.1 1.1 2.2 
Landfill 95.7 1.1 1.6 1.6 
Homeless Shelter 95.1 1.6 1.1 2.2 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 92.4 .5 3.2 3.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 91.8 1.1 4.9 2.2 
Bar (no live entertainment) 87.6 0.0 10.8 1.6 
Pawn Shop 81.4 1.1 14.2 3.3 
Package Liquor Store 79.2 1.6 15.8 3.3 
High Voltage Power Lines 69.2 0.5 27.0 3.2 
Convenience Store (beer/wine) 53.6 10.9 32.8 2.7 
Grocery Store 38.0 31.0 27.7 3.3 
Coffee Shop 26.9 18.7 50.0 4.4 
Elementary School 20.7 56.0 21.7 1.6 
Religious Institution 12.6 27.7 56.3 5.5 
Neighborhood Playground 8.2 68.5 20.1 3.3 

Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would have a “negative” effect on market 
values; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 
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Examining the table above, it is evident that that an overwhelming percent (92 percent) of the appraisers 
responding believe that an Adult Media Video Store, a Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club, a Video Peep 
Booth Business and a Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store have a negative effect on the market value of a 
single-family home if located within 500 feet.   

Interestingly, respondents believe that a Landfill (96 percent) and a Homeless Shelter (95 percent) have 
almost identical impacts on the market value of a single-family home as do many sexually oriented 
businesses. 

In summary, 88 percent or more of respondents believe that the following uses have the greatest 
negative impact on the market value of a single-family home if located within 500 feet: 

� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (97%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (96%) 
� Video Peep Booth Business (96%) 
� Landfill (96%) 
� Homeless Shelter (95%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (92%) 
� Lounge - with live entertainment (92%) 
� Bar - no live entertainment (88%) 

In addition, 69 - 81 percent of respondents believe that the following uses are very likely to have a 
negative impact on the market value of a single-family home if located within 500 feet: 

� Pawn Shop (81%) 
� Package Liquor Store (79%) 
� High Voltage Power Lines (69%) 

In contrast, uses that are seen as having positive impacts on the market value of a single-family home if 
located within 500 feet are: 

� Elementary School  
� Neighborhood Playground  

Uses that are seen as not much of an impact on the market value of a single-family home if located 
within 500 feet are: 

� Coffee Shop 
� Religious Institution  

One use respondents seem the most divided as to the negative impact versus no impact on the market 
value of a single-family home if located within 500 feet is: 

� Convenience Store that sold beer/wine - 54 percent negative impact versus 33 percent no impact  

 



Connie B. Cooper, FAICP & Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP 

Part I: Survey of Texas Appraisers – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 7 

Effect on Single-Family Home by Increasing Separation Distances  

Question:  At what distance would there be No Measurable Impact on the Single-Family Home’s market 
value? 

Land Use 500 ft to  
¼ mile 

¼ mile to  
½ mile 

More than     
½ mile No Opinion 

Landfill 2.2 4.4 83.5 9.9 
Video Peep Booth Business 2.2 6.6 81.8 9.4 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 3.3 7.7 78.7 10.4 
Homeless Shelter 3.8 9.9 77.5 8.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 3.3 9.8 76.1 10.9 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 3.3 14.7 71.7 10.3 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 4.4 15.4 70.9 9.3 
Pawn Shop 6.7 21.1 60.0 12.2 
Package Liquor Store 7.8 20.0 57.8 14.4 
Bar (no live entertainment) 8.7 24.5 56.0 10.9 
Grocery Store 19.1 32.9 31.8 16.2 
Convenience Store (beer/wine) 18.0 33.1 31.5 17.4 
High Voltage Power Lines 28.2 26.4 30.5 14.9 
Elementary School 34.1 21.4 27.2 17.3 
Neighborhood Playground 32.3 21.6 24.0 22.2 
Religious Institution 31.6 24.6 21.1 22.8 
Coffee Shop 31.4 28.4 17.8 22.5 

Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would require “more than ½ mile” 
separation; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 

In response to the question “at what distance would there be no measurable impact,” 77 percent or more 
of the respondents believe that the negative impact of the following land uses do not disappear until at 
least a distance separation of quarter-mile or more (1320 feet +) from a single-family home (calculations 
based on adding columns three and four):  

� Video Peep Booth Business (88%) 
� Landfill (88%) 
� Homeless Shelter (87%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (86%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (86%) 
� Lounge - with live entertainment (86%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (86%) 
� Pawn Shop (81%) 
� Bar - no live entertainment (80%) 
� Package Liquor Store (78%) 
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Looking at seven of the ten uses bulleted  above, 71 percent or more of the respondents believe that  the 
negative impact on market value do not disappear for the following uses until a separation distance of 
more than a half mile (2640 feet +) from a single-family home:  

� Landfill (84%),  
� Video Peep Booth Business (82%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (79%)  
� Homeless Shelter (78%)  
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (76%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (72%) 
� Lounge - with live entertainment (71%) 

In most jurisdictions, zoning ordinances regulating sexually oriented businesses traditionally require 
separation distances from 500 – 1000 feet. Greater separation distances are less common, likely due in 
part to a concern over eliminating all viable sites for sexually oriented businesses within the jurisdiction 
– a practice that the courts have strictly prohibited.    

Although this study is primarily concerned with the impacts of sexually oriented businesses, it is 
interesting to note that the distance effects of homeless shelters and landfills on market values are 
essentially similar to those for sexually oriented businesses, as they were in the previous question.  Not 
surprisingly, a large percentage of appraisers believe that the negative effects of landfills and homeless 
shelters on market value diminish only after more than a half mile separation. In addition, a large 
percentage of those responding believe that the secondary effects on a single-family home’s market 
value due to the proximity of a bar, lounge with live entertainment, pawn shop, and liquor store share 
many of the same impacts as sexually oriented business impacts.    

EFFECT PROXIMITY HAS ON MARKET VALUE OF COMMUNITY SHOPPING CENTER 

Effect on Community Shopping Center If Use Within 500 Feet 

Question:  If located within 500 feet, how would the listed land use potentially affect the market value of 
a Community Shopping Center? 

Land Use Negative Positive No Impact No Opinion 
Landfill 84.7 1.1 9.8 4.4 
Video Peep Booth Business 82.8 0.0 13.4 3.8 
Homeless Shelter 80.1 1.1 16.1 2.7 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 79.6 0.0 16.7 3.8 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 76.6 0.5 19.7 3.2 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 64.5 1.1 30.6 3.8 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 41.9 4.8 48.4 4.8 
Package Liquor Store 35.7 2.7 56.2 5.4 
Bar (no live entertainment) 30.3 4.8 60.6 4.3 
High Voltage Power Lines 26.9 0.5 69.4 3.2 
Pawn Shop 21.1 7.6 65.9 5.4 
Elementary School 7.5 17.1 71.7 3.7 
Religious Institution 5.1 9.6 85.3 0.0 
Neighborhood Playground 4.8 16.7 74.2 4.3 

 Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would have a “negative” effect on 
market values; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. Totals do not add to 100% due effects of rounding. 
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As to the impact on the market value of a community shopping center, clearly many appraisers believe 
that there is less of a negative impact by sexually-oriented uses and other high-impact uses on a 
shopping center than on a single-family home.  It is important to note, however, that, even after 
allowing for the margin of error, a significant majority of appraisers believe that all types of sexually 
oriented businesses identified in the survey have a negative effect on the market value of a community 
shopping center. 

Interestingly, respondents believe that a Homeless Shelter (80 percent) and a Landfill (85 percent) have 
very similar impacts on the market value of a community shopping center if located within 500 feet of 
the center. 

In summary, 64 percent or more of respondents believe that the following uses have a negative impact 
on the market value of a community shopping center if located within 500 feet: 

� Landfill (85%) 
� Video Peep Booth Business (83%) 
� Homeless Shelter (80%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (80%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (77%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (64%) 

In stark contrast to the impact on single-family homes, 48 percent or more of respondents believe that 
the following uses have no impact on the market value of a community shopping center if located within 
500 feet: 

� Lounge - with live entertainment (48%) 
� Package Liquor Store (56%) 
� Bar - no live entertainment (61%) 
� Pawn Shop (66%) 
� High Voltage Power Lines (69%) 
� Elementary School (72%) 
� Neighborhood Playground (74%)  
� Religious Institution (85%) 
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Effect on Community Shopping Center by Increasing Separation Distances  

Question:  At what distance would there be No Measurable Impact on the Community Shopping 
Center’s market value? 

Land Use 500 ft to  
¼ mile 

¼ mile to  
½ mile 

More than     
½ mile No Opinion 

Video Peep Booth Business 9.6 12.4 63.3 14.7 
Landfill 4.0 15.3 62.7 18.1 
Homeless Shelter 8.0 20.0 56.0 16.0 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 8.4 25.7 49.7 16.2 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 10.4 23.6 48.4 17.6 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 14.3 18.3 44.6 22.9 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 15.9 21.8 34.7 27.6 
Bar (no live entertainment) 24.9 17.2 28.4 29.6 
Package Liquor Store 20.6 21.2 24.2 33.9 
Pawn Shop 22.7 19.0 22.1 36.2 
High Voltage Power Lines 28.5 12.7 21.8 37.0 
Elementary School 28.5 13.9 18.8 38.8 
Neighborhood Playground 27.4 15.2 14.6 42.7 
Religious Institution 30.7 9.2 13.5 46.6 

 Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would require “more than ½ mile” 
separation; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 

In response to the question “at what distance would there be no measurable impact,” 63 percent or more 
of the respondents believe that the negative impact of the following land uses do not disappear until at 
least a distance separation of quarter-mile or more (1320 feet +) from a community shopping center:  

� Landfill (78%) 
� Homeless Shelter (76%) 
� Video Peep Booth Business (76%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (75%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (72%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (63%) 

Video Peep Booth Businesses, Landfills and Homeless Shelters were viewed as needing a separation 
distance of more than a half mile (2640 feet +) from a community shopping center before the negative 
impact on market value disappeared. 

Overall response rates to this question were lower than to other questions. The significant number of 
respondents who expressed “no opinion” indicates that clear findings regarding impacts on shopping 
centers are more difficult to make.  The percentages of respondents who believe that the negative effects 
extend a half mile or more are far lower than those shown for single-family homes.   

As with the issue of separation distances from single-family homes, we would caution against 
increasing separation distances from commercial uses without checking to confirm you are not 
eliminating all viable sites for sexually oriented businesses within your jurisdiction – a practice that the 
courts have strictly prohibited.    
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EFFECT CONCENTRATION HAS ON SINGLE FAMILY HOMES AND SHOPPING CENTERS 

Concentration of Uses Effect on Single-family home  

Question:  Would a concentration (2 or more uses within a couple of blocks) have additional impact on 
the Single-Family Home’s market value? 

Land Use Yes Added 
Impact 

No Added 
Impact No Opinion 

Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 89.3 3.9 6.7 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 88.3 6.1 5.6 
Video Peep Booth Business 87.2 6.1 6.7 
Landfill 85.4 6.7 7.9 
Homeless Shelter 84.4 7.8 7.8 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 81.6 10.6 7.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 80.8 9.6 9.6 
Bar (no live entertainment) 78.1 14.0 7.9 
Pawn Shop 70.5 19.3 10.2 
Package Liquor Store 64.8 25.1 10.1 
High Voltage Power Lines 59.4 27.4 13.1 
Convenience Store (beer/wine) 42.3 44.0 13.7 
Grocery Store 38.2 50.3 11.6 
Neighborhood Playground 30.7 55.1 14.2 
Elementary School 25.6 60.2 14.2 
Religious Institution 25.4 59.0 15.6 
Coffee Shop 25.4 59.9 14.7 

Concentration of Uses Effect on Community Shopping Center 

Question:  Would a concentration (2 or more uses within a couple of blocks) have additional impact on 
the Community Shopping Center’s market value? 

Land Use Yes Added 
Impact 

No Added 
Impact No Opinion 

Video Peep Booth Business 75.6 17.2 7.2 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 74.0 19.2 6.8 
Landfill 73.6 17.4 9.0 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 73.4 18.1 8.5 
Homeless Shelter 72.3 20.9 6.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 61.0 28.8 10.2 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 43.9 45.1 11.0 
Package Liquor Store 37.6 47.6 14.7 
High Voltage Power Lines 35.8 49.7 14.5 
Bar (no live entertainment) 34.3 53.1 12.6 
Pawn Shop 28.7 55.6 15.8 
Neighborhood Playground 16.9 65.7 17.4 
Religious Institution 14.0 65.1 20.9 
Elementary School 13.4 68.0 18.6 

Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would have added 
impact due to a concentration of uses; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 
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The question regarding the additional impact to a Single-Family Home or Community Shopping Center 
due to a concentration of certain uses was somewhat imperfect as it related to Landfills, Elementary 
Schools or Neighborhood Playgrounds. It is highly unlikely that there would be a concentration of these 
land uses.  However, to maintain the integrity of the survey, we did not wish to delete a use from the 
alphabetized list of uses for purposes of a particular question.   

As to the question of how a concentration of uses relates to such land uses as a Gentleman’s Club/Strip 
Club, Adult Novelties Store, Video Peep Booth Business, Lounge, Bar, Adult Media Store, Pawn Shop, 
Package Liquor Store and Homeless Shelter, there is a high probability of them occurring in proximity 
to each other. Furthermore, other studies suggest that the concentration of sexually oriented uses and 
certain other types of uses increases disproportionately the effects on crime rates in the surrounding 
areas. Few studies have attempted to analyze the extent to which a concentration increases the negative 
effects on market values.  

In the opinions of Texas appraisers, a concentration of sexually oriented businesses and similar adult-
oriented uses (bars and lounges) clearly increases the negative effects on the market values of single-
family homes.  A concentration of sexually oriented businesses (and/or of homeless shelters) stands out 
as having the most potential negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center; a 
concentration of bars or lounges is considered by significantly less than a majority of appraisers to have 
a potentially negative effect on the market value of such a center. 

The table below compares the impact respondents believe concentrations of certain uses have as they 
relate to proximity to a Single-Family Home or Community Shopping Center: 

 

Concentration of Land Uses Added Impact on 
Single-Family 

Added Impact on 
Shopping Center 

Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 89.3 73.4 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 88.3 74.0 
Video Peep Booth Business 87.2 75.6 
Homeless Shelter 84.4 72.3 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 81.6 43.9 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 80.8 61.0 
Bar (no live entertainment) 78.1 34.3 
Pawn Shop 70.5 28.7 
Package Liquor Store 64.8 37.6 
High Voltage Power Lines 59.4 35.8 
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OTHER QUESTIONS 

Effect of Operating Hours 

Question:  Would a retail business open AFTER 11 PM have a negative impact on the market value of 
Single-Family Homes located within a 5-minute walk (1500 feet)? 

 Always Sometimes Never No Opinion 

Respondents 18 149 10 12 

Percentage 9.5 78.8 5.3 6.3 

        Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer. Some chose not to respond to question. 

The survey asked if there would be negative impact created by a retail business open after 11 pm on the 
market value of Single-Family Homes located within a 5-minute walk. This was asked because a 
number of communities have included limitations on the operating hours of sexually oriented businesses 
as part of their local regulatory schemes.  The responses clearly support some limitations on operating 
hours of businesses within 1500 feet of Single-Family Homes.  Since a large majority (79 percent) 
responded “sometimes”, the difficulty is determining which businesses should be required to have 
limitations on operating hours. Some guidance is found in the responses given to earlier questions 
regarding proximity and impacts on Single-Family Homes. For example, appraisers believe that retail 
operations such as Adult Media & Video Stores, Lingerie & Adult Novelties Stores, Pawn Shops and 
Package Liquor Stores have more of a negative impact on Single-Family Homes than Convenience 
Stores, Grocery Stores and Coffee Shops.   

Thus, these responses should not be interpreted as supporting a limitation on operating hours of all 
businesses, but only on particular businesses that were identified as having greater negative impacts 
such as sexually oriented businesses, pawn shops, and liquor stores.  A local government may, of 
course, have other data that suggests that the operating hours of sexually oriented retail businesses might 
legitimately need to be more limited than other businesses. 

Effect of Garish Lighting or Signage 

Question:   If you indicated certain land uses had negative impacts on the market value of a Single-
Family Home, would bright, animated, or garish lighting or graphics increase the negative impact? 

 Always Sometimes Never No Opinion 

Respondents 84 92 2 9 

Percentage 44.9 49.2 1.1 4.8 

         Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer.  Some chose not to respond to question. 

The survey asked if bright, animated, or garish lighting or graphics increased the negative impact of 
certain land uses that had negative impacts on the market value of a Single-Family Homes. Although 
these findings are statistically significant, they are difficult to translate into ordinance provisions.  We 
had great confidence in using the adjective “garish” and believe that appraisers would know what we 
meant; but attempting to limit “garish” lighting and graphics is far more difficult.  “Garish” is simply 
not a regulatory term. Any attempt to regulate specific content of signs or graphics – beyond prohibiting 
obscene messages and nude images on signs – raises significant First Amendment issues.  We have 
studied sex businesses in many communities, and we have never seen a sign on such a business that 
came close to our definition of “obscene.” Some communities have tried to limit lighting and signage at 
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sexually oriented businesses, and the responses to this question would support such limitations at sex 
businesses and other high-impact uses (including pawn shops, which often have signs that we would 
consider garish).     

WHO RESPONDED 

Examining who responded to the survey, the consultant team was pleased to see that respondents were 
reasonably dispersed throughout Texas. However, it was not surprising to see the majority of the 
appraisers responding practiced in the Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston and San Antonio 
metropolitan areas. 

Question:  What are your general areas of practice? (You may choose up to two) 

 County of General Practice Responses Percent 

Abilene- Midland-Odessa-San Angelo (Taylor, Midland, Ector and Tom Green Counties) 14 3% 

Amarillo-Lubbock (Potter, Randall and Lubbock Counties) 9 2% 

Austin (Hays, Travis and Williamson Counties) 46 10% 

Brownsville-McAllen (Cameron and Hidalgo Counties) 8 2% 

Bryan (Brazos County) 8 2% 

Corpus Christi-Victoria-Laredo (Nueces, Victoria and Webb Counties) 12 3% 

Dallas (Collin, Dallas and Ellis Counties) 106 23% 

El Paso (El Paso County) 4 1% 

Fort Worth (Denton, Johnson, Parker and Tarrant Counties) 50 11% 

Houston -Galveston (Brazoria, Fort Bend Galveston, Harris, and Montgomery Counties) 124 26% 

Longview-Tyler -Texarkana (Gregg, Smith and Bowie Counties) 15 3% 

Port Arthur (Jefferson County) 3 1% 

San Antonio (Bexar, Comal and Guadalupe Counties) 30 1% 

Sherman-Wichita Falls (Grayson and Wichita Counties) 8 2% 

Waco-Temple (McLennan and Bell Counties) 13 3% 

Other Counties 21 4% 

     Responses total more than number of respondents due to some choosing more than one location of practice. 

 

We found it interesting to find that over 92 percent of those responding to the survey had 20 or more 
years of real estate appraisal experience. Clearly we heard from the seasoned professionals.  

Question:  How many years of real estate appraisal experience do you have?   

 1 – 9 years 10 – 19 years 20 – 29 years 30+ years 

Respondents 1 14 96 81 

Percentage 0.5 7.3 50.0 42.2 

   Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer.  
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We have always found it worthwhile to ask if “personal, moral or ethical beliefs” affected responses. 
Having over 70 percent indicate “NO” strengthens the view that the responses are not influenced by 
individual biases. 

Question:  Do you believe that your personal, moral or ethical beliefs have affected your responses to 
any of the questions in this survey?   

 Yes No 

Respondents 55 134 

Percentage 29.1 70.9 

                    Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer.  

 

RESPONSE RATE AND MARGIN OF ERROR 

Links to the electronic survey were sent to the email addresses of 764 appraisers holding the SRA or 
MAI designation in Texas.  Of those contacted, 195 completed the survey.  This resulted in a response 
rate of 25.5 percent which yielded an overall margin of error of 6.06 percent.   

We are comfortable and confident in the results of the survey given that the major findings regarding the 
effects of sex businesses on the market value of single-family homes were supported by 91 to 97 percent 
of the respondents. Even if the entire margin of error were applied negatively and the resulting 
responses were thus directly reduced (which is a worst-case example of possible error and not a 
statistically valid technique), the results would drop to a range of 85 to 91 percent of the respective 
respondents, a very strong and firm finding.  The percentage of appraisers reporting that they believe 
that there would be a negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center was 
somewhat smaller (ranging from 64 – 83 percent), but, here, also, even applying the margin of error as 
an entirely negative factor would leave well over half the respondents reporting that most sex businesses 
will have a negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center.   

Although we are pleased with the response rate, we acknowledge that other surveys of appraisers have 
garnered a higher response rate primarily because they were sponsored by an appraisal member 
association such as the Appraisal Institute or were surveys concerning issues about professional 
practices, not hypothetical questions about market values.   

As experts and consultants, we certainly understand the reluctance of experts to respond to hypothetical 
questions in their area of expertise for a non-client, without compensation and with no full 
understanding of how the material will be used.  When all of those factors are considered, we believe 
that the response rate is very satisfactory.  Further, as noted above, the findings are so clear that a lower 
response rate has no effect on the substantive findings of the study.    
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SUMMARY OF APPRAISER SURVEY FINDINGS – SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 

The following findings and conclusions can clearly be drawn from this survey: 

� More than 91 percent of Texas appraisers surveyed believe that gentleman’s clubs/strip clubs, 
adult media/video stores (retail only), video peep booth businesses and lingerie & adult 
novelties  stores have a negative effect on the market value of a single-family home located 
within 500 feet of such a use; 

� More than 71 percent believe that the negative effect on the market value of a single-family 
home due to the proximity of a sexually oriented business do not disappear until at least a half 
mile or more (2,640+ feet); 

� More than 80 percent believe that the concentration of two or more sexually oriented businesses 
increases the negative effect on market values of a single-family home; 

� A majority (64 percent) of Texas appraisers surveyed believe that a video peep booth business, 
a gentleman’s club/strip club, adult media/video store (retail only) or a lingerie & adult 
novelties store will have a negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center 
located within 500 feet; 

� More than 63 percent believe that the negative effect on the market value of a community 
shopping center due to the proximity of a video peep booth business, gentleman’s club/strip 
club, adult media & video store (retail only) or a lingerie & adult novelties store do not 
disappear until at least a quarter of a mile or more  (1,320+ feet); 

� More than 63 percent believe that the negative effect on the market value of a community 
shopping center due to the proximity of a video peep booth business do not disappear until at 
least a half mile or more  (2,640+ feet); 

� Nearly 73 percent believe that the concentration of two or more gentleman’s club/strip clubs, 
adult media & video stores (retail only) or video peep booth businesses increases the negative 
effect on the market value of a community shopping center;  

� About 61 percent believe that the concentration of two or more, lingerie & adult novelty stores 
increases the negative effect on market value of a community shopping center;  

� More than 89 percent of Texas appraisers surveyed believe that having a retail business that is 
open after 11 p.m. may have a negative effect on the market value of a single-family home 
located within 500 feet (10 percent responded “always” and 79 percent responded 
“sometimes”); 

� About 94 percent of Texas appraisers believe that “bright, animated, or garish lighting or 
graphics” may increase the negative impact on the market value of a single-family home (45 
percent responded “always” and another 49 percent responded “sometimes”); 

� It should be noted that the findings related to lighting, signage and operating hours are not 
limited to sexually oriented businesses.   
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SEXUALLY-ORIENTED BUSINESSES AND THE COURTS 

Regulation of sex businesses is one of the most litigated areas of land-use law today. Communities that 
have tried to bar most or all sex businesses have generally lost court challenges to their regulatory 
schemes. In that context, a community must make reasonable provision for the existence of some 
sexually oriented businesses; on the other hand, it is also clear that a community need not necessarily 
allow every such establishment to offer the full range of sexually oriented products or activities that its 
proprietors might like to offer. Courts have also recognized that a sexually 
oriented business (such as a bookstore handling adult media) is different from 
other businesses offering similar products that are not sexually oriented (such as a 
Barnes and Noble type bookstore). Likewise, courts have recognized that 
sexually oriented retail businesses have different impacts than those businesses 
with sexually oriented onsite entertainment. Texas cities and counties can adopt 
and implement different zoning regulations for such businesses, provided that the 
effect is not a complete ban on all such businesses. 

Regulations that attempt to censor specific messages or that otherwise target the message itself are 
subject to “strict scrutiny” in the courts, a standard which places a heavy burden on a government to 
show a “compelling state interest” that justifies the regulations.  See, for example, Boos v. Barry, 85 
U.S. 312, 108 S. Ct. 1157, 99 L. Ed. 2d 333 (1988).  But where the regulations are aimed at the 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses, they will be treated as “content neutral” and subject 
only to “intermediate scrutiny,” a far less burdensome standard for local governments to meet.  See City 
of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 152 L. Ed. 2d 670, 122 S. Ct. 1728 (U.S. 2002).   

FIRST AMENDMENT EFFECT ON LOCAL REGULATION OF SEX BUSINESSES – GENERALLY 

The First Amendment provides in pertinent part, “Congress shall make no law … abridging the freedom 
of speech or of the press. . . .”   The effect of that language has been construed by the Supreme Court to 
limit but not eliminate the authority of local governments to regulate land-use aspects of activities that 
are protected by the First Amendment, including those aspects of sexually oriented businesses that fall 
under the scope of that protection.  

The Supreme Court has squarely upheld the authority of local governments to regulate the location of 
sexually oriented businesses through zoning. Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S. 
Ct. 2440, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310 (1976).  There are significant Constitutional boundaries for the manner and 
scope of local regulations that affect First Amendment rights. Playtime Theatres, Inc. v. City of Renton, 
475 U.S. 41, 106 S. Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed 2d 29 (1986), involving zoning for a sexually oriented motion 
picture theater; City of Lakewood v. Plain Dealer Publishing Co., 486 U.S. 750, 108 S. Ct. 2138, 100 L. 
Ed. 2d 771 (1988), successfully challenging a permitting system for placement of newspaper vending 
boxes on city sidewalks; and City of Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, 507 U.S. 410, 113 S. Ct. 1505, 
123 L. Ed. 2d 99 (1993), holding unconstitutional an attempt by the city to define “newspaper” in a way 
that limited the types of publications that could be placed in sidewalk vending boxes. Although two of 
those cases involve newsracks they are important cases in considering the interaction of local 
government with the First Amendment   

Basic Constitutional Principles Regulating First Amendment-Protected Activity 

The basic constitutional principles used in evaluating the constitutionality of regulations affecting First 
Amendment-protected activity were set forth by the Supreme Court as a four-part test in Central 
Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. v. Public Service Commission, 447 U.S. 557, 100 S. Ct. 2343, 65 L. Ed. 
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2d 341 (1980), restated by the plurality in Metromedia, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 453 U.S. 490, 101 S. 
Ct. 2882, 69 L. Ed. 2d 800 (1981), as follows: 

(1) The First Amendment protects commercial speech only if that speech concerns lawful activity and is 
not misleading. A restriction on otherwise protected commercial speech is valid only if it (2) seeks to 
implement a substantial governmental interest, (3) directly advances that interest, and (4) reaches no 
further than necessary to accomplish the given objective.  

453 U.S. 490, 101 S. Ct. 2882, 69 L. Ed. 2d 800 (1981). 

If an ordinance is not in violation of First Amendment doctrine under one of the bases discussed above, 
then it is analyzed as a time, place, and manner restriction. The classic formulation of the four-part 
“time, place, and manner” test was presented by the Supreme Court in United States v. O'Brien, 391 
U.S. 367, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1968):  

(1) the regulation is within the power of the government; 

(2) it furthers an important government interest; 

(3) the government interest is unrelated to the suppression of speech; and 

(4) the incidental restrictions on free speech are no greater than are essential to further the interest.  

391 U.S. 367, 377, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 1679, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672, 680 (1968). 

The first modern decision in which the U.S. Supreme Court upheld local regulation of sexually oriented 
businesses was Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S. Ct. 2440, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310 
(1976), in which the Court upheld a Detroit zoning ordinance effectively requiring “dispersion” of adult 
motion picture theaters by requiring a 1,000-foot separation between any such theater established in the 
future and any existing such theater.  Much of the analysis in that decision dealt with the extent to which 
the First Amendment protects sexually oriented communication.  Moving on to issues more relevant 
here, the Court offered this summary of its position on that issue: 

Moreover, even though we recognize that the First Amendment will not tolerate the total suppression of 
erotic materials that have some arguably artistic value, it is manifest that society's interest in protecting 
this type of expression is of a wholly different, and lesser, magnitude than the interest in untrammeled 
political debate that inspired Voltaire's immortal comment. Whether political oratory or philosophical 
discussion moves us to applaud or to despise what is said, every schoolchild can understand why our duty 
to defend the right to speak remains the same. But few of us would march our sons and daughters off to 
war to preserve the citizen's right to see "Specified Sexual Activities" exhibited in the theaters of our 
choice.  Even though the First Amendment protects communication in this area from total suppression, 
we hold that the State may legitimately use the content of these materials as the basis for placing them in 
a different classification from other motion pictures.  

427 U.S. at 70-71, 96 S. Ct. at 2452, 49 L. Ed. 2d at 326. 

The Court then continued with this discussion, applying the four-part O’Brien test: 
The remaining question is whether the line drawn by these ordinances is justified by the city's interest in 
preserving the character of its neighborhoods. On this question we agree with the views expressed by 
District Judges Kennedy and Gubow. The record discloses a factual basis for the Common Council's 
conclusion that this kind of restriction will have the desired effect. [footnote in original here; quoted 
below] It is not our function to appraise the wisdom of its decision to require adult theaters to be 
separated rather than concentrated in the same areas. In either event, the city's interest in attempting to 
preserve the quality of urban life is one that must be accorded high respect. Moreover, the city must be 
allowed a reasonable opportunity to experiment with solutions to admittedly serious problems. 
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Since what is ultimately at stake is nothing more than a limitation on the place where adult films may be 
exhibited, even though the determination of whether a particular film fits that characterization turns on 
the nature of its content, we conclude that the city's interest in the present and future character of its 
neighborhoods adequately supports its classification of motion pictures. [second footnote in last 
paragraph, omitted] 

427 U.S. at 71-72, 96 S. Ct. at 2452-53, 49 L. Ed. 2d at 326-27.   

The footnote in the extract above was material to the discussion here.  It read in full: 
The Common Council's determination was that a concentration of "adult" movie theaters causes the area 
to deteriorate and become a focus of crime, effects which are not attributable to theaters showing other 
types of films. It is this secondary effect which these zoning ordinances attempt to avoid, not the 
dissemination of "offensive" speech. In contrast, in Erznoznik v. City of Jacksonville, 422 U.S. 205, the 
justifications offered by the city rested primarily on the city's interest in protecting its citizens from 
exposure to unwanted, "offensive" speech. The only secondary effect relied on to support that ordinance 
was the impact on traffic - an effect which might be caused by a distracting open-air movie even if it did 
not exhibit nudity. [emphasis added] 

427 U.S. at 71, fn. 34, 96 S. Ct. at 2452, 49 L. Ed. 2d at 326.   

Relying on Studies from Other Jurisdictions 

Eight years after it upheld the Detroit zoning ordinance, the Court again dealt with zoning regulations 
affecting sexually oriented businesses.  Playtime Theatres, Inc. v. City of Renton, 475 U.S. 41, 106 S. 
Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed 2d 29 (1986). This time, the question of whether the First Amendment protected 
sexually oriented movies was essentially resolved, and most of the discussion focused on the effect of 
the First Amendment on local efforts to regulate where they could be shown.  In this decision, the Court 
discussed O’Brien extensively but used an abbreviated form of the O’Brien test – “whether the Renton 
ordinance is designed to serve a substantial governmental interest and allows for reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication.”  475 U.S. at 49, 106 S. Ct. at 930, 89 L. Ed 2d at 39 (1986).  The second 
part of the abbreviated test, dealing with “reasonable alternative avenues” is not relevant to this report or 
this discussion, but it is worth reviewing the Court’s discussion of the first part of its abbreviated test:  

It is clear that the ordinance meets such a standard. As a majority of this Court recognized in American 
Mini Theatres, a city's "interest in attempting to preserve the quality of urban life is one that must be 
accorded high respect." 427 U.S., at 71 (plurality opinion); see id., at 80 (POWELL, J., concurring) ("Nor 
is there doubt that the interests furthered by this ordinance are both important and substantial"). Exactly 
the same vital governmental interests are at stake here. 

The Court of Appeals ruled, however, that because the Renton ordinance was enacted without the benefit 
of studies specifically relating to "the particular problems or needs of Renton," the city's justifications for 
the ordinance were "conclusory and speculative." 748 F.2d, at 537. We think the Court of Appeals 
imposed on the city an unnecessarily rigid burden of proof. The record in this case reveals that Renton 
relied heavily on the experience of, and studies produced by, the city of Seattle. In Seattle, as in Renton, 
the adult theater zoning ordinance was aimed at preventing the secondary effects caused by the presence 
of even one such theater in a given neighborhood. See Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 Wash. 2d 
709, 585 P. 2d 1153 (1978). The opinion of the Supreme Court of Washington in Northend Cinema, 
which was before the Renton City Council when it enacted the ordinance in question here, described 
Seattle's experience as follows: 

"The amendments to the City's zoning code which are at issue here are the culmination of a long 
period of study and discussion of the problems of adult movie theaters in residential areas of the 
City. . . . [The] City's Department of Community Development made a study of the need for 
zoning controls of adult theaters . . . . The study analyzed the City's zoning scheme, 
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comprehensive plan, and land uses around existing adult motion picture theaters. . . ." Id., at 711, 
585 P. 2d, at 1155.  

"[The] [trial] court heard extensive testimony regarding the history and purpose of these 
ordinances. It heard expert testimony on the adverse effects of the presence of adult motion 
picture theaters on neighborhood children and community improvement efforts. The court's 
detailed findings, which include a finding that the location of adult theaters has a harmful effect 
on the area and contribute to neighborhood blight, are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record." Id., at 713, 585 P. 2d, at 1156. 

"The record is replete with testimony regarding the effects of adult movie theater locations on 
residential neighborhoods." Id., at 719, 585 P. 2d, at 1159. 

We hold that Renton was entitled to rely on the experiences of Seattle and other cities, and in particular 
on the "detailed findings" summarized in the Washington Supreme Court's Northend Cinema opinion, in 
enacting its adult theater zoning ordinance.  The First Amendment does not require a city, before enacting 
such an ordinance, to conduct new studies or produce evidence independent of that already generated by 
other cities, so long as whatever evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to be relevant to the 
problem that the city addresses. That was the case here. Nor is our holding affected by the fact that Seattle 
ultimately chose a different method of adult theater zoning than that chosen by Renton, since Seattle's 
choice of a different remedy to combat the secondary effects of adult theaters does not call into question 
either Seattle's identification of those secondary effects or the relevance of Seattle's experience to Renton. 

475 U.S. at 49-52, 106 S. Ct. at 930-31, 89 L. Ed 2d at 39-41.   

Although the Court appeared to restate only the second part of the O’Brien test (“it furthers an important 
government interest”) in its abbreviated test in Renton, the third part of the O’Brien test (“the 
government interest is unrelated to the suppression of speech”) was implicit in that shorthand holding.  
Earlier in the decision, the Court said: 

The District Court's finding as to "predominate" intent, left undisturbed by the Court of Appeals, is more 
than adequate to establish that the city's pursuit of its zoning interests here was unrelated to the 
suppression of free expression. The ordinance by its terms is designed to prevent crime, protect the city's 
retail trade, maintain property values, and generally "[protect] and [preserve] the quality of [the city's] 
neighborhoods, commercial districts, and the quality of urban life," not to suppress the expression of 
unpopular views. See App. to Juris. Statement 90a. As JUSTICE POWELL observed in American Mini 
Theatres, "[if] [the city] had been concerned with restricting the message purveyed by adult theaters, it 
would have tried to close them or restrict their number rather than circumscribe their choice as to 
location." 427 U.S., at 82, n. 4.  

475 U.S. at 48, 106 S. Ct. at 929, 89 L. Ed 2d at 38.   

Regulation Narrowly Tailored  

The Fifth Circuit has recently (2007) applied what it called a “hybrid” test (described in the extract 
immediately below), adopted by the district court and apparently accepted by both parties.  Under that 
test, in Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007), the Fifth Circuit held 
that a regulation affecting sexually oriented businesses is Constitutional if: 

(1) the State regulated pursuant to a legitimate governmental power; (2) the regulation does not 
completely prohibit adult entertainment; (3) the regulation is aimed not at the suppression of expression, 
but rather at combating negative secondary effects; and (4) the regulation is designed to serve a 
substantial governmental interest, is narrowly tailored, and reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication remain available, or, alternatively, the regulation furthers an important or substantial 
governmental interest and the restriction on expressive conduct is no greater than is essential in 
furtherance of that interest. 
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482 F.3d at 311, citing Ben's Bar v. Village of Somerset, 316 F.3d 702, 707 (7th Cir. 2003).   

The second part of the O’Brien test of the validity of a local regulation of sex businesses (“it furthers an 
important government interest”) and its third part (“the government interest is unrelated to the 
suppression of speech”) have become inextricably intertwined, because it is clear that the only 
defensible governmental interest that will support regulation of such businesses is one that is “unrelated 
to the suppression of speech.”  If the state’s purpose relates to the suppression of speech, the ordinance 
will be subject to “strict scrutiny,” (see  Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299, 308 
(5th Cir. 2007)), a standard of review that reverses the presumption of validity, leaving the government 
with an almost insurmountable burden (see, for example, Lorillard Tobacco Co. v. Reilly, 121 S. Ct. 
2404, 150 L. Ed. 2d 532 (U.S. 2001), striking down a Massachusetts ban on advertising tobacco 
products within a prescribed radius of schools, parks and other facilities;  there the Court acknowledged 
the government’s legitimate interest in curtailing youthful smoking but found the advertising ban 
unconstitutional)).  Another issue which is closely related to the second and third parts of the O’Brien 
test is the issue of “narrow tailoring.”  See Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 
(5th Cir. 2007), where the court merged these issues into one, framing it: 

the regulation is designed to serve a substantial governmental interest, is narrowly tailored, and 
reasonable alternative avenues of communication remain available, or, alternatively, the regulation 
furthers an important or substantial governmental interest and the restriction on expressive conduct is no 
greater than is essential in furtherance of that interest. 

482 F.3d at 311.   

The “narrow tailoring” issue looks at the relationship between the secondary effects that the ordinance 
or law is designed to address and the apparent effect of the law.  To give a simple example, if a city has 
a study that shows that nude dancing produces negative secondary effects and, as a result, decides to ban 
all dancing, it has a “narrow tailoring” problem.  The issue has been presented and discussed in Encore 
Videos, Inc. v. City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 2003) and H & A Land Corp v. City of 
Kennedale, 480 F.3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007), both dealing with the question of whether studies showing 
negative secondary effects of various sex businesses were adequate to support ordinances related to 
retail-only book and video stores.  See, also, Schad v. Borough of Mt. Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 101 S. Ct. 
2176, 68 L. Ed. 2d 671 (1981), where a small town in New Jersey was concerned about the potential of 
nude dancing at a local establishment and thus banned all live entertainment in the town.   

The authors view the “narrow tailoring” issue more as a drafting issue than as a pure “secondary 
effects” issue and, for that reason, it is not further discussed as a separate issue in this analysis.  It is 
important to remember, however, and to remind elected officials that, the fact that a local government 
has evidence showing that a variety of sexually oriented businesses cause negative secondary effects 
may not support every type of ordinance that elected officials might like to adopt.   
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THE LAW OF SECONDARY EFFECTS 

Context for “Secondary Effects” Studies 

Given the above introduction, the focus of the remainder of this analysis is on the critical step of 
documenting and analyzing “negative secondary effects” as the basis for developing, adopting or 
defending8 Constitutionally-valid regulations of sexually oriented businesses. It is critical to understand 
that the real issue is demonstrating a substantial governmental interest other than censorship as the basis 
for adopting regulations that infringe on First Amendment rights, thus, documenting the negative 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses is paramount.  Although lawyers representing the sex 
industry often argue in court that local governments should be required to provide essentially scientific 
evidence regarding the relationship of sex businesses to the issues addressed by local zoning and 
licensing ordinances, the Supreme Court in upholding a Los Angeles zoning ordinance affecting sex 
businesses in City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., a 2002 decision, set a much more reasonable 
test: 

We held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is “reasonably believed to be relevant” for 
demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial, independent government interest.  

City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (U.S. 2002), at 122 S. Ct. 
1735, 152 L.Ed. 2d 683, remanded for further proceedings at 295 F.3d 1024 (9th Cir. 2002), citing and 
quoting briefly from Playtime Theatres, Inc. v. City of Renton, 475 U.S. 41, at 51-52 (1986).   

Later in the opinion, the Court provided this discussion of its decision to reject the Ninth Circuit’s 
analysis of the data provided by the city and to accept the city’s analysis instead: 

Both theories are consistent with the data in the 1977 study. The Court of Appeals' analysis, however, 
implicitly requires the city to prove that its theory is the only one that can plausibly explain the data 
because only in this manner can the city refute the Court of Appeals' logic. 

152 L. Ed. 2d at 681, 122 S. Ct. at 1735. 

To a similar effect, the Fifth Circuit has held in N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston: 
Because the constitutional standard of review depends only upon the City's predominate legislative 
concern, not its pre-enactment proof that the ordinance would work, there is no reason to parse each 
provision of the ordinance separately to determine the standard of review. The purpose and scope of the 
entire Ordinance are reflected in the preamble, which summarizes City Council's concern about multiple 
effects of SOBs. That all of such effects are targeted by the Ordinance's various provisions is clear, as it is 
also clear that none of the provisions directly censors adult speech. Thus, the Preamble, together with the 

                                                      

 
8 Although ideally a local government will develop a record documenting its governmental interest in adopting 
such regulations before adopting them and include appropriate evidence in the legislative record, that is not an 
absolute requirement today; a local government can certainly supplement its legislative record in the process of 
defending its ordinance (City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (U.S. 
2002)) and it may be allowed to provide its entire analysis of the secondary effects addressed by the ordinance for 
the first time in litigation.  See, for example, Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299, 310 (5th 
Cir. 2007, where the court held in part that “the plurality [in Alameda books] did not specify that a purpose 
unrelated to suppressing speech can only be demonstrated with a specific type of indicator such as legislative 
findings or a statutory preamble.”   But see extract from N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 27 F. Supp. 2d 754 (S.D. 
Tex. 1998), set out in text almost immediately below, where the court noted that it was relying on the legislative 
record and the preamble to the ordinance in finding for the city. 
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legislative record, provides sufficient evidence to justify an intermediate scrutiny standard of review to 
the entirety of 97-75, as a content-neutral enactment. 

N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 27 F. Supp. 2d 754 (S.D. Tex. 1998), vac. in part, rev. in part, aff'd in 
part 352 F.3d. 162, (5th Cir. 2003); rev. and vac. in part, reh. den., 372 F.3d 333 (5th Cir. 2004) 
(vacation was minor and based on a technicality with no substantive effect on the material cited); cert. 
den. 543 U.S. 958, 125 S. Ct. 416, 160 L. Ed. 2d 321 (2004); cited discussion from trial court opinion at 
27 F.Supp.2d at 76465. 

It is in this context that the Texas City Attorneys Association retained Cooper Consulting Company and 
Duncan Associates to provide this analysis of one category of potentially negative secondary effects of 
sex businesses on communities – and that is the potential effect of the locations of these businesses on 
the market values of nearby properties, particularly the effects of retail only businesses.   

It is important to remember that the legislative records in Young and Renton referred in more general 
terms, respectively, to the prevention of “neighborhood deterioration” and “blight.”  There was also a 
brief reference in Young to the concept that “crime” might follow the deterioration.  Thus, in these 
leading cases, the elected officials adopting the ordinances were dealing more with trends and concepts 
than with easily documentable facts.  Because some courts, particularly in the Fifth Circuit (of which 
Texas is a part), have become somewhat less willing to accept general assertions by local governments 
of their good intentions and have sought at least some evidence regarding the problems that the 
challenged ordinances are supposed to address, local governments have increasingly focused on 
secondary effects that can be measured and/or documented.   

The two secondary effects that are sometimes9 associated with sexually oriented businesses and that are 
most susceptible to measurement and documentation10 are increases in crime rates and decreases (or 
slowed rates of increase) in property values in areas around such businesses.  Prof. Richard McCleary, 
of the University of California – Irvine, has conducted a related study of the effects of sex businesses on 
crime rates in Texas communities.  This report focuses on secondary effects on property values.   

Secondary Effects in the Fifth Circuit 

In what appears to be its earliest post-Renton decision dealing with the Constitutionality of a local 
ordinance regulating sex businesses, in SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, the Fifth Circuit reversed a finding by the 
district court that Houston had not established a substantial governmental interest to support its adoption 
of the ordinance.  SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, (5th Cir. 1988), reh’g en banc den. 841 F.2d 107 
(5th Cir. 1988), cert. den. sub. nom. M. E. F. Enterprises, Inc. v. Houston, 489 U.S. 1052, 109 S. Ct. 
1310, 103 L. Ed. 2d 579 (1989).   

The court set out its summary and analysis of the Renton test on this issue: 
Thus, as the Court explained in City of Renton, a city may establish its "substantial interest" in the 
regulation by compiling a record with evidence that it may be "reasonably believed to be relevant to the 

                                                      

 
9 We used the word “sometimes” to maintain an objective discussion in this report; in our experience, it would be 
fair to say “often” rather than sometimes, but without statistics to back up the use of the word “often,” we chose 
the more conservative one.   
10 Again, there was a conscious choice of words here.  In casual conversation, one might say “most easily 
measured,” but that would not be accurate.  As sex industry experts regularly remind us in their reports to various 
courts and their private comments to us, there is nothing “easy” about these measurements.  Crime rates and 
property values are, however, at least susceptible to measurement – a characteristic that a general concept like 
“blight” or “deterioration” lacks.   
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problem that the city addresses."  We do not ask whether the regulator subjectively believed or was 
motivated by other concerns, but rather whether an objective lawmaker could have so concluded, 
supported by an actual basis for the conclusion. Legitimate purpose may be shown by reasonable 
inferences from specific testimony of individuals, local studies, or the experiences of other cities. This 
level of scrutiny best accommodates the need to ensure proper purposes with the limited competence of 
courts to discern ephemeral legislative motivations. 

837 F.2d at 1274, citing and quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52; 106 S. Ct. at 931; 89 L. Ed. 2d at 40.   

The court then applied this analysis to the Houston ordinance and adoption process, citing the material 
facts on which it relied in holding that the ordinance and its adoption passed Constitutional muster: 

The record reflects that the City Council carefully considered the relationship between sexually oriented 
businesses and neighborhood effects. The City formed a special Committee on Sexually Oriented 
Businesses, which heard public testimony from both supporters and opponents of the Ordinance, as well 
as experts. The committee also considered studies conducted by other cities such as Detroit, Boston, 
Dallas, and Los Angeles. While it may not be enough simply to tailor one ordinance to another that has 
survived judicial review, we are persuaded that the City Council considered those studies themselves and 
not merely the ordinances for which the studies provided support. Although the 1986 supplemental report 
relates no empirical evidence of the effects of topless bars, that report incorporates the 1982 report, which 
does refer to topless bars. We are persuaded that the City met its burden under City of Renton to establish 
that there was evidence before it from which the Council was entitled to reach its conclusion and was 
"relevant to the problem that the city addresses." The district court did not err in finding that the City had 
proved a substantial interest in the regulation of businesses subject to the Ordinance. 

837 F.2d at 1274-75.   

In the paragraph following the extract immediately above, the court distinguished this case from its 
earlier decision in Basiardanes v. City of Galveston, 682 F.2d 1203 (5th Cir.1982), in which it had 
struck down the Galveston ordinance, finding there that “"there is no evidence in the record that the 
Galveston City Council passed Ordinance 78-1 after careful consideration or study of the effects of 
adult theaters on urban life,” 837 F.2d at 1275, citing and quoting Basiardanes, 682 F.2d at 1215.   

Four years after its decision in SDJ, the court relied on its opinion in SDJ in upholding the 
Constitutionality of a Jackson, Mississippi, ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses.  Lakeland 
Lounge v. Jackson, 973 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir. 1992), reh’g en banc den.979 F.2d 211 (5th Cir. 1992), cert. 
den. 507 U.S. 1030, 113 S. Ct. 1845, 123 L. Ed. 2d 469 (1993).  In this case, it provided somewhat more 
detailed analysis of the reasons that it found that Jackson had met the Constitutional requirements of 
Renton in the adoption of its ordinance.  The case came to it in a similar posture to that of the Houston 
case – the district court had found the Jackson ordinance unconstitutional because, according to the 
appellate court, “The court held that the city council had an insufficient factual predicate by which to 
base its ordinance upon secondary effects; therefore, the city had not shown that the ordinance was 
content-neutral.” 973 F.2d at 1258.  The district court’s primary concern was that there was no evidence 
that the city council, the legislative body which adopted the ordinance, had actually heard evidence 
regarding negative secondary effects.  The appellate court responded with this analysis: 

We believe that the district court clearly erred and that the record shows that the city council had 
sufficient information before it to enact a permissible ordinance. First, the office of planning, city 
attorney's office, and the ordinance review committee (a subcommittee of the planning board) drafted the 
ordinance, and they unquestionably considered, and relied upon, the studies as to the secondary effects of 
sexually oriented business while they were drafting the amendment. Further, the council could properly 
place some reliance upon others to do research, as state law requires that the planning board make 
recommendations to the council regarding zoning amendments. We perceive no constitutional 
requirement that the council members personally physically review the studies of secondary effects; such 
a holding would fly in the face of legislative reality.  
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 Second, although the city council never received a written report or summary of the studies, the city 
planning board held a public meeting at which the planning director and other city staff members and 
citizens discussed secondary effects and the work that had gone into the preparation of the proposed 
ordinance. As testimony and the official minutes of the meeting show, five of the seven members of the 
city council were present at that meeting; as the ordinance passed by a six-to-one vote, a majority of the 
council must have both voted for the ordinance and attended the meeting.  

Third, the language of the amendment indicates the council's concern with the secondary effects.  
[footnote omitted] 

973 F.2d at 1258-59.   

The court then quoted with approval the relatively brief preamble referring to secondary effects but 
noted: 

This language might not save a statute that was formulated without specific attention to secondary effects. 
Nevertheless, in context here, where (1) the drafters of the ordinance did rely upon studies of secondary 
effects, (2) a majority of the council members did receive some information about the secondary effects 
during an open hearing of the planning board, and (3) nothing in the record otherwise suggests 
impermissible motives on the part of the council members, the language of the preamble shows the city 
council's awareness of the studies upon which the planning staff relied when framing the ordinance and 
reflects that a reasonable legislature with constitutional motives could have enacted the ordinance. 

973 F.2d at 1259, citing SDJ 837 F.2d at 1274.   

Although the decision in Lakeland Lounge is now more than 15 years old and has been followed by a 
number of other cases dealing with the same issues, the Fifth Circuit continues to cite and rely on 
Lakeland Lounge.  See, for example, Encore Videos, Inc., v. City of San Diego, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 
2003); LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County, 289 F.3d 358 (5th Cir. 2002); and J & B Entertainment v. City of 
Jackson, 152 F.3d 362 (5th Cir. Miss. 1998), all cited and discussed later in this analysis.   

In more recent years, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals has been somewhat more skeptical than other 
courts of the records that local governments have provided to document the secondary effects to which 
local ordinances are addressed.  To put that comment in context, it is useful to review the basic facts of 
the Los Angeles case decided by the Supreme Court in 2002.  In City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 
Inc., 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (U.S. 2002), the Court reversed decisions by a federal district 
court and the Ninth Circuit that had held in part that the city could not legitimately rely on a study that 
was several years old and that addressed a somewhat different problem than the city was now 
addressing.  The study was 25 years old by the time the case reached the Supreme Court, but the Court 
found that the city’s reliance on a study that it had conducted “several years before” was entirely 
reasonable.   

The study itself had provided evidence that “concentrations of adult businesses are associated with 
higher rates of prostitution, robbery, assaults, and thefts in surrounding communities.”   152 L. Ed. 2d at 
678, 122 S. Ct. at 1732, citing App. 35-162 (Los Angeles Dept. of City Planning, Study of the Effects of 
the Concentration of Adult Entertainment Establishments in the City of Los Angeles (City Plan Case 
No. 26475, City Council File No. 74-4521-S.3, June 1977)).  The original ordinance adopted by the City 
in reliance on the study restricted the establishment, enlargement or transfer of ownership of any 
[defined] adult enterprise within 1000 feet of another adult enterprise.  The City subsequently decided 
that the adopted ordinance was too narrow, and amended it to preclude the operation of multiple types 
of adult enterprises within one facility.  The Supreme Court decision evolved from an enforcement 
action brought by the city against the operator. 

The controlling language in the plurality opinion in Alameda Books said this: 
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In Renton we held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is “reasonably believed to be 
relevant” for demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial, independent government 
interest. This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning. The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If plaintiffs fail 
to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the municipality's evidence does not 
support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the municipality's factual findings, the 
municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a 
municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden shifts back to the municipality to supplement the 
record with evidence renewing support for a theory that justifies its ordinance.   

152 L. Ed. 2d at 683, 122 S. Ct. at 1736.   

Not surprisingly, the sex industry frequently uses expert witnesses to challenge studies and analyses 
provided in support of local ordinances and cite the language here saying that a local government cannot 
“get away with shoddy data or reasoning.”  See discussion of H & A Land Corp v. City of Kennedale, 
480 F.3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007), below [partial citation here].  The industry seems somewhat less likely to 
cite the following and apparently clarifying sentence that follows, “The municipality's evidence must 
fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance.” 

Relationship of Cited Studies to Adopted Ordinance 

In seeming contrast to the Supreme Court’s deference to a city’s decision to rely on an earlier study that 
dealt with a related issue but that was not directly on point, the Fifth Circuit has looked much more 
critically at the relationship between the cited studies and the adopted ordinance.  In Encore Videos v. 
City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 2003), the Fifth Circuit found that the purely retail 
businesses are a different type of business from those with on-premises entertainment and that local 
governments need studies related to the impacts of such on-premises businesses as part of the basis for 
adopting regulations affecting such businesses. In reaching that decision, the appellate court found: 

The studies [cited by the city] either entirely exclude establishments that provide only take-home videos 
and books (as is the case with the Seattle study) or include them but do not differentiate the data collected 
from such businesses from evidence collected from enterprises that provide on-site adult entertainment as 
may have been the case with the Austin and Garden Grove studies.  [footnote omitted] 

330 F.3d at 294-95. 

As the Fifth Circuit acknowledged in that decision, however, there is a split of authority on this issue. 
On the same issue, the Eighth Circuit held: 

Under City of Renton, Rochester need not prove that Downtown Book and Video would likely have the 
exact same adverse effects on its surroundings as the adult businesses studied by Indianapolis, St. Paul, 
and Phoenix. So long as Ordinance No. 2590 affects only categories of businesses reasonably believed to 
produce at least some of the unwanted secondary effects, Rochester “must be allowed a reasonable 
opportunity to experiment with solutions to admittedly serious problems.”  

ILQ Invs., Inc. v. City of Rochester, 25 F.3d 1413, 1418 (8th Cir. 1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1017, 115 
S. Ct. 578, 130 L. Ed. 2d 493 (1994), citing and quoting Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 
50, 71, 96 S. Ct. 2440, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310 (1976) (plurality opinion). 

The Tenth Circuit held in response to a similar argument: 
Thus, we are satisfied that differences in the mode of delivery of sexually oriented materials are 
constitutionally insignificant for purposes of determining an ordinance's content-neutrality.  

Z.J. Gifts, L.L.C. v. City of Aurora, 136 F.3d 683, 687 (10th Cir. 1998), reversed in part on other grounds, 
124 S. Ct. 2219, 159 L. Ed. 2d 84 (U.S. 2004). 
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The Fifth Circuit has applied critical analysis to the purposes for which governmental entities say they 
have adopted the ordinances, and to the relationship between the stated purposes and the effect of the 
ordinance.  It was asking tough questions even before the Supreme Court raised questions about 
“shoddy data and reasoning” in Alameda Books.  In J & B Entm't, Inc. v. City of Jackson, Miss., 152 
F.3d 362 (5th Cir. 1998), the court reversed a decision by a lower court granting summary judgment to 
the city in a challenge to a Jackson ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses.  The appellate 
court found that the record was “too bare” at this stage to conclude that the ordinance had been adopted 
to serve a substantial governmental purpose unrelated to the suppression of speech.  152 F.3d at 375.  It 
rejected both factors that the district court cited in support of its conclusion to the contrary: 

The first piece of evidence that the district court relied upon to conclude that the City enacted the 
Ordinance to combat secondary effects linked to public nudity is the Ordinance's preambulatory clause 
stating that "the City of Jackson has a legitimate interest in combating secondary effects associated with 
public places where persons who are physically present appear nude amongst strangers." In Lakeland 
Lounge, we explained that the mere incantation of the words "secondary effects" may not save a statute 
"formulated without specific attention to specific secondary effects." Lakeland Lounge, 973 F.2d at 1259. 
No explanation of what specific secondary effects motivated Jackson to enact the Ordinance appears in its 
text, and the City Council failed to make any specific legislative findings prior to enactment. 

152 F.3d at 373-74, citing Lakeland Lounge v. Jackson, 973 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir. 1992).   

The court acknowledged that the city might be able to show a “current governmental interest” to support 
the ordinance even in the absence of appropriate findings, but it noted that the fact that the case had 
been decided on a pre-trial motion left the court without evidence to consider regarding that issue.  152 
F.3d at 374.   It went on to address the next piece of “evidence” cited by the district court: 

The second piece of evidence that the district court relied upon to find that the City enacted the Ordinance 
to combat secondary effects linked to public nudity was the City's experience in enacting the 1991 zoning 
ordinance. Prior to enacting the 1991 zoning ordinance, Jackson's City Council received information 
regarding studies on secondary effects associated with adult entertainment in other cities. See Lakeland 
Lounge, 973 F.2d at 1258-59. Other than the inference that Jackson must have had the same interests 
because the composition of the City Council that enacted the Ordinance was the same as the City Council 
that enacted the 1991 zoning ordinance, however, the City has offered no reasoned explanation linking 
the two ordinances, for how they seek to further similar interests, or for how it could reasonably conclude 
that banning public nudity might further its interests. Therefore, in light of Barnes, we find this single 
piece of evidence to be insufficient to justify the Ordinance as fulfilling a substantial governmental 
interest for the following reasons.   

152 F.3d at 374.   

The court provided this summary and conclusion to its analysis: 
In conclusion, as a result of the district court's premature grant of summary judgment, the record now 
before us is simply too bare to support its conclusion that the City enacted the Ordinance based on a 
desire to combat secondary effects linked to public nudity, as applied to nude dancing. We are not in a 
position to review this conclusion or determine whether the City could have a reasonable belief that the 
Ordinance might further its interests. Because the burden of proof under the intermediate scrutiny 
standard of review is on the City and insufficient evidence exists to indicate that the City has met its 
burden under this prong on the record now before us, we vacate the district court's grant of summary 
judgment in favor of the City. 

152 F.3d at 375.   

Although J & B Entertainment is a pre-Alameda Books decision, it has continued vitality – it was cited 
extensively and followed in part by the Fifth Circuit in its 2007 decision in Illusions - Dallas Private 
Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007).  It was also followed in part by the court in the Encore 
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Video decision that is discussed extensively in this section.  Other recent decisions in which the 
appellate court cited this 1998 case include BGHA, LLC v. City of Universal City, 340 F.3d 295, (5th 
Cir. 2003) and N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 352 F.3d 162, 175 (5th Cir. 2003).  

Although the Fifth Circuit has consistently asked tough questions about the evidence of secondary 
effects and local governments’ conclusions that particular ordinances are necessary to address those, it 
has often resolved that analysis in favor of the local government.  In Baby Dolls Topless Saloons, Inc. v. 
City of Dallas, a decision handed down by the appellate court shortly before the Supreme Court decision 
in Alameda Books, the court noted that: 

Renton teaches us that the government must produce some evidence of adverse secondary effects 
produced by adult entertainment in order to justify a challenged enactment using the secondary effects 
doctrine. Renton also instructs us that a government must present sufficient evidence to demonstrate “a 
link between the regulation and the asserted governmental interest,” under a “reasonable belief” standard. 

Baby Dolls Topless Saloons, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 295 F.3d 471, 481 (5th Cir. 2002), reh'g denied, 2002 
U.S. App. LEXIS 16491 (5th Cir. 2002)11, cert. den. sub nom. Case & Point, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 537 
U.S. 1088, 123 S. Ct. 699, 154 L. Ed. 2d 632 (2002);   

Here the appellate court was citing and quoting J&B Entm't, Inc. v. City of Jackson, 152 F.3d 36 .  It 
went on, however, to uphold the challenged ordinance as Constitutional, finding and holding: 

That standard is satisfied. The Ordinance was enacted, in part, because the City had found that, through 
Chapter 14, entities that were, in effect, SOBs were avoiding that classification; and that concentrated 
SOBs "continue to contribute to … an increase in criminal activities in the surrounding community". 
Dallas, Tex., Ordinance 23137 (preamble). Among other relied-upon data, the 1997 Malin Study supports 
that increased-criminal-activities finding. From January 1993 through March 1997, there were 396 arrests 
for sex crimes ("Rape, Prostitution/Commercial Vice[,] and other Sex Offenses") in the study area (which 
included a concentration of seven SOBs), as compared to 133 such arrests in one control area (containing 
two SOBs located approximately a half-mile apart) and 77 such arrests in another control area (containing 
no SOBs).  

In short, sex crime arrests were three to five times more frequent in the study area. While the Malin Study 
is careful not to attribute this disparity entirely to SOBs, it did find a correlation between SOBs -- 
specifically, their "hours of operation and the type of people which SOBs attract" -- and higher crime 
rates.  

These findings are "reasonably believed to be relevant to the problem that the City addresses". Renton, 
475 U.S. at 51-52 (emphasis added). The City relied upon specific evidence showing, inter alia, higher 
crime rates in the vicinity of SOBs. The City's attempts to deal with that reality had been continuously 
frustrated in the past, most recently by "exploitation of a 'loophole' in the City Code that permitted such 
businesses to avoid the location restrictions by obtaining dance hall licenses pursuant to Chapter 14, 
which was not originally designed to regulate such businesses". Baby Dolls, 114 F. Supp. 2d at 547 
(emphasis added). 

295 F.3d at 481-82, citing in part the lower court decision at 114 F. Supp. 2d 531 (N.D. Tex. 2000).   

District courts in the Fifth Circuit have similarly applied critical analysis to the public policy arguments 
before them, not simply accepting the assertions of local governments that adopted ordinances were 
necessary to address a variety of identified secondary effects.  For example, in Allstars v. City of San 
Antonio, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8517 (W.D. Tex. May 19, 2003) (not published in official reporter), the 
court denied a preliminary injunction against enforcement of several parts of a local ordinance 
                                                      

 
11 Official citation for denial of rehearing not available.   
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establishing requirements to place dancers on a stage and to provide buffers between dancers and 
patrons.  It granted the preliminary injunction against the portion of the ordinance that also established a 
buffer between performers, holding that “However, at this early stage in the proceedings, it is not clear 
that evidence was before the city council to support this provision. Until such time as the City meets its 
evidentiary burden, the preliminary injunction as to touching between entertainers is GRANTED.”  
2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8517, at 9.   

In one of its first post-Alameda Books decisions, the Fifth Circuit showed considerable deference to the 
judgment of local legislators, holding that a local government must simply have a “rational basis” for 
adopting an ordinance regulating sex businesses.  N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 352 F.3d. 162, (5th 
Cir. 2003); rev. and vac. in part, reh. den., 372 F.3d 333 (5th Cir. 2004).12  The court provided this 
clarifying discussion: 

The point of deference is this: legislators cannot act, and cannot be required to act, only on judicial 
standards of proof. Legislative zoning decisions are generally upheld on a rational basis standard. 
Imposing a level of inter mediate scrutiny, in cases like this, requires more conviction of the connection 
between legislative ends and means than does the rational basis standard, but only in the sense of 
“evidence [that] is reasonably believed to be relevant” to the secondary effects in question.  

352 F.3d at 180-81.   

The Fifth Circuit was also deferential to the legislative conclusions of a local government in a 2002 
decision (LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County) where the industry argued that studies of secondary impacts of 
sex businesses in urban areas did not fairly support a county’s adoption of regulations of such 
businesses. 

The secondary effects that urban areas have experienced (well documented in the relied-upon studies) are 
precisely what the County is attempting to avoid. This is evinced by the Order's preambulary language. 
For example, the County sought to “minimize and control adverse effects” and “deter the spread of urban 
and rural blight”. 

Accordingly, it is logical that the County would: (1) review the experiences of urban areas, as discussed 
in the studies; (2) consider what measures those areas have employed to combat secondary effects; and 
(3) tailor those corrective measures to the County's needs. By so doing, the County may, in its continued 
growth and development, successfully sidestep many of the problems encountered by urban areas. In this 
respect, the relied-upon studies are “reasonably believed to be relevant” to the problems the County seeks 
to address. See Renton, 475 U.S. at 51. 167  

See LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County, 289 F.3d 358, 366 (5th Cir. 2002), reh'g denied 45 Fed. App. 324 
(2002), reversing [on this point and others] LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County, 121 F. Supp. 2d 513 (N.D. 
Tex. 2000).  Although this decision pre-dated Alameda Books, the Fifth Circuit has recently held that it 
remains good law.  Fantasy Ranch, Inc. v. City of Arlington, 459 F.3d 546, 562 (5th Cir. 2006).    

The court was similarly deferential to local government in a more recent case, Fantasy Ranch, Inc. v. 
City of Arlington, 459 F.3d 546 (5th Cir. 2006). This case involved a challenge to an Arlington 
ordinance that, among other things, required that dancers in a sexually oriented cabaret must perform on 
a stage and maintain a five-foot buffer from patrons.  In ruling for the city, the court addressed the 
question of the burden on the city to demonstrate that its ordinance was aimed at secondary effects.  In 

                                                      

 
12 Note that some of the reporting and citation on this case are misleading and inaccurate; the same 2004 opinion 
appears twice in Lexis (once in F.3d, as cited), and is cited three times in Shepard's, with a red stop sign, 
apparently resulting from the minor modification to the decision that was technically a partial reversal and 
vacation.  
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response to the city’s citation of a number of studies from other jurisdictions, the clubs challenging the 
ordinance hired an expert who analyzed police records and found that “there were no arrests, citations, 
or police calls for prostitution, solicitation, assault, or narcotics.”  459 F.3d at 560.  In response to the 
plaintiffs’ lawyers’ argument that this showed that the reasoning of the city in its findings was “shoddy” 
under Alameda Books, the court responded: 

We find this evidence, even when viewed in a light most favorable to the plaintiff, plainly insufficient to 
preclude summary judgment. Indeed, "[a]lthough this evidence shows that [the City] might have reached 
a different and equally reasonable conclusion regarding the relationship between adverse secondary 
effects and sexually oriented businesses, it is not sufficient to vitiate the result reached in the [City's] 
legislative process." G.M. Enters. v. Town of St. Joseph, 350 F.3d 631, 639 (7th Cir. 2003) (affirming 
summary judgment in favor of the Town's five-foot buffer and eighteen-inch stage-height requirement 
despite meaningful countervailing evidence presented by the plaintiffs). At best, Joe Morris's report 
suggests that no arrests at strip clubs had occurred for prostitution, drugs, or assault, a fact that is likely of 
little comfort to the City of Arlington, which passed this ordinance at least in part because dancer-patron 
proximity in a dimly-lit room made such crimes difficult to police. Ultimately, we are not empowered by 
Alameda to second-guess the empirical assessments of a legislative body, nor are we expected to submit 
such assessments to a jury for re-weighing; instead, the relevant "material fact" that must be placed at 
issue is whether the ordinance is supported by evidence that can be "reasonably believed to be relevant to 
the problem." See Renton, 106 S. Ct. at 931 (emphasis added); see also N.W. Enterprises, 352 F.3d at 
180; Alameda Books, 122 S. Ct. at 1743 (Kennedy, J., concurring) ("[T]he Los Angeles City Council 
knows the streets of Los Angeles better than we do."). Because no such issue of material fact exists, we 
hold that Ordinance No. 03-044 satisfies the second prong of O'Brien. 

459 F.3d at 561.   

The Fifth Circuit also suggested a somewhat reduced bar for governments in a 2007 decision (H & A 
Land Corp v. City of Kennedale) in which it reversed a decision of a district court that had found a local 
ordinance unconstitutional under the rationale discussed above in Encore Videos.  H & A Land Corp v. 
City of Kennedale, 480 F.3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007), cert. den. Sub nom. Reliable Consultants, Inc. v. City 
of Kennedale, 128 S. Ct. 196, 169 L. Ed. 2d 36 (U.S. 2007).  The court first restated the public policy 
(not necessarily legal) premise of its decision in Encore Videos:  

On-site businesses (i.e., adult theaters or strip clubs) pose a greater threat of secondary effects than off-
site sexually oriented businesses (i.e., adult bookstores). Therefore, a city that enforces an ordinance 
meant to prevent harmful secondary effects associated with the operation of an off-site business must rely 
on evidence showing that off-site businesses, rather than the broader category of sexually oriented 
businesses that includes on-site businesses, cause harmful secondary effects. 

480 F.3d at 339.   

In a footnote to the quoted material, the court quoted this language from Encore Videos: 
Off-site businesses differ from on-site ones, because it is only reasonable to assume that the former are 
less likely to create harmful secondary effects. If consumers of pornography cannot view the materials at 
the sexually oriented establishment, they are less likely to linger in the area and engage in public alcohol 
consumption and other undesirable activities." 

480 F.3d at 339, quoting Encore Videos, 330 F.3d, 288, 295, n. 3 (5th Cir. 2003).   

They noted that the case differed from Encore Videos because “because Kennedale, unlike San Antonio, 
offers evidence that purports to show a connection between purely off-site businesses, or ‘bookstores,’ 
and harmful secondary effects.”  It then set out this test for determining whether the evidence was 
sufficient: 

To determine whether the ordinance at issue is narrowly tailored, we must determine whether Kennedale 
could reasonably believe that the evidence is relevant to show the requisite connection to harmful 
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secondary effects. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 438. In other words, we ask whether that evidence "fairly 
support[s] the [city's] rationale for its ordinance." Id. Applying our holding from Encore Videos, 
Kennedale cannot reasonably believe its evidence is relevant unless it sufficiently segregates data 
attributable to off-site establishments from the data attributable to on-site establishments. Encore Videos, 
330 F.3d at 294-95. 

480 F.3d at 339. 

In reversing the trial court and finding that the city had established a substantial governmental interest 
and a clear relationship to the adopted ordinance, the Fifth Circuit stated: 

Kennedale's evidence consisted of studies from nine cities, as well as an opinion survey of land use 
appraisers conducted by the city's attorney, and citizen commentary from public meetings. Seven of 
Kennedale's nine studies from other cities fail to differentiate between on-site and off-site businesses. The 
1984 Indianapolis and 1986 Oklahoma City studies, however, included surveys of real estate appraisers 
that focused strictly on "adult bookstores." The overwhelming majority of survey respondents in both 
studies predicted that the presence of an adult bookstore would negatively affect real estate value in the 
surrounding area. The Indianapolis survey, conducted by the City of Indianapolis in conjunction with 
Indiana University School of Business, Division of Research, polled 20% of the national membership of 
the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers. Eighty percent of the respondents predicted that an 
adult bookstore would negatively impact residential property values, and seventy-two percent believed 
commercial property value would also be negatively effected [sic]. The Oklahoma City study, which 
surveyed one hundred Oklahoma City real estate appraisers, produced similar results:  Seventy-four 
percent predicted a negative impact on real estate value in the surrounding area. 

480 F.3d at 339-40.   

The court also rejected a related argument that the sex industry has raised in other cases: 
Appellee Reliable argues that the term "bookstore," used in both surveys, is a term of art and does not 
sufficiently specify off-site premises. They argue instead that adult bookstores often include peep shows, 
arcades, and other forms of on-site entertainment, rendering them on-site establishments. However, the 
Supreme Court has previously used the term "bookstore" as distinguishable from "adult video arcades." 
Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 442 (discussing city's prohibition on "combination of adult bookstores and 
arcades"). This was a survey sent to and completed by real estate appraisers, and so what matters is how 
those appraisers would have understood the survey's reference to an adult bookstore.  

Standing alone, it is reasonable to infer that the survey respondents interpreted "bookstore" as signifying 
an off-site establishment. Webster's Dictionary defines "bookstore" as "a place of business where books 
are the chief stock in trade." WEBSTER’S NEW INT’L. DICTIONARY [sic] 253 (3d ed. 1981). There is 
no reason to expect that simply adding the word "adult" to the term would completely transform the 
nature of the business activity described. 

480 F.3d at 340.   

The court concluded this part of its analysis this way: 
Kennedale's ordinances purport to protect against harmful secondary effects. The Indianapolis and 
Oklahoma City studies support the belief that off-site sexually oriented businesses cause harmful 
secondary effects to the surrounding area in the form of decreased property value. So long as they are not 
relying on shoddy data or reasoning, we afford substantial deference to cities with regards to the 
ordinances they enact. See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451 (Kennedy, J., concurring) (noting that "a city 
must have latitude to experiment" and "courts should not be in the business of second-guessing fact-
bound empirical assessments of city planners"). The Indianapolis survey, in particular, was drafted by 
experts, pretested, and administered to a large, national pool of respondents. It is not "shoddy." We 
therefore find that Kennedale has produced evidence that it could have reasonably believed was relevant, 
and thus could have properly relied upon. The ordinances are narrowly tailored to advance a substantial 
governmental interest. 
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480 F.3d at 340-41.   

A federal court in the Northern District of Texas appeared to follow a similarly deferential attitude in 
denying a preliminary injunction to the prospective operator of a store to be called “Condoms & More,” 
finding that studies provided by Dr. Richard McCleary (who is part of the team performing studies for 
the Texas City Attorneys Association) were adequate to rebut the plaintiffs’ argument that they were 
likely to succeed on the merits under Encore Videos.   

In Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, a 2007 decision involving the regulation of sexually 
oriented live entertainment, the Fifth Circuit conceded one point to the governmental defendant fairly 
easily but took a hard line on another issue, resulting in a decision adverse to the government.  Illusions 
- Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007), dealt with a Texas state regulation 
that prohibited the service of alcohol in an establishment with defined adult entertainment if that 
establishment was located in a “dry” jurisdiction.13  There was no legislative record.  The appellate court 
was willing, nevertheless, to conclude from the context of the regulation (in the Alcoholic Beverage 
Code) that the purpose of the law was not the suppression of erotic speech but the regulation of 
establishments serving alcohol.  482 F.3d at 311.  The court, however, held that, “we agree with the 
Clubs that the State has not justified a substantial governmental interest.”  485 F.3d at 312. 

The court went on to provide this discussion: 
The State's proffered substantial governmental interest is prohibiting the sale of alcohol in inappropriate 
locations and, thereby, protecting the "welfare, health, temperance, and safety of the people of the state" 
that would be harmed by the negative secondary effects flowing from the alcohol service/erotic dancing 
combination. See Tex. Alco. Bev. Code § 1.03. The State supported its substantial governmental interest 
at the summary judgment stage by (1) referencing, in a memorandum in support of its motion, 
information gleaned from judicial opinions and "common sense" and (2) by attaching various studies 
regarding the secondary effects of the alcohol/erotic dancing combination. The district court excluded all 
of the various studies as hearsay, and the State has not challenged this order on appeal. The district court 
nonetheless found that the State satisfied its burden by merely citing in its motion for summary judgment 
to judicial opinions and the discussions therein regarding the negative secondary effects of the 
alcohol/erotic dancing combination, when the judicial opinions cited were not in the record and were not 
relied on by the State prior to enactment. 

* * * * 

It is of course true, as the State points out, that the evidentiary burden for a State attempting to justify a 
substantial governmental interest is very light. Alameda Books requires only that the State "demonstrate a 
connection between the speech regulated by the [statute] and the secondary effects that motivated the 
adoption of the ordinance." 535 U.S. at 441 (plurality opinion); see also id. at 451 (Kennedy, J., 
concurring in the judgment) ("[V]ery little evidence is required" to show that "speech will be substantially 
undiminished, and that total secondary effects will be significantly reduced."). And the Court's cases 
"require only that municipalities rely upon evidence that is 'reasonably believed to be relevant' to the 
secondary effects that they seek to address." Id. at 442 (plurality opinion) (quoting Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 
at 296)). It is also true, as the State suggests, that the notion that the alcohol/erotic dancing combination is 
a combustible one is supported by common sense. 

The State nonetheless "bears the burden of providing evidence that supports a link" between the 
combination of alcohol service and erotic dancing and negative secondary effects. Id. at 437 (plurality 

                                                      

 
13 For the non-Texas reader, Texas allows local “dry” options prohibiting bars and similar establishments, but it 
allows the service of alcoholic beverages even in those jurisdictions in private “clubs.”  The sexually oriented 
businesses involved in this litigation were all operated as “clubs” in a dry jurisdiction.   
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opinion); see also J & B Entertainment, 152 F.3d at 372-73.  Here, the record is completely devoid of any 
evidence that a secondary effects problem exists or that § 32.03(k) furthers that interest. The only actual 
evidence the State proffered in support of its substantial governmental interest was in the form of land-
use studies by other cities on the negative secondary effects caused by SOBs. But, as noted above, these 
studies were excluded, and the State has not challenged the exclusion on appeal. As such, there simply is 
no evidence, and the State has not met the minimal evidentiary burden placed upon it. 

“Underinclusiveness” – Regulating/Not Regulating Other Uses with Negative Secondary Effects 

The survey of appraisers that provides the substantive context for this report indicates that a significant 
majority of Texas appraisers believe that all of the sexually oriented businesses identified in the survey 
are likely to have negative effects on the market value of single-family residences and community 
shopping centers.  These same appraisers also believe that certain other land uses may have similar 
adverse effects, particularly on the market value of single-family homes.  One question that may arise in 
the drafting, adoption or defense of an ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses is why the 
ordinance does not address all of the uses identified by the appraisers as having similar effects on the 
market value of property.  The issue is important but not critical.  

Courts in the Fifth Circuit and elsewhere have held that the “underinclusiveness” that results from 
regulating some but not all uses that may reasonably believed to have negative secondary effects does 
not make the adopted regulations unconstitutional.  See, for example, this discussion from Renton, 
where the Supreme Court rejected an argument that the fact that the city chose to regulate only adult 
motion picture theaters and not other sexually oriented businesses should cause the ordinance to fall as 
unconstitutional: 

Respondents contend that the Renton ordinance is "under-inclusive," in that it fails to regulate other kinds 
of adult businesses that are likely to produce secondary effects similar to those produced by adult 
theaters. On this record the contention must fail. There is no evidence that, at the time the Renton 
ordinance was enacted, any other adult business was located in, or was contemplating moving into, 
Renton. In fact, Resolution No. 2368, enacted in October 1980, states that "the City of Renton does not, at 
the present time, have any business whose primary purpose is the sale, rental, or showing of sexually 
explicit materials." App. 42. That Renton chose first to address the potential problems created  by one 
particular kind of adult business in no way suggests that the city has "singled out" adult theaters for 
discriminatory treatment. We simply have no basis on this record for assuming that Renton will not, in 
the future, amend its ordinance to include other kinds of adult businesses that have been shown to 
produce the same kinds of secondary effects as adult theaters. 

475 U.S. 41, 52-53, 106 S. Ct. 925, 931-32, 89 L. Ed 2d 29, 41.   

Several years later, in a case raising the same issue but not involving a sex business, the Supreme Court 
addressed the broader policy implications of this argument and this issue: 

[T]he First Amendment imposes not an “underinclusiveness” limitation but a “content discrimination” 
limitation upon a State's prohibition of proscribable speech. There is no problem whatever, for example, 
with a State's prohibiting obscenity (and other forms of proscribable expression) only in certain media or 
markets, for although that prohibition would be “underinclusive,” it would not discriminate on the basis 
of content. Another valid basis for according differential treatment to even a content-defined subclass of 
proscribable speech is that the subclass happens to be associated with particular secondary effects of the 
speech, so that the regulation is justified without reference to the content of the speech. 

R.A.V. v. City of St. Paul, 505 U.S. 377, 387–89, 112 S. Ct. 2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305 (1992), (citations and 
quotations omitted);  

The Ninth Circuit applied this principle in a case involving the regulation of sex businesses.  See Center 
for Fair Pub. Policy v. Maricopa County, 336 F.3d 1153 (9th Cir. Ariz. 2003), cert. den. 541 U.S. 973, 
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124 S. Ct. 1879, 158 L. Ed. 2d 468 (2004).  There, the court dealt with an ordinance that established a 
1:00 a.m. closing time for sexually oriented businesses but not for any other businesses: 

The State "may choose to treat adult businesses differently from other businesses . . . ." Isbell v. Grand B 
Emporia, Inc., 258 F.3d 1108 at 1116 (9th Cir. 2001); see also Young, 427 U.S. at 70-71 ("[T]he State 
may legitimately use the content of these materials as the basis for placing them in a different 
classification from other motion pictures."). If this is true as a general proposition, then it must also be 
true as to the specific proposition that a state may single out sexually-oriented businesses to regulate their 
hours of operation. See Ben Rich Trading, Inc., 126 F.3d at 163 ("[A] municipality may regulate hours of 
adult businesses differently than other businesses without raising a strong inference of discrimination 
based on content."). 

336 F.3d at 1171, citing Isbell [full citation in extract] and Ben Rich Trading, Inc. v. City of Vineland, 
126 F.3d 155 (3d Cir. 1997)..   

The Fifth Circuit dealt with a different aspect of the underinclusiveness argument in J & B Entm't, Inc. 
v. City of Jackson, Miss., 152 F.3d 362, 377 (5th Cir. 1998), where it rejected an argument that an 
ordinance limiting public nudity in sex businesses but not in all venues was not unconstitutional as 
undereinclusive.  The public nudity cases are distinguishable from the issue here, because an ordinance 
banning all public nudity – even in legitimate theater productions, for example – might be held to be 
over-broad.  See discussion at 152 F.3d at 377, citing Barnes v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 560, 111 S. 
Ct. 2456, 115 L. Ed. 2d 504 (1991).  

In SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, discussed extensively above, the Fifth Circuit rejected an underinclusiveness 
argument that was framed in part as an equal protection claim: 

First, the Ordinance does not deny plaintiffs equal protection because it regulates topless bars but does 
not regulate adult bookstores and theatres. This argument fails to recognize the fact that adult theatres and 
bookstores still are specifically exempted from the state enabling act, and thus the City has no authority to 
regulate these businesses. The argument also ignores that the Ordinance here was enacted as a companion 
to an earlier ordinance that specifically excluded topless bars due to preemption by state law. 
Furthermore, the Supreme Court dismissed a similar "under-inclusive" argument in Renton, stating, "That 
Renton chose first to address the potential problems caused by one particular kind of adult business in no 
way suggests that the city has 'singled out' adult theaters for discriminatory treatment." 

SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, 1279 (5th Cir. 1988), reh’g en banc den. 841 F.2d 107 (5th Cir. 
1988), cert. den. sub. nom. M. E. F. Enterprises, Inc. v. Houston, 489 U.S. 1052, 109 S. Ct. 1310, 103 L. 
Ed. 2d 579 (1989).   
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REGULATING SIGNAGE AND LIGHTING 

In SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, the Houston ordinance 
“impose[d] restrictions on the exterior decor and signage of 
those businesses, limiting the number and verbiage of signs and 
requiring buildings to be painted achromatically.”   SDJ, Inc. v. 
Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, 1272 (5th Cir. 1988), reh’g en banc 
den. 841 F.2d 107 (5th Cir. 1988), cert. den. sub. nom. M. E. F. 
Enterprises, Inc. v. Houston, 489 U.S. 1052, 109 S. Ct. 1310, 
103 L. Ed. 2d 579 (1989). The operators raised 
underinclusiveness and equal protection ordinance, challenging 
the signage limitations because they applied only to adult 
cabarets.  The court ruled for the city on that issue, holding succinctly: 

Finally, plaintiffs claim that the Ordinance violates their equal protection rights because the signage 
restrictions imposed under the Ordinance far exceed the reasonable restrictions placed on other businesses 
and thus single out topless bars for different treatment. Because topless bars are not a "protected class," 
the City need only demonstrate that the signage restrictions are reasonably related to a legitimate 
government interest.  The district court did not err in holding that the City had demonstrated that the 
signage restrictions were rationally related to the legitimate interest in preventing detrimental effects on 
minors.  [footnote omitted] 

837 F.2d at 1280.   

There is relatively little law on this subject, so it is worth reviewing briefly some major cases from other 
jurisdictions.  The Eighth Circuit has also upheld what it called “modest” restrictions on signage at adult 
businesses. In Excalibur Group v. City of Minneapolis, 116 F.3d 1216, 1221–22 (8th Cir. Minn. 1997), 
the ordinance in this case provided in part: 

Window areas may not be covered or made opaque, nor are signs permitted in the windows. Id. A one 
square-foot sign is allowed on the door, however. Id. Subsection (g)(4) works in conjunction with 
subsection (g)(1), which provides that all exterior signs must be flat wall signs, and subsection (g)(2), 
which allows one square foot of sign area per foot of lot frontage on a street. 

116 F.3d at 1221–22, citing Minneapolis, Minn., Code of Ordinances § 540.410(g)(4).   

The court held in material part: 
 

We hold that the restrictions in subsection (g)(4) are narrowly tailored to further the city's significant 
interest in alleviating the adverse impact of sexually oriented businesses on their neighborhoods. Having 
before it substantial evidence of the urban blight caused by the mere presence of these businesses, the city 
could reasonably conclude that controlling their outward appearance would lessen the effect they would 
have on surrounding commercial and residential neighborhoods. The city could also reasonably conclude 
that sign and window regulations would be an appropriate means by which to achieve this purpose. The 
sign and window restrictions do not reach substantially more speech than necessary, for they are directed 
only at the signs and window coverings that would affect the outward appearance of the businesses and 
impact the surrounding neighborhoods   

116 F.3d at 1222. Internal citations omitted. 

Similarly, an appellate court in New Jersey has found Constitutional a state law that restricted signs on 
sexually-oriented businesses: 
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No sexually oriented business shall display more than two exterior signs, consisting of one identification 
sign and one sign giving notice that the premises are off limits to minors. The identification sign shall be 
no more than 40 square feet in size.  

New Jersey Stat. Ann. §2C:34-7(c).   

Reversing the trial court on the issues of Constitutionality, the appellate court held: 
N.J.S.A. 2C:34-7(c) is not substantially broader than necessary. The two sign limitation is justified given 
the undesirable secondary effects that such signs attract, e.g., higher incidents of crime, child 
delinquency… .  

Hamilton Amusements v. Poritz, 298 N.J. Super. 230, 689 A.2d 201 (App. Div. 1997), aff'd sub nom. 
Hamilton Amusement Ctr. v. Verniero, 156 N.J. 254, 716 A.2d 1137 (1998), cert. den. 527 U.S. 1021, 
119 S. Ct. 2365, 144 L. Ed. 2d 770 (1999).   

Later in the opinion, the court added these comments: 
Not only does the statute allow two signs to be posted but it in no way proscribes other modes of 
advertisement. Additionally, the statute does not inhibit in any way the material that may be displayed 
within the store nor does it place any significant limitation on what may be advertised upon the business's 
two signs. 

689 A.2d at 206. 

Courts have struck down broader restrictions on signage at or for sexually oriented businesses.  The 
Eighth Circuit, which had upheld Minneapolis’ “modest” sign regulations in Excalibur Group v. City of 
Minneapolis, discussed above, struck down as unconstitutional a Missouri state law that banned 
billboard advertising by sexually oriented businesses within one mile of a state highway.  Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§226.531.  Using the Central Hudson test, the court found that the statute was not narrowly tailored to 
serve the state's interest: 

It is clear that section 226.531 regulates the affected business's speech; it threatens criminal prosecution 
for the mere inclusion of the name or address of an affected business on billboards within one mile of a 
state highway. The Missouri statute ``sacrifices an intolerable amount of truthful speech about lawful 
conduct.'' … The prohibition is directed at speech beyond that which would lead to the stated secondary 
effects, and is not narrowly tailored to achieve Missouri's stated goal.  

Passions Video, Inc. v. Nixon, 458 F.3d 837, 843 (8th Cir. Mo. 2006), reh. en banc den. 2006 U.S. App. 
LEXIS 24092 (8th Cir. 2006)14, reversing Passions Video, Inc. v. Nixon, 375 F.Supp.2d 866 (W.D.Mo. 
2005). 

The same state law allowed limited signage for sexually oriented businesses.  It provided that a business 
located within a mile of a state highway could have signage, subject to these limitations: 

[I]f such business is located within one mile of a state highway then the business may display a maximum 
of two exterior signs on the premises of the business, consisting of one identification sign and one sign 
solely giving notice that the premises are off limits to minors. The identification sign shall be no more 
than forty square feet in size and shall include no more than the following information: name, street 
address, telephone number, and operating hours of the business.  

Mo. Rev. Stat. §226.531.2.   

                                                      

 
14 Official reporter citation not available for denial of rehearing. 
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The Eighth Circuit also found that provision to be overbroad and failed the strict scrutiny test: 
In our view, this provision is not narrowly drawn to meet the state's asserted goals, and thus fails to meet 
the fourth step of the Central Hudson test.  Lorillard Tobacco, 533 U.S. at 556. Should an affected 
business owner choose to post a sign with the price of gasoline, or a sign advertising a nationally-known 
soft drink on the exterior of the business, he or she would be subject to criminal prosecution. Thus, 
Missouri statute section 226.531, in its entirety, is unconstitutional because it fails to survive scrutiny 
under the Central Hudson test for regulations on commercial speech. 

485 F.3d at 843-44.   

In its decision striking down the state law, the Eighth Circuit relied in part on a decision of the Georgia 
Supreme Court, also striking down a ban on outdoor advertising by sexually oriented businesses.  State 
v. Cafe Erotica, Inc., 270 Ga. 97, 507 S.E.2d 732 (1998). In striking down the law, the court provided 
this policy discussion and holding: 

Advertising, however tasteless and excessive it sometimes may seem, is nonetheless dissemination of 
information as to who is producing and selling what product, for what reason, and at what price. So long 
as we preserve a predominately free enterprise economy, the allocation of our resources in large measure 
will be made through numerous private economic decisions. It is a matter of public interest that those 
decisions, in the aggregate, be intelligent and well informed. To this end the free flow of commercial 
information is indispensable. 

Because the absolute proscription against any form of off-site advertising impedes the free flow of 
information and far exceeds the State's legitimate interest, O.C.G.A. § 32-6-75 (b) is an unconstitutional 
infringement on free speech as guaranteed by the First Amendment and the Georgia Bill of Rights. 

270 Ga. at 100–01, 507 S.E.2d at 735.   

The Seventh Circuit considered a local ordinance in Mishawaka, Indiana, upholding part of it and 
striking down another, appearing to find in one case a balance that the Eighth Circuit essentially adopted 
in two.  In Pleasureland Museum, Inc., v. Beutter, 288 F.3d 988 (7th Cir., Ind. 2002), the Seventh 
Circuit upheld portions of the ordinance that prohibited the use of images and that required the use of 
only solid-color letters on signs at sex businesses.  It went on, however, to hold that a provision 
allowing only the name of the business on the sign was unconstitutionally overbroad: 

Mishawaka fails to articulate a single reason why it is necessary to limit a sexually-oriented business' 
signage solely to displaying its name. Under Section 125.16(D)(1), a sexually-oriented business will not 
be allowed to notify the public about what type of store it operates or what its hours of operation are. 
Such a drastic restriction on signage cannot be sustained without some sort of evidentiary support.  

288 F.3d at 1002-03. 

Although a significant number of appraisers clearly believe that the addition of garish lighting to an 
already problematic business can increase the negative effect of that business on the market values of 
nearby property, the issue of adopting special sign regulations for sex businesses should be approached 
with caution.  If local officials have observed particular problems with the types of signs at sex 
businesses, it is worth considering whether these are problems that might occur in other contexts or at 
other uses, providing a basis for a more general regulation that does not raise the issues of a potential 
content basis. 
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TEXAS STATUTES 

Texas Enabling Statute to Permit Regulation of Sexually Oriented Businesses 

The Texas Local Government Code includes specific enabling provisions to allow local governments to 
regulate certain sexually oriented businesses.  Tex. Loc. Gov’t. Code Ch. 243.  The chapter includes this 
definition: 

In this chapter, "sexually oriented business" means a sex parlor, nude studio, modeling studio, love parlor, 
adult bookstore, adult movie theater, adult video arcade, adult movie arcade, adult video store, adult 
motel, or other commercial enterprise the primary business of which is the offering of a service or the 
selling, renting, or exhibiting of devices or any other items intended to provide sexual stimulation or 
sexual gratification to the customer. 

Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code §243.002.   

The statute expressly allows restrictions on the location of sexually oriented businesses (Tex. Loc. Gov’t 
Code §243.006); this is a traditional zoning tool, readily available to most municipalities.  In Texas, 
however, counties lack zoning authority, and several cities remain unzoned; this portion of the statute 
thus fills an important gap in authority for some local governments.  The statute also expressly allows 
the creation of a local licensing ordinance for such businesses (Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code §243.007).   

Sexual Assault Prevention and Crisis Services Act  

An odd section of a statute adopted by the legislature in 2007 as part of the Sexual Assault Prevention 
and Crisis Services Act (Tex.  Gov’t Code Ch. 420) provides, perhaps redundantly: 

The legislature may appropriate funds for a third-party assessment of the sexually oriented business 
industry in this state and provide recommendations to the legislature on how to further regulate the 
growth of the sexually oriented business industry in this state. 

Tex. Gov’t Code §420.015. 

Additional discussions with the Texas City Attorneys Association are needed to determine if this would 
be a source for funding further study of the impact sexually oriented businesses have on communities.   
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LESSONS LEARNED – WHEN ADOPTING SEXUALLY ORIENTED REGULATIONS 

The purpose of this report is to provide a significant piece of evidence that elected officials and their 
advisors may “reasonably believe [] to be relevant” for demonstrating a connection between [sexually 
oriented businesses] and a substantial, independent government interest” – that is, protecting the market 
values of property.  Alameda Books, 152 L. Ed. 2d at 683, 122 S. Ct. at 1736.   

It is not material that can be adopted or used without thought.  As the Supreme Court also reminded 
affected parties in the same paragraph quoted above, “The municipality's evidence must fairly support 
the municipality's rationale for its ordinance.”   

Based on the legal analysis provided here and on experience in assisting a number of communities to 
draft, adopt and implement regulations for sexually oriented businesses in this legal context, the 
following specific recommendations are offered to local governments relying on this and related reports: 

� Attorneys, planners and other advisors to local officials should become fully familiar with any 
studies that they intend to use to show a “substantial governmental interest;” 

� Copies of relevant studies should be provided to members of advisory bodies and elected 
officials who consider proposed regulations; 

� If full copies of relevant studies are not distributed to all members of these bodies, it is desirable 
to provide them with a summary of the studies, relating the findings of the studies to local 
conditions to the maximum extent practicable (here it may be useful to cite testimony from 
hearings or other anecdotal information that provides local support or documentation for the 
empirical findings); 

� Even when full copies of studies are provided to members of deliberative bodies, it is often 
useful to provide a written summary like the one recommended for officials who may not have 
received the full studies; 

� It is useful to show that legislators relied on specific studies in deciding to adopt new 
regulations.  Thus, it is useful to have a staff member or consultant provide an oral summary of 
the major findings of studies on which a deliberative body is expected to rely.  If members of 
the body have been provided with a summary report, the record can be strengthened by having 
the person offering the summary recommend that members turn to particular pages as the 
presenter covers particular points; 

� The proposed ordinance must be drafted with care, to ensure that it not only conforms with 
other constraints of Constitutional law and with state enabling legislation, but that it is clearly 
directed at solving problems identified in the studies placed in the record; 

� The links between the various studies and the proposed ordinance should be set forth in detailed 
findings that accompany the ordinance, either as a preamble or as a separate document to be 
adopted before voting on the ordinance.  Where it is not otherwise obvious, the findings should 
explain the relationship between the negative secondary effects identified in the studies and 
specific provisions of the ordinance; and, 

� If the ordinance contains any unusual provisions, such as restrictions on signage or operating 
hours that may not be applied to other businesses, it is desirable to include in the findings 
specific explanations of the reasons for including those specific restrictions and for applying 
them only to sex businesses.   



Connie B. Cooper, FAICP & Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP 

Part I: Survey of Texas Appraisers – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 40 

TREATMENT OF OTHER USES WITH NEGATIVE SECONDARY EFFECTS 

OVERVIEW 

The underlying purpose of this study was to determine whether sexually oriented businesses have 
measurable negative secondary effects that justify increased regulation for such businesses. Clearly the 
results of this study show substantial, measurable secondary effects which, in our opinion, justify 
special zoning regulation of such uses, including but not limited to separation distances from single-
family residences.   

These findings would appear similarly to support special regulation of the other high-impact uses, 
including bars and lounges, pawn shops, massage parlors, and homeless shelters, and to somewhat lesser 
extent high voltage power lines and landfills.  Although somewhat beyond the scope of the report that 
we were retained to perform, we believe that it is both appropriate and necessary to offer some specific 
comments on these land uses. 

Because the survey included a broad variety of uses often considered NIMBYs (“Not In My Back 
Yard”) or LULUs (“Locally Unwanted Land Uses”), the results show that certain other uses have 
similar negative secondary effects on the market value of single-family homes and community shopping 
centers.  In adopting regulations to address the negative secondary effects of sex businesses, it is 
important that local governments at least consider the extent to which other uses identified by the 
appraisers should be subject to similar regulations.    

The legal and Constitutional considerations are not compelling; as the discussion of the 
“underinclusiveness” issue, beginning on page 33, indicates, the courts have generally recognized that 
local governments may identify a number of problems and may legitimately choose to address only 
some of those issues at any particular time.  Nevertheless, interested citizens and potential litigants may 
pose questions about why a community decided to regulate one group of uses that has potential adverse 
effects on market values and not another.  At a minimum, it is useful for local officials to be able to 
provide thoughtful responses to such questions.  Ideally, the findings and agenda memos in support of 
new or amended ordinances regulating sex businesses will provide at least brief discussion of the issue 
of relating other uses with negative secondary effects.   

OTHER USES WITH NEGATIVE SECONDARY IMPACTS 

Bars and Lounges 

Many Texas cities and counties have recognized the potential negative secondary impacts of bars and 
lounges. Not surprisingly, bars and lounges with live entertainment both turned up on the list of uses 
that appraisers believe may have an adverse effect on the market value of single-family homes.  It is 
perhaps a little more surprising that over 40 percent  of appraisers also believe that these uses may have 
an adverse effect on the market value of community shopping centers – one of the venues in which they 
are commonly found.   

Bars and lounges can be considered “adult uses,” a generic term often applied to sex businesses.  
Appraisers confirm that, at least as to market values of properties, they can have negative secondary 
effects that are somewhat similar to those of sex businesses.  The state has a rigorous licensing law to 
address many operational problems of bars and lounges – types of operational issues that, for sex 
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businesses, are typically regulated through a local ordinance.   However, the Texas Alcoholic Beverage 
Code exclusively governs the regulation of alcoholic beverages and preempts municipal ordinances that 
are not specifically authorized by that statute.15 Therefore, although separation requirements between 
bars and lounges and single-family residences should be similar to that required for sex businesses, local 
governments lack the same authority to institute such separation requirements.  

However, the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Code does contain some specific provisions related to the 
separation of establishments selling alcoholic beverages from specified other land uses: 

(a) The commissioners court of a county may enact regulations applicable in areas in the county outside 
an incorporated city or town, and the governing board of an incorporated city or town may enact 
regulations applicable in the city or town, prohibiting the sale of alcoholic beverages by a dealer whose 
place of business is within: 

(1) 300 feet of a church, public or private school, or public hospital; 

(2) 1,000 feet of a public school, if the commissioners court or the governing body receives 
a request from the board of trustees of a school district under Section 38.007, Education 
Code; or 

(3)  1,000 feet of a private school if the commissioners court or the governing body receives 
a request from the governing body of the private school. 

Tex. Alco. Bev. Code §109.33.   

It is important to note that these provisions are not self-implementing – they must be adopted by a local 
governing body to be effective in that jurisdiction. 

The Alcoholic Beverage Code contains one additional provision that appears to address locational 
conditions for which an alcohol permit may be denied:  

(a)  The commission or administrator may refuse to issue an original or renewal permit with or 
without a hearing if it has reasonable grounds to believe and finds that any of the following 
circumstances exists: 

 * * * * 

(8)  the place or manner in which the applicant may conduct his business warrants 
the refusal of a permit based on the general welfare, health, peace, morals, and 
safety of the people and on the public sense of decency; [emphasis added] 

* * *. 

Tex. Alco. Bev. Code §11.46(a)(8).   

Recommendations:  Because the regulation of alcoholic beverage establishments is a complex topic 
and one highly controlled by state statute, it is recommended that any ordinance concerning these 
businesses be separate from one dealing with sex businesses.  The ordinance should also include a 
set of “findings” explaining the reasons for treating bars and lounges separately. Since this survey of 
appraisers indicates that bars and lounges are believed to have an adverse impact on the market 
values of single family homes and community shopping centers, the state legislature may want to 

                                                      

 
15 Tex Alco. Bev. Code, Sec. 109.57; Dallas Merchants’ and Concessionaire’s Ass’n v. City of Dallas, 852 S.W. 
2d 489 (Tex 1993). 
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consider amending the current Alcoholic Beverage Code to include separation distances from 
residential neighborhoods and, possibly, from certain types of commercial uses. 

Pawn Shops 

Also among the uses that Texas appraisers believe are likely to have negative secondary effects on the 
market value of single family homes and shopping centers are pawn shops.  From a real estate 
perspective, pawn shops appear to have essentially the same negative characteristics as retail sex 
businesses.  Like sex businesses, many pawn shops use lively signage, paint schemes and symbols to 
attract attention.  The operations of pawn shops, however, are quite different from those of sex 
businesses.  Pawn shops may attract criminal elements, but they are unlikely to attract people seeking 
illicit sex.   

Pawn shops in Texas are regulated under Tex. Finance Code, Ch. 371. The state law, like other 
provisions of the Finance Code, focuses primarily on limiting interest and similar charges, protecting 
pawned property, and ensuring the integrity of the industry.  Although pawn shop licenses are issued for 
a specific location, that appears to be a provision intended to facilitate inspections by giving the state an 
accurate list of where pawn brokers operate.  Specific limitations on the locations of pawn shops are 
thus subject to control through local zoning.  In theory, the state regulation of pawn shops should 
minimize the extent to which they attract criminal elements, thus distinguishing them to some extent 
from sex businesses.  The state regulatory scheme, however, does not consider the potential impact of 
these operations on market values of nearby real property.   

Recommendations.  Under the “underinclusiveness” doctrine discussed within the legal section of 
this report, a local government is not required to regulate pawn shops at the same time or in the same 
way as it regulates sexually oriented businesses.  It certainly should not attempt to impose a full 
range of sex business restrictions on pawn shops.  Based on the findings of this survey of Texas 
appraisers, however, there is good reason to consider imposing the same sorts of separation 
requirements between pawn shops and single-family homes as are imposed between sex businesses 
and single-family homes.  The separation between pawn shops and community shopping centers 
seems less relevant.  Addressing this issue as part of the process of updating local zoning regulations 
to deal with the secondary effects of sex businesses not only addresses another public policy problem 
for the community (the secondary effects of pawn shops), but also provides an additional way to 
demonstrate that an ordinance is focused on secondary effects and not on protected communication.  

Massage Parlors 

Massage parlors were not included on the list of land uses about which appraisers were asked.  The 
authors have, however, learned that some massage parlors serve as fronts for sexual activity of various 
types.  There is no Constitutional right to a massage.  See, for example, Mitchell v. Commission on 
Adult Entertainment Establishments, 10 F.3d 123, 139 (3d Cir. 1993), where the court included massage 
parlors in a list of possibly sexually related businesses that have “no Constitutional protection.”  See, 
also, Babin v. City of Lancaster, 89 Pa. Commw. 527, 493 A.2d 141 (1985) 

There is thus no Constitutional protection afforded such businesses beyond general Constitutional rights 
such as the right to due process.  There are, however, legitimate massage therapists who have 
professional training, abide by professional codes of ethics and offer non-sexual services that are 
beneficial to many people.  Fortunately, the State of Texas has provided an easy means for 
distinguishing such establishments.  It defines and licenses massage therapists.  See Tex. Occup. Code, 
Chapter 455, Massage Therapy.  

Recommendations: Through local zoning or other available ordinances, ban massage 
establishments except those operated by licensed massage therapists or as parts of clinics operated 
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and supervised by licensed medical professionals.  No findings are necessary, but including this ban 
in a new or updated ordinance dealing with sexually oriented businesses is one way to demonstrate 
that the ordinance is not adopted with the intent of regulating protected speech. 

Homeless Shelters 

Many local zoning ordinances already address the issue of homeless shelters, in some cases requiring 
special or conditional use permits for them, to give local officials the opportunity to review a proposed 
site carefully and impose appropriate conditions to limit the secondary effects of the shelters.  To the 
extent that a local government may consider new regulations for homeless shelters as a result of this 
study, it is important to remember that the issues involved with homeless shelters are much different 
than those involved with sexually oriented businesses.  Homeless shelters typically try not to draw 
attention to themselves, using small signs and subdued paint jobs, in contrast to the sometimes garish 
lighting and signage used by sex businesses.   

If considering updated regulations for homeless shelters and/or soup kitchens, a municipality should 
consider whether those are or should be accessory uses at churches or other houses of worship.  Under 
the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA), 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-1(a)(1)-(2), 
some courts have ruled in favor of religious institutions that have argued – in the absence of express 
provisions in the local ordinance – that feeding or housing the homeless and destitute is an essential part 
of their religious practices and thus protected by the First Amendment to the Constitution and by 
RLUIPA.  See, for example, Western Presbyterian Church v. Board of Zoning Adjustment of District of 
Columbia, 862 F. Supp. 538 (D.C. 1995), dism. 1995 U.S. App. LEXIS 5085 (D.C. Cir. Feb. 3, 1995)16, 
(a pre-RLUIPA case that remains relevant); and Fifth Ave. Presbyterian Church v. City of New York, 
293 F.3d 570 (2d Cir. N.Y. 2002), motion denied, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3898 (S.D.N.Y. 2003)17; 
perm. inj'n granted, 2004 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22185 (S.D.N.Y. Oct. 28, 2004)18; aff'd 177 Fed. Appx. 198 
(2d Cir., 2006) (opinion not published), cert. den. 127 S. Ct. 387, 166 L. Ed. 2d 271 (U.S. 2006). 

High Voltage Power Lines 

The Texas Public Utilities Commission must approve the siting of any electric transmission line with a 
capacity greater than 60 KV, under the Texas Public Utilities Regulatory Act, Tex. Utilities Code, Title 
II.  Local control over this issue appears to be largely preempted by the state.  To the extent that there 
may be some latitude for local control, that control should be exercised through a separate local 
ordinance designed to fit within the state regulatory structure for utilities.   

Landfills 

Siting and operation of new landfills is governed by a complex system of federal and state regulations, 
implemented in Texas through the Solid Waste Disposal Act, Texas Health & Safety Code, Ch. 361.  
Although landfills can affect market value of nearby properties for quite obvious reasons, there is no 
reason to think that they increase crime rates or cause other secondary effects similar to those of 
sexually oriented businesses. Counties play a role in landfill siting under the Health & Safety Code.  
The reasons for exercising and implementing those powers, however, include complex environmental, 
geological, transportation, market and other issues beyond the effects of such uses on the market value 
                                                      

 
16 Official reporter citation not available for dismissal.   
17 Offical reporter citation not available for motion decision. 
18 Official reporter citation not available for order granting permanent injunction.   
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of other property.  It is certainly an issue that should be addressed by any county in which the present or 
future siting of a landfill may occur, but it is not one that can reasonably be addressed through the same 
type of ordinance that regulates sex businesses.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Can a government, through its zoning and licensing codes, regulate sexually-oriented businesses 
(hereafter, “SOBs”) that sell sexually explicit material strictly for off-site use?  The answer to this 
question involves issues of law, social science theory, and empirical evidence.  The Texas City 
Attorneys Association has retained us to collect and analyze data relevant to this question and then, 
relying on our expertise in criminology, planning, and statistics, to formulate an answer to the question.  
This report describes the research that we conducted to answer the question. 

As a matter of law, expressive activities that occur inside SOBs enjoy a degree of First 
Amendment protection.19  Nevertheless, the U.S. Supreme Court and the lower federal courts have ruled 
that governments may regulate SOBs so long as the regulation is aimed at mitigating potential adverse 
“secondary effects,” such as ambient noise, blight, property values, and crime.20 

To enact an SOB ordinance, a government must collect evidence to show that the businesses are 
associated with negative secondary effects.  Studies conducted by governments over the last three 
decades find that SOBs do have significant secondary effects.  Most of these studies assume that the 
distinct SOB subclasses – cabarets, bookstores, arcades, etc. – have identical secondary effects, 
however.  Whether warranted or not, this assumption has become legally problematic. 

To illustrate the problem, suppose that each distinct SOB subclass has a unique “average” 
secondary effect.  This implies that one of the subclasses would have the lowest secondary effect of any 
subclass.  The secondary effects of this subclass might conceivably be sufficiently de minimus as to fall 
below the Constitutional threshold where a government could regulate its operation.  Alternatively, if 
the effect falls just above the threshold, the business model might be “tweaked” to force its secondary 
effects below the threshold. 

                                                      

 
19 See, e.g., City of Erie v. Pap’s A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 319 (2000), where Justice O’Connor stated, “nude dancing 
still receives First Amendment protection, even if that protection lies only in the ‘outer ambit’ of that 
Amendment.” 
20  See. e.g., City of Renton v. Playtime Theaters, Inc.  475 U.S. 41 (1986) where zoning to control the location of 
adult businesses was upheld. 
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What might this “bullet-proof” SOB subclass look like?  Common sense suggests that it would 
be a store that sells adult merchandise for off-site use.  Customers drive to the SOB; park; enter; 
purchase; exit; and drive away.  Except for the merchandise purchased, this commercial activity is 
indistinguishable from the activities that occur at convenience stores, dry cleaners, and libraries.  
Common sense argues then, that the secondary effects associated with off-site SOBs are likely to be no 
larger than the analogous effects associated with convenience stores, dry cleaners, and libraries. 

Adult book and video stores have made this common sense argument and some courts have 
found it persuasive.  Like many common sense arguments, this one ignores theoretically relevant 
differences between SOBs and other businesses.  In fact, the relevant criminological theory allows for 
qualitative differences among the subclasses.  Controlling for these differences, however, the same 
criminological theory predicts that all SOB subclasses will have large, significant secondary effects.  
The empirical evidence corroborates the theoretical prediction. 

This report begins with a discussion of the evolution of the secondary effects doctrine.  We then 
describe the criminological theory of secondary effects, demonstrating the applicability of the theory to 
both on-site and off-site SOBs and, finally, report the growing body of empirical evidence that 
corroborates the theory. Readers who are familiar with the legal doctrine may skip to Section 2. Other 
readers will benefit from our introduction to the secondary effects doctrine. 

2. EVOLUTION OF THE SECONDARY EFFECTS DOCTRINE21 

Although the court decisions that motivate this report were published in 2002 and 2003, both 
rest on an evolving body of law that begins thirty years earlier.  In the late 1960s, Boston’s city planners 
proposed to concentrate the city’s SOBs in a single small district.  This proposal had two theoretical 
advantages.  First, it would keep vice activity out of the city’s other districts.  Second, it would allow the 
police to focus resources on a small area, thereby reducing the risk of crimes associated with vice.  By 
the early 1970s, the failure of Boston’s “combat zone” experiment was obvious (Skogan, 1992; Garnett, 
2005). 

2.1 YOUNG V. AMERICAN MINI-THEATRES 

At about this time, Detroit consulted with social scientists and real estate experts on the question 
of whether SOBs should be allowed to locate near other SOBs.  The experts agreed that dispersing 
SOBs would mitigate their secondary effects.  Relying on expert opinions, Detroit enacted an ordinance 
that set minimum distances between SOB sites.22  Forced to relocate, several existing SOBs challenged 
the Constitutionality of the Detroit ordinance.  Borrowing from the vocabulary of antitrust cases, the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Young v. American Mini-Theatres23 that governments could enact SOB 
ordinances so long as the ordinances were aimed at mitigating adverse secondary effects.  By this test, 
the Court upheld the Detroit ordinance. 

                                                      

 
21 This section is based on a paper presented in Atlanta, GA on November, 14th, 2007 at the annual meeting of the 
American Society for Criminology: “Do ‘off-site’ adult businesses have secondary effects?  Legal doctrine, social 
theory, and empirical evidence.”  Richard McCleary and Alan C. Weinstein 
22  American Mini-Theatres, Inc. v. Gribbs, 518 F.2d 1014 (1975) at 1018. 
23 Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50 (1976). 



Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

Part II: Crime-Related Secondary Effects – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 47 

2.2 CITY OF RENTON V. PLAYTIME THEATRES, INC. 

Although Young required that regulations be based on secondary effects evidence, it said 
nothing about the quantity or quality of the evidence.  These questions were addressed ten years later in 
City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc.24.  In the early 1980s, Renton, WA enacted a zoning ordinance 
that in many respects resembled the ordinance challenged in Young.  Since Renton had no SOBs, it 
could not base its ordinance on local studies and so looked to a Washington Supreme Court opinion 
reviewing studies from nearby Seattle.25  A year later, two theaters located in a prohibited district began 
to show X-rated films.  In the ensuing challenge, the Supreme Court ruled that the ordinance complied 
with the Young standard in that its sole purpose was the mitigation of secondary effects.  On the 
evidentiary issue raised in the challenge, Justice Rehnquist wrote: 

The First Amendment does not require a city, before enacting such an ordinance, to conduct 
new studies or produce evidence independent of that already generated by other cities, so long 
as whatever evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to be relevant to the problem 
that the city addresses.26 

Renton legitimized the practice of basing a local ordinance on secondary effects studies from 
other communities.  Renton also set a reliability threshold, albeit a low one, for the government’s 
secondary effects evidence.  The evidence must be “reasonably believed to be relevant.” 

2.3 CITY OF LOS ANGELES V. ALAMEDA BOOKS, INC. 

The Supreme Court revisited this issue sixteen years later.  In 1977, Los Angeles conducted a 
comprehensive secondary effects study.  The study found, among other things, that concentrations of 
SOBs were associated with high ambient crime rates.  Based on this finding, Los Angeles enacted an 
ordinance requiring SOBs to be separated by a minimum distance.  The ordinance was amended in 1983 
to prevent SOBs from evading the minimum distance rule by merging into a single entity.  Instead of 
requiring minimum distances between adult businesses, the amended ordinance required minimum 
distances between distinct adult entertainment activities.  SOBs that combined on-site coin-operated 
video viewing booths with sales of videos for off-site use were prohibited.27  These multiple-activity 
SOBs were forced to segregate their on-site and off-site activities. 

In 1995, two multiple-activity SOBs challenged the amended ordinance.  Since the 1977 study 
said nothing about the secondary effects of combining multiple activities under one roof, they argued 
that Los Angeles had no evidence that multiple-activity SOBs were associated with secondary effects.  
The federal District Court agreed and the Ninth Circuit Court affirmed.28  But the U.S. Supreme Court 
took a different view. 

As often happens in First Amendment cases, the Supreme Court’s decision in City of Los 
Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc.29 did not produce a clear majority holding.  Because the 1977 Los 
                                                      

 
24 City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41 (1986). 
25  See Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 Wash.2d 709, 585 P.2d 1153 (1978). 
26 Id. at 51-52. 
27 In City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425 (2002), Justice Souter characterizes this model as 
“commercially natural, if not universal.”  
28 Alameda Books, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 222 F.3d 719 (9th Cir. 2000). 
29 City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425 (2002). 
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Angeles study had not investigated the effects of multiple-activities under one roof, the Ninth Circuit 
found that the evidence for the amended ordinance did not meet the Renton threshold.30 

While acknowledging the limitations of the 1977 study, Justice O’Connor argued that Los 
Angeles could infer from its study that concentrations of adult activities would also be associated with 
secondary effects and, thus, that Los Angeles had complied with Renton’s evidentiary standard.  Justice 
O’Connor's opinion criticized the Ninth Circuit for imposing too high a bar for cities that seek merely to 
address the secondary effects of SOBs. The Ninth Circuit found that the 1977 study did not provide 
reasonable support for the 1983 amendment because the study focused on the secondary effects 
associated with concentrations of SOBs rather than concentrations of activities within a single SOB.  
While acknowledging that the city's 1977 study did not assess whether multiple SOBs operating under 
one roof were associated with an increase in secondary effects, Justice O’Connor argued that the city 
could infer that a concentration of activities, no less than a concentration of SOBs, would be associated 
with an increase in negative secondary effects. She then criticized the Ninth Circuit for implicitly 
requiring that the city must not merely provide reasonable support for a theory that justifies its 
ordinance, but also prove that its theory is the only plausible one.31 

Justice O’Connor then stated what evidentiary standard a city would need to meet. After noting 
that in Renton the Court “held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is ‘reasonably believed 
to be relevant’ for demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial independent 
government interest,” Justice O’Connor wrote: 

This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning.  The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If 
plaintiffs fail to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the 
municipality's evidence does not support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the 
municipality's factual findings, the municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If 
plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden 
shifts back to the municipality to supplement the record with evidence renewing support for a 
theory that justifies its ordinance.32 

Applying this test to the case at hand, Justice O’Connor concluded that, given the early stage of 
the litigation, the city had complied with the evidentiary requirement of Renton. 

Justice Kennedy wrote a lengthy concurring opinion to express concern that “the plurality's 
application of Renton might constitute a subtle expansion” of what is permitted under that case.33  Justice 
Kennedy contended that this case raised two evidentiary questions for the Court. “First, what proposition 
does a city need to advance in order to sustain a secondary-effects ordinance? Second, how much evidence 
is required to support the proposition?”34 He argued that the plurality answered only the second question, 
and while he believed that answer was correct, in his view more attention needed to be paid to the first. The 
critical inquiry that Justice Kennedy believes the plurality “skips” is “how speech will fare under the city's 
ordinance.”  In his view, shared by Justice Souter's dissenting opinion, a “city may not assert that it will 
reduce secondary effects by reducing speech in the same proportion.”  In short, “[t]he rationale of the 

                                                      

 
30 222 F. 3rd at 727-728. 
31 535 U.S. at 436-37. 
32 Id. at 438-39. 
33 Id. at 445. 
34 Id. 
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ordinance must be that it will suppress secondary effects and not by suppressing speech.”35  Applying this 
first step to the ordinance in this case, Justice Kennedy argued that it would have one of two effects when 
applied to an SOB offering two adult activities under one roof: one of the activities must move. Since the 
latter of these effects cannot lawfully be the rationale for the ordinance – i.e., the city cannot lawfully seek 
to reduce the amount of secondary effects merely be reducing the number of SOBs – the city's rationale 
must be that affected businesses will relocate rather than close and that the resulting dispersion of 
businesses will reduce secondary effects but not substantially diminish the number of businesses.36 

Having identified the city’s “proposition,” Justice Kennedy next asked whether the city had 
presented sufficient evidence to support that proposition. In line with the plurality, Justice Kennedy 
argued for significant deference to local government fact-finding in making this inquiry. Citing Renton 
and Young, he contended that cities “must have latitude to experiment at least at the outset, and that very 
little evidence is required.” He also cautioned that “[a]s a general matter, courts should not be in the 
business of second-guessing the fact-bound empirical assessments of city planners,” noting: “The Los 
Angeles City Council knows the streets of Los Angeles better than we do. It is entitled to rely on that 
knowledge; and if its inference appears reasonable, we should not say there is no basis for that 
conclusion.”37 Here, Justice Kennedy found that, for purposes of surviving a motion for summary 
judgment, the city’s proposition is supported by both its 1977 study and “common experience” and that 
the 1983 ordinance was reasonably likely to reduce secondary effects substantially while reducing the 
number of SOBs very little.38 

In a dissenting opinion, Justice Souter, joined in part by Justice Breyer, argued that imposing 
stricter evidentiary standards on governments would guard against potential abuses Justice Souter was 
concerned about what he viewed as the significant risk that courts will approve ordinances that are 
effectively regulating speech based on government's distaste for the viewpoint being expressed.39 “Adult 
speech refers not merely to sexually explicit content, but to speech reflecting a favorable view of being 
explicit about sex and a favorable view of the practices it depicts; a restriction on adult content is thus 
also a restriction turning on a particular viewpoint, of which the government may disapprove.”40  For 
Justice Souter, the risk of viewpoint discrimination may be addressed by imposing on government a 
requirement that it demonstrate empirically “that the effects exist, that they are caused by the expressive 
activity subject to the zoning, and that the zoning can be expected either to ameliorate them or to 
enhance the capacity of the government to combat them (say, by concentrating them in one area), 
without suppressing the expressive activity itself.”41 

Justice Souter claimed that his call for empirical evidence did not impose a Herculean task on 
government; rather, the harms allegedly caused by SOBs “can be shown by police reports, crime 
statistics, and studies of market value, all of which are within a municipality's capacity or available from 
the distilled experiences of comparable communities.”42 He also noted that the need for “independent 

                                                      

 
35 Id. at 449-50. 
36 Id. at 450-51. 
37  Id. at 451-52. 
38 Id. at 452-53. 
39  Id. at 457. 
40 Id. 
41 Id. 
42 Id. 
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proof” can vary with the proposition that needs to be established and thus “zoning can be supported by 
common experience when there is no reason to question it.”43  In the final section of his dissent, which 
Justice Breyer did not join, Justice Souter applied this standard to the case at hand and argued that the 
city offered neither a rationale nor evidence to support the proposition that an adult bookstore combined 
with video booths would produce the claimed secondary effects.44 

Although Alameda Books reaffirmed Renton in crucial respects, thereby supporting 
governments, the plurality described exactly how an SOB could challenge government regulations: 

This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning. The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If 
plaintiffs fail to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the 
municipality's evidence does not support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the 
municipality's factual findings, the municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If 
plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden 
shifts back to the municipality to supplement the record with evidence renewing support for a 
theory that justifies its ordinance.45 

In the wake of Alameda Books, SOBs use the approach spelled out by the plurality to challenge 
ordinances.  Most challenges fail.  If a regulation has a plausible rationale and if it is supported by at 
least some evidence, the courts continue to show substantial deference to legislatures.46 

2.4 POST-ALAMEDA BOOKS CHALLENGES 

Following Alameda Books, SOBs began to challenge the relevance of the secondary effects 
evidence relied upon by governments.  These challenges fall into two categories. The first alleges that 
the large body of secondary effect studies relied upon by governments has ignored some idiosyncratic 
feature of the local environment.  In 2004, for example, an off-site SOB in rural Kansas used 
criminological theory to argue that the sparsely-populated rural environment precluded the possibility of 
secondary effects. And since the local government had not studied this issue prior to enactment, the 
ordinance should be struck down. 

Rejecting this argument, the trial court granted the defendant’s summary judgment motion.  On 
appeal, however, in Abilene Retail #30 v. Dickinson County, the Tenth Circuit agreed with the plaintiff’s 
interpretation of criminological theory: 

All of the studies relied upon by the Board examine the secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses located in urban environments; none examine businesses situated in an entirely rural 

                                                      

 
43 Id. at 458-59.  
44 Id. at 461-64.  
45 Id. at 438-39. 
46 See, e.g., G.M.Enterprises, Inc. v. Town of  St. Joseph, WI, 350 F.3d 631 (7th Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 125 S.Ct. 
49 (2004); Giovani Carandola, Ltd. v. Fox, 396 F. Supp. 2d 630 (M.D.N.C. 2005); Abilene Retail #30, Inc. v. 
Board of Commissioners of Dickinson Cty., 402 F.Supp.2d 1285 (D. Kan. 2005); but also see R.V.S., L.L.C. v. City 
of Rockford, 361 F.3d 402 (7th Cir. 2004)(finding it unreasonable for city officials to believe that secondary 
effects were associated with a business where dancers performed wearing fully opaque clothing over the pubic 
area, buttocks and breasts when the city had no evidence of secondary effects associated with such businesses and 
plaintiff’s two experts testified no studies demonstrated adverse secondary effects from such businesses; nor did 
the experts believe such effects could be found). 



Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

Part II: Crime-Related Secondary Effects – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 51 

area. To hold that legislators may reasonably rely on those studies to regulate a single adult 
bookstore, located on a highway pullout far from any business or residential area within the 
County would be to abdicate our “independent judgment” entirely. Such a holding would 
require complete deference to a local government’s reliance on prepackaged secondary effects 
studies from other jurisdictions to regulate any single sexually oriented business of any type, 
located in any setting 47 

Because the SOB was located in an isolated rural area, and because the County had no evidence 
to suggest that rural SOBs would have secondary effects, the Tenth Circuit reversed the summary 
judgment and remanded the case for trial. 

The second category of challenges alleges that the secondary effects studies relied upon by the 
government have ignored salient differences among distinct SOB subclasses.  In Encore Videos, Inc. v. 
City of San Antonio,48 an ordinance classified off-site book and video stores as SOBs if their inventories 
included 20 percent adult material.  Citing Alameda Books, an off-site SOB challenged the ordinance’s 
theoretical rationale and supporting evidence.  Agreeing, the Fifth Circuit found that San Antonio had 
relied on studies that either excluded off-site SOBs or, otherwise, had not distinguished between the 
effects of the on-site and off-site subclasses.  In the Court's view, moreover, the city’s theoretical 
rationale for ignoring the differences between on-site and off-site SOBs was weak. 

Off-site businesses differ from on-site ones, because it is only reasonable to assume that the 
former are less likely to create harmful secondary effects because of the fact that consumers of 
pornography are not as likely to linger in the area and engage in public alcohol consumption and 
other undesirable activities.49 

Other factors influenced the decision, of course, and the recent Fifth Circuit decision in H and A 
Land Corp. vs. City of Kennedale50 clarifies Encore Videos.  For present purposes, however, we end 
with the Court’s foray into criminological theory.  Though compelling from a common sense 
perspective, this theory ignores the relevant criminological theory of secondary effects. 

                                                      

 
47 Abilene Retail #30, Inc. v. Board of Commissions of Dickinson County, Kansas, 492 F.3d 1164, 1175 (10th Cir. 
2007). 
48  330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 540 U.S. 982 (2003), and opinion clarified, 352 F.3d 938 (5th Cir. 
2003). 
49  Id. at 294-95. 
50 H and A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, 480 F. 3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007). 
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3. THE CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY OF SECONDARY EFFECTS 

It is a scientific fact that SOBs, as a class, pose large, statistically significant ambient public 
safety hazards.  The public safety hazard is realized not only in terms of “victimless” crimes 
(prostitution, drugs, etc.) but, also, in terms of the “serious” crimes (assault, robbery, etc.) and 
“opportunistic” crimes (vandalism, trespass etc.) that are associated with vice. 

 

 Table 3 - Secondary Effect Studies Relied on by Legislatures 

 Los Angeles, CA 
Whittier, CA 
St. Paul, MN 
Phoenix, AZ 
Minneapolis, MN 
Indianapolis, IN 
Austin, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Garden Grove, CA 
Manhattan, NY 

1977 
1978 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1984 
1986 
1986 
1991 
1994 

Times Square, NY  
Newport News, VA 
Dallas, TX 
San Diego, CA 
Greensboro, NC 
Centralia, WA 
Daytona Beach, FL 
Montrose, IL 
Sioux City, IA 
Palm Beach County, FL 

1994 
1996 
1997 
2002 
2003 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 

 

 

We call the SOB-crime relationship a “scientific fact” because, first, it is predicted by a strong 
scientific theory; and second, because the theoretical prediction has been corroborated empirically.  On 
the second point, Table 3 lists 20 empirical studies whose findings corroborate the claim that SOBs pose 
large, significant ambient public safety hazards.  The remarkable range of time-frames, locations, and 
circumstances represented by these studies suggests that the consensus finding is general and robust. 

3.1 THE ROUTINE ACTIVITY THEORY OF “HOTSPOTS” 

The consensus finding of this literature becomes scientific fact when it is interpreted in the 
context of a scientific theory.  In this instance, the SOB-crime relationship is predicted by the central 
“organizing theory” of modern scientific criminology.  The so-called routine activity theory51 answers 
the what-when-where questions of victimization risk.  As applied to “hotspots of predatory crime,” such 
as SOB sites, the theory holds that ambient crime risk, generally defined as the number of crimes within 
500-1000 feet of a site, with the product of four risk factors. This can be written as: 

                                                      

 
51 This theory is due to Cohen and Felson (1979; Felson and Cohen, 1980;  Felson, 1998).  The routine activity 
theory is one of the most validated theories in modern social science.  In 2005 alone, according to the Social 
Science Citation Index, the 1979 Cohen-Felson article was cited 621 times.  The “hotspot” application of the 
theory is due to Sherman, Gartin, and Buerger (1989) and to Brantingham and Brantingham (1981; 1993). 
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Ambient Crime Risk    =  

 N of Targets    x   Average Value  

×  Offenders 
Police Presence 

An increase (or decrease) in the number of targets at the site or in their average value yields an 
increase (or decrease) in ambient crime risk. An increase (or decrease) in police presence, on the other 
hand, yields a decrease (or increase) in ambient crime risk. 

3.1.1 Targets 

SOB sites are crime hotspots because they attract potential victims, or targets, from wide 
catchment areas.  SOB sites are no different in that respect than tourist attractions (Dimanche and 
Lepetic, 1999; Danner, 2003) and sporting events (Corcoran, Wilson and Ware, 2003; Westcott, 2006).  
Compared to the targets found at these better known hotspots, however, the targets found at SOBs are 
exceptionally attractive to offenders. This reflects the presumed characteristics of SOB patrons. The 
patrons do not ordinarily live in the neighborhood but travel long distances to the site.52  They are 
disproportionately male, open to vice overtures, and carry cash. Most important of all, when victimized, 
they are reluctant to involve the police.  From the offender’s perspective, they are “perfect” victims. 

3.1.2 Offenders 

The crime-vice connection has been a popular plot device for at least 250 years. John Gay’s 
Beggar’s Opera (1728), for example, describes the relationship between MacHeath, a predatory 
criminal, and the vice ring composed of Peachum, Lucy, and Jenny. This popular view is reinforced by 
the empirical literature on criminal lifestyles and thought processes. The earliest and best-known study 
(Shaw, 1930; Snodgrass, 1982) describes the life of “Stanley,” a delinquent who lives with a prostitute 
and preys on her clients. 

This routine activity theory of hotspots assumes a pool of rational offenders who move freely 
from site to site, choosing to work the most attractive site available. These offenders lack legitimate 
means of livelihood and devote substantial time to illegitimate activities; they are “professional thieves” 
by Sutherland’s (1937) definition. Otherwise, they are a heterogeneous group.  Some are vice purveyors 
who dabble in crime. Others are predatory criminals who promise vice to lure and lull their victims. 
Despite their heterogeneity, the offenders share a rational decision-making calculus that draws them to 
SOB sites. 

3.1.3 Target value 

Criminological thinking has changed little in the 75 years since Shaw’s (1930) Jack-Roller. To 
document the rational choices of predatory criminals, Wright and Decker (1997) interviewed 86 active 
armed robbers. Asked to describe a perfect victim, all mentioned victims involved in vice, either as 
sellers or buyers. Three of the armed robbers worked as prostitutes: 

                                                      

 
52 In 1990, as part of an investigation, Garden Grove, CA police officers ran registration checks on motor vehicles 
parked at SOBs.  Virtually all of the vehicles were registered to addresses outside Garden Grove.  The 1986 
Austin, TX study arrived at the same finding.  More recently, the Effingham County, IL Sheriff’s Department ran 
registration checks on motor vehicles parked at an SOB in the Village of Montrose.  Except for employees’ 
vehicles, all were from outside the county.   
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From their perspective, the ideal robbery target was a married man in search of an illicit sexual 
adventure; he would be disinclined to make a police report for fear of exposing his own 
deviance (p. 69). 

The rational calculus described by these prostitute-robbers echoes the descriptions of other 
predators (see Bennett and Wright, 1984; Feeney, 1986; Fleisher, 1995; Katz, 1988, 1991; Shover, 
1996). 

3.1.4 Police presence 

Controlling for the quantity and value of the targets at a site, rational offenders choose sites with 
the lowest level of visible police presence.  In strictly physical terms, increasing (or decreasing) the 
number of police physically on or near a site reduces (or increases) ambient risk.  However, police 
presence can also be virtual, through remote camera surveillance and similar processes.  

Whether physical or virtual, the effectiveness of police presence can be affected – for better or 
worse – by broadly defined environmental factors.  For example, due to the reduced effectiveness of 
conventional patrolling after dark, crime risk rises at night, peaking around the time that taverns close.  
Darkness has a lesser effect on other policing strategies, which raises the general principle of optimizing 
the effectiveness of police presence.  One theoretical reason why SOB subclasses might have 
qualitatively different ambient risks is that they have different optimal policing strategies. 

3.2 WHAT DOES CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY SAY ABOUT SUBCLASSES? 

In lawsuits, SOB plaintiffs have argued that their narrowly-defined SOB subclass is exempt 
from criminological theory.  But in fact, the relevant criminological theory applies to all subclasses.  To 
the extent that two SOB subclasses draw similar patrons from similarly wide catchment areas, theory 
predicts similar ambient crime risks.  Put simply, similar causes (the presence of many high-value 
targets and low levels of police presence) have similar effects (i.e., high ambient crime risk).  This 
theoretical expectation is consistent with the data.  Although the theory applies identically to all SOB 
subclasses, at the same time, it allows for qualitative differences among the subclasses. 

In some instances, subclass-specific risks arise because the defining property of the subclass 
implies (or creates) idiosyncratic opportunities (or risks) for particular types of crime.  Compared to the 
complementary subclass, for example, SOBs that serve alcohol present idiosyncratic opportunities for 
non-instrumental crimes, especially simple assault, disorderly conduct, etc.  SOBs that provide on-
premise entertainment present idiosyncratic opportunities for vice crime, customer-employee assault, 
etc.  Criminologists call this etiological crime category “opportunistic.”  There are many obvious 
examples and SOB regulations often treat subclasses differently because their ambient opportunity 
structures are different. 

Qualitative differences also arise when the defining property of the subclass compromises the 
effectiveness of common policing strategies.  Policing SOBs that offer on-site entertainment (adult 
cabarets, peep shows, etc.) may require that police officers inspect the interior premises, for example.  
Because this places officers at risk of injury, policing on-site SOBs requires specially trained and 
equipped officers, prior intelligence, specialized backup manpower, and other resources.  Because 
potential offenders can wait inside the premises without arousing suspicion, moreover, routine drive-by 
patrols to “show the flag” are less effective. 

The optimal policing strategies for two subclasses are sometimes incompatible or even mutually 
exclusive.  To illustrate, an optimal policing strategy for SOBs that do not offer on-site entertainment, 
such as adult video and book stores, often involves neighborhood patrols by uniformed officers in 
marked cars.  Visibility is a key element of this strategy.  For peep shows and adult cabarets, on the 
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other hand, the optimal policing strategy often involves boots-on-the-ground deployments of 
plainclothes officers and unmarked cars.  Invisibility is a key element of this strategy.  Obviously, 
neighborhood patrols by plainclothes officers driving unmarked cars would defeat a major purpose of 
drive-by patrols; likewise, sending uniformed officers into an adult cabaret would be an inefficient 
method of control and might pose a physical danger to the officers, patrons, and employees.  As a 
general rule, distinct SOB subclasses may require distinct policing strategies to mitigate ambient crime 
risks. 

To some extent, differences among the optimal policing strategies for SOB subclasses amount 
to differences in cost.  In many (but certainly not all) instances, the least expensive policing strategy 
involves drive-by patrols by uniformed officers in marked cars.  Beyond the deterrent value of visible 
drive-by patrols, patrol officers can keep watch for known offenders and suspicious activity.  When 
potential problems are spotted, the patrol officers can forward the information to a specialized unit or, if 
necessary, handle it on the spot, requesting backup resources only as needed.53  It is important to realize, 
nevertheless, that the implementation of a policing strategy is determined in large part by local 
exigencies.  

3.3 THE THEORETICAL ROLE OF ALCOHOL 

Proximity to alcohol is a key component of the criminological theory of secondary effects.   
Alcohol aggravates an SOB’s already-high ambient crime risk by lowering the inhibitions and clouding 
the judgments of the SOB’s patrons.  In effect, alcohol makes the soft targets found at the SOB site 
considerably softer.  The available data corroborate this theoretical expectation in all respects.  
Predatory criminals prefer inebriated victims,54 e.g., and SOBs that serve alcohol or that are located near 
liquor-serving businesses pose accordingly larger and qualitatively different ambient public safety 
hazards.55  Governments rely on this consistent finding of crime-related secondary effect studies as a 
rationale for limiting nudity in liquor-serving businesses. 

3.4 THE CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY OF MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

The routine activity theory points to strategies for mitigating the crime-related secondary effects 
of SOBs.  In principle, the effects of a mitigation strategy can be direct or indirect.  Direct effects are 
typically realized through direct manipulation of the risk factors to reduce ambient risk.  Indirect effects 
are realized by making the risk factors more efficient.  In practice, of course, some of the strategies are 
expensive or otherwise impractical.  We begin with one of the most expensive, least practical mitigation 
strategies. 

                                                      

 
53 See, e.g., National Research Council (2004). 
54 See, e.g., Wright and Decker (1997, p. 87):   “[E]ach of (the armed robbers) expressed a preference for 
intoxicated victims, who were viewed as good targets because they were in no condition to fight back.” (p. 70);  
“Several [armed robbers] said that they usually chose victims who appeared to be intoxicated because, as one put 
it, ‘Drunks never know what hit them.’” 
55 A 1991 study of Garden Grove, California by McCleary and Meeker found a large, significant increase on 
ambient crime risk when an alcohol-serving establishment opened within 500 feet (ca. one city block) of an SOB.  
Secondary effect studies in Greensboro (2003) and Daytona Beach (2004) found that alcohol-serving SOBs had 
larger secondary effects than retail alcohol outlets.  These studies are reviewed in Section 2. 
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3.4.1 Increasing the level of police presence 

The simplest, surest way to mitigate ambient crime risk is to assign more police to SOB 
neighborhoods.  Although the relationship between police presence and ambient crime risk is 
complicated and complex, criminologists generally accept the aphorism:  “more police, less crime.”56  
Unfortunately, this simplest, surest mitigation strategy is expensive and impractical.  From the 
government’s perspective, increasing the number of police patrols in a neighborhood is prohibitively 
expensive.  From the perspective of the SOB and its patrons, police presence can be highly intrusive, 
bordering on “harassment.” 

In principle, fixed levels of police presence can be made more effective by fine-tuning status 
quo policing strategies.  Police patrols can be made more visible, e.g., by using uniformed officers in 
marked vehicles instead of plain-clothes officers in unmarked vehicles.  Most police departments have 
already optimized their strategies, however.  Police effectiveness can also be enhanced by incorporating 
rational enforcement policies into SOB codes.  Several examples are described in subsequent sections. 

3.4.2 Distancing SOB sites from sensitive uses 

Reducing the density of targets in an SOB neighborhood is a more economical, practical 
mitigation strategy.  As a rule, the most problematic secondary effects are associated with dense 
concentrations of SOBs (e.g., Boston’s “combat zone” model).  Accordingly, many governments require 
minimum distances between SOB sites (e.g., the Detroit model).  In addition to reducing per-site target 
density, thereby reducing aggregate risk, this model minimizes many obstacles to routine policing. 

 

 Figure 3.4.2 - Robbery Risk by Distance from an SOB  
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56 See, e.g., Levitt (1997, p. 270):  “Increases in police are shown to substantially reduce violent crime but have a 
smaller impact on property crime. The null hypothesis that the marginal social benefit of reduced crime equals the 
costs of hiring additional police cannot be rejected.”  Some “victimless” vice crimes are an exception to the rule, 
of course.  
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Figure 3.4.2 demonstrates the rationale for a related mitigation strategy.57  The vertical axis of 
this “risk-distance function” is calibrated in units of Part I personal crime (homicide, aggravated assault, 
robbery, and rape) risk, relative to the neighborhood risk, for 28 Greensboro SOBs from 1996-2005.  
The horizontal axis is calibrated in distance from an SOB.  The unit of distance is a city block which, in 
the Greensboro neighborhoods from which these data are taken, is approximately 400 feet. 

Suppose that a person exits a building five city blocks (i.e., 2,000 feet) from an SOB.  As this 
person walks toward the SOB, his or her victimization risk rises.  For the first few blocks, the risk 
increments are modest; thereafter, the risk increments grow large.  At two blocks from the SOB, the 
person’s risk is double what it was at start of the five-block walk.  At one-half block, the risk is six 
times higher.  If the person walks away from the SOB site, his or her victimization risk falls until, at a 
distance of three blocks from the site, the risk decrements are imperceptible. 

Governments can take advantage of the risk-distance relationship plotted in Figure 3.4.2 by 
setting minimum distances between SOBs and other sensitive land uses.  SOB patrons have no choice 
but to “run the gauntlet.”  The victims of some ambient crime incidents are not SOB patrons, however, 
but rather, are neighborhood residents and by-passers.  By setting minimum distances between SOBs 
and the land uses frequented by these people, the government mitigates the SOB’s ambient crime risk 
secondary effect.58 

3.4.3 Limiting the hours of operation 

Another economical and practical strategy for mitigating the ambient crime risk of SOBs is to 
limit the hours of operation.  Criminological theory reduces to the aphorism, “more targets, more 
crime.”  And in the overnight hours when businesses close and people go home, the crime rate drops.  
While the crime rate drops, however, the per-target risk rises.  When a business stays open around-the-
clock, its victimization risk rises steadily after sundown, peaking in the early morning.  Darkness softens 
a target, increasing its appeal to predatory criminals. 

Several mechanisms operate here but the most salient is that routine policing is more difficult 
and less effective in darkness.  When bars and taverns close, police resources are stretched thinner yet, 
making soft targets even softer.  Governments typically mitigate this risk by closing high-risk public 
places (playgrounds, beaches, parks, etc.) from dawn to dusk; by imposing curfews on high-risk persons 
(teen-agers, parolees, etc.); and by limiting the operation of high-risk businesses (bars, SOBs, etc.) 
during times of acute risk.  Not surprisingly, this theoretical prediction is confirmed by the empirical 
evidence. 

                                                      

 
57 McPherson and Silloway (1980) used crude risk-distance functions, such as the one plotted in Figure 3.4.2, to 
demonstrate that Minneapolis SOBs were point sources of ambient crime victimization risk.  Statistically adjusted 
risk-distance functions are used in Sections 4.3 and 5.2 below.   
58 We are often asked to specify a distance sufficient to fully mitigate an SOB’s ambient crime risk.  The correct 
answer to this question – “As far as possible” – is not helpful.  Although the risk-distance function plotted in 
Figure 3.4.2 seems to answer this question, remember that it is the average of 28 SOB sites.  By definition, some 
sites are “better,” some “worse.”  Planners must assume a worst case scenario but, then, must balance this 
assumption with practical (and legal) considerations. 
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3.4.4 “Hardening” SOB sites59 

In principle, ordinances can mitigate ambient crime risk requiring SOBs to “harden” their 
properties.  Mandating outdoor lighting, parking lot surveillance cameras, and anti-“cruising” structures 
illustrate strategies for hardening the site’s exterior.  This list of exterior hardening options is short, 
unfortunately; and although the effectiveness of exterior hardening strategies depends to some extent on 
local circumstances and conditions, there is little evidence that any of the typical options can mitigate 
ambient crime risk. 

Regulating the interior configurations of SOBs, in contrast, has a stronger rationale in 
criminological theory. Interior hardening strategies are often less costly moreover, more practical, and in 
theory, more effective.  Three widely used strategies illustrate the general principle: 

� Ordinances that eliminate interior blind spots 
� Ordinances that prohibit closed viewing booths 
� Ordinances that restrict entertainers to raised stage areas  

Each of these strategies reduces the risk of on-premise victimization of patrons and employees.60  
In some respects, the risk reduction mechanism is obvious.  Removing blind spots and opening up 
closed booths obviously reduces the opportunity for lewd behavior, e.g.  Though less obvious, to the 
extent that patron-on-patron, patron-on-employee, and employee-on-patron confrontations are 
precipitated by lewd behavior, these strategies also reduce the risk of assault. 

The risk of patron-on-patron, patron-on-employee, and employee-on-patron crime is most acute 
inside SOBs that feature live entertainment; and of course, alcohol aggravates the risk.  The risk can be 
mitigated by separating patrons and entertainers.  Ideally, separation is achieved by mandated structures, 
such as raised stages.  By creating a tangible “wall” between employees and patrons, raised stages 
reduce unintentional (or intentional) “touching,” thereby reducing the risk of patron-on-employee and 
employee-on-patron crime. 

3.4.5 Police officer safety 

While assaults on police officers are rare, they are among the most serious crimes that occur 
inside SOBs.  In theory, moreover, they are preventable.  The risk of assault begins when officers enter 
the SOB and continues until they leave.  Mitigation strategies aim at minimizing the number of times 
officers must enter SOBs and, having entered, the amount of time they must spend inside.  Strategies 
that focus on the latter factor are more practical. 

Police officers enter SOBs either in response to a reported crime incident or to inspect the 
premises as part of routine enforcement.  By reducing the risk of the on-premise crime incidents, the 
interior target-hardening strategies described in the preceding section reduce the number of times that 
officers must enter SOBs to respond to reported incidents.  Otherwise, there are few options for 
reducing the number of times that officers must enter SOBs.  Notwithstanding the risk to officers, 
routine inspection can be an effective mitigation strategy.  By focusing attention on SOB sites, routine 

                                                      

 
59 The classic statement on “hardening” is Newman (1973). 
60 The strategies also facilitate routine enforcement while minimizing the risk of injury to police officers.  Those 
topics will be discussed separately in the next section. 
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inspection reduces ambient risk through a complex set of pathways referred to, collectively, as “broken 
windows.”61  

Regardless of how officers come to be inside an SOB, any strategy that minimizes the amount 
of time spent inside reduces the risk of injury.  Ordinances aimed at improving interior visibility 
illustrate these strategies.  In many instances, officers can accomplish their purpose with a quick visual 
inspection.  If the interior of the SOB is well lit and obstacle-free, the inspection can be completed by 
one officer in a minute or two.  If the interior is dark and/or labyrinthine, the same inspection may 
require two (or more) officers for a longer period of time. 

In SOBs that feature live entertainment, a raised stage reduces the risk of injury to police 
officers through the same mechanism.  If an ordinance mandates, say, a six-foot distance between 
patrons and entertainers, absent a raised stage, enforcing (and/or detecting willful violations of) the 
ordinance may require that several plainclothes officers spend an hour or more inside.  With a raised 
stage, on the other hand, a comparable level enforcement and detection of violations can be 
accomplished with shorter, more superficial inspections.  Raised stages also facilitate self-enforcement.  
Ensuring that patrons and entertainers comply with a distance rule, absent a raised stage, demands 
constant attention and keen judgment by the SOB.  A raised stage facilitates self-enforcement by the 
SOB, thereby reducing the risk of patron-patron and employee-patron confrontations. 

3.4.6 Tailoring regulations to fit local needs 

The ideal SOB ordinance marries low compliance costs for the SOB to low enforcement costs 
for the government.  To some extent, compliance and enforcement costs depend on local circumstances 
and conditions and these often dictate differences in codes and/or enforcement strategies.   A code or 
strategy that is optimal for one set of circumstances may be less than optimal for another.  If a local 
variation is aimed at rationalizing regulation and optimizing mitigation, it should be encouraged. 

By definition, local conditions are too numerous to list.  Nevertheless, the principle is 
straightforward.  Legislatures adapt and modify codes to take advantage of local idiosyncrasies.  In most 
instances, modifications are designed to facilitate compliance and minimize enforcement costs.  Toward 
that end, legislatures often consult local enforcement officers and, to the extent possible and appropriate, 
incorporate the views of experts into the regulations. 

3.5 BUT DOES THE THEORY APPLY TO THE OFF-SITE SUBCLASS? 

The consensus finding of the secondary effects literature, represented by the studies listed in 
Table 3, rests on a strong criminological theory.  The theory predicts that a diligent, informed search 
will find a secondary effect.  Absent the theoretical prediction, no one would have thought to look for 
secondary effects around SOBs.  If someone accidentally stumbled upon a secondary effect, moreover, 
absent the theoretical prediction, the isolated finding would be interpreted as a trivial curiosity.  
Conversely, given the theoretical prediction, a legitimate null finding would reject the theory or, at least, 
would require a modification of the theory. 

When a theory has been corroborated over a sufficiently wide range of times, places, and 
circumstances, its predictions can be used in lieu of the facts.  To illustrate, suppose that City X 

                                                      

 
61The best known statement of this effect is Wilson and Kelling (1982).  Wilson and Kelling argue persuasively 
that police visibility in a neighborhood can have a greater impact on victimization risk than police activities that 
target crime per se.  Modern police methods are based on this theory. 
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conducts a study and finds that its SOBs pose a significant public safety hazard.  City Y would like to 
conduct its own study but cannot because it has no SOBs.  In lieu of conducting its own study, City Y 
can assume that it would have found the same facts that City X found.  City Y’s inductive inference is 
defensible because SOBs in both City X and City Y – or in any other city, for that matter – generate 
secondary effects through causal factors outlined in Section 2.1.  In short, “similar causes have similar 
effects.” 

Continuing this hypothetical exercise, suppose that an entrepreneur invents a novel SOB 
subclass.  Since City X conducted its study prior to the invention, the entrepreneur might argue that the 
study’s secondary effects finding is irrelevant to the novel subclass.  If the causal factors outlined in 
Section 2.1 do not apply to the novel SOB subclass, the entrepreneur’s argument is valid.  If the novel 
subclass attracts “soft-target” patrons to its site, on the other hand, no matter how novel the SOB may 
be in other respects, it will have the same secondary effects that other subclasses have.62  Since off-site 
SOBs attract “soft-target” patrons, of course, criminological theory leads us to expect secondary effects 
for the subclass. 

The typical off-site SOB is a store that sells sexually explicit books and/or DVDs, along with 
miscellaneous adult merchandise, exclusively for off-site use.  Off-site SOBs offer no on-site 
entertainment of any sort, and in particular, have no coin-operated DVD viewing booths.  In 2002, 
Justice Souter speculated that DVD sales and DVD viewing booths were inseparable parts of the 
“commercially natural, if not universal” SOB model.63  Five years later, pure off-site SOBs are found in 
most metropolitan areas and, more recently, along rural stretches of the interstate highway system.  
Justice Souter would be surprised. 

Some off-site SOBs were created by removing booths from on-site SOBs.  These SOBs tend to 
be older and smaller, sometimes with less than 1,000 square feet of floor space.  Newer off-site SOBs 
were designed without booths.  Some have over 5,000 square feet of floor space, stocked with every 
imaginable type of adult merchandise.  Some sell non-adult merchandise, such as lingerie and erotic 
clothing, alongside the standard adult items.  None offers on-site entertainment of any sort, of course. 

Compared to the older “commercially natural” on-site SOBs, the newer off-site SOBs have a 
very different “look and feel.”  This superficial difference might suggest that they are safer places than 
the older on-site subclass and, indeed, off-site SOBs have claimed exactly this.  In light of the contrary 
predictions of criminological theory, off-site SOBs have challenged the theory.  These challenges have 
made two claims.  First, off-site SOBs attract a different sort of patron – women and couples.  Second, 
lacking on-site entertainment, off-site patrons spend very little time in the SOB neighborhood. 

3.5.1 Our patrons are not “disproportionately male”64 

SOB plaintiffs have argued that a significant proportion of their patrons are women and, thus, 
that the criminological theory outlined in this section does not apply to them.  The predicate of this 
argument is implausible for on-site SOBs; data show that women constitute trivially small proportions 

                                                      

 
62 We are often asked whether businesses that sell sexually explicit merchandise over the internet would have 
secondary effects.  Perhaps; but because these businesses would not attract patrons to a physical site, any 
secondary effects would not be caused by the factors described in the criminological theory described in this 
section. 
63 City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc. 535 U.S. 425 (2002). 
64 This section is based on McCleary and Tewksbury (2008).   
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of the patrons of cabarets, theaters, and peepshows.65  The predicate is more plausible for off-site SOBs.  
At present, women appear to constitute 20-25 percent of the patrons at off-site SOB.  As gender roles 
evolve and as more off-site SOBs begin to advertise and sell merchandise nominally intended for 
women, this proportion may grow.66  No matter how large the proportion, however, if the off-site SOB 
also attracts male patrons, the criminological theory of secondary effects will apply to this SOB 
subclass. 

To investigate gender phenomena, researchers recorded 729 patron-entrances at sixteen off-site 
SOBs in southern California over a two-year period.  These sixteen sites were selected from a list of 
sites in three southern California counties because they shared five properties: (1) each sold sexually-
explicit DVDs, aimed primarily at heterosexual audiences; (2) each sold other adult-themed 
merchandise; (3) each was open 24 hours; (4) each had a relatively high traffic flow, suggesting a 
profitable business; and (5) none had on-site viewing booths.  Sites that lacked any of these properties 
were excluded from the study sample.  

 

Table 3.5.1 - Sixteen Off-Site SOBs:  729 Patrons in 85 Hours 

  Men  Women  Proportion 
Women 

 

 Alone 
Same sex groups 
Mixed sex groups 
Couples 

393 
116 

16 
32 

70.6 % 
20.8 % 
2.9 % 
5.5 % 

 28 
86 
26 
32 

16.3 % 
48.8 % 
15.1 % 
18.6 % 

   6.6 % 
42.6 % 
38.1 % 
50.0 % 

 

 

Table 3.5.1 reports one salient difference between male and female patrons.  Of the 729 patrons 
who entered the SOBs, 172 (23.6 percent) were women.  The proportion of women varies significantly 
by the manner of entry, however.  Whereas most of the male patrons entered alone (70.6 percent), 
relatively few female patrons entered alone (16.3 percent).  Nearly one-half (48.8 percent) of the women 
who entered were accompanied by other women.  Another one-third entered in the company of a male 
partner (18.6 percent couples) or as part of a mixed male-female group (15.1 percent).  This preferred 
method of entrance is consistent with the ethnographic literature on social deviance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      

 
65 Fisher, Hall and Hall (1998) report that less than three percent of the patrons of an adult cabaret are women.  
Ethnographic studies of adult theatres (Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008) and (Tewksbury, 1993) lead to similar 
estimates. 
66 See the case study of a “lingerie boutique” in Section 4.1. 
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 Figure 3.5.1a - Entrances by Day of the Week for Men and Women  
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Figures 3.5.1a-b reports another salient difference between male and female patrons.  In 
addition to their aversion to entering the SOB alone, compared to men, women’s entrances occur at 
distinctly different days of the week and hours of the day.  The vertical axes in these figures are 
calibrated in entrances per hour for men and women.  The horizontal axes are calibrated in day-of-the-
week (Figure 3.5.1a) and hour-of-the-day (Figure 3.5.1b).  To facilitate interpretation, the weekly and 
daily cycles for men (in red) and women (in blue) were “smoothed” by three-day and three-hour moving 
averages. 

The weekly cycle for male patrons exhibits a single dramatic Friday-Saturday-Sunday peak that 
accounts for roughly one-half (53.3 percent) of the weekly entrances by men.  The weekly cycle for 
female patrons, in contrast, exhibits a weekend peak on Friday and a midweek peak on Tuesday.  
Neither peak is as dramatic as the single weekend peak for men.  Indeed, it might be more accurate to 
say that the weekly cycle for women is distinguished by a two-day lull on Sundays and Mondays. 

 The hourly cycles for men and women, plotted in Figure 3.5.1b, reveal analogous gender 
differences.  Whereas entrances by men peak shortly after midnight, entrances by women peak at five in 
the afternoon.  The “night owls,” consisting largely of men, are a significant proportion of the total 
patronage.  More than one-fifth (22.8 percent) of the male patrons enter between midnight and three in 
the morning.  Women enter sporadically during this period; women make up only a small proportion of 
the “night owls.”  Women prefer the late afternoon and early evening hours.  Nearly half (46.7 percent) 
of the entrances by women occur between four and seven in the evening.  Between five and six P.M., 
women and men enter at the same hourly rate. 
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 Figure 3.5.1b- Entrances by Time of the Day for Men and Women  
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The gender differences plotted in Figures 3.5.1a-b can be interpreted to mean that men and 
women are very different sorts of patrons.  Another interpretation, however, is that the nature of the off-
site SOB changes, with respect to criminological theory, depending on the time of day.  During late 
afternoon and evening hours, off-site SOBs are gender neutral that is; but after dark and continuing into 
the early morning, they are largely a male-dominated realm. 

As a final note, the presence of a significant number of females at an SOB site can be a risk 
factor.  If the SOB advertises the presence of unattached females at the site, e.g., male patrons are 
attracted to the site.  To attract unattached female patrons, SOBs have offered lingerie gifts; and SOBs 
have claimed in their advertising that their patrons include unattached females, especially exotic or nude 
entertainers and dancers. 

3.5.2 Stigma and anonymity at off-site SOBs 

Critics of the prevailing criminological theory argue that the “average” patron of an off-site 
SOB drives up, runs in, makes a purchase, runs out, and drives off.  Although this “average” behavior 
may have common sense, it is inconsistent with the data.  In an ethnographic study of an off-site SOB, 
Hefley (2007) reports that patrons spend significant periods of time in the immediate vicinity of the site.  
Some wait outside until the business is empty.  Others “case” the business on multiple occasions before 
deciding to enter.  Some patrons park their cars a block or more away and walk to the store.  These 
“average” behaviors attract criminal predators to the site, creating the ambient public safety hazard 
predicted by the criminological theory of secondary effects. 

When visiting SOBs it is common practice for patrons to enter the vicinity of the business and 
wait (sometimes significant periods of time) before entering the business.  Donnelly’s (1981) 
ethnographic study of two “adult cinemas” demonstrated that patrons frequently park near the SOBs and 
wait to enter until either no others are in the vicinity to see them enter, or enter when several others are 
entering, in an effort to maintain their anonymity and not be seen/recognized by others in the vicinity.  
As Donnelly (1981) explains, “With the exception of the large “groups” ... all patrons engage, to a 
greater or lesser degree, in hiding behavior” (p. 260) as they enter and leave the establishment.  Others, 
including Hefley (2007) who studied an off-site SOB, have shown that some patrons actively modify 
their appearances (or, use “disguises”) so as to manage the stigma they associate with being identified 
entering a SOB.  In summary, Donnelly (1981), drawing on his own research and that of Karp (1973) 
and Sundholm (1973) concludes that “patrons prefer to main an extremely low-profile, and do not wish 
to be seen at all.” (pp. 241-242, emphasis in original). 



Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

Part II: Crime-Related Secondary Effects – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 64 

The desire to remain anonymous and essentially invisible in the vicinity of SOBs is related to 
both a concern about stigmatization from observers, and concerns for safety.  As made clear by Delph 
(1978, p. 29), for men who seek out sexual stimulation and encounters in any type of public location, 
their primary “concern is erotic fun without stigmatization.” Avoiding notice and identification are key 
to such men.  Concerns about safety, however, also include recognition that SOBs are hotspots for many 
forms of violent offenses.  So too, however, are many SOBs locations of, or located very close to, sites 
of other forms of vice and criminal activity. 

In a study of the pornography industry, Potter (1986) concluded that "Observations of the retail 
pornography trade make it abundantly clear that an overlap exists between porn and other forms of vice. 
Retail porn outlets in our sample also provide prostitution and gambling services, and in some cases 
drugs.”  Similarly, Stein’s (1990, p. 78) 9.5 months working as a clerk in one adult bookstore revealed 
that “it was not uncommon for the bookstore to be used also as a referral agency” for a wide range of 
illicit services.  As a result, patrons wishing to simply access sexually explicit merchandise or visual 
experiences may feel threatened by others in the environment who are perceived to be dangerous and 
purveyors of undesired goods and services. 

Once they enter, patrons typically remain inside the SOB for short periods of time, almost 
always for less than one hour.  When purchasing merchandise, patrons enter, browse, make a selection, 
pay, and then leave in short order.   At peepshows, theaters, and other on-site SOBs, patrons stay inside 
the SOB for slightly longer periods of time, of course, but rarely for periods in excess of an hour. 

The “hiding” activities that patrons demonstrate upon arrival and during entry to SOBs are 
continued once they are in the establishment.  Patrons have consistently been shown to avoid eye 
contact, conversation, or being physically close to other patrons while in such establishments.  This has 
been shown for off-site SOBs (Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008; Stein, 1990; Tewksbury, 1990, 1993), 
video arcades/peepshows (Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008; Stein, 1990; Sundholm, 1973; Tewksbury, 
1990, 1993; Weatherford, 1986) and adult cinemas (Donnelly, 1981; Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008; 
Stein, 1990).  Communications that occur between patrons in such locations are almost always brief, 
superficial/incidental and frequently nonverbal.  Furthermore, for many patrons of SOBs, there is a 
sense of stigmatization perceived when the individual recognizes that they are being observed or “seen” 
in the establishment.  Berkowitz (2006) documents that as a female patron in a retail SOB her 
observation of male patrons lead to men apparently feeling uncomfortable and that some “felt the need 
to escape the embarrassment of being labeled a pervert by exiting the establishment empty-handed” (p. 
594). 

Hiding and attempts to “manage and negotiate the shame that is associated with being a patron” 
(Berkowitz, 2006, p. 594) often includes efforts to keep others from knowing what a patron purchases.  
Berkowitz (2006, p. 595) explains that in her observations of one retail SOB, “many solo male patrons 
appeared timid and sometimes even uneasy.  Many spoke in a low volume so that other patrons would 
not hear them when they were conversing with the store clerk. Finally, much of the time, the body 
language and nonverbal communication that these solo male patrons used hinted of awkwardness, in 
that their backs were hunched over, their eyes were wandering, and their arms were sometimes crossed 
directly in front of them.”  

Clearly, many patrons of SOBs demonstrate concerns about being identified and subsequently 
stigmatized if seen in or near SOBs.   A recent anecdote illustrates this behavior, unfortunately in this 
instance, with dire consequences (Bourgeois, 2007).  On the evening of March 1, 2007, a man parked 
his car in a dark lot several hundred feet away from Dreamer’s, an off-site SOB in Kennedale, Texas.  
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Returning to his car, the man was confronted by a robber and was shot.  Though seriously injured, the 
victim survived. 

Although a legislature would not want to rely on anecdotal evidence alone, anecdotes of this 
sort constitute legitimate secondary effects evidence.67  In addition to its corroborative value, however, 
this particular anecdote has some legal relevance.  The off-site SOB in this incident, Dreamer’s, was a 
plaintiff in H and A Land Corp.68  One week prior to the shooting incident, a panel of the Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals clarified its earlier Encore Videos decision by concluding that a city’s governing body 
had sufficient evidence to believe that off-site SOBs caused adverse secondary effects.69 

3.6 CONCLUDING REMARKS: CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY 

The legal debate over crime-related secondary effects ignores the crucial role of criminological 
theory.  Without exception, criminological theory predicts that SOBs will generate ambient public safety 
hazards.  Plaintiffs’ witnesses produce study after study to show that SOBs have no crime-related 
secondary effects or, sometimes, that SOBs have salutary public safety impacts on their neighborhoods.  
We will discuss the details of these studies at a later point.  For present purposes, the criminological 
theory described in the preceding section is internally consistent and compelling – it makes sense in 
other words.  As it turns out, the theory also agrees with the data. 

  

                                                      

 
67 See, e.g., World Wide Video of Washington, Inc. v. City of Spokane, 368 F. 3d 1186, 1195-96 (9th Cir. 2004) 
(“Anecdotal evidence and reported experience can be as telling as statistical data and can serve as a legitimate 
basis for finding negative secondary effects ...”). 
68  H and A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, TX, 480 F.3d 336 No. 05-11474 (5th Cir. 2007). 
69 Id. 
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4. OFF-SITE CASE STUDIES 

The popular theories proposed by plaintiffs to explain why off-site SOBs might not have 
secondary effects are superficially plausible.  Weighed against the formal criminological theory, 
however, the popular theories are found wanting.  To the extent that off-site SOBs attract high-value, 
“soft-target” patrons to their neighborhoods, strong criminological theory predicts that off-site SOBs 
will generate the same crime-related secondary effect expected for on-site SOBs.  The theory allows for 
qualitative differences, of course, but with respect to theoretical causes, there are no differences between 
the two complementary subclasses. 

Nevertheless, until recently, the theoretical prediction was uncorroborated.  Although off-site 
SOBs have been around since the advent of home video-tape players, researchers had not thought to 
question the relevance of criminological theory.  Indeed, because the causes implicated by 
criminological theory were common to all SOB subclasses, researchers assumed that subclass 
distinctions were irrelevant.  In line with this assumption, most of the secondary effect studies listed in 
Table 3 did not report separate effect estimates for each subclass.  It was enough to report that all 
subclasses had adverse crime-related secondary effects. 

The 1991 Garden Grove study is typical in that respect.70  The SOBs studied in Garden Grove 
included at least one off-site SOB.  Because the study found that each of the SOBs posed large ambient 
public safety hazards, one can infer by syllogism that off-site SOBs had adverse effects.  The Fifth 
Circuit decision in Encore Videos noted explicitly, however, that the Garden Grove report did not report 
subclass-specific effects. 

Following Encore Videos, government-sponsored studies have tried, where possible, to report 
specific effects for the off-site subclass.  Given the relevant strong theory, the subclass-specific effects 
hold no surprises.  The case studies reviewed in this section are typical in the sense that all corroborate 
the theoretical expectation.  In addition, each illustrates an important aspect of the phenomenon. 

� The subject of the first case study is an off-site SOB that characterized itself as a “lingerie 
boutique,” catering primarily to couples and women.  The evidence suggests that this self-
characterization was, at worst, an exaggeration.  Nevertheless, the data demonstrate a large, 
significant secondary effect following the opening of the SOB. 

� The subject of the second case study is an off-site SOB located in a rural village with a 
population of 250 people.  The SOB drew cross-country travelers, including big-rig truckers, off 
the interstate highway with predictable consequences.  The analysis of this case study is 
complicated by the idiosyncrasies of the terrain.  For example, where does one find a 
“comparable” village for a control? 

� The third case study compares risk-distance functions (See Figure 3.4.2) for multiple-activity 
on-site SOBs – video arcades that sell merchandise – and off-site SOBs in Los Angeles.  The 
risk-distance functions demonstrate that, like SOBs generally, off-site SOBs are point-sources 
of neighborhood victimization risk.    

                                                      

 
70 McCleary and Meeker (1991). 
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4.1 SIOUX CITY, 200671 

SOBs are nothing new to Sioux City, Iowa.  Two had operated without incident in the city’s 
older downtown area for decades.  Although both sold sexually explicit DVDs, most of their revenue 
came from coin-operated viewing booths.  Strictly speaking, both belonged to the on-site SOB subclass 
that Justice Souter characterized as the “commercially natural, if not universal” model.  In terms of 
“look and feel,” the two businesses were indistinguishable from on-site SOBs in larger cities. 

In March, 2004, a third SOB opened in Sioux City.  Unlike the two existing on-site SOBs, Dr. 
John’s had no viewing booths.  It was located in a newer area of the city and lacked the garish 
appearance associated with SOBs generally and, in particular, with Sioux City’s two existing SOBs.  
During subsequent litigation, the trial judge commented on this fact: 

[T]he first impression of the store is a far cry from the first image that most people would likely 
have of an “adult book store” or “sex shop.” There is nothing seedy about the neighborhood, 
store building, or store front. In fact, from a quick drive-by, one would likely assume that the 
business was a rather upscale retail store for women's clothing and accessories. There are no 
“adult” signs or banners proclaiming “peep shows,” “live entertainment booths,” “XXX 
movies,” “live models,” “adult massage,” or any of the other tasteless come-ons all too familiar 
from adult entertainment stores that exist in virtually every American city of any size and which 
one may find scattered along interstates and highways even in rural America.72 

The trial judge’s drive-by impression may overstate the point.  Few passers-by would mistake 
Dr. John’s for anything other than what it was. 

Regardless of its look and feel Dr. John’s was located in a prohibited zone.  When Sioux City 
attempted to enforce its zoning code, Dr. John’s sued, arguing that off-site SOBs lacked the typical 
crime-related secondary effects associated with SOBs.  To counter this argument, Sioux City produced 
police reports of incidents occurring within 500 feet of Dr. John’s during the four years between 
January 1st, 2002 and December 31st, 2005.  For purposes of quasi-experimental control, reports of 
incidents occurring with 500 feet of a nearby motel were also retrieved. 

To control plausible threats to internal and statistical conclusion validity, the City collected 
analogous police incident reports for an adjacent control area, a 500-foot circle centered on a non-SOB.  
Because the two circles are tangent to each other and face the same thoroughfare, they have similar 
traffic flows.  And because they have similar mixes of businesses and similar incident rates, their 
underlying ambient crime risks are similar.  Because the underlying risk factors are identical in the two 
circles, any effect found in one of the circles should be found in the other as well.  But that was not the 
case. 

                                                      

 
71 This case study is based on McCleary and Weinstein (2007). 
72 Doctor John’s, Inc. v. City of Sioux City, IA., 389 F.Supp.2d 1096, 1103 (N.D. Iowa 2005), quoting from court’s 
ruling on plaintiff’s motion for preliminary injunction. 
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 Table 4.1 - Total Crime Before and After the Opening of Dr. Johns 

  Before After    

 Total Incidents N Rate N Rate After/Before Ratio  

  Dr. John’s 
Control 

17 
44 

  7.8 
20.3 

41 
46 

22.4 
25.1 

2.86 
1.24 

 
2.31 

 

  Before After    

 “Victimless” Excluded N Rate N Rate After/Before Ratio  

  Dr. John’s 
Control 

12 
26 

  5.5 
12.0 

31 
32 

16.9 
17.5 

3.08 
1.46 

 
2.11 

 

  
 

The first row of Table 4.1 breaks down total incidents for the 793 days before and 668 days 
after the SOB opened.  In the Dr. John’s circle, the annual crime rate rose from 7.8 to 22.4 incidents per 
year, an increase of approximately 190 percent.  Crime in the control circle rose as well but the increase 
was more modest.  The rise from 20.3 to 25.1 incidents per year amounts to a 25 percent increase.  
Based on a crude comparison of these rates, Dr. John’s appears to pose an ambient victimization risk. 

To test whether the effect might be a chance fluctuation, we take advantage of the fact that 
crime incidents in the two circles are not different than Poisson (Haight, 1967: 94-95).  Under a Poisson 
hypothesis, the after/before odds for the Dr. John’s and control circles, reported in Table 3, are 
distributed as unit-mean log-Normal variables.  The ratio of the two odds, also distributed as unit-mean 
log-Normal, is the maximum-likelihood estimate of the secondary effect.  Since the value of the odds 
ratio is 2.31, compared to the control circle, ambient crime rose by 131 percent after Dr. John’s opened 
for business.  Because an effect estimate of this magnitude or larger occurs by chance with probability 
smaller than 0.01, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

The second set of rows in Table 4.1 reports the analogous breakdown with “victimless” crime 
incidents excluded.  If the opening of Dr. John’s lead to heightened police surveillance, it is possible 
that the before-after effect is a simple “instrumentation” artifact.  Indeed, in a critique of the 1977 Los 
Angeles secondary effects study relied upon in Alameda Books, Paul, Linz and Shafer cite this 
possibility: 

Although the findings of this study suggested high levels of criminal activity within these 
clusters, any implication that this is connected to the presence of adult businesses is invalidated 
by the fact that the researchers admitted to “stepped up” surveillance within these areas. Put 
simply, the police most likely found greater amounts of crime in the adult establishment areas 
because they were trying harder to find it.73 

                                                      

 
73 P. 379, “Government regulation of ‘adult’ businesses through zoning and anti-nudity ordinances: de-bunking the 
legal myth of negative secondary effects.”  Communication Law and Policy, 2001, 6:355-391. 
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Whereas this explanation might be plausible for prostitution, drugs, and other “victimless” vice 
crimes, it is implausible for homicide, robbery, and the other “street” crimes reported in the 1977 Los 
Angeles study.  On the contrary, heightened police surveillance will reduce the victimization risk of 
these crimes.  So if the instrumentation hypothesis is plausible, the secondary effect should vanish when 
“victimless” crimes are excluded.  As reported in Table 4.1, excluding “victimless” crimes from the 
estimate leads to the same conclusion. 

4.1.1 Is it a “lingerie boutique” or is it a SOB? 

The evidence suggests that, at worst, the self-characterization of Dr. John’s as a “lingerie 
boutique” is an exaggeration.  When this case study began in early 2006, one quadrant of the SOB’s 
total floor space walled off with high display racks to create a separate room.  The merchandise 
displayed in this room consists of DVDs and magazines and toys or devices, all of which was sexually 
explicit as that term was defined.  The walls created a private room for patrons who wanted to browse 
and, at the same time, hid the sexually explicit merchandise from customers who might be offended.  
The merchandise displayed outside this room consisted of lingerie, swimwear, and other erotic (but not 
necessarily sexually explicit) items. 

The walled-in room where sexually explicit merchandise was displayed was larger than 1,500 
square feet.74  The area outside this room, where no sexually explicit items were displayed, was about 
the same size.  Although no door separated the two areas, and although patrons could move between the 
areas at will, the configuration gave the sense of two separated areas, only one of which met the City’s 
SOB definitions.  The City defined an SOB either in terms of 40 percent of floor space devoted to 
sexually explicit merchandise; or 40 percent of the inventory devoted to sexually explicit merchandise. 

The fluid nature of the floor space complicates this criterion.  In terms of merchandise, on the 
other hand, Dr. John’s was clearly an SOB.  Table 4.1.1 reports an inventory of Dr. John’s stock 
completed in the first week of January, 2006.  The retail value of the sexually explicit merchandise 
displayed in the 1,500 square-feet room $558,302.99, or approximately 50 percent of the total inventory.  
By the stock criterion, on the other hand, Dr. John’s is an SOB. 

 

 Table 4.1.1 - Stock inventory for Dr. John’s  

   Count  Retail Value   

 DVDs / Books 
Toys / Devices / Novelties 
Lingerie, Swimwear, etc. 

 10,630 
32,469 
12,109 

19.3% 
58.8% 
21.9% 

395,809.39 
331,605.03 
403,469.99 

35.0% 
29.4% 
35.4% 

 

 Total  55,208  $1,130,884.41   
 

Even if Dr. John’s passed the display-space and stock criteria, it would have been judged an 
SOB by the fact that it promotes itself as an SOB through its signage and website.  Both give the same 
prominent note to DVDs and toys that is given to lingerie, telling more or less the same story as the 
inventory mix reported in Table 4.1.1.  While one can buy the same merchandise at Dr. John’s that is 
                                                      

 
74 To put this in perspective, the combined floor space of Sioux City’s two on-site SOBs was less than 1,500 
square feet, booths excluded. 
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found at, say, Victoria’s Secret; one can also buy the sexually explicit merchandise found at Sioux 
City’s two on-site SOBs. 

4.1.2 Dr. John’s patrons 

To estimate the characteristics of Dr. John’s clientele, an automatic surveillance camera was set 
up to take still-shots at three-second intervals of customers entering Dr. John’s.75  The cumulative 
record was reviewed by Irvine graduate students.  Entrances by gender were recorded for 14.5 hours.  
Of the 180 customers who entered Dr. John’s, 118 (65.6 percent) were males and 62 (34.4 percent) 
were females. 

Table 4.1.2 reports a more instructive breakdown.  Some customers entered Dr. John’s in 
groups.  Customers who entered singly were most likely to be male.  Customers who entered in same-
sex or different-sex groups, on the other hand, were as likely to be female as male.  The male-female 
ratio was 50:50 for couples by definition.  Excluding couples, the 132 customers who entered Dr. 
John’s singly or in groups remains disproportionately and, roughly, by the same 2:1 male-female ratio. 

 

  Table 4.1.2 -  Customers by sex and group   

   
Singles 

Same-Sex 
Groups 

Mixed-Sex 
Groups 

 
Couples 

  

 Males 
Females 

64 
11 

16 
13 

9 
9 

29 
29 

118 
62 

 

  75 29 18 58 180  

 

Except for the smaller numbers, the distribution of entrances reported in Table 4.1.2 is 
consistent with the distributions plotted in Figures 3.5.1a-b.  Although many off-site SOBs have some 
success at attracting women and couples, the SOBs remain a male-dominated realm. 

4.2 MONTROSE, 200376 

The relevance of the government’s secondary effects evidence can be challenged through either 
of two arguments.  The first is predicated on the fact that the evidence has ignored some relevant 
difference among distinct SOB subclasses.  Challenges by off-site SOBs illustrate this argument.  The 
second is predicated on the fact that the evidence has ignored some idiosyncratic (but nevertheless 
relevant) local condition. In 2004, an SOB in rural Kansas used criminological theory to argue that the 
sparsely-populated rural environment precluded the possibility of secondary effects. And since the local 
government had not studied this issue prior to enactment, the ordinance should be struck down. 

                                                      

 
75 The camera surveillance was conducted by Richard Matousek, a private investigator retained by the City. 
76 This case study is based on “Rural hotspots: the case of adult businesses.”  Criminal Justice Policy Review, 
2008, 19:1-11. 
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Rejecting this argument, the trial court granted the defendant’s summary judgment motion. On 
appeal, however, in Abilene Retail,77 the Tenth Circuit agreed with the plaintiff’s interpretation of 
criminological theory: 

All of the studies relied upon by the Board examine the secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses located in urban environments; none examine businesses situated in an entirely rural 
area. To hold that legislators may reasonably rely on those studies to regulate a single adult 
bookstore, located on a highway pullout far from any business or residential area within the 
County would be to abdicate out “independent judgment” entirely. Such a holding would 
require complete deference to a local government’s reliance on prepackaged secondary effects 
studies from other jurisdictions to regulate any single sexually oriented business of any type, 
located in any setting.78 

Because the SOB was located in an isolated rural area, and because the County had no evidence 
to suggest that rural SOBs would have secondary effects, the Tenth Circuit reversed the summary 
judgment and remanded the case for trial. 

Ignoring the question of relevance, the argument’s predicate is correct.  Because most 
criminological research is conducted in urban areas, criminological theories do not necessarily 
generalize to rural areas.  In fact, it is entirely possible that some obscure criminological theory might 
not generalize to rural areas and populations.  But the relevant routine activity theory of hotspots, 
outlined in Section 2 above, generalizes to any accessible area, urban, suburban, or rural.  This is 
corroborated by a recent case study.  When an SOB opens on an interstate highway off-ramp in a 
sparsely populated rural community, ambient crime risk rises precipitously, turning the community into 
a rural “hotspot of predatory crime.” 

An unincorporated village of 250 residents, Montrose, Illinois is located on I-70 midway 
between St. Louis and Indianapolis. I-70 separates Montrose’s residential dwellings from its businesses: 
a convenience store-gas station, a motel, and for a short period, a tavern.  Other than gas and lodging, 
cross-country travelers had no reason to exit I-70 at Montrose prior to February, 2003. In that month, the 
Lion’s Den opened on a service road within 750 feet of the I-70 off-ramp. A large, elevated sign let I-70 
travelers know that X-rated videos, books, and novelties could be purchased “24/7.” The store was 
successful by all accounts. 

The residents of Montrose did not welcome the new business. Unlike the village’s other 
businesses, the Lion’s Den was located on the residential side of I-70. Complaining that the store 
disrupted their idyllic life-style, villagers picketed the site on several occasions. Traffic was a chronic 
complaint. The narrow gravel access road connecting the site to I-70 could not support the weight of 
big-rig trucks; it soon fell into disrepair. The Lion’s Den offered to build a new, larger access road from 
I-70 to its site. But fearing an even larger volume of traffic, the villagers declined the offer. 

Like all Illinois villages, Montrose had no SOB ordinances. The Lion’s Den was located within 
1,000 feet of a public park, however, in violation of an Illinois statute. When the State moved to enforce 
its statute, the Lion’s Den sued, arguing that “off-site” SOBs could not generate the public safety 
hazards associated with adult cabarets, video arcades and other on-site SOBs. The trial in State v. The 
Lion’s Den, et al. lasted four days. The court upheld the statute and, in July, 2005, the Montrose Lion’s 
Den closed its doors. 

                                                      

 
77 Abilene Retail #30, Inc. v. Board of Commissions of Dickinson County, Kansas, 492 F.3d 1164, 1175 (10th Cir. 
2007). 
78 Id. at 1175. 
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Table 4.2 - Crime-Related Secondary Effects of a Rural Off-Site SOB 
 

  Open  Closed 
 

  
Log Effect 

 
8 

  
t 

 

 Property Crimes 
Personal Crimes 
All Other Crimes 
 

23 
3 

28 

9.54 
1.24 

11.61 

 15 
5 
9 

7.20 
2.40 
4.32 

  
Constant 
Open 

 
-3.267 
0.475 

 
-17.60 

2.06 

 

 
 

Total Crimes 54 22.39  29 13.92   e0.475 . 1.61  

 

At the trial, the State presented evidence of the Lion’s Den’s adverse impact on the surrounding 
area: sexually explicit litter and decreased use of the nearby park. Neither party presented local crime 
data, however. Table 4.2 reports data bearing on this issue. During the 1,642-day period beginning 
January 1st, 2002, the Effingham County Sheriff’s Office recorded 83 crime incidents in the Village. 
The most common incidents involved the theft or destruction of property. Incidents of disorder and 
indecency, traffic-related incidents, and alcohol-drug offenses were nearly as common. But incidents 
involving danger or harm to persons (robbery, assault, etc.) were rare. 

The columns labeled “Open” and “Closed” in Table 4.2 break the incidents down into an 881-
day segment in which the Lion’s Den was open and a 761-day segment in which it was closed.  Crime 
rates are 22.39 and 13.92 total incidents per year for the “Open” and “Closed” segments. From these 
raw rates, it appears that crime risk in Montrose rose when the Lion’s Den opened and fell when the 
Lion’s Den closed.  The magnitude of the effect is proportional to the exponentiated effect estimate 
reported in Table 4.2 (e0.475 = 1.61).  The crime rate in Montrose was 61 percent higher while the Lion’s 
Den was open. 

Could the effect be due to chance?  That is unlikely.  The effect estimate reported in Table 4.2 is 
statistically significant at the conventional 95 percent confidence level.  Could the effect be due a 
coincidental increase in the frequency of patrols the Effingham County Sheriff?  That too is unlikely.  
Whereas heightened surveillance can exaggerate “victimless” crime rates, heightened surveillance 
would not produce higher rates of serious crime and, while the Lion’s Den was open, crime in the 
Village grew more “serious,” including two armed robberies, one committed by a gang of four men 
wearing ski masks and armed with shotguns. Both armed robberies were committed at site of the Lion’s 
Den, moreover, and were the only robberies recorded in the Village’s modern history. 

The timing of the crime incidents reinforces this point.  While the Lion’s Den was closed, 
Montrose’s modal crime incidents were “drive-off” thefts from the Village’s gasoline station and 
vandalism at the Village’s motel. Most of these incidents occurred in daylight and required no 
immediate response from the Sheriff’s Office; and because the businesses were separated from 
residences by I-70, the modal incidents attracted little attention.  While the Lion’s Den was open, on the 
other hand, a majority of incidents occurred at night and demanded immediate response; as more 
incidents began to occur on the residential side of I-70, crime became more noticeable to Village 
residents. 

The Tenth Circuit may not have found the Montrose results relevant to Abilene Retail.  Every 
case study is unique in some respect, after all; and although the U.S. Census Bureau considers both 
Effingham County, Illinois and Dickinson County, Kansas to be “rural,” the Tenth Circuit may have 
focused on idiosyncratic, legally relevant factors. Nevertheless, the case study results demonstrate that, 
whether urban, suburban, or rural, hotspots are hotspots. Whether the area is urban, suburban, or rural, 
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SOBs attract patrons from wide catchment areas. Because these patrons are disproportionately male, 
open to vice overtures, and reluctant to report victimizations, their presence attracts offenders, 
generating ambient victimization risk – a hotspot of predatory crime. This theoretical mechanism 
operates identically in rural, suburban, and urban areas but, because rural areas ordinarily have lower 
levels of visible police presence, rural hotspots may be riskier than their suburban and urban 
counterparts. 

Solving the problem by allocating more police to rural areas is politically unfeasible. 
Governments allocate public safety resources across regions on utilitarian grounds.  Per capita 
allocations have the greatest impact on per capita crime rates. This poses an obstacle to rural problem-
oriented policing, of course, but it is a rational policy for a government.  Because the targets attracted to 
the rural hotspot live outside the jurisdiction, and because victimizations are under-reported, ignoring 
the hotspot is a more realistic strategy. 

The future is unclear. The relocation of adult businesses to rural areas parallels the post-war 
“flight” of inner-cities families. From the perspective of adult business proprietors, the urban 
environment has become hostile. Zoning codes force adult businesses into “ghettos” where their 
operations are strictly regulated and where competition with other adult businesses is fierce.  Rural areas 
have few regulations, on the other hand, and little competition; access to interstate highway traffic is a 
bonus. As urban environments become more hostile, more adult businesses will relocate to rural areas, 
forcing state and county governments into policy decisions. 

4.3 ALAMEDA BOOKS REDUX:  LOS ANGELES, 2008 

In 1977, the City of Los Angeles conducted a comprehensive secondary effects study79 that 
found, among other things, an association between ambient crime and SOB concentrations.  Based on 
this finding, Los Angeles required a minimum distance between SOB sites.  When SOBs began to evade 
the minimum distance rule by merging, the City amended its ordinance to require minimum distances 
between distinct activities.  The amendment forced “commercially natural if not universal” SOBs to 
segregate DVD sales from viewing booths. 

In 1995, two affected SOBs challenged the amended ordinance. Because the 1977 study did not 
address the secondary effects of combining multiple activities under one roof, it was argued that Los 
Angeles had no evidence that multiple-activity businesses generated secondary effects.  The trial court 
agreed and the Ninth Circuit affirmed.  The U.S. Supreme Court reversed, reaffirming Renton and 
allowing that a government could infer, from the findings of the1977 study, that concentrations of 
distinct activities – in particular, DVD sales and viewing booths on the same site – generated secondary 
effects.  In a complicated split decision, the Court remanded the case for trial. 

In 2006, the City of Los Angeles retained McCleary to examine the secondary effects rationale 
for the amended ordinance.  Would dividing a multiple-activity SOB into single-activity SOBs, as 
required by the amended ordinance, yield a reduction in ambient crime risk?  Ideally, this question could 
be addressed by finding a member of the “commercially natural if not universal” SOB subclass that had 
been divided into discrete units that sold DVDs (but had no booths) and that operated coin-operated 
viewing booths (but did not sell DVDs).  If the amended ordinance had a legitimate rationale, one would 
expect the ambient risk for the multiple-activity SOB to be greater than the sum of the risks for its 
constituent single-activity SOBs. 

 
                                                      

 
79 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (1977), cited in Alameda Books at 429. 
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Unfortunately, there were no ideal “natural experiments” of this sort to be found in Los 
Angeles.  Alternatively, using the same logical argument, one could compare the ambient crime risks for 
multiple-activity SOBs – which we will call “bookstore-arcades” – to the ambient risks for single-
activity “bookstores” and “arcades.”   Since there were no pure arcades80 in Los Angeles, however, only 
part of this alternative design could be implemented.  Though less than the ideal – which is almost 
always true – the partial design tells us much about the phenomenon. 

Figure 4.3 plots the risk-distance functions for twelve bookstore-arcades (in red) and seven 
bookstores (in blue).  The vertical axis is calibrated in annual UCR Part I (“serious”) crime incidents 
(homicide, aggravated assault, robbery, rape, burglary, theft, auto theft, and arson) per square mile.  The 
horizontal axis is calibrated in distance from the site.  As Figure 4.3 shows, both SOB subclasses are 
risky places.  Since both risk-distance functions are statistically significant at the conventional 95 
percent confidence level, both SOB subclasses have secondary effects.  Compared to bookstores, 
however, bookstore-arcades are riskier at all distances and the difference between the two functions is 
significant. 

4.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Some subclass specific risks arise because the defining characteristic of the subclass creates 
idiosyncratic opportunities for particular types of crime.  Other subclass-specific risks arise when the 
defining characteristic of the subclass compromises the effectiveness of common policing strategies.  
The relatively higher ambient risks of bookstore-arcades accrue from both sources.  Nevertheless, the 
failure of economical policing strategies is the greater problem.  The optimal policing strategy for SOBs 
with viewing booths requires that police inspect the interior, placing officers at risk of injury.  
Accordingly, policing this subclass requires special training and equipment, prior intelligence, backup 
manpower, and other resources. 

                                                      

 
80 SOB arcades that sell no adult merchandise whatsoever are rare.  But there are many that derive very little 
revenue from the same of adult merchandise. 

 Figure 4.3 - Risk by Distance from the Site, UCR “Serious” Crime  
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Absent viewing booths, the optimal policing strategy rests heavily on routine drive-by patrols.  
Since the ambient risk function for this subclass can cover a several-block area (see Figure 4.3), drive-
by patrols is an efficient way to provide a visible police presence to the neighborhood.  Visibility is per 
se a deterrent.  Routine patrols can keep watch for known offenders and suspicious activity.  When 
problems are spotted, the routine patrol can forward the information to a specialized unit or, if 
necessary, handle it on the spot, requesting backup resources only as needed.  Needless to say, 
neighborhood patrols by plainclothes officers in unmarked cars would be inefficient.  Whereas visibility 
is central to policing SOB bookstores, the presence of viewing booths requires invisible (plainclothes) 
police presence inside the SOB.  The optimal policing strategies of the two subclasses are incompatible.  

Criminological theory is clear on the threshold question of whether off-site SOBs are exempt.  
They are not.  As it turns out, moreover, the Fifth Circuit had not intended its Encore Videos decision to 
be interpreted as a comment on applicability of criminological theory.  Four years later, the Fifth Circuit 
upheld a Kennedale, Texas ordinance aimed at off-site SOBs.81  Unlike the San Antonio ordinance 
under challenge in Encore Videos, the Kennedale ordinance relied on studies of off-site SOBs.  The 
Court took the opportunity, furthermore, to clarify the short note in Encore Videos that had been 
misinterpreted as questioning the applicability of criminological theory.82 

On March 1st, 2007, exactly one week after the Fifth Circuit’s H and A Land Corp. decision, a 
man parked his car in a dark lot near an off-site SOB in Kennedale, Texas.  Returning to his car, the 
man was confronted by a robber and shot (Bourgeois, 2007).  Though seriously injured, he survived.  
Governments would not want to rely on anecdotal evidence alone.  Nevertheless, anecdotes of this sort 
constitute legitimate secondary effects evidence.83  In addition to its corroborative value, this particular 
anecdote has some legal relevance because the off-site SOB was a plaintiff in H and A Land Corp. 

                                                      

 
81 H and A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, TX., 480 F. 3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007). 
82 Id. at 340 
83 See, e.g., World Wide Video of Washington, Inc. v. City of Spokane, 368 F.3d 1186, 1195-96 (9th Cir. 2004) 
(“Anecdotal evidence and reported experience can be as telling as statistical data and can serve as a legitimate 
basis for finding negative secondary effects ...”). 
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5. SAN ANTONIO 

In early 2006, several Texas cities were evaluated as candidates for an intensive case study.  
Due to its historical role in the off-site/on-site controversy, San Antonio was the leading candidate.   As 
information on the candidate cities accumulated, San Antonio’s advantages grew more apparent.  It had 
several off-site and on-site SOBs, for example; and although all of the candidate cities had reasonably 
reliable machine-readable crime incident data, San Antonio’s city attorney was particularly supportive 
of the case study concept.  In the final analysis, San Antonio offered the strongest mix of data, design, 
and resources. 

Another factor arguing for San Antonio was the publication, in early 2006, of a secondary 
effects study based on San Antonio data.  Using a cross-sectional quasi-experimental design that had 
been used in Greensboro (Linz and Yao, 2003) and Daytona Beach (Linz, Fisher, and Yao, 2004), 
Enriquez, Cancino and Varano (2006)84 found that:  

After controlling for socioeconomic and demographic community characteristics associated 
with social disorganization, ... the empirical evidence tempers the San Antonio City Council’s 
contention that the presence of [SOBs] produces crime. Instead, the results point to weak 
institutions, namely alcohol outlets and community characteristics associated with social 
disorganization theory as causes and correlates of crime (p. 34). 

Critics of the quasi-experimental design used by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano note that it is 
strongly biased in favor of the null finding.  This bias might explain why the design has become a 
favorite of SOB plaintiffs.  We will expand on this issue in the following sections. 

5.1 THE ENRIQUEZ-CANCINO-VARANO NULL FINDING 

To test whether SOBs have any secondary effects whatsoever, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano 
regress per capita crime rates for San Antonio “neighborhoods” (Census Block Groups) on nine “social 
disorganization” variables.85  After statistically adjusting for the effects of these variables, Enriquez, 
Cancino, and Varano compare the crime rates in neighborhoods with and without “human display 
establishments” (SOBs).  Because the R2 statistic associated with the difference was not significant at 
the conventional 95 percent confidence level, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano concluded that the 
difference is null – that SOBs have no statistically significant crime-related secondary effects.  To 
investigate the validity of this conclusion, we attempted to replicate their analysis.  Although we could 
not reproduce their results exactly, the results of our reanalysis are consistent with their results in one 
important respect.86  Nevertheless, our results support a very different conclusion. 

                                                      

 
84 Roger Enriquez is assistant professor of criminal justice, University of Texas, San Antonio; Jeffery M. Cancino 
is associate professor of criminal justice at Texas State University, San Marcos.  Sean P. Varano is assistant 
professor of criminal justice at Northeastern University. 
85 As proposed by Shaw and McKay (1942), the theory of social disorganization holds that neighborhoods with 
low residential stability will have high rates of delinquency and vice versa.  The theory draws heavily from grand 
sociological theory (e.g., Tönnies, 1963[1887]; Durkheim, 1964[1893]) and from the early Chicago school 
experience. 
86 At a minimum, replication would require the arithmetic means and variances of all variables as well as the 
covariances among variables.  These “sufficient statistics” are ordinarily published along with results.  Although 
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 Table 5.1 - Effect Estimates, Per Capita Total Crime  

  Effect α < p  Effect α < p  

 Constant 
Renter Occupied Housing 
Latinos 
Blacks 
Divorced 
Median Household Income 
Vacant Housing 
15-29 Year Old Males 
Female-Headed Households 

361.5 
-81.3 

-134.9 
-41.0 

-416.0 
-2.7 
86.5 

-428.1 
62.0 

 
.05 

.0001 
.53 

.002 
— 
.37 
.01 
.16 

 -447.2 
-181.9 
407.4 
232.5 

2778.4 
-4.0 

3446.8 
-678.9 
1339.3 

 
.54  
.05  
.24  
.00  
.15  

.001  
.0001 

.14 

 

 Alcohol Establishments 
Adult Display Establishments (SOBs) 

15.2 
73.5 

.00001 
.20 

 189.7 
1976.2 

.12 
.0001 

 

 

 

Table 5.1 reports a side-by-side comparison of the results reported by Enriquez, Cancino, and 
Varano (in red; taken from Table 7, pp. 33-4) and the results of our replication (in blue).  The columns 
labeled “Effect” give the unstandardized effect estimates (per capita crime rates).  The columns labeled 
“α < p” give the corresponding significance levels.  By convention, any effect estimate with a 
probability smaller than α< 0.05 is statistically significant.  The last row of Table 5.1, which reports 
effect estimates and significance levels for “alcohol establishment” and “adult display establishment 
(SOB) neighborhoods, tells the story. 

� In terms of per capita total crime, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano find that the effect of  “adult 
display establishments” is nearly five times larger than the analogous effects of “alcohol 
establishments” (73.5/15.2 ≈ 4.8).  But since the corresponding probability (α=0.2) is larger 
than 0.05, the five-fold effect is not statistically significant. 

� The replication finds that the effect of “adult display establishments” is more than ten times 
larger than the analogous effect of “alcohol establishments” (1976.2/189.7 ≈ 10.4).  Since the 
corresponding probability (α=0.0001) is smaller than 0.05, moreover, the ten-fold effect is not 
statistically significant. 

In purely substantive terms, the original analysis and our replication produce consistent results.  
Neighborhoods with “adult display establishments (SOBs)” have higher per capita crime rates than 
“alcohol establishment” neighborhoods.  Whether the effect ratio is five-fold or ten-fold, it is 
substantively large. 

In purely statistical terms, on the other hand, the original analysis and our replication produce 
discrepant results.  Whereas in the original analysis, the substantively large difference in per capita 
crime rates is not statistically significant (α=0.2), in our reanalysis, the difference is highly significant 

                                                                                                                                                                        

 
Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano (2006) did not publish these data, they offered “Other tables and models are 
available on request” (fn. 80, p. 20).  The authors have ignored two requests for their statistics. 
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(α=0.0001).  Which statistical result is more credible?  Leaving this question unanswered for the 
present, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano interpret the statistical size of their effect to mean that San 
Antonio SOBs have no crime-related secondary effects; and this has clear legal implications: 

According to the plurality test in Alameda, the present study would certainly cast “direct doubt” 
on the rationale or evidence used to support the adoption of the San Antonio ordinance.  This 
would then shift the burden back to the municipality. However, it is not clear what evidence a 
court would require from a municipality to justify the ordinance. (pp. 34-5)  

But in fact, the fragile null finding reported by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano is not sufficient 
to “cast direct” doubt on the factual predicate of San Antonio’s ordinance.  Indeed, what Enriquez, 
Cancino, and Varano characterize as a null finding is, by the most widely accepted conventions of 
statistical hypothesis testing, an inconclusive finding.  We will return to this point after reporting the 
results of our San Antonio analysis. 

5.2 THE RESULTS OF OUR SAN ANTONIO CASE STUDY 

Table 5.2 lists the addresses of fourteen SOBs that were open for business in the City of San 
Antonio during the five-year period between January, 2002 and December, 2006.  All fourteen SOBs 
sell videos and other adult merchandise for off-site use.  The first three sites (in blue) also operate on-
site viewing booths, however; they are “on-site” SOBs.  The next eleven sites (in red) do not operate on-
site viewing booths; they are “off-site” SOBs.  The list of SOB sites (Table 5.2) was developed from 
searches of internet sources and licensing databases, and from consultations with City of San Antonio 
officials. 

Each of the fourteen sites was visited at least once between January, 2006 and May, 2008.  
Many of the sites were visited on several occasions during that period.   Each site visit included 
inspections of the surrounding neighborhoods, informal interviews with employees and patrons of the 
SOBs where possible, and sometimes, interviews with neighbors.  Although we cannot be certain that 
the fourteen sites listed in Table 5.2 is exhaustive, the list is as complete as possible and representative 
of the SOBs in San Antonio. 
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To measure the hypothetical crime-related secondary effects of the fourteen SOBs, we collected 
official crime data from the San Antonio Police Department.  The dataset that was released to us 
included all crime incidents recorded in the City of San Antonio between January, 2002 and December, 
2006.  During this five-year period, the San Antonio Police Department recorded the locations of 
457,603 incidents.  All but 2,866 of those were successfully matched to San Antonio addresses, for a 
match rate of 99.4 percent.  A 70 percent match rate is the norm for geocoding. The extraordinarily high 
match rate in this study is due in part to the geocoding system used by the San Antonio Police 
Department.  Although each crime incident was coded with a modified NIBRS descriptor (U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2000), for analytic purposes, the incidents were collapsed into three broad 
categories: personal crime incidents, property crime incidents, and all other crime incidents.  We report 
the results for total crime only.       

One shortcoming of the statistical model used by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano (2006) is that 
the land area of their “neighborhoods” (i.e., Census Block Groups) is too large to capture the secondary 
effects of SOBs.  Whereas the ambient crime risk emanating from an SOB point-source is optimally 
detectable in a 500-foot circle around the site (see Figure 3.4.2) – an area of approximately 0.028 square 
miles – the median San Antonio Census Block Group covers an area of 0.24 square miles.  This factor-
of-nine disparity generates a profound bias in favor of the null finding.  When smaller, more appropriate 
areal units are analyzed, however, large, significant crime-related secondary effects emerge.  

 
 
 
                                                      

 
87 The plaintiff “Encore Videos” in the Fifth Circuit decision is “Zebraz.” 

 Table 5.2 - Fourteen San Antonio SOBs  

    2000 U.S. Census  

   Address Tract Block Group  

 Adult Video MegaPlexx 
Body Language 
Adult Video MegaPlexx 

 9405 I 35 N 
8071 Culebra Rd 

11827 San Pedro Ave 

1212032 
1719113 
1913022 

2 
3 
2 

 

 Venus 
Texxxas Nights 
Zebraz 
Broadway News 
Apollo News 
Encore Video - 103187 
Leather and Lace Video 
Temptations 
Shades of Love 
Pop-in-go Video Superstores 
Pop-in-go Video Superstores 

 3848 Culebra Rd 
6305 Wurzbach Rd 

1608 N Main 
2202 Broadway St 
2376 Austin Hwy 

1031 NE 410 
2525 NE 410 

8373 Culebra Rd 
300 West Bitters 

7121 90 W 
3655 Fredericksburg Rd 

1805043 
1807024 
1108005 
1110003 
1205025 
1210001 
1212043 
1719111 
1917002 
1616002 
1802013 

3 
4 
5 
3 
5 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
3 
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 Figure 5.2 - Risk-Distance Functions for Fourteen San Antonio SOB Sites  
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To illustrate, Figure 5.2 plots total crime risk-distance functions for fourteen SOBs (in red) and 
fourteen randomly selected control sites (in blue).  The fourteen control sites were drawn at random 
from the set of San Antonio addresses in the 2000 U.S. Census tracts where SOBs are located.  
Although there are (literally) thousands of potential control addresses in the complete set, a random 
sample of fourteen addresses balances the design, thereby optimizing its interpretability. 

The technical details of Figure 5.2, including the calculation and interpretation of the numbers 
(i.e., “Crimes per square mile x 103”), are described separately in Section 6 below.  For present 
purposes, ignoring these technical details, several points emerge from the risk-distance functions. 

� In terms of total crime, SOBs are risky places. As one moves toward an average SOB, 
victimization risk (defined loosely, as the probability of becoming a crime victim) rises.  As one 
moves away, victimization risk diminishes. 

� The risk-distance function for control addresses (in black) is relatively flat.  No matter how near 
or far one might be from the average control site, victimization risk remains constant. 

� At any distance, ambient victimization risk is significantly lower for control addresses 
compared to SOB addresses.  This relationship holds for distances greater than 1,000 feet, 
approximately two long city blocks. 

Although it is possible in principle to estimate distinct risk-distance functions for off-site and 
on-site SOBs, the difference between the two risk-distance functions is not statistically significant at the 
conventional 95 percent confidence level.  Our inability to estimate distinct functions is due in part to 
the relatively small number of on-site SOBs (three vs. eleven off-site SOBs) and to the proximity of one 
off-site SOB to an on-site SOB.  Tests of statistical significance are a technical topic that will be 
covered in Section 6 below. 
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5.3 THE “DIRECT DOUBT” CONTROVERSY88 

Finding that the difference in per capita crime rates between SOB and non-SOB control 
neighborhoods is not statistically significant, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano argue that the null finding 
“casts ‘direct doubt’ on the rationale or evidence used to support the adoption of the San Antonio 
ordinance.”  Of course, any investigator who wants to produce a null finding can do so, quite simply, by 
using the “weakest” possible quasi-experimental design.  To guard against the potential abuse, rigidly 
enforced methodological rules require the investigator to demonstrate that a design is sufficiently 
“powerful” to support the null finding.  Otherwise, the finding is judged to be inconclusive. 

The “statistical power” of a quasi-experimental design is best illustrated by the distinction 
between the substantive and statistical size of a secondary effect.  In terms of per capita total crime, 
Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano found that the effect for San Antonio’s “human display establishments” 
was 4.84 times larger than the analogous effect for “alcohol establishments.”  Most residents of San 
Antonio – including the City Council and Police Department – would call this effect substantively large.  
Nevertheless, the effect is statistically small – not significant at the conventional 95 percent confidence 
level.  Ignoring the effect’s substantive size, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano argue that statistically 
small effect are “not different than zero.”  And if an effect is “not different than zero,” then perhaps it 
“is zero.”  And if the effect “is zero,” then it casts “direct doubt” on the evidentiary basis of the San 
Antonio ordinance. 

Of course, this argument ignores the methodological rules of statistical hypothesis testing.  
Figure 5.3a summarizes these rules by analogy to a jury trial.  Suppose that an SOB stands accused of 
posing an ambient crime risk.  After hearing the evidence, the jury can convict, acquit, or hang.  If the 
jury convicts, there is a small (but non-zero) probability that the jury convicted an innocent SOB; i.e., a 
false-positive (or “Type I” or “α-type”) error.  If the jury acquits, on the other hand, there is a small (but 
non-zero) probability that the jury acquitted a guilty SOB; i.e., a false negative (or “Type II” or “β-
type”) error.  Finally, if the jury hangs, there was no decision and, hence, no possibility of error. 

 

Figure 5.3a - Jury Trials and Hypothesis Tests  

  But in Reality, the Defendant is ...  

  Guilty Not Guilty  

 The Jury Convicts 95% Confidence 5% False Positives  

 The Jury Hangs ? ?  

 The Jury Acquits 20% False Negatives 80% Power  

     
 

In real-world courtrooms, the probabilities of false-positive and false-negative verdicts are 
unknown.  Courts enforce strict procedural rules to minimize these probabilities but we can only guess 

                                                      

 
88 This section is based on McCleary and Meeker (2006). 
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at their values.  In statistical hypothesis testing, on the other hand, rigid convention sets the values at 
five percent for false-positives and twenty percent for false negatives.89  Adopting these same values, to 
convict, the jury must be 95 percent certain of the SOB’s guilt.  To acquit, the jury must be 80 percent 
certain of the SOB’s innocence.  To ground the 95 and 80 percent certainty levels, we could try each 
case in front of a large number of independent juries.  To convict, 95 percent of the juries would have to 
return the same guilty verdict; in the case of an acquittal, 80 percent would return the same not guilty 
verdict. 

Correct and incorrect decisions are painted blue and red respectively in Figure 5.3a.  Five 
percent of all convictions are false-positives and 20 percent of all acquittals are false-negatives.  When 
the levels of certainty are too low to support conviction or acquittal, of course, the jury hangs.  Non-
decisions, painted yellow in Figure 5.3, depend on factors such as the strength of evidence, credibility of 
witnesses, and so forth.  So as not waste a jury’s time, the prosecutor doesn’t bring obviously weak 
cases to trial.  Likewise, faced with strong evidence of guilt, the defense counsel seeks a plea bargain in 
order to avoid trial. 

The analogy to statistical hypothesis testing is nearly perfect.  The researcher considers two 
complementary hypotheses.  The SOB either has secondary effects; or alternatively, the SOB does not 
have secondary effects.  Based on the magnitude of the expected and estimated effects, the researcher 
then accepts one of the two hypotheses. 

� If the false-positive rate for the estimated effect is smaller than five percent, the hypothetical 
secondary effect is accepted with 95 percent confidence.  The SOB has a large, significant 
secondary effect. 

If the false-positive rate is larger than five percent, researcher does not automatically accept the 
alternative hypothesis but, rather, conducts a second test. 

� If the false-negative rate for the expected effect is smaller than twenty percent, the alternative 
hypothesis is accepted with 80 percent power.  The SOB does not have a secondary effect. 

But lacking both 95 percent confidence and 80 percent power, neither hypothesis is accepted; 
the results are inconclusive.  Since inconclusive results invariably arise from weak research designs, and 
since the relative strength of a design is known a priori, inconclusive results should be rare.  But in fact, 
many of the secondary effects studies sponsored by SOB plaintiffs – and in particular, the study by 
Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano – have inconclusive results. 

Finding a substantively large but statistically small effect, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano argue 
that no secondary effect exists.  A mundane analogy reveals the fallacy in this argument.  If I cannot 
find my car keys, I might conclude that my car keys do not exist.  But although this may be true, it may 
also be true – and it is certainly more likely – that I did not look hard enough for my car keys.90. 

                                                      

 
89 The most comprehensive authority on this issue is Kendall and Stuart (1979, chapter 22).  This authority 
requires a strong background in mathematics, however.  Cohen (1988, pp. 3-4) and Lipsey (1990, pp. 38-40) set 
the conventional false-positive and false-negative rates at α=.05 and β=.2, respectively.  These rates can be set 
lower, of course.  The convention also sets the ratio of false-positives to false-negatives at 4:1, implying that false-
positives are “four times worse than” false-negatives.  The 4:1 convention dates back at least to Neyman and 
Pearson (1928).  It reflects a view that science should be conservative.  In this instance, for example, the 4:1 
convention works in favor of the SOB.  When actual decision error costs are known, the actual ratio is used. 
90 Newton made this point with his aphorism “Negativa non Probanda” which translates roughly as “Finding 
nothing proves nothing.” 
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As it turns out, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano did not “look hard enough” for a secondary 
effect in San Antonio.  The false-negative error rates plotted in Figure 5.3b were calculated from Table 
7 (pp. 33-4) of Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano (2006).  The horizontal and vertical axes are calibrated 
respectively in multiples of the “alcohol establishments” effect and the corresponding false-negative 
error rate.  The false-negative rate for the 4.84 multiple reported by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano is 
0.886.  What this means, put simply, is that the null finding is most likely (88.6 percent) an artifact of 
the study’s weak quasi-experimental design.  Whereas Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano interpret their 
null finding as evidence that San Antonio SOBs do not have secondary effects, the low complementary 
probability (11.4 percent) raises grave doubts about the validity of this interpretation. 

 

  Figure 5.3b - False-negative Rates for the San Antonio Study  
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How substantively large would the secondary effect have to be before it could be detected with 
the conventional statistical power level of 80 percent?  As shown, the secondary effect of “human 
display establishments” would have to be 18.45 times larger than the analogous effect of “alcohol 
establishments” before it could be detected with conventional statistical power.  Given the unacceptably 
low power of their quasi-experimental design, it is not surprising that Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano 
were unable to find significant secondary effects.  Given the low power of their design, that would have 
been a miracle. 

Figure 5.3b has clear implications for challenging an ordinance under Alameda Books.  “Quick 
and dirty” secondary effect studies – which is to say, studies with unacceptably low levels of statistical 
power – are biased in favor of the null finding.  If investigators can circumvent the methodological 
rules, casting “direct doubt” on an evidentiary record is a simple, sure exercise.  Anyone with a modest 
research background can design a study so as to guarantee a statistically insignificant result.  Science 
guards against such abuses by requiring that investigators publish false-negative rates; or alternatively, 
as in this case, data sufficient for skeptics to calculate the false-negative rate. 
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5.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The mathematics of statistical hypothesis testing is so demanding that few social scientists 
understand the concepts or their importance to research.91  The conventional 80 percent power level was 
proposed and adopted in the 1920s when statistical hypothesis testing was in its infancy.  The 
convention has survived for eighty years because it serves two useful, crucial functions. 

� Anyone with a modest background in research methods can design a study in a way that favors 
– or even guarantees – a null finding.  The convention minimizes abuses by malicious 
investigators. 

� Haphazardly designed “quick and dirty” studies favor the null finding.  The convention 
minimizes the impact of spurious findings generated by naive (but benign) investigators. 

Lay audiences, who must rely on common sense, cannot always distinguish between weak and 
strong designs or between benign and malicious investigators. Scientific conventions guard against both 
abuses.  In this particular instance, the 80 percent power convention allows the lay audience to trust the 
validity of a null finding. 

Recognizing the conventions, crime-related secondary effect studies can be assigned to one of 
three categories:  studies that report secondary effects with 95 percent confidence; studies that report 
null findings with 80 percent power; and studies that are inconclusive.  All of studies listed in Table 3 
above either report large, significant secondary effects or else are inconclusive.  No studies report null 
findings with the conventional 80 percent power.  This reinforces a statement made earlier:  It is a 
scientific fact that SOBs pose large, significant ambient crime risks. 

                                                      

 
91 E.g., Cohen (1992, p. 155):  “I attributed this disregard of power to the inaccessibility of a meager and 
mathematically difficult literature...” 
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6. THE STATISTICAL MODEL 

The statistical results plotted in Figure 5.2 are derived from statistical analyses based on the 
Poisson family of models.  Our development of the analytic models and results begins with a discussion 
of crime risk.  To the individual, the notion of crime risk is associated with vague feelings about the 
probability of becoming a victim.  From vicarious experience then, the individual knows to avoid 
exceptionally risky times (late night) and places (dark alleys).  To translate vague feelings into precise 
numbers, we can equate crime risk with the annual crime rates reported in the news media. 

 

 Table 6 - UCR Robberies for Two Texas Cities, Year 2000  

  
San Antonio 
Dallas 

Robberies 
1,699 
7,046 

Population 
1,144,646 
1,121,152 

Rate 
0.0015 
0.0063 

Area 
407.6 
342.5 

Rate 
   4.2 
20.6 

 

 

Table 6 reports robbery rates in 2000 for San Antonio and Dallas.  The per capita robbery rates 
(in red) were 0.0015 and 0.0063.  For purely aesthetic reasons, the news media report these rates as 
whole numbers per 1,000 residents.  So the San Antonio and Dallas robbery rates could be expressed 
identically as 1.5 and 6.3 robberies per 1,000 residents per year.  Because per capita rates have practical 
advantages, however, that metric is preferred. 

In either the per capita or per 1,000 metric, compared to San Antonio, Dallas is more than four 
times riskier.  The risk ratio statistic makes this point: 

Risk Ratio = 0.0063 / 0.0015 ≈ 4.2 

To interpret this ratio, imagine a hypothetical tourist who spends a week in both cities.  This tourist is 
four times likelier to be robbed in Dallas.  The risk is exceeding low in either city, of course.  This point 
is made clear by the waiting time statistic.  In San Antonio, a hypothetical average tourist will spend 
more than 667 years waiting to be robbed: 

Waiting Time = 1 / 0.0015 ≈ 666.7 years 

In Dallas, on the other hand, the wait is “only” 159 years: 

Waiting Time = 1 / 0.0063 ≈ 158.7 years 

The waiting time statistic illustrates a practical advantage of per capita rates; mean (or average) waiting 
time is the inverse of the per capita rate. 

This relationship depends on the two simple Poisson assumptions of homogeneity and 
independence.  The homogeneity assumption requires that the individual’s victimization risk be constant 
from time to time.  However, in fact, risk varies by time of day, day of the week, and so forth.  Because 
the hypothetical tourist cannot be in two counties at the same time, comparing risk across cities requires 
imagination. 

Spatial heterogeneity is a more problematic assumption.  The right-hand columns of Table 6 (in 
blue) report ambient crime risks for San Antonio and Dallas.  These ambient crime rates are calculated 
as the ratio of robberies per year to land area.  At the scale of the two cities – approximately 350-400 
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square miles – ambient crime risk is meaningless.  Indeed, “bad” parts of low-risk cities are more 
dangerous to the hypothetical tourist than “good” parts of high-risk cities. 

Fortunately, at the smaller geographical scales that are relevant to this secondary effect 
phenomenon, the consequences of heterogeneity vanish.  Given a reasonably small area – say, a few city 
blocks – a simple ambient crime rate captures all of the essential features of crime risk.  We will 
elaborate on this point shortly. 

6.1 THE POISSON DENSITY FUNCTION 

In the early 19th Century, French mathematician, S.D. Poisson developed an interest in the 
scattered distribution of crimes across Paris neighborhoods.92  Poisson proposed the probability density 
function that bears his name to describe the spatial scatter of crime incidents.  Briefly, if x is the number 
of crimes that occur in a neighborhood (or any other fixed area) during a year (or any other fixed period 
of time), the probability that exactly k crimes will occur in the neighborhood during the next year is 
given by the Poisson density function, 

  Prob(x = k) = λk e-k / k!      where λ is the crime rate93 

To illustrate how this density function works, in 2000, the robbery rate in Dallas was 

  λ = .0063 per capita robberies 

Plugging this mean into the Poisson density function, the probability that a randomly selected Dallas 
resident will not be robbed in the next year is 

  Prob(x = 0) = (0.0063)0 e- 0.0063 / 0!  ≈ 0.99372 

Or in other words, 99.372 percent of the resident population will not experience a robbery next year.  
The proportion who will experience k=1 robbery is, 

  Prob(x = 1) = (0.0063)1 e- 0.0063 / 1!  ≈ 0.0063 

which, not surprisingly, is the per capita robbery rate.  A very small (and unfortunate) proportion of 
these cases will experience a second robbery.  For k=2 robberies, 

  Prob(x = 2) = (0.0041)2 e- 0.0041 / 2!  ≈ 0.00002 

and so forth.  Using the same Poisson density function, one can calculate the proportion of individuals 
who experience k = 3, 4, ... robberies.  The proportions approach zero rapidly. 

 

                                                      

 
92 Published in 1837 as Recherches sur la probabilité des jugements en matière criminelle et matière civile.  
Although one probably exists, no English translation is found on Amazon.com.  In any event, the history and 
technical details are given in Haight (1967). 
93 The Poisson mean, λ (lambda), is estimated in the ordinary way.  If there are ∑x crime incidents scattered over 
N city blocks in a given year, then λ = ∑x / N incidents per city block per year.  To evaluate the Poisson density 
function for k=0 crimes, remember that λ0=0!=1. 
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Figure 6.2 - Simulated Spatial Distributions of 48 Crimes 
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These probabilities apply to a randomly selected individual who spends a year wandering the 
streets of Dallas.  This is inherently temporal or longitudinal way to think about crime rates.  The same 
Poisson density function can be used to calculate the probabilities of inherently spatial phenomena, 
however.  To illustrate, the simulated Poisson processes in Figure 6.2 have distributed or scattered 48 
crime incidents across virtually identical 1,210,000 square-foot neighborhoods.94   Although both 
Poisson distributions were generated with the same crime rate (λ=48 crimes/area/year), in terms of their 
visual appearance, the two distributions are as different as night and day. 

The left-hand distribution in Figure 6.2 is completely random.95  Crime risk is distributed evenly 
across the blocks of this neighborhood.  The right-hand distribution has the same crime rate but risk 
emanates from a point-source, hence the name point-source random.96  As one moves away from the 
point-source, risk diminishes exponentially.  Spatial distributions of this type rarely arise by chance 
alone: rather, they are typically generated by point-sources such as SOBs. 

6.2 RISK VS. DISTANCE FROM THE POINT-SOURCE 

Under simple Poisson assumptions, an area can be divided into a sample of parcels (i.e., 
“parcelated”) in any useful manner.  If the sample is large, the division algorithm can be arbitrary or 
haphazard.  The parcels can be a mix of trapezoids, squares, circles, or any irregular shape and no two 
parcels need have the same shape or area.  The only requirement is that each parcel’s area be calculable.  

                                                      

 
94 In this instance, since there are 48 crime incidents scattered over an area of 1,210,000 square feet, λ = 
48/1,210,000 ≈ 0.00004 incidents per square foot. 
95 Diggle (2002) uses “complete spatial randomness” as a synonym for “Poisson.”  The Cartesian (Xi, Yi) co-
ordinates of the ith completely random crime were drawn from a uniform distribution of the segment (-6,6). 
96 The polar (θi, δi) co-ordinates of the ith point-source random crime were drawn from a uniform distribution of 
the segment (0,2π for θi) and an exponential distribution of the segment (0,6 for δi).  The polar co-ordinates (θi,δi) 
translate into the Cartesian plane as Xi = δi cos(θi) and Yi = δi sin(θi). 
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Given the sample of parcels, the ambient rates are calculated in the ordinary way.  Wait a fixed period 
of time – say, one year.  Count the number of crimes that occurred in each of the parcels and divide each 
parcel’s count by its area. 

Formally, if CRIME d denotes the number of crimes that occurred in the dth parcel, then the 
ambient crime rate for the dth parcel is 

RATE d   =   CRIME d / AREA d 

where AREA d is the surface area of the dth parcel.  RATE d is a property of the dth parcel.  Unlike the per 
capita crime rates that we read about in newspapers, this ambient rate has no inevitable consequences 
for individuals.  If RATE d is particularly high, individuals can avoid the risk by avoiding the dth parcel 
(and other “bad” neighborhoods). 

 

Figure 6.3 - Concentric Parcels Centered on a Point-Source  

 

d = 1, 2, 3, ... parcels 

Radius of the dth parcel = rd  feet 

Area of the dth parcel = π ( rd ) 2 - π [r(d-1)] 2  square feet 

 

 

When ambient risk emanates from a point-source, a sensible division algorithm results in a set 
of concentric circular parcels as shown in Figure 6.3.  Noise is a good model of ambient crime risk in 
many respects.  Noise emanates from its point-source in all directions, for instance, and decays rapidly 
with distance.  So does ambient crime risk when it emanates from a source such as, in this instance, an 
SOB.  Like noise, ambient crime risk emanates in all directions and diminishes with distance from the 
point-source.  In the real world, of course, an orderly emanation process will be distorted by buildings, 
walls, and other obstacles.  If we have a reasonably large sample of point-sources, however, the effects 
of these obstacles will “average out,” revealing the expected ambient risk pattern. 

To construct the risk-distance functions that were plotted in Figures 5.2, we first constructed 
concentric parcels around each of the fourteen SOB addresses and fourteen non-SOB control addresses.  
Each of the d=22 concentric parcels were separated by radii of r=50 feet.  We then counted the number 
of crime incidents recorded in each the concentric parcels and, from these counts, estimated crude 
Poisson rates for the parcels.  The final step consisted of regressing the rates on a set of explanatory 
variables.  The regression results allow us to test the “best” risk-distance estimates for statistical 
significance. 

6.3 THE POISSON REGRESSION MODEL 

Our model is an application of a statistical model developed by Stiger and McCleary (1989) for 
a similar problem on an isolated site.  To adapt the Stiger-McCleary model to the required multi-site 
case, we incorporated appropriate error terms for each of the sites.  The resulting family of models are 
known, variously, as Poisson hierarchical (Bryk and Raudenbush, 2002), multi-level (Goldstein, 1995), 
or random co-efficient (Longford, 1993) models. 
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In its simplest form, the model equates the number of crime incidents in the ith concentric parcel 
with the area of the parcel and the distance of the parcel from the SOB.  That is, for any of our sites, 

 λ i = function (Area i , Distance i) i  = 1,..., 22 concentric parcels 

To take advantage of maximum likelihood theory (McCullagh and Nelder, 1989.), we specify a 
conventional log-linear (“link”) function between λ i and Distance i.  Thus,  

 Log (λi │Area i) = β0 + β1 Distance i + τi  where  τi ~N(μ, φ) 

The stochastic term τi accounts for the effects of the many small measurement errors that accrue from 
various sources.  Because there are 28 distinct sites, fourteen SOBs and fourteen non-SOB controls, we 
add another subscript to the simple model.  Thus, 

 Log (λij │Area i) = β0 + β1 Distance i + τij j = 1, ..., 28 sites 

Adding a second subscript allows for (i x j = 22 x 28 =) 616 potentially distinct Poisson means.  
Hypothetically, the distinct Poisson means (λij) covary with the type of site (off-site SOB vs. on-site 
SOB vs. control), distance from the site, and interaction of distance and site-type.  Finally, independent 
of all other considerations, to account for site-specific variance, each of the sites is allowed its own 
stochastic term.  Conceptually, this can be written as  

β0 =  ζ j where ζ j ~ Γ(β0, ψ) 

The statistical significance of effect estimates is calculated from the ratio of the estimate to the error 
terms. 

6.4 ANALYTIC RESULTS 

Parameter estimates from XTPOISSON and XTNEGBIN in Stata Version 10 are reported in 
Table 6.4 for the rate of total crime per square mile.  The column labeled “β” in Table 6.4 reports 
unstandardized parameter estimates derived from the generalized estimating equation models (Zeger, 
Liang and Albert, 1988).  Because these numbers are calibrated in the natural logarithm metric, they are 
difficult to interpret substantively.  The exponentiated parameter estimates, reported in the column 
labeled “exp(β),” address this problem.  Whereas a β-value is difficult to interpret, exp(β) is interpreted 
as the multiplicative effect of a variable on ambient crime risk.  At any distance, e.g., ambient 
victimization risk at an SOB site is 7.13 times greater than at a control site. 

The column labeled “s(β)” in Table 6.4 reports the standard errors associated with a β-value.  
The column labeled “t(β)” reports the ratio of a β-value to its s(β).  Under the null hypothesis, absolute 
values of t(β) larger than 2.0 are statistically significant at the conventional 95 percent confidence level.  
Thus, the parameter estimate for distance (β1=-0.000003) is not significant (t(β1) =-0.03); while the 
parameter estimate for SOB sites (β2=1.965) is significant (t(β2)=10.37).  Multiple simultaneous 
hypotheses are tested with Wald statistics derived from the maximum likelihood algorithm. 
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  Table 6.4 - Poisson Regression Parameter Estimates: Total Crime  

   β s(β) t(β)  exp(β)  

 Constant (β0) 
Distance (β1) 

SOB (β2) 
SOB ∙ Distance (β3) 

Booths (β4) 
Booths ∙ Distance (β5) 

 7.0261 
-0.000003 

1.9650 
-.0008 
-.9484 
.0002 

0.1351 
0.0001 
0.1894 
0.0002 
0.2992 
0.0003 

52.01 
-0.03 
10.37 
-4.73 
-3.17 
0.17 

 1125.63 
.999997 
7.13487 
.999187 
.387369 
1.00019 

 

         

 Constant (β0) 
SOB (β2) 

SOB ∙ Distance (β3) 

 7.0224 
1.8208 
-.0008 

0.0879 
0.1514 
0.0001 

79.88 
12.03 
-7.03 

 1121.53 
6.17712 
.999209 

 

 
 Parameter estimates for distance (β1), viewing booths (β4), and the interaction of viewing booths 
with distance (β5) were tested for joint significance by assuming random effects.  Under the null 
hypothesis, 

H0:  β1 = β4 = β5 = 0 

the Wald statistic, 

Χ2 = 2.85 

is distributed as χ2 with three degrees of freedom.  Since the probability associated with the value of 
Χ2>2.85 is 0.585, H0 cannot be rejected. 

Parameter estimates for the more parsimonious model, reported in the bottom rows of Table 6.4, 
can be interpreted directly from the exp(β) values.  The value of exp(β0) = 1121.53 total crimes per 
square mile is interpreted as the ambient victimization risk at control sites.  The value of exp(β2) = 6.771 
is interpreted to mean that ambient victimization risk is 6.8 times higher at SOB sites.  With each 
additional foot of distance from an SOB site, however, ambient risk diminishes by a factor of exp(β3) = 
.99921.  Moving away from an SOB site, the magnitude of the secondary effect decays exponentially at 
the rate of exp(β3).   At a distance of Z feet, e.g., the magnitude of the secondary effect is exp(Zβ2). 

6.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS: THE SAN ANTONIO RESULTS 

The statistical analyses summarized in this section answer the threshold question of this report:  
Do off-site SOBs have crime-related secondary effects?  Compared to randomly selected control sites, 
off-site SOB sites pose large, statistically significant ambient crime victimization risks.  The fact that 
ambient risk diminishes exponentially with distance from the site of an SOB demonstrates the sites are 
neighborhood point-sources of crime victimization risk.  Finally, although we reported statistical results 
for total crime, virtually identical effects are found for the three major crime categories. 

As originally designed, our study anticipated contrasting the risk-distance functions of on-site 
and off-site SOBs.  As it turns out, however, San Antonio has relatively few examples of the 
“commercially natural, if not universal” on-site SOB subclass.  Furthermore, because one of the three 
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examples is located near an off-site SOB, its independent effect is lost.  The dearth of on-site SOBs in 
San Antonio may be an unintended consequence of Encore Videos.  Whatever the cause, it required a 
modification of our original design.  This modification had no consequences for the threshold question. 



Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

Part II: Crime-Related Secondary Effects – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 92 

7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

When work on this study began in January, 2006, the authority of cities and counties to regulate 
off-site SOBs was under serious attack.  Off-site SOBs had challenged the legitimacy of government 
regulations on two grounds.  First, the extensive secondary effects literature that governments had relied 
upon did not report effects that could be attributed uniquely to the off-site subclass.  Second, 
commonsense criminological theories suggested that off-site SOBs did not generate the same pernicious 
effects that had been associated with the broader SOB class. 

When a Fifth Circuit panel seemed to buy both arguments in Encore Videos, some governments 
stopped enforcing regulations against off-site SOBs.  Five years later, however, in H and A Land Corp., 
another Fifth Circuit panel upheld a Kennedale ordinance whose secondary effects evidence included 
studies of off-site SOBs.  At present, the most acute phase of the attack on the authority of governments 
to regulate off-site SOBs has passed. 

Encore Videos had a profound impact on the way criminologists think about secondary effects.  
The first and most obvious impact is the addition to the literature of studies documenting the adverse 
secondary effects of off-site SOBs.  Three such studies were reviewed in Section 4 of this report: 

� When an “adult superstore” opened on an interstate highway off-ramp, total crime in a rural 
Illinois village rose by 60 percent.  When the SOB closed two years later, total crime in the 
village dropped by 60 percent.  A report of this case study has been published in a peer-
reviewed journal (McCleary, 2006). 

� Following the opening of a “lingerie boutique” in Sioux City, IA, total crime within 500 feet of 
site doubled.  Total crime in a contiguous control circle was unchanged.  A report of this case 
study was read at the national meeting of a scholarly association (McCleary and Weinstein, 
2007) and is under review at a peer-reviewed journal. 

� An updating of the 1977 Los Angeles secondary effects study found that both on-site and off-
site SOBs posed large, significant public safety hazards.  Risk-distance functions for both 
subclasses demonstrate the ambient victimization risk seeps out into the surrounding 
neighborhood for several blocks.  

In addition to these three secondary effects studies 

� An intensive case study of San Antonio SOBs, based on the risk-distance method developed for 
the 2007 Los Angeles study, found that ambient victimization risk extends for at least 1,000 feet 
in every direction of an off-site SOB. 

In addition to extending the empirical secondary effects literature to the off-site SOB subclass, Encore 
Videos forced criminologists to rethink the fundamental mechanisms of their secondary effects theory.  
Relying on common sense, plaintiffs argued that the routine activity theory of hotspots did not apply to 
off-site SOBs because: 

� The routine activities that occur at off-site SOBs are different than the routine activities that 
occur at on-site SOBs.  Whereas on-site patrons linger inside, off-site patrons drive up; run in; 
purchase; run out; and drive off. 

� Whereas virtually all on-site patrons are lone males, a significant proportion of off-site patrons 
are females and/or male-female couples. 

But in fact, the routine activities at on-site and off-site are indistinguishable.  On-site and off-
site patrons spend similar amounts of time inside and outside the SOB; and like on-site patrons, off-site 
patrons engage in the same expected stigma management behaviors.  The evidence suggests, 
furthermore, that there are few differences between on-site and off-site patrons.  Although female 
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patrons are not uncommon at off-site SOBs, most off-site patrons are males.  This is particularly true in 
the overnight hours when ambient victimization risk is at its highest. 

Encore Videos challenged criminologists to re-examine the theory of secondary effects.  The 
result of this re-examination is a stronger theory that applies equally to on-site and off-site SOBs; to 
rural, suburban, and urban settings; and to a range of business models.  The theory is corroborated, 
finally, by empirical studies demonstrating that the typical off-site SOB – a store that sells sexually 
explicit media and miscellaneous adult merchandise exclusively for off-site use – attracts the same soft-
target patrons, causing thereby the same crime-related secondary effects found for on-site SOBs. 
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APPENDIX C: STATE ENABLING ACT REGULATING SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 

Texas Local Government Code, Chapter 243 
Municipal and County Authority to Regulate Sexually Oriented Businesses 
§ 243.001. Purpose; Effect on Other Regulatory Authority 

(a)  The legislature finds that the unrestricted operation of certain sexually oriented 
businesses may be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare by contributing 
to the decline of residential and business neighborhoods and the growth of criminal 
activity. The purpose of this chapter is to provide local governments a means of 
remedying this problem. 

(b)  This chapter does not diminish the authority of a local government to regulate sexually 
oriented businesses with regard to any matters. 

§ 243.002. Definition 

In this chapter, "sexually oriented business" means a sex parlor, nude studio, modeling studio, 
love parlor, adult bookstore, adult movie theater, adult video arcade, adult movie arcade, adult 
video store, adult motel, or other commercial enterprise the primary business of which is the 
offering of a service or the selling, renting, or exhibiting of devices or any other items intended 
to provide sexual stimulation or sexual gratification to the customer. 

§ 243.003. Authority to Regulate 

(a)  A municipality by ordinance or a county by order of the commissioners court may 
adopt regulations regarding sexually oriented businesses as the municipality or county 
considers necessary to promote the public health, safety, or welfare. 

(b)  A regulation adopted by a municipality applies only inside the municipality's corporate 
limits. 

(c)  A regulation adopted by a county applies only to the parts of the county outside the 
corporate limits of a municipality. 

(d)  In adopting a regulation, a municipality that has in effect a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance adopted under Chapter 211 must comply with all applicable procedural 
requirements of that chapter if the regulation is within the scope of that chapter. 

§ 243.004. Exempt Business 

The following are exempt from regulation under this chapter: 

(1)  a bookstore, movie theater, or video store, unless that business is an adult bookstore, 
adult movie theater, or adult video store under Section 243.002; 

(2)  a business operated by or employing a licensed psychologist, licensed physical 
therapist, licensed athletic trainer, licensed cosmetologist, or licensed barber engaged in 
performing functions authorized under the license held; or 

(3)  a business operated by or employing a licensed physician or licensed chiropractor 
engaged in practicing the healing arts. 

§ 243.006. Scope of Regulation 

(a)  The location of sexually oriented businesses may be: 

(1)  restricted to particular areas; or 
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(2)  prohibited within a certain distance of a school, regular place of religious 
worship, residential neighborhood, or other specified land use the governing 
body of the municipality or county finds to be inconsistent with the operation of 
a sexually oriented business. 

(b)  A municipality or county may restrict the density of sexually oriented businesses. 

§ 243.007. Licenses or Permits 
(a)  A municipality or county may require that an owner or operator of a sexually oriented 

business obtain a license or other permit or renew a license or other permit on a periodic 
basis for the operation of a sexually oriented business. An application for a license or 
other permit must be made in accordance with the regulations adopted by the 
municipality or county. 

(b)  The municipal or county regulations adopted under this chapter may provide for the 
denial, suspension, or revocation of a license or other permit by the municipality or 
county. 

(c)  A district court has jurisdiction of a suit that arises from the denial, suspension, or 
revocation of a license or other permit by a municipality or county. 

§ 243.0075. Notice by Sign 

(a)  An applicant for a license or permit issued under Section 243.007 for a location not 
previously licensed or permitted shall, not later than the 60th day before the date the 
application is filed, prominently post an outdoor sign at the location stating that a 
sexually oriented business is intended to be located on the premises and providing the 
name and business address of the applicant. 

(b)  A person who intends to operate a sexually oriented business in the jurisdiction of a 
municipality or county that does not require the owner or operator of a sexually oriented 
business to obtain a license or permit shall, not later than the 60th day before the date 
the person intends to begin operation of the business, prominently post an outdoor sign 
at the location stating that a sexually oriented business is intended to be located on the 
premises and providing the name and business address of the owner and operator. 

(c)  The sign must be at least 24 by 36 inches in size and must be written in lettering at least 
two inches in size. The municipality or county in which the sexually oriented business 
is to be located may require the sign to be both in English and a language other than 
English if it is likely that a substantial number of the residents in the area speak a 
language other than English as their familiar language. 

§ 243.008. Inspection 

A municipality or county may inspect a sexually oriented business to determine compliance 
with this chapter and regulations adopted under this chapter by the municipality or county.  

§ 243.009. Fees 

 A municipality or county may impose fees on applicants for a license or other permit issued 
under this chapter or for the renewal of the license or other permit. The fees must be based on 
the cost of processing the applications and investigating the applicants. 

§ 243.010. Enforcement 

(a)  A municipality or county may sue in the district court for an injunction to prohibit the 
violation of a regulation adopted under this chapter. 
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(b)  A person commits an offense if the person violates a municipal or county regulation 
adopted under this chapter. An offense under this subsection is a Class A misdemeanor. 

§ 243.011. Effect on Other Laws 

This chapter does not legalize anything prohibited under the Penal Code or other state law. 
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APPENDIX D: SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS DEFINITIONS 

CABARET OR THEATER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a building or portion of a building which 
provides or allows the provision of sexually oriented entertainment to its customers or which 
holds itself out to the public as an establishment where sexually oriented entertainment is 
available.  Signs, advertisements or an establishment name including verbal or pictorial 
allusions to sexual stimulation or gratification or by references to “adult entertainment,” 
“strippers,” “showgirls,” “exotic dancers,” “gentleman’s club,” “XXX” or similar terms, shall 
be considered evidence that an establishment holds itself out to the public as an establishment 
where sexually oriented entertainment is available.   

ENCOUNTER CENTER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a business or enterprise that, as one of its 
principal purposes, offers: physical contact between two or more persons when one or more of 
the persons is in a state of nudity or semi-nudity. 

ENTERTAINER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – any person paid as an employee, contractor, 
subcontractor, or agent of the operator of a cabaret who frequently appears in a state of nudity 
or semi-nudity. 

ENTERTAINMENT, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – any of the following activities, when performed 
by a sexually oriented entertainer at a sexually oriented business that is required to be licensed: 
dancing, singing, talking, modeling (including lingerie or photographic), gymnastics, acting, 
other forms of performing, or individual conversations with customers for which some type of 
remuneration is received. 

EXPLICIT SEXUAL MATERIAL – any pictorial or three dimensional material depicting human 
masturbation, deviate sexual intercourse, sexual intercourse, direct physical stimulation of 
unclothed genitals, sadomasochistic abuse, or emphasizing the depiction of post-pubertal 
human genitals; provided, however, that works of art or material of anthropological 
significance shall not be deemed to fall within the foregoing definition. 

MASSAGE – touching, stroking, kneading, stretching, friction, percussion, and vibration, and 
includes holding, positioning, causing movement of the soft tissues and applying manual touch 
and pressure to the body (excluding an osseous tissue manipulation or adjustment). 

MASSAGE PARLOR – any business offering massages that is operated by a person who is not a 
state licensed “massage therapist” or that provides massages by persons who are not state 
licensed massage therapists. 

MASSAGE THERAPY – the profession in which a certified massage therapist applies massage 
techniques with the intent of positively affecting the health and well being of the client.  

MASSAGE THERAPIST –a person licensed as a massage therapist in accordance with the 
provisions of Texas State Statutes. 

MEDIA – anything printed or written, or any picture, drawing, photograph, motion picture, 
film, videotape or videotape production, or pictorial representation, or any electrical or 
electronic reproduction of anything that is or may be used as a means of communication.  
Media includes but shall not necessarily be limited to books, newspapers, magazines, movies, 
videos, sound recordings, CD-ROMS, DVDs, other magnetic media, and undeveloped pictures. 
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MEDIA, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – magazines, books, videotapes, movies, slides, CDs, DVDs 
or other devices used to record computer images, or other media which are distinguished or 
characterized by their emphasis on matter depicting, describing, or relating to “specified sexual 
activities” or “specified anatomical areas.” 

MEDIA STORE WITH SOME SEXUALLY ORIENTED MEDIA – a retail book, video or other 
media store that has sexually explicit media that constitutes more than 10 percent but not more 
than 40 percent of its inventory or that occupies more than 10 percent but not more than 40 
percent of its gross public floor area. [A different percentage may be used when adopting this 
definition for a specific jurisdiction.] 

MEDIA STORE, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – an establishment that rents and/or sells sexually 
oriented media, and that meets any of the following three tests: [A different percentage may be 
used when adopting this definition for a specific jurisdiction.]  

� More than forty percent (40%) of the gross public floor area is devoted to sexually oriented 
media; or  

� More than forty percent (40%) of the stock in trade consists of sexually oriented media; or 
� It advertises or holds itself out in any forum as a “XXX,” “adult” or “sex” business, or 

otherwise as a sexually oriented business, other than sexually oriented media outlet, sexually 
oriented motion picture theater, or sexually oriented cabaret. 

MODELING STUDIO, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – an establishment or business that provides 
the services of live models modeling lingerie, bathing suits, or similar wear to individuals, 
couples, or small groups in a space smaller than ___ feet.   

MOTEL, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a hotel, motel, or similar commercial establishment that 
meets any of the following criteria:  

� Offers accommodations to the public for any form of consideration and provides patrons with 
sexually oriented entertainment or transmissions, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, 
or other photographic reproductions that are characterized by the depiction or description of 
“specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas;”  

� Marketed as or offered as “adult,” “XXX,” “couples,” or “sexually oriented.” 

MOTION PICTURE ARCADE, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a building or portion of a building 
wherein coin-operated, slug-operated, or for any other form of consideration, electronically, 
electrically, or mechanically controlled still or motion picture machines, projectors, video or 
laser disc players, or other image-producing devices are maintained to show images of  
“specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas.”  

MOTION PICTURE ARCADE BOOTH, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – any booth, cubicle, stall, or 
compartment that is designed, constructed, or used to hold or seat customers and is used for 
presenting motion pictures or viewing publications by any photographic, electronic, magnetic, 
digital, or other means or medium (including, but not limited to, film, video or magnetic tape, 
laser disc, CD-ROMs, books, DVDs, magazines or periodicals) to show images of “specified 
sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas” for observation by customers therein. The 
term “booth,” “arcade booth,” “preview booth,” and “video arcade booth” shall be synonymous 
with the term “motion picture arcade booth.”  
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MOTION PICTURE THEATER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a commercial establishment where, 
for any form of consideration, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, or similar 
photographic reproductions are frequently shown that are characterized by the depiction or 
description of “specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas” or that are marketed 
as or offered as “adult,” “XXX,” or sexually oriented.  Frequently shown films, motion 
pictures, videocassettes, slides or other similar photographic reproductions as characterized 
herein do not include sexually oriented speech and expressions that take place inside the 
context of some larger form of expression. 

NUDE MODELING STUDIO – any place where a person who appears in a state of nudity or 
semi-nudity and is to be observed, sketched, drawn, painted, sculptured, photographed, or 
similarly depicted by other persons who pay money or any form of consideration. “Nude model 
studio” shall not include a proprietary school licensed by the State of Texas or a college, junior 
college, or university supported entirely or in part by public taxation; a private college or 
university that maintains and operates educational programs in which credits are transferable to 
a college, junior college, or university supported entirely or partly by taxation.  

NUDITY OR STATE OF NUDITY – the showing of the human male or female genitals, pubic 
area, vulva, anus, anal cleft or cleavage with less than a fully opaque covering, the showing of 
the female breast with less than a fully opaque covering of any part of the areola or nipple, or 
the showing of the covered male genitals in a discernibly turgid state.  See, also, Semi-nude. 

SADOMASOCHISTIC PRACTICES – flagellation or torture by or upon a person clothed or 
naked, or the condition of being fettered, bound, or otherwise physically restrained on the part 
of one so clothed or naked. 

SEMI-NUDE OR IN A SEMI-NUDE CONDITION – the showing of the female breast below a 
horizontal line across the top of the areola at its highest point.  This definition shall include the 
entire lower portion of the human female breast, but shall not include any portion of the 
cleavage of the human female breast, exhibited by a dress, blouse, skirt, leotard, bathing suit, or 
other apparel, provided the areola is not exposed in whole or in part. 

SEX SHOP – an establishment offering goods for sale or rent and that meets any of the 
following tests: 

� It offers for sale items from any two (2) of the following categories: sexually oriented media; 
lingerie; leather goods marketed or presented in a context to suggest their use for 
sadomasochistic practices; sexually oriented novelties; and the combination of such items 
constitute more than ten percent (10%) of its stock in trade or occupies more than 10 percent 
(10%) of its floor area; 

� More than five percent (5%) of its stock in trade consists of sexually-oriented toys or novelties; 
or 

� More than five percent (5%) of its gross public floor area is devoted to the display of sexually 
oriented toys or novelties. 

SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS – an inclusive term used to describe collectively the 
following businesses: sexually oriented cabaret or theater; sexually oriented entertainment; 
sexually oriented motion picture theater; sexually oriented motion picture arcade; sexually 
oriented encounter center; sexually oriented media store; sexually oriented escort bureau; 
bathhouse; massage parlor; sex shop; sexually oriented modeling studio; or any other such 
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business establishment whose primary purpose is to offer sexually oriented entertainment or 
materials.  This collective term does not describe a specific land use and shall not be considered 
a single use category for purposes of the County or any applicable municipal zoning code or 
other applicable ordinances. 

SEXUALLY ORIENTED TOYS OR NOVELTIES – instruments, devices, or paraphernalia either 
designed as representations of human genital organs or female breasts or designed or marketed 
primarily for use to stimulate human genital organs.   

SPECIFIED ANATOMICAL AREAS – include:  
� Less than completely and opaquely covered human genitals, pubic region, or the areola or 

nipple of the female breast; and  
� Human male genitals in a discernibly turgid state, even if completely and opaquely covered; and 
� Areas of the human anatomy included in the definitions of “nude” or “nudity.” 

SPECIFIED SEXUAL ACTIVITIES – Acts of human masturbation, sexual intercourse, or 
sodomy.  These activities include, but are not limited to the following:  bestiality, erotic or 
sexual stimulation with objects or mechanical devices, acts of human analingus, cunnilingus, 
fellatio, flagellation, masturbation, sadism, sadomasochism, sexual intercourse, sodomy, or any 
excretory functions as part of or in connection with any of the activities set forth above with 
any person on the premises.  This definition shall include apparent sexual stimulation of 
another person’s genitals whether clothed or unclothed. 
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FOREWORD  

The Texas City Attorneys Association (TCAA) Board of Directors commissioned this study to 
address the problem created by Encore Videos, Inc. v. City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 
2003), a court case involving the regulation of retail-only sexually oriented businesses. This study was 
funded by TCAA and a host of TCAA member cities (see Acknowledgements). 

The goal of the study is to determine the extent to which retail-only sexually oriented businesses 
with no on-premises entertainment cause harmful secondary effects on surrounding property values and 
ambient crime rates. The TCAA Adult Business Study Steering Committee, charged with coordinating 
the study, contracted with three nationally recognized experts to conduct the necessary research, Connie 
B. Cooper, FAICP, Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP and Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

THE CHALLENGE 

Regulation of sexually oriented businesses has become a challenging task facing Texas 
communities today. At the heart of the challenge is the balancing of legitimate community concerns 
about sex businesses with the First Amendment protection afforded certain media, presentations and 
performances. The problem long faced by local officials and their advisors is that it is almost impossible 
to define a sexually oriented business without referring to the content of the presentation, performance 
or media; yet, regulations based on the content of messages are subject to increased scrutiny in the 
courts and can be difficult to defend. 

The Supreme Court has provided a partial solution, but it is one that comes with its own 
challenges.  In United States v. O’Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1968), the 
Court set out a four-part test that does not demand absolute content neutrality for such regulations.  
There it held that a regulation will be considered a (generally content neutral) time, place and manner 
regulation even if it includes some reference to content of a message if it meets all parts of the test: 

(1) the regulation is within the power of the government; 

(2) it furthers an important government interest; 

(3) the government interest is unrelated to the suppression of speech; and 

(4) the incidental restrictions on free speech are no greater than are essential to further the interest. 

391 U.S. 367, 377, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 1679, 20 L. Ed 672, 680.  

The Court has subsequently followed that rule in a number of cases dealing with sex businesses, 
including, among others, Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S. Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed. 2d 29 
(1986); FW/PBS, Inc. v. Dallas, 493 U.S. 215, 110 S. Ct. 596, 107 L. Ed. 2d 603 (1990); City of Erie v. 
Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 120 S. Ct. 1382, 146 L. Ed. 2d 265 (2000); and City of Los Angeles v. 
Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (2002).   

The generally accepted method of meeting parts 2 and 3 of the O’Brien test is to show that the 
businesses subject to the regulation or proposed regulation have negative secondary effects on the 
community. Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 49, 89 L. Ed. 2d 29, 106 S. Ct. 925 (1986). 
Local officials and their advisors may cite a variety of such secondary effects.  In the Detroit ordinance 
this became the subject of a major Supreme Court decision upholding local zoning regulations specific 
to sex businesses. The Detroit City Council set out this statement of purpose: 
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In the development and execution of this Ordinance, it is recognized that there are some uses which, 
because of their very nature, are recognized as having serious objectionable operational characteristics, 
particularly when several of them are concentrated under certain circumstances thereby having a 
deleterious effect upon the adjacent areas. Special regulation of these uses is necessary to insure that these 
adverse effects will not contribute to the blighting or downgrading of the surrounding neighborhood. 
These special regulations are itemized in this section. The primary control or regulation is for the purpose 
of preventing a concentration of these uses in any one area (i.e. not more than two such uses within one 
thousand feet of each other which would create such adverse effects). 

 Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 55, 96 S. Ct. 2440, 2455, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310, 317 
(1976), n. 6, quoting Section 66.000 of the 1972 Detroit Zoning Ordinance. 

The problem with citing such general concepts as “blighting” or “downgrading” of 
neighborhoods is that they are difficult to document and can be impossible to prove.  Although the 
Supreme Court upheld the Detroit ordinance, based in part on that statement of purpose, under 
continuing challenges from the industry the courts have set a higher standard for establishing such 
secondary effects. In a 2002 decision, the Supreme Court restated, reemphasized and somewhat 
expanded upon a test that it had first adopted in 1986: 

In Renton… we held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is “reasonably believed to be 
relevant” for demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial, independent government 
interest… . This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning. The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If plaintiffs fail 
to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the municipality's evidence does not 
support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the municipality's factual findings, the 
municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a 
municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden shifts back to the municipality to supplement the 
record with evidence renewing support for a theory that justifies its ordinance. 

City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 152 L. Ed. 2d at 683, 122 S.Ct. at 1736 (2002). 

Although it is certainly possible to provide expert and other evidence of such concepts as 
“blight” and “downgrading,” it is much safer for a local government to use evidence that is easily 
measurable.  The two types of secondary effects that are most often associated with sexually oriented 
businesses and that are also measurable are effects on crime rates and effects on property values at and 
near such a business.  This study takes place in that context.   

Thus, before 2003, local governments seemingly had relatively broad discretion in determining 
what evidence was “reasonably relevant” to the effects of sexually oriented businesses on a community. 
Texas communities, as well as jurisdictions across the country, relied on these studies to demonstrate 
that sexually-oriented businesses, both retail-only and onsite entertainment, produce harmful secondary 
effects on surrounding neighborhoods.  

In a 2003 decision, however, the Fifth Circuit accepted industry arguments that studies dealing 
with sexually oriented businesses generally were not necessarily relevant to the secondary effects of 
retail-only businesses that offered no on-site entertainment.  Encore Videos v. City of San Antonio, 310 
F.3d 812 (5th Cir., 2002), cert. denied, 124 S. Ct. 466, 157 L. Ed. 2d 372 (2003).  In fact, as the industry 
pointed out and the court acknowledged, a number of the widely cited studies either involved only 
businesses with some form of on-site entertainment (often including peep shows or viewing booths in 
bookstores) or made no distinctions among the various types of businesses. Because the City of San 
Antonio did not rely on studies specifically addressing the category of retail-only with no on-premises 
entertainment, the court held that the city’s regulations could not constitutionally be applied to an adult 
video store. Although there are later studies documenting clearly that retail-only sex businesses also 
have secondary effects on communities, the Texas City Attorneys Association, in the face of Encore 
Videos and its progeny, asked the authors of this study to make a specific assessment of this issue in 
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Texas. This study thus focuses on retail-only businesses, although one part of it also provides useful 
data about the effects of other types of sex businesses and other land uses on market values of nearby 
properties.   

Establishing an “important governmental interest…unrelated to the suppression of speech” is 
essential to the adoption, implementation or defense of regulations of sexually oriented businesses.  
Documenting measurable, negative secondary effects is the most practical and most widely accepted 
method of establishing such a purpose Courts once appeared to accept a mere recitation of negative 
secondary effects and later were willing to allow a community to rely on studies of such effects from 
other communities; today, in the context of often-effective legal challenges by the sex industry, courts 
have raised their expectations.  Today they expect more.  In this study, city attorneys and other officials 
in Texas will find substantial evidence of measurable negative secondary effects of retail-only sex 
businesses on both crime rates and property values, and additional evidence of the negative effects of 
other sex businesses on property values.    

THE STUDY 

The study commissioned by TCAA is divided into two parts: Part 1: “A Survey of Texas 
Appraisers – Secondary Effects of Sexually-Oriented Businesses on Market Values”, authored by 
Connie B. Cooper, FAICP and Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP; and Part II: “Crime-Related 
Secondary Effects – Secondary Effects of “Off-site” Sexually-Oriented Businesses”, authored by 
Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 

Part I, the Survey of Texas Appraisers”, includes the results of an internet-assisted survey 
sent to Texas MAI and SRA appraisers who are Members of the Appraisal Institute.  Of those sent 
surveys, 195 responded for a response rate of 25.5 percent and an overall margin of error of 6.06 
percent. In the opinion of appraisers, the survey clearly documented that retail-only sexually oriented 
businesses had an impact on the market value of single family homes and community shopping centers. 
The survey also measured the opinions of appraisers as to the separation distances required before such 
retail-only businesses had no measurable impact on the market value of single family homes and 
community shopping centers. In each case, a large percentage of surveyed appraisers responded that a 
separation distance of more than a half mile (72 percent for single family homes and 45 percent for a 
community shopping centers) was required before there was no measurable impact on market values 
created by retail-only sexually-oriented businesses. Appraisers also responded that a concentration (two 
or more) of such sexually-oriented businesses also increased their negative impact as do late hours, and 
obtrusive signage and lighting.  

The second section of Part I includes an examination of the sexually-oriented businesses and the 
courts; basic constitutional principles regulating First Amendment activity; the law of “secondary 
effects”; regulating signage and lighting; a review of Texas Statutes; and a concluding discussion of the 
treatment of other uses with negative secondary effects. 

Part II: “Crime-Related Secondary Effects”, includes a documented description of the 
criminological theory of secondary effects; its application of this theory to the retail-only sexually-
oriented business model; a synthesis of the evidence bearing on this theory; and a case study subjecting 
crime data from a Texas jurisdiction to null hypothesis tests. 

This section of the study supports the finding that it is a scientific fact sexually-oriented 
businesses pose large, statistically significant ambient public safety hazards in terms of prostitution, 
drugs, assault, robbery, and vandalism. Strategies for mitigating the crime-related secondary effects are 
suggested such as increasing police presence, distancing sexually oriented businesses from sensitive 
land uses, limiting the hours of operation, and requiring such businesses to “harden” themselves against 
criminal activity by installing outdoor lighting, parking lot surveillance cameras, and anti-“cruising” 
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structures. This study dispelled the myth that a large proportion of the patrons of retail-only businesses 
are female (it found only 20 – 25 percent were female), and that unlike male patrons, women tended to 
arrive in the company of others and visited the businesses at much early hours of the day. It also 
provides documentation that visits to retail-only sexually oriented businesses is not a run-in and run-out 
type visit. The report includes a review of three case studies of the criminological impact of “off-site” 
sexually-oriented businesses (Sioux City Iowa; Montrose, Illinois; and Los Angeles, CA).  

Part II concluded with a discussion of the biases and weaknesses of 2006 secondary effects 
study conducted by Roger Enriquez, Jeffery Cancino and Sean Varano which was based on San Antonio 
data. McCleary found that compared to randomly selected control sites, off-site SOB sites pose large, 
statistically significant ambient crime victimization risks. The fact that ambient risk diminishes 
exponentially with distance from the site of a sexually-oriented business demonstrates the sites are 
neighborhood point-sources of crime victimization risk.   

THE AUTHORS 

Connie B. Cooper, FAICP, is president of Cooper Consulting Company, Inc., a planning firm based in 
Dallas. She is a former national president of the American Planning Association, with 30 years of 
experience in planning and community development at the state, county, and local levels. This has 
included extensive experience throughout the US in the areas of urban redevelopment, strategic 
planning; community goal setting and visioning, comprehensive planning, economic development, 
zoning and subdivision, and intergovernmental cooperation. Working with Eric Kelly, she has 
completed studies of sexually oriented businesses and prepared regulatory controls for Kansas City, 
MO; Biloxi, MS; Detroit, MI; Memphis-Shelby County, TN, Palm Beach County, FL; and Toledo, OH; 
Fort Worth, TX; and Kenton-Campbell Counties, KY.  She is the author or co-author for a number of 
publications by the American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service, including Everything 
You Always Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex Businesses, which she co-authored with Eric Kelly.  

Contact Information: Connie B. Cooper, FAICP, Cooper Consulting Company, Inc., 3523 McKinney 
Ave. #235, Dallas TX 75204, tel. 214-559-0088, ccconniecooper@cs.com  

 

Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP, is a planner and a lawyer and for more than 30 years, has consulted 
with local government, primarily on plan implementation.  He is a vice president of Duncan Associates, 
a planning consulting firm based in Austin, Texas.  He also continues to serve as a faculty member in 
the Department of Urban Planning at Ball State University, where he is a former Dean and Department 
Chair.  He is a member and past president of the American Planning Association, a member of the 
American Institute of Certified Planners and of the American Bar Association and a Fellow of the 
American Institute of Certified Planners.  His license to practice law is on voluntary inactive status in 
Colorado.  Since 1995, Kelly has served as General Editor of Matthew Bender’s 10-volume treatise, 
Zoning and Land Use Controls. He is the author or co-author of six reports in the American Planning 
Association’s Planning Advisory Service, including Everything You Always Wanted to Know about 
Regulating Sex Businesses, which he co-authored with Connie Cooper. He has worked with local 
governments in more than 30 states.       

Contact Information: Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP, Duncan Associates, 2312 West Audubon 
Drive, Muncie, IN 47304, tel 765-289-5380, eric@duncanplan.com 

 

Richard McCleary, Ph.D., is a professor of criminology with extensive experience researching the 
crime-related effects of sexually oriented businesses. He is a professor at the University of California –
Irvine with appointments in three departments: Criminology, Planning, and Environmental Health 
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Sciences.  He has studied the crime-related secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses for thirty 
years.  His 1991 study of Garden Grove, CA, written with Professor James W. Meeker, is one of the 
most widely cited studies in the secondary effects literature. Dr. McCleary is a nationally-recognized 
expert in the crime-related effects of sex businesses and has testified extensively on behalf of 
governmental defendants in state and federal courts. His testimony has included his own analyses of 
crime-related secondary effects as well as critiques of analyses prepared by plaintiffs’ experts. He is the 
author of five books and over 60 peer-reviewed articles. He is the recipient of awards and recognition by 
the National Institute of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Association, American Futurist Society and 
the Native American Rights Fund.  

Contact Information: Richard McCleary, Ph.D., School of Social Ecology, University of California, 
Irvine, CA  92697-7080, tel. 949-824-7620, mccleary@uci.edu 
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PART I: SURVEY OF TEXAS APPRAISERS 
SECONDARY EFFECTS OF SEXUALLY-ORIENTED BUSINESSES ON MARKET VALUES 

 
CONNIE B. COOPER, FAICP AND ERIC DAMIAN KELLY, PH.D., FAICP 
IN ASSOCIATION WITH DAVID C. KEUHL, PH.D. & SHAWN WILSON, MAI 

. 
 

INTRODUCTION 

OVERVIEW 

The Texas City Attorneys Association retained the consultant team described below to conduct a survey 
of real estate appraisers to determine their opinions of the effects certain land uses had on residential 
and commercial market values. The specific intent of the survey was to determine what impact, if any, 
sexually oriented businesses had on market values of residential and other commercial properties, 
particularly as it relates to retail-only operations.  The internet-assisted survey was sent to 764 Texas 
appraisers who are Members of the Appraisal Institute1 (MAIs - commercial/general appraisers) and 
Senior Residential Appraisers (SRAs - residential appraisers).  Of those sent surveys, 195 responded for 
a response rate of 25.5 percent and an overall margin of error of 6.06 percent. 

CONSULTANT TEAM 

The Texas City Attorneys Association retained Cooper Consulting Company, in 
association with Duncan Associates, to undertake a study of certain secondary effects of 
sexually oriented businesses. Project manager for the study was Connie B. Cooper, 
FAICP, president of Cooper Consulting Company, Inc., in Dallas, Texas. Working with 
Cooper Consulting, were Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP, of Duncan Associates, 
Austin, Texas, and Shawn Wilson, MAI, of Compass Real Estate Consulting, Inc., 
Lakeland, Florida.  Assisting the team in survey design and data analysis was David C. 
Keuhl, Ph.D., a faculty member at the University of Wisconsin, River Falls.   

Cooper and Kelly are co-authors of the American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service 
Report Everything You Always Wanted to Know About Regulating Sex Businesses.  They are frequent 
collaborators in working with communities on the regulation of sexually oriented businesses to 
minimize their secondary effects.  

                                                      

 
1 http://www.appraisalinstitute.org 
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REGULATING SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 

Most regulations of sexually oriented businesses are directed at nude or topless bars, XXX video stores 
and other establishments devoted almost entirely to sexually oriented activities. However, many well-
regarded mainstream retail businesses include in their stock a measurable proportion of arguably 
sexually oriented material; such businesses include the video rental stores with “adults only” 
backrooms, news dealers with isolated racks of adult magazines and a variety of specialty stores that 
may include certain sexually oriented items.  

Although those who take the most negative view of sexually oriented 
activities and materials would lump all such businesses together, this 
creates an impossible situation, legally and politically. First, any broad 
limitation on any business with any “sexually oriented” materials or 
activities would ultimately apply to every bookstore, every movie rental store, every news dealer and, 
arguably, a variety of other merchants, such as Victoria’s Secret, which trades on the fringes of this 
market in some of the nation’s most upscale malls. Although those who would like to see such materials 
and activities eliminated completely from a community, the fact remains that there are technically x-
rated scenes in major works of literature, and brief nudity and sexual activity in Academy award-
winning motion pictures. 

SECONDARY IMPACT STUDIES 

Researchers have conducted studies of real estate appraisers and professionals regarding the secondary 
impacts of sexually oriented businesses, including those incorporated in studies for Indianapolis, 
Indiana,2 Austin, Texas;3 Garden Grove, California;4 and Rochester, New York.5 Experts for the industry 
have challenged the methodology used in those surveys on two primary grounds – first, that the form of 
the surveys and the cover letters suggested to respondents what result the researchers wanted; and 
second, that the questions on the surveys did not distinguish among types of sexually oriented 
businesses.   

Cooper and Kelly, the lead consultants on this project, carefully considered those criticisms in 
conducting a survey of appraisers in the Fort Worth-Dallas Metroplex in 2004.6  In that survey, three 
different types of sexually oriented business were included:  adult arcade/peep booths; adult 
novelty/media store (retail only); and gentleman’s club/cabaret.  Those uses were included in an 
alphabetical list that included neutral land uses such as bookstores and religious institutions but also 
included other uses that are often considered LULUs (“Locally Unwanted Land Uses”). Potential 

                                                      

 
2 Indianapolis: “Adult Entertainment Businesses in Indianapolis, An Analysis,” 1984. 
3 Austin, Texas: “Report on Adult Oriented Businesses in Austin,” prepared by Office of Land Development Services, May 19, 
1986.   
4 Garden Grove, California:  “Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: the Relationship between Crime and Adult Business 
Operations on Garden Grove Boulevard,” Richard W. McCleary, Ph.D., James W. Meeker, J.D., Ph.D., October 23, 1991. 
5 Rochester, New York:    “Survey of Appraisers in Monroe County, New York,” Summer 2000, results published in Kelly and 
Cooper, Everything You Always Wanted to Know about Regulating Sex Businesses, Planning Advisory Service Report No. 495-
96. Chicago: American Planning Association, 2000; pages 51-57. 
6 The formal report is “Survey of Appraisers, Fort Worth and Dallas:  Effects of Land Uses on Surrounding Property Values,” 
prepared for the City of Fort Worth; Duncan Associates, September 2004.   
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LULUs on the list included homeless shelters, bars/lounges, pawn shops, and convenience stores with 
beer and wine.   

More than 95 percent of appraisers responding to the Fort Worth-Dallas Metroplex survey said that all 
three types of sexually oriented business would have a negative effect on the value of a single-family 
residence; only homeless shelters were viewed as negatively by the appraisers as sexually oriented 
businesses. In addition, 87.5 percent said that a bar/lounge and pawn shop would also have a negative 
effect and some 80 percent said that a convenience store with beer and wine would have a negative 
effect.   

Asked about the effect of the same land uses on the value of a community shopping center, 92.5 percent 
said that an adult store with peep show would have a negative effect and 89.2 percent (not a statistically 
significant difference) said a gentleman’s club or cabaret would have such an effect. The survey also 
indicated that retail-only sex businesses were a negative influence by 82.1 percent, ranking them with 
homeless shelters.  The next closest use on the list of negative effects on the value of a community 
shopping center was a pawn shop, identified by 53.8 percent as having a negative effect.   

The most commonly cited secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses on communities relate to 
incidence of crime and effects on surrounding property values.  The incidence of crime was well 
documented in the Garden Grove study,7 a study that would be difficult and expensive to replicate.  
Efforts to model the effects of particular uses on property values have proven to be very difficult to 
carry out effectively.  The typical method, followed in sections of both the Indianapolis and Austin 
reports, is to compare trends in property values in an area with a sexually oriented business to trends in 
property values over the same period of time in a similar area without a sexually oriented business.  
There are multiple levels of comparison in such a study.  One major challenge is trying to find “similar” 
areas.  There will always be differences between the paired areas other than the sexually oriented 
business, and, without a large enough sample size to allow 
testing for other variables, it is difficult to determine how 
those other variables may be increasing or offsetting the 
apparent secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses.  One area may have a park, while the other 
does not.  One may have three small religious institutions 
while another has only two such institutions, but one of 
them turns out to be very large, with activities seven days 
a week.  The area with the sexually oriented business may 
also have a pawn shop or a salvage yard or another use 
that may also have a negative effect on property values.   

Even if researchers are able to identify truly comparable areas for the study, there is a further problem in 
tracking trends in property values.  A study may use values assessed for tax purposes, a methodology 
that is itself fraught with problems and that often includes a number of factors other than market value.  
Tracking the values of properties that actually sell may make sense, but there is no guarantee that 
similar properties will sell in the two similar areas over any reasonable study period.  The sale of one 
deteriorated home in one area or of a couple of upscale homes in another can distort the results of 
studies based on the values of properties that are actually sold.  Understanding those problems is not 
particularly difficult.  Solving them in the context of a specific study in a specific community is very 
difficult indeed.   

                                                      

 
7  McCleary and Meeker, op. cit.   
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In contrast to the complexities of paired area studies, we believe that the opinions of appraisers provide 
an excellent and reliable measure of the effects of any kind of use or activity on market values.  First, 
certified appraisers are experts in their fields, people who follow professional standards in making 
judgments about market values.  Second, appraisers familiar with a local market look at the values of 
many properties every year and thus have a substantial data set not only in their files but also in their 
heads.  Third, and perhaps most important, the opinions of appraisers are essentially self-fulfilling 
prophecies.  Most real estate transactions that take place in this country involve mortgage loans.  The 
amount available for a mortgage loan on a particular property depends on the market value of the 
property, as determined by an appraiser.  Thus, to take an overly simple example, if most appraisers in a 
community believe that pink and green houses are worth, in general, 10 percent less than similar houses 
painted beige, the practical effect of that opinion will be to reduce the market value of pink and green 
houses. 
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 RESULTS OF SURVEY OF TEXAS APPRAISERS 

SCOPE AND DESIGN OF TEXAS SURVEY 

This study consisted of a survey of MAI and SRA designated appraisers in Texas. E-mail addresses 
were available on the Appraisal Institute’s website. Using this information, the survey consultant sent a 
link to an electronic survey form to 764 Texas MAI and SRA appraisers who had viable email 
addresses; we then sent follow-up e-mails as reminders. At the completion of the survey, we had 195 
valid responses. The results were compiled electronically and then provided to us for analysis.  The 
survey had a response rate of 25.5 percent and a margin of error of 6.06 percent.  The survey instrument 
is included at the end of the report. 

Through consultation with Florida appraiser, Shawn Wilson, MAI, with additional assistance from 
David Keuhl, Ph.D., this survey further refined earlier surveys of appraisers we had conducted. For this 
survey, Wilson suggested the addition of some uses that appraisers often find to be of concern in 
determining market values – most notably high tension power lines and landfills.  We added an 
additional sexually oriented business – a lingerie and adult novelties store.  We also split the bar/lounge 
category into two parts, asking separately about the effects of a lounge with live entertainment and of a 
bar without live entertainment.   

EFFECT PROXIMITY HAS ON MARKET VALUE OF SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE 

Effect on Single-family home If Use Within 500 Feet 

Question:  If located within 500 feet, how would the listed land use potentially affect the market value of 
a Single-Family Home?  

Land Use Negative Positive No Impact No Opinion 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 97.3 .5 .5 1.6 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 96.2 0.0 1.6 2.2 
Video Peep Booth Business 95.7 1.1 1.1 2.2 
Landfill 95.7 1.1 1.6 1.6 
Homeless Shelter 95.1 1.6 1.1 2.2 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 92.4 .5 3.2 3.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 91.8 1.1 4.9 2.2 
Bar (no live entertainment) 87.6 0.0 10.8 1.6 
Pawn Shop 81.4 1.1 14.2 3.3 
Package Liquor Store 79.2 1.6 15.8 3.3 
High Voltage Power Lines 69.2 0.5 27.0 3.2 
Convenience Store (beer/wine) 53.6 10.9 32.8 2.7 
Grocery Store 38.0 31.0 27.7 3.3 
Coffee Shop 26.9 18.7 50.0 4.4 
Elementary School 20.7 56.0 21.7 1.6 
Religious Institution 12.6 27.7 56.3 5.5 
Neighborhood Playground 8.2 68.5 20.1 3.3 

Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would have a “negative” effect on market 
values; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 
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Examining the table above, it is evident that that an overwhelming percent (92 percent) of the appraisers 
responding believe that an Adult Media Video Store, a Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club, a Video Peep 
Booth Business and a Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store have a negative effect on the market value of a 
single-family home if located within 500 feet.   

Interestingly, respondents believe that a Landfill (96 percent) and a Homeless Shelter (95 percent) have 
almost identical impacts on the market value of a single-family home as do many sexually oriented 
businesses. 

In summary, 88 percent or more of respondents believe that the following uses have the greatest 
negative impact on the market value of a single-family home if located within 500 feet: 

� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (97%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (96%) 
� Video Peep Booth Business (96%) 
� Landfill (96%) 
� Homeless Shelter (95%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (92%) 
� Lounge - with live entertainment (92%) 
� Bar - no live entertainment (88%) 

In addition, 69 - 81 percent of respondents believe that the following uses are very likely to have a 
negative impact on the market value of a single-family home if located within 500 feet: 

� Pawn Shop (81%) 
� Package Liquor Store (79%) 
� High Voltage Power Lines (69%) 

In contrast, uses that are seen as having positive impacts on the market value of a single-family home if 
located within 500 feet are: 

� Elementary School  
� Neighborhood Playground  

Uses that are seen as not much of an impact on the market value of a single-family home if located 
within 500 feet are: 

� Coffee Shop 
� Religious Institution  

One use respondents seem the most divided as to the negative impact versus no impact on the market 
value of a single-family home if located within 500 feet is: 

� Convenience Store that sold beer/wine - 54 percent negative impact versus 33 percent no impact  
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Effect on Single-Family Home by Increasing Separation Distances  

Question:  At what distance would there be No Measurable Impact on the Single-Family Home’s market 
value? 

Land Use 500 ft to  
¼ mile 

¼ mile to  
½ mile 

More than     
½ mile No Opinion 

Landfill 2.2 4.4 83.5 9.9 
Video Peep Booth Business 2.2 6.6 81.8 9.4 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 3.3 7.7 78.7 10.4 
Homeless Shelter 3.8 9.9 77.5 8.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 3.3 9.8 76.1 10.9 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 3.3 14.7 71.7 10.3 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 4.4 15.4 70.9 9.3 
Pawn Shop 6.7 21.1 60.0 12.2 
Package Liquor Store 7.8 20.0 57.8 14.4 
Bar (no live entertainment) 8.7 24.5 56.0 10.9 
Grocery Store 19.1 32.9 31.8 16.2 
Convenience Store (beer/wine) 18.0 33.1 31.5 17.4 
High Voltage Power Lines 28.2 26.4 30.5 14.9 
Elementary School 34.1 21.4 27.2 17.3 
Neighborhood Playground 32.3 21.6 24.0 22.2 
Religious Institution 31.6 24.6 21.1 22.8 
Coffee Shop 31.4 28.4 17.8 22.5 

Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would require “more than ½ mile” 
separation; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 

In response to the question “at what distance would there be no measurable impact,” 77 percent or more 
of the respondents believe that the negative impact of the following land uses do not disappear until at 
least a distance separation of quarter-mile or more (1320 feet +) from a single-family home (calculations 
based on adding columns three and four):  

� Video Peep Booth Business (88%) 
� Landfill (88%) 
� Homeless Shelter (87%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (86%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (86%) 
� Lounge - with live entertainment (86%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (86%) 
� Pawn Shop (81%) 
� Bar - no live entertainment (80%) 
� Package Liquor Store (78%) 
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Looking at seven of the ten uses bulleted  above, 71 percent or more of the respondents believe that  the 
negative impact on market value do not disappear for the following uses until a separation distance of 
more than a half mile (2640 feet +) from a single-family home:  

� Landfill (84%),  
� Video Peep Booth Business (82%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (79%)  
� Homeless Shelter (78%)  
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (76%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (72%) 
� Lounge - with live entertainment (71%) 

In most jurisdictions, zoning ordinances regulating sexually oriented businesses traditionally require 
separation distances from 500 – 1000 feet. Greater separation distances are less common, likely due in 
part to a concern over eliminating all viable sites for sexually oriented businesses within the jurisdiction 
– a practice that the courts have strictly prohibited.    

Although this study is primarily concerned with the impacts of sexually oriented businesses, it is 
interesting to note that the distance effects of homeless shelters and landfills on market values are 
essentially similar to those for sexually oriented businesses, as they were in the previous question.  Not 
surprisingly, a large percentage of appraisers believe that the negative effects of landfills and homeless 
shelters on market value diminish only after more than a half mile separation. In addition, a large 
percentage of those responding believe that the secondary effects on a single-family home’s market 
value due to the proximity of a bar, lounge with live entertainment, pawn shop, and liquor store share 
many of the same impacts as sexually oriented business impacts.    

EFFECT PROXIMITY HAS ON MARKET VALUE OF COMMUNITY SHOPPING CENTER 

Effect on Community Shopping Center If Use Within 500 Feet 

Question:  If located within 500 feet, how would the listed land use potentially affect the market value of 
a Community Shopping Center? 

Land Use Negative Positive No Impact No Opinion 
Landfill 84.7 1.1 9.8 4.4 
Video Peep Booth Business 82.8 0.0 13.4 3.8 
Homeless Shelter 80.1 1.1 16.1 2.7 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 79.6 0.0 16.7 3.8 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 76.6 0.5 19.7 3.2 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 64.5 1.1 30.6 3.8 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 41.9 4.8 48.4 4.8 
Package Liquor Store 35.7 2.7 56.2 5.4 
Bar (no live entertainment) 30.3 4.8 60.6 4.3 
High Voltage Power Lines 26.9 0.5 69.4 3.2 
Pawn Shop 21.1 7.6 65.9 5.4 
Elementary School 7.5 17.1 71.7 3.7 
Religious Institution 5.1 9.6 85.3 0.0 
Neighborhood Playground 4.8 16.7 74.2 4.3 

 Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would have a “negative” effect on 
market values; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. Totals do not add to 100% due effects of rounding. 
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As to the impact on the market value of a community shopping center, clearly many appraisers believe 
that there is less of a negative impact by sexually-oriented uses and other high-impact uses on a 
shopping center than on a single-family home.  It is important to note, however, that, even after 
allowing for the margin of error, a significant majority of appraisers believe that all types of sexually 
oriented businesses identified in the survey have a negative effect on the market value of a community 
shopping center. 

Interestingly, respondents believe that a Homeless Shelter (80 percent) and a Landfill (85 percent) have 
very similar impacts on the market value of a community shopping center if located within 500 feet of 
the center. 

In summary, 64 percent or more of respondents believe that the following uses have a negative impact 
on the market value of a community shopping center if located within 500 feet: 

� Landfill (85%) 
� Video Peep Booth Business (83%) 
� Homeless Shelter (80%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (80%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (77%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (64%) 

In stark contrast to the impact on single-family homes, 48 percent or more of respondents believe that 
the following uses have no impact on the market value of a community shopping center if located within 
500 feet: 

� Lounge - with live entertainment (48%) 
� Package Liquor Store (56%) 
� Bar - no live entertainment (61%) 
� Pawn Shop (66%) 
� High Voltage Power Lines (69%) 
� Elementary School (72%) 
� Neighborhood Playground (74%)  
� Religious Institution (85%) 
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Effect on Community Shopping Center by Increasing Separation Distances  

Question:  At what distance would there be No Measurable Impact on the Community Shopping 
Center’s market value? 

Land Use 500 ft to  
¼ mile 

¼ mile to  
½ mile 

More than     
½ mile No Opinion 

Video Peep Booth Business 9.6 12.4 63.3 14.7 
Landfill 4.0 15.3 62.7 18.1 
Homeless Shelter 8.0 20.0 56.0 16.0 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 8.4 25.7 49.7 16.2 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 10.4 23.6 48.4 17.6 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 14.3 18.3 44.6 22.9 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 15.9 21.8 34.7 27.6 
Bar (no live entertainment) 24.9 17.2 28.4 29.6 
Package Liquor Store 20.6 21.2 24.2 33.9 
Pawn Shop 22.7 19.0 22.1 36.2 
High Voltage Power Lines 28.5 12.7 21.8 37.0 
Elementary School 28.5 13.9 18.8 38.8 
Neighborhood Playground 27.4 15.2 14.6 42.7 
Religious Institution 30.7 9.2 13.5 46.6 

 Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would require “more than ½ mile” 
separation; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 

In response to the question “at what distance would there be no measurable impact,” 63 percent or more 
of the respondents believe that the negative impact of the following land uses do not disappear until at 
least a distance separation of quarter-mile or more (1320 feet +) from a community shopping center:  

� Landfill (78%) 
� Homeless Shelter (76%) 
� Video Peep Booth Business (76%) 
� Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club (75%) 
� Adult Media & Video Store - retail sales only (72%) 
� Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store (63%) 

Video Peep Booth Businesses, Landfills and Homeless Shelters were viewed as needing a separation 
distance of more than a half mile (2640 feet +) from a community shopping center before the negative 
impact on market value disappeared. 

Overall response rates to this question were lower than to other questions. The significant number of 
respondents who expressed “no opinion” indicates that clear findings regarding impacts on shopping 
centers are more difficult to make.  The percentages of respondents who believe that the negative effects 
extend a half mile or more are far lower than those shown for single-family homes.   

As with the issue of separation distances from single-family homes, we would caution against 
increasing separation distances from commercial uses without checking to confirm you are not 
eliminating all viable sites for sexually oriented businesses within your jurisdiction – a practice that the 
courts have strictly prohibited.    
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EFFECT CONCENTRATION HAS ON SINGLE FAMILY HOMES AND SHOPPING CENTERS 

Concentration of Uses Effect on Single-family home  

Question:  Would a concentration (2 or more uses within a couple of blocks) have additional impact on 
the Single-Family Home’s market value? 

Land Use Yes Added 
Impact 

No Added 
Impact No Opinion 

Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 89.3 3.9 6.7 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 88.3 6.1 5.6 
Video Peep Booth Business 87.2 6.1 6.7 
Landfill 85.4 6.7 7.9 
Homeless Shelter 84.4 7.8 7.8 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 81.6 10.6 7.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 80.8 9.6 9.6 
Bar (no live entertainment) 78.1 14.0 7.9 
Pawn Shop 70.5 19.3 10.2 
Package Liquor Store 64.8 25.1 10.1 
High Voltage Power Lines 59.4 27.4 13.1 
Convenience Store (beer/wine) 42.3 44.0 13.7 
Grocery Store 38.2 50.3 11.6 
Neighborhood Playground 30.7 55.1 14.2 
Elementary School 25.6 60.2 14.2 
Religious Institution 25.4 59.0 15.6 
Coffee Shop 25.4 59.9 14.7 

Concentration of Uses Effect on Community Shopping Center 

Question:  Would a concentration (2 or more uses within a couple of blocks) have additional impact on 
the Community Shopping Center’s market value? 

Land Use Yes Added 
Impact 

No Added 
Impact No Opinion 

Video Peep Booth Business 75.6 17.2 7.2 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 74.0 19.2 6.8 
Landfill 73.6 17.4 9.0 
Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 73.4 18.1 8.5 
Homeless Shelter 72.3 20.9 6.8 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 61.0 28.8 10.2 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 43.9 45.1 11.0 
Package Liquor Store 37.6 47.6 14.7 
High Voltage Power Lines 35.8 49.7 14.5 
Bar (no live entertainment) 34.3 53.1 12.6 
Pawn Shop 28.7 55.6 15.8 
Neighborhood Playground 16.9 65.7 17.4 
Religious Institution 14.0 65.1 20.9 
Elementary School 13.4 68.0 18.6 

Uses are ranked by the percentage of respondents indicating that a particular use would have added 
impact due to a concentration of uses; in the original survey, the uses were alphabetized. 

Totals do not always add to 100% due effects of rounding. 
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The question regarding the additional impact to a Single-Family Home or Community Shopping Center 
due to a concentration of certain uses was somewhat imperfect as it related to Landfills, Elementary 
Schools or Neighborhood Playgrounds. It is highly unlikely that there would be a concentration of these 
land uses.  However, to maintain the integrity of the survey, we did not wish to delete a use from the 
alphabetized list of uses for purposes of a particular question.   

As to the question of how a concentration of uses relates to such land uses as a Gentleman’s Club/Strip 
Club, Adult Novelties Store, Video Peep Booth Business, Lounge, Bar, Adult Media Store, Pawn Shop, 
Package Liquor Store and Homeless Shelter, there is a high probability of them occurring in proximity 
to each other. Furthermore, other studies suggest that the concentration of sexually oriented uses and 
certain other types of uses increases disproportionately the effects on crime rates in the surrounding 
areas. Few studies have attempted to analyze the extent to which a concentration increases the negative 
effects on market values.  

In the opinions of Texas appraisers, a concentration of sexually oriented businesses and similar adult-
oriented uses (bars and lounges) clearly increases the negative effects on the market values of single-
family homes.  A concentration of sexually oriented businesses (and/or of homeless shelters) stands out 
as having the most potential negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center; a 
concentration of bars or lounges is considered by significantly less than a majority of appraisers to have 
a potentially negative effect on the market value of such a center. 

The table below compares the impact respondents believe concentrations of certain uses have as they 
relate to proximity to a Single-Family Home or Community Shopping Center: 

 

Concentration of Land Uses Added Impact on 
Single-Family 

Added Impact on 
Shopping Center 

Gentleman’s Club/Strip Club 89.3 73.4 
Adult Media & Video Store (retail sales only) 88.3 74.0 
Video Peep Booth Business 87.2 75.6 
Homeless Shelter 84.4 72.3 
Lounge (with live entertainment) 81.6 43.9 
Lingerie & Adult Novelties Store 80.8 61.0 
Bar (no live entertainment) 78.1 34.3 
Pawn Shop 70.5 28.7 
Package Liquor Store 64.8 37.6 
High Voltage Power Lines 59.4 35.8 
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OTHER QUESTIONS 

Effect of Operating Hours 

Question:  Would a retail business open AFTER 11 PM have a negative impact on the market value of 
Single-Family Homes located within a 5-minute walk (1500 feet)? 

 Always Sometimes Never No Opinion 

Respondents 18 149 10 12 

Percentage 9.5 78.8 5.3 6.3 

        Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer. Some chose not to respond to question. 

The survey asked if there would be negative impact created by a retail business open after 11 pm on the 
market value of Single-Family Homes located within a 5-minute walk. This was asked because a 
number of communities have included limitations on the operating hours of sexually oriented businesses 
as part of their local regulatory schemes.  The responses clearly support some limitations on operating 
hours of businesses within 1500 feet of Single-Family Homes.  Since a large majority (79 percent) 
responded “sometimes”, the difficulty is determining which businesses should be required to have 
limitations on operating hours. Some guidance is found in the responses given to earlier questions 
regarding proximity and impacts on Single-Family Homes. For example, appraisers believe that retail 
operations such as Adult Media & Video Stores, Lingerie & Adult Novelties Stores, Pawn Shops and 
Package Liquor Stores have more of a negative impact on Single-Family Homes than Convenience 
Stores, Grocery Stores and Coffee Shops.   

Thus, these responses should not be interpreted as supporting a limitation on operating hours of all 
businesses, but only on particular businesses that were identified as having greater negative impacts 
such as sexually oriented businesses, pawn shops, and liquor stores.  A local government may, of 
course, have other data that suggests that the operating hours of sexually oriented retail businesses might 
legitimately need to be more limited than other businesses. 

Effect of Garish Lighting or Signage 

Question:   If you indicated certain land uses had negative impacts on the market value of a Single-
Family Home, would bright, animated, or garish lighting or graphics increase the negative impact? 

 Always Sometimes Never No Opinion 

Respondents 84 92 2 9 

Percentage 44.9 49.2 1.1 4.8 

         Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer.  Some chose not to respond to question. 

The survey asked if bright, animated, or garish lighting or graphics increased the negative impact of 
certain land uses that had negative impacts on the market value of a Single-Family Homes. Although 
these findings are statistically significant, they are difficult to translate into ordinance provisions.  We 
had great confidence in using the adjective “garish” and believe that appraisers would know what we 
meant; but attempting to limit “garish” lighting and graphics is far more difficult.  “Garish” is simply 
not a regulatory term. Any attempt to regulate specific content of signs or graphics – beyond prohibiting 
obscene messages and nude images on signs – raises significant First Amendment issues.  We have 
studied sex businesses in many communities, and we have never seen a sign on such a business that 
came close to our definition of “obscene.” Some communities have tried to limit lighting and signage at 
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sexually oriented businesses, and the responses to this question would support such limitations at sex 
businesses and other high-impact uses (including pawn shops, which often have signs that we would 
consider garish).     

WHO RESPONDED 

Examining who responded to the survey, the consultant team was pleased to see that respondents were 
reasonably dispersed throughout Texas. However, it was not surprising to see the majority of the 
appraisers responding practiced in the Austin, Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston and San Antonio 
metropolitan areas. 

Question:  What are your general areas of practice? (You may choose up to two) 

 County of General Practice Responses Percent 

Abilene- Midland-Odessa-San Angelo (Taylor, Midland, Ector and Tom Green Counties) 14 3% 

Amarillo-Lubbock (Potter, Randall and Lubbock Counties) 9 2% 

Austin (Hays, Travis and Williamson Counties) 46 10% 

Brownsville-McAllen (Cameron and Hidalgo Counties) 8 2% 

Bryan (Brazos County) 8 2% 

Corpus Christi-Victoria-Laredo (Nueces, Victoria and Webb Counties) 12 3% 

Dallas (Collin, Dallas and Ellis Counties) 106 23% 

El Paso (El Paso County) 4 1% 

Fort Worth (Denton, Johnson, Parker and Tarrant Counties) 50 11% 

Houston -Galveston (Brazoria, Fort Bend Galveston, Harris, and Montgomery Counties) 124 26% 

Longview-Tyler -Texarkana (Gregg, Smith and Bowie Counties) 15 3% 

Port Arthur (Jefferson County) 3 1% 

San Antonio (Bexar, Comal and Guadalupe Counties) 30 1% 

Sherman-Wichita Falls (Grayson and Wichita Counties) 8 2% 

Waco-Temple (McLennan and Bell Counties) 13 3% 

Other Counties 21 4% 

     Responses total more than number of respondents due to some choosing more than one location of practice. 

 

We found it interesting to find that over 92 percent of those responding to the survey had 20 or more 
years of real estate appraisal experience. Clearly we heard from the seasoned professionals.  

Question:  How many years of real estate appraisal experience do you have?   

 1 – 9 years 10 – 19 years 20 – 29 years 30+ years 

Respondents 1 14 96 81 

Percentage 0.5 7.3 50.0 42.2 

   Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer.  
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We have always found it worthwhile to ask if “personal, moral or ethical beliefs” affected responses. 
Having over 70 percent indicate “NO” strengthens the view that the responses are not influenced by 
individual biases. 

Question:  Do you believe that your personal, moral or ethical beliefs have affected your responses to 
any of the questions in this survey?   

 Yes No 

Respondents 55 134 

Percentage 29.1 70.9 

                    Results reported here in percentage of respondents giving each answer.  

 

RESPONSE RATE AND MARGIN OF ERROR 

Links to the electronic survey were sent to the email addresses of 764 appraisers holding the SRA or 
MAI designation in Texas.  Of those contacted, 195 completed the survey.  This resulted in a response 
rate of 25.5 percent which yielded an overall margin of error of 6.06 percent.   

We are comfortable and confident in the results of the survey given that the major findings regarding the 
effects of sex businesses on the market value of single-family homes were supported by 91 to 97 percent 
of the respondents. Even if the entire margin of error were applied negatively and the resulting 
responses were thus directly reduced (which is a worst-case example of possible error and not a 
statistically valid technique), the results would drop to a range of 85 to 91 percent of the respective 
respondents, a very strong and firm finding.  The percentage of appraisers reporting that they believe 
that there would be a negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center was 
somewhat smaller (ranging from 64 – 83 percent), but, here, also, even applying the margin of error as 
an entirely negative factor would leave well over half the respondents reporting that most sex businesses 
will have a negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center.   

Although we are pleased with the response rate, we acknowledge that other surveys of appraisers have 
garnered a higher response rate primarily because they were sponsored by an appraisal member 
association such as the Appraisal Institute or were surveys concerning issues about professional 
practices, not hypothetical questions about market values.   

As experts and consultants, we certainly understand the reluctance of experts to respond to hypothetical 
questions in their area of expertise for a non-client, without compensation and with no full 
understanding of how the material will be used.  When all of those factors are considered, we believe 
that the response rate is very satisfactory.  Further, as noted above, the findings are so clear that a lower 
response rate has no effect on the substantive findings of the study.    
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SUMMARY OF APPRAISER SURVEY FINDINGS – SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 

The following findings and conclusions can clearly be drawn from this survey: 

� More than 91 percent of Texas appraisers surveyed believe that gentleman’s clubs/strip clubs, 
adult media/video stores (retail only), video peep booth businesses and lingerie & adult 
novelties  stores have a negative effect on the market value of a single-family home located 
within 500 feet of such a use; 

� More than 71 percent believe that the negative effect on the market value of a single-family 
home due to the proximity of a sexually oriented business do not disappear until at least a half 
mile or more (2,640+ feet); 

� More than 80 percent believe that the concentration of two or more sexually oriented businesses 
increases the negative effect on market values of a single-family home; 

� A majority (64 percent) of Texas appraisers surveyed believe that a video peep booth business, 
a gentleman’s club/strip club, adult media/video store (retail only) or a lingerie & adult 
novelties store will have a negative effect on the market value of a community shopping center 
located within 500 feet; 

� More than 63 percent believe that the negative effect on the market value of a community 
shopping center due to the proximity of a video peep booth business, gentleman’s club/strip 
club, adult media & video store (retail only) or a lingerie & adult novelties store do not 
disappear until at least a quarter of a mile or more  (1,320+ feet); 

� More than 63 percent believe that the negative effect on the market value of a community 
shopping center due to the proximity of a video peep booth business do not disappear until at 
least a half mile or more  (2,640+ feet); 

� Nearly 73 percent believe that the concentration of two or more gentleman’s club/strip clubs, 
adult media & video stores (retail only) or video peep booth businesses increases the negative 
effect on the market value of a community shopping center;  

� About 61 percent believe that the concentration of two or more, lingerie & adult novelty stores 
increases the negative effect on market value of a community shopping center;  

� More than 89 percent of Texas appraisers surveyed believe that having a retail business that is 
open after 11 p.m. may have a negative effect on the market value of a single-family home 
located within 500 feet (10 percent responded “always” and 79 percent responded 
“sometimes”); 

� About 94 percent of Texas appraisers believe that “bright, animated, or garish lighting or 
graphics” may increase the negative impact on the market value of a single-family home (45 
percent responded “always” and another 49 percent responded “sometimes”); 

� It should be noted that the findings related to lighting, signage and operating hours are not 
limited to sexually oriented businesses.   
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SEXUALLY-ORIENTED BUSINESSES AND THE COURTS 

Regulation of sex businesses is one of the most litigated areas of land-use law today. Communities that 
have tried to bar most or all sex businesses have generally lost court challenges to their regulatory 
schemes. In that context, a community must make reasonable provision for the existence of some 
sexually oriented businesses; on the other hand, it is also clear that a community need not necessarily 
allow every such establishment to offer the full range of sexually oriented products or activities that its 
proprietors might like to offer. Courts have also recognized that a sexually 
oriented business (such as a bookstore handling adult media) is different from 
other businesses offering similar products that are not sexually oriented (such as a 
Barnes and Noble type bookstore). Likewise, courts have recognized that 
sexually oriented retail businesses have different impacts than those businesses 
with sexually oriented onsite entertainment. Texas cities and counties can adopt 
and implement different zoning regulations for such businesses, provided that the 
effect is not a complete ban on all such businesses. 

Regulations that attempt to censor specific messages or that otherwise target the message itself are 
subject to “strict scrutiny” in the courts, a standard which places a heavy burden on a government to 
show a “compelling state interest” that justifies the regulations.  See, for example, Boos v. Barry, 85 
U.S. 312, 108 S. Ct. 1157, 99 L. Ed. 2d 333 (1988).  But where the regulations are aimed at the 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses, they will be treated as “content neutral” and subject 
only to “intermediate scrutiny,” a far less burdensome standard for local governments to meet.  See City 
of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 152 L. Ed. 2d 670, 122 S. Ct. 1728 (U.S. 2002).   

FIRST AMENDMENT EFFECT ON LOCAL REGULATION OF SEX BUSINESSES – GENERALLY 

The First Amendment provides in pertinent part, “Congress shall make no law … abridging the freedom 
of speech or of the press. . . .”   The effect of that language has been construed by the Supreme Court to 
limit but not eliminate the authority of local governments to regulate land-use aspects of activities that 
are protected by the First Amendment, including those aspects of sexually oriented businesses that fall 
under the scope of that protection.  

The Supreme Court has squarely upheld the authority of local governments to regulate the location of 
sexually oriented businesses through zoning. Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S. 
Ct. 2440, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310 (1976).  There are significant Constitutional boundaries for the manner and 
scope of local regulations that affect First Amendment rights. Playtime Theatres, Inc. v. City of Renton, 
475 U.S. 41, 106 S. Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed 2d 29 (1986), involving zoning for a sexually oriented motion 
picture theater; City of Lakewood v. Plain Dealer Publishing Co., 486 U.S. 750, 108 S. Ct. 2138, 100 L. 
Ed. 2d 771 (1988), successfully challenging a permitting system for placement of newspaper vending 
boxes on city sidewalks; and City of Cincinnati v. Discovery Network, 507 U.S. 410, 113 S. Ct. 1505, 
123 L. Ed. 2d 99 (1993), holding unconstitutional an attempt by the city to define “newspaper” in a way 
that limited the types of publications that could be placed in sidewalk vending boxes. Although two of 
those cases involve newsracks they are important cases in considering the interaction of local 
government with the First Amendment   

Basic Constitutional Principles Regulating First Amendment-Protected Activity 

The basic constitutional principles used in evaluating the constitutionality of regulations affecting First 
Amendment-protected activity were set forth by the Supreme Court as a four-part test in Central 
Hudson Gas & Electric Corp. v. Public Service Commission, 447 U.S. 557, 100 S. Ct. 2343, 65 L. Ed. 
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2d 341 (1980), restated by the plurality in Metromedia, Inc. v. City of San Diego, 453 U.S. 490, 101 S. 
Ct. 2882, 69 L. Ed. 2d 800 (1981), as follows: 

(1) The First Amendment protects commercial speech only if that speech concerns lawful activity and is 
not misleading. A restriction on otherwise protected commercial speech is valid only if it (2) seeks to 
implement a substantial governmental interest, (3) directly advances that interest, and (4) reaches no 
further than necessary to accomplish the given objective.  

453 U.S. 490, 101 S. Ct. 2882, 69 L. Ed. 2d 800 (1981). 

If an ordinance is not in violation of First Amendment doctrine under one of the bases discussed above, 
then it is analyzed as a time, place, and manner restriction. The classic formulation of the four-part 
“time, place, and manner” test was presented by the Supreme Court in United States v. O'Brien, 391 
U.S. 367, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672 (1968):  

(1) the regulation is within the power of the government; 

(2) it furthers an important government interest; 

(3) the government interest is unrelated to the suppression of speech; and 

(4) the incidental restrictions on free speech are no greater than are essential to further the interest.  

391 U.S. 367, 377, 88 S. Ct. 1673, 1679, 20 L. Ed. 2d 672, 680 (1968). 

The first modern decision in which the U.S. Supreme Court upheld local regulation of sexually oriented 
businesses was Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S. Ct. 2440, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310 
(1976), in which the Court upheld a Detroit zoning ordinance effectively requiring “dispersion” of adult 
motion picture theaters by requiring a 1,000-foot separation between any such theater established in the 
future and any existing such theater.  Much of the analysis in that decision dealt with the extent to which 
the First Amendment protects sexually oriented communication.  Moving on to issues more relevant 
here, the Court offered this summary of its position on that issue: 

Moreover, even though we recognize that the First Amendment will not tolerate the total suppression of 
erotic materials that have some arguably artistic value, it is manifest that society's interest in protecting 
this type of expression is of a wholly different, and lesser, magnitude than the interest in untrammeled 
political debate that inspired Voltaire's immortal comment. Whether political oratory or philosophical 
discussion moves us to applaud or to despise what is said, every schoolchild can understand why our duty 
to defend the right to speak remains the same. But few of us would march our sons and daughters off to 
war to preserve the citizen's right to see "Specified Sexual Activities" exhibited in the theaters of our 
choice.  Even though the First Amendment protects communication in this area from total suppression, 
we hold that the State may legitimately use the content of these materials as the basis for placing them in 
a different classification from other motion pictures.  

427 U.S. at 70-71, 96 S. Ct. at 2452, 49 L. Ed. 2d at 326. 

The Court then continued with this discussion, applying the four-part O’Brien test: 
The remaining question is whether the line drawn by these ordinances is justified by the city's interest in 
preserving the character of its neighborhoods. On this question we agree with the views expressed by 
District Judges Kennedy and Gubow. The record discloses a factual basis for the Common Council's 
conclusion that this kind of restriction will have the desired effect. [footnote in original here; quoted 
below] It is not our function to appraise the wisdom of its decision to require adult theaters to be 
separated rather than concentrated in the same areas. In either event, the city's interest in attempting to 
preserve the quality of urban life is one that must be accorded high respect. Moreover, the city must be 
allowed a reasonable opportunity to experiment with solutions to admittedly serious problems. 
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Since what is ultimately at stake is nothing more than a limitation on the place where adult films may be 
exhibited, even though the determination of whether a particular film fits that characterization turns on 
the nature of its content, we conclude that the city's interest in the present and future character of its 
neighborhoods adequately supports its classification of motion pictures. [second footnote in last 
paragraph, omitted] 

427 U.S. at 71-72, 96 S. Ct. at 2452-53, 49 L. Ed. 2d at 326-27.   

The footnote in the extract above was material to the discussion here.  It read in full: 
The Common Council's determination was that a concentration of "adult" movie theaters causes the area 
to deteriorate and become a focus of crime, effects which are not attributable to theaters showing other 
types of films. It is this secondary effect which these zoning ordinances attempt to avoid, not the 
dissemination of "offensive" speech. In contrast, in Erznoznik v. City of Jacksonville, 422 U.S. 205, the 
justifications offered by the city rested primarily on the city's interest in protecting its citizens from 
exposure to unwanted, "offensive" speech. The only secondary effect relied on to support that ordinance 
was the impact on traffic - an effect which might be caused by a distracting open-air movie even if it did 
not exhibit nudity. [emphasis added] 

427 U.S. at 71, fn. 34, 96 S. Ct. at 2452, 49 L. Ed. 2d at 326.   

Relying on Studies from Other Jurisdictions 

Eight years after it upheld the Detroit zoning ordinance, the Court again dealt with zoning regulations 
affecting sexually oriented businesses.  Playtime Theatres, Inc. v. City of Renton, 475 U.S. 41, 106 S. 
Ct. 925, 89 L. Ed 2d 29 (1986). This time, the question of whether the First Amendment protected 
sexually oriented movies was essentially resolved, and most of the discussion focused on the effect of 
the First Amendment on local efforts to regulate where they could be shown.  In this decision, the Court 
discussed O’Brien extensively but used an abbreviated form of the O’Brien test – “whether the Renton 
ordinance is designed to serve a substantial governmental interest and allows for reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication.”  475 U.S. at 49, 106 S. Ct. at 930, 89 L. Ed 2d at 39 (1986).  The second 
part of the abbreviated test, dealing with “reasonable alternative avenues” is not relevant to this report or 
this discussion, but it is worth reviewing the Court’s discussion of the first part of its abbreviated test:  

It is clear that the ordinance meets such a standard. As a majority of this Court recognized in American 
Mini Theatres, a city's "interest in attempting to preserve the quality of urban life is one that must be 
accorded high respect." 427 U.S., at 71 (plurality opinion); see id., at 80 (POWELL, J., concurring) ("Nor 
is there doubt that the interests furthered by this ordinance are both important and substantial"). Exactly 
the same vital governmental interests are at stake here. 

The Court of Appeals ruled, however, that because the Renton ordinance was enacted without the benefit 
of studies specifically relating to "the particular problems or needs of Renton," the city's justifications for 
the ordinance were "conclusory and speculative." 748 F.2d, at 537. We think the Court of Appeals 
imposed on the city an unnecessarily rigid burden of proof. The record in this case reveals that Renton 
relied heavily on the experience of, and studies produced by, the city of Seattle. In Seattle, as in Renton, 
the adult theater zoning ordinance was aimed at preventing the secondary effects caused by the presence 
of even one such theater in a given neighborhood. See Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 Wash. 2d 
709, 585 P. 2d 1153 (1978). The opinion of the Supreme Court of Washington in Northend Cinema, 
which was before the Renton City Council when it enacted the ordinance in question here, described 
Seattle's experience as follows: 

"The amendments to the City's zoning code which are at issue here are the culmination of a long 
period of study and discussion of the problems of adult movie theaters in residential areas of the 
City. . . . [The] City's Department of Community Development made a study of the need for 
zoning controls of adult theaters . . . . The study analyzed the City's zoning scheme, 
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comprehensive plan, and land uses around existing adult motion picture theaters. . . ." Id., at 711, 
585 P. 2d, at 1155.  

"[The] [trial] court heard extensive testimony regarding the history and purpose of these 
ordinances. It heard expert testimony on the adverse effects of the presence of adult motion 
picture theaters on neighborhood children and community improvement efforts. The court's 
detailed findings, which include a finding that the location of adult theaters has a harmful effect 
on the area and contribute to neighborhood blight, are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record." Id., at 713, 585 P. 2d, at 1156. 

"The record is replete with testimony regarding the effects of adult movie theater locations on 
residential neighborhoods." Id., at 719, 585 P. 2d, at 1159. 

We hold that Renton was entitled to rely on the experiences of Seattle and other cities, and in particular 
on the "detailed findings" summarized in the Washington Supreme Court's Northend Cinema opinion, in 
enacting its adult theater zoning ordinance.  The First Amendment does not require a city, before enacting 
such an ordinance, to conduct new studies or produce evidence independent of that already generated by 
other cities, so long as whatever evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to be relevant to the 
problem that the city addresses. That was the case here. Nor is our holding affected by the fact that Seattle 
ultimately chose a different method of adult theater zoning than that chosen by Renton, since Seattle's 
choice of a different remedy to combat the secondary effects of adult theaters does not call into question 
either Seattle's identification of those secondary effects or the relevance of Seattle's experience to Renton. 

475 U.S. at 49-52, 106 S. Ct. at 930-31, 89 L. Ed 2d at 39-41.   

Although the Court appeared to restate only the second part of the O’Brien test (“it furthers an important 
government interest”) in its abbreviated test in Renton, the third part of the O’Brien test (“the 
government interest is unrelated to the suppression of speech”) was implicit in that shorthand holding.  
Earlier in the decision, the Court said: 

The District Court's finding as to "predominate" intent, left undisturbed by the Court of Appeals, is more 
than adequate to establish that the city's pursuit of its zoning interests here was unrelated to the 
suppression of free expression. The ordinance by its terms is designed to prevent crime, protect the city's 
retail trade, maintain property values, and generally "[protect] and [preserve] the quality of [the city's] 
neighborhoods, commercial districts, and the quality of urban life," not to suppress the expression of 
unpopular views. See App. to Juris. Statement 90a. As JUSTICE POWELL observed in American Mini 
Theatres, "[if] [the city] had been concerned with restricting the message purveyed by adult theaters, it 
would have tried to close them or restrict their number rather than circumscribe their choice as to 
location." 427 U.S., at 82, n. 4.  

475 U.S. at 48, 106 S. Ct. at 929, 89 L. Ed 2d at 38.   

Regulation Narrowly Tailored  

The Fifth Circuit has recently (2007) applied what it called a “hybrid” test (described in the extract 
immediately below), adopted by the district court and apparently accepted by both parties.  Under that 
test, in Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007), the Fifth Circuit held 
that a regulation affecting sexually oriented businesses is Constitutional if: 

(1) the State regulated pursuant to a legitimate governmental power; (2) the regulation does not 
completely prohibit adult entertainment; (3) the regulation is aimed not at the suppression of expression, 
but rather at combating negative secondary effects; and (4) the regulation is designed to serve a 
substantial governmental interest, is narrowly tailored, and reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication remain available, or, alternatively, the regulation furthers an important or substantial 
governmental interest and the restriction on expressive conduct is no greater than is essential in 
furtherance of that interest. 
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482 F.3d at 311, citing Ben's Bar v. Village of Somerset, 316 F.3d 702, 707 (7th Cir. 2003).   

The second part of the O’Brien test of the validity of a local regulation of sex businesses (“it furthers an 
important government interest”) and its third part (“the government interest is unrelated to the 
suppression of speech”) have become inextricably intertwined, because it is clear that the only 
defensible governmental interest that will support regulation of such businesses is one that is “unrelated 
to the suppression of speech.”  If the state’s purpose relates to the suppression of speech, the ordinance 
will be subject to “strict scrutiny,” (see  Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299, 308 
(5th Cir. 2007)), a standard of review that reverses the presumption of validity, leaving the government 
with an almost insurmountable burden (see, for example, Lorillard Tobacco Co. v. Reilly, 121 S. Ct. 
2404, 150 L. Ed. 2d 532 (U.S. 2001), striking down a Massachusetts ban on advertising tobacco 
products within a prescribed radius of schools, parks and other facilities;  there the Court acknowledged 
the government’s legitimate interest in curtailing youthful smoking but found the advertising ban 
unconstitutional)).  Another issue which is closely related to the second and third parts of the O’Brien 
test is the issue of “narrow tailoring.”  See Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 
(5th Cir. 2007), where the court merged these issues into one, framing it: 

the regulation is designed to serve a substantial governmental interest, is narrowly tailored, and 
reasonable alternative avenues of communication remain available, or, alternatively, the regulation 
furthers an important or substantial governmental interest and the restriction on expressive conduct is no 
greater than is essential in furtherance of that interest. 

482 F.3d at 311.   

The “narrow tailoring” issue looks at the relationship between the secondary effects that the ordinance 
or law is designed to address and the apparent effect of the law.  To give a simple example, if a city has 
a study that shows that nude dancing produces negative secondary effects and, as a result, decides to ban 
all dancing, it has a “narrow tailoring” problem.  The issue has been presented and discussed in Encore 
Videos, Inc. v. City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 2003) and H & A Land Corp v. City of 
Kennedale, 480 F.3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007), both dealing with the question of whether studies showing 
negative secondary effects of various sex businesses were adequate to support ordinances related to 
retail-only book and video stores.  See, also, Schad v. Borough of Mt. Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 101 S. Ct. 
2176, 68 L. Ed. 2d 671 (1981), where a small town in New Jersey was concerned about the potential of 
nude dancing at a local establishment and thus banned all live entertainment in the town.   

The authors view the “narrow tailoring” issue more as a drafting issue than as a pure “secondary 
effects” issue and, for that reason, it is not further discussed as a separate issue in this analysis.  It is 
important to remember, however, and to remind elected officials that, the fact that a local government 
has evidence showing that a variety of sexually oriented businesses cause negative secondary effects 
may not support every type of ordinance that elected officials might like to adopt.   
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THE LAW OF SECONDARY EFFECTS 

Context for “Secondary Effects” Studies 

Given the above introduction, the focus of the remainder of this analysis is on the critical step of 
documenting and analyzing “negative secondary effects” as the basis for developing, adopting or 
defending8 Constitutionally-valid regulations of sexually oriented businesses. It is critical to understand 
that the real issue is demonstrating a substantial governmental interest other than censorship as the basis 
for adopting regulations that infringe on First Amendment rights, thus, documenting the negative 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses is paramount.  Although lawyers representing the sex 
industry often argue in court that local governments should be required to provide essentially scientific 
evidence regarding the relationship of sex businesses to the issues addressed by local zoning and 
licensing ordinances, the Supreme Court in upholding a Los Angeles zoning ordinance affecting sex 
businesses in City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., a 2002 decision, set a much more reasonable 
test: 

We held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is “reasonably believed to be relevant” for 
demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial, independent government interest.  

City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (U.S. 2002), at 122 S. Ct. 
1735, 152 L.Ed. 2d 683, remanded for further proceedings at 295 F.3d 1024 (9th Cir. 2002), citing and 
quoting briefly from Playtime Theatres, Inc. v. City of Renton, 475 U.S. 41, at 51-52 (1986).   

Later in the opinion, the Court provided this discussion of its decision to reject the Ninth Circuit’s 
analysis of the data provided by the city and to accept the city’s analysis instead: 

Both theories are consistent with the data in the 1977 study. The Court of Appeals' analysis, however, 
implicitly requires the city to prove that its theory is the only one that can plausibly explain the data 
because only in this manner can the city refute the Court of Appeals' logic. 

152 L. Ed. 2d at 681, 122 S. Ct. at 1735. 

To a similar effect, the Fifth Circuit has held in N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston: 
Because the constitutional standard of review depends only upon the City's predominate legislative 
concern, not its pre-enactment proof that the ordinance would work, there is no reason to parse each 
provision of the ordinance separately to determine the standard of review. The purpose and scope of the 
entire Ordinance are reflected in the preamble, which summarizes City Council's concern about multiple 
effects of SOBs. That all of such effects are targeted by the Ordinance's various provisions is clear, as it is 
also clear that none of the provisions directly censors adult speech. Thus, the Preamble, together with the 

                                                      

 
8 Although ideally a local government will develop a record documenting its governmental interest in adopting 
such regulations before adopting them and include appropriate evidence in the legislative record, that is not an 
absolute requirement today; a local government can certainly supplement its legislative record in the process of 
defending its ordinance (City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (U.S. 
2002)) and it may be allowed to provide its entire analysis of the secondary effects addressed by the ordinance for 
the first time in litigation.  See, for example, Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299, 310 (5th 
Cir. 2007, where the court held in part that “the plurality [in Alameda books] did not specify that a purpose 
unrelated to suppressing speech can only be demonstrated with a specific type of indicator such as legislative 
findings or a statutory preamble.”   But see extract from N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 27 F. Supp. 2d 754 (S.D. 
Tex. 1998), set out in text almost immediately below, where the court noted that it was relying on the legislative 
record and the preamble to the ordinance in finding for the city. 



Connie B. Cooper, FAICP & Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP 

Part I: Survey of Texas Appraisers – Texas City Attorneys Association – June 2008 Page 23 

legislative record, provides sufficient evidence to justify an intermediate scrutiny standard of review to 
the entirety of 97-75, as a content-neutral enactment. 

N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 27 F. Supp. 2d 754 (S.D. Tex. 1998), vac. in part, rev. in part, aff'd in 
part 352 F.3d. 162, (5th Cir. 2003); rev. and vac. in part, reh. den., 372 F.3d 333 (5th Cir. 2004) 
(vacation was minor and based on a technicality with no substantive effect on the material cited); cert. 
den. 543 U.S. 958, 125 S. Ct. 416, 160 L. Ed. 2d 321 (2004); cited discussion from trial court opinion at 
27 F.Supp.2d at 76465. 

It is in this context that the Texas City Attorneys Association retained Cooper Consulting Company and 
Duncan Associates to provide this analysis of one category of potentially negative secondary effects of 
sex businesses on communities – and that is the potential effect of the locations of these businesses on 
the market values of nearby properties, particularly the effects of retail only businesses.   

It is important to remember that the legislative records in Young and Renton referred in more general 
terms, respectively, to the prevention of “neighborhood deterioration” and “blight.”  There was also a 
brief reference in Young to the concept that “crime” might follow the deterioration.  Thus, in these 
leading cases, the elected officials adopting the ordinances were dealing more with trends and concepts 
than with easily documentable facts.  Because some courts, particularly in the Fifth Circuit (of which 
Texas is a part), have become somewhat less willing to accept general assertions by local governments 
of their good intentions and have sought at least some evidence regarding the problems that the 
challenged ordinances are supposed to address, local governments have increasingly focused on 
secondary effects that can be measured and/or documented.   

The two secondary effects that are sometimes9 associated with sexually oriented businesses and that are 
most susceptible to measurement and documentation10 are increases in crime rates and decreases (or 
slowed rates of increase) in property values in areas around such businesses.  Prof. Richard McCleary, 
of the University of California – Irvine, has conducted a related study of the effects of sex businesses on 
crime rates in Texas communities.  This report focuses on secondary effects on property values.   

Secondary Effects in the Fifth Circuit 

In what appears to be its earliest post-Renton decision dealing with the Constitutionality of a local 
ordinance regulating sex businesses, in SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, the Fifth Circuit reversed a finding by the 
district court that Houston had not established a substantial governmental interest to support its adoption 
of the ordinance.  SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, (5th Cir. 1988), reh’g en banc den. 841 F.2d 107 
(5th Cir. 1988), cert. den. sub. nom. M. E. F. Enterprises, Inc. v. Houston, 489 U.S. 1052, 109 S. Ct. 
1310, 103 L. Ed. 2d 579 (1989).   

The court set out its summary and analysis of the Renton test on this issue: 
Thus, as the Court explained in City of Renton, a city may establish its "substantial interest" in the 
regulation by compiling a record with evidence that it may be "reasonably believed to be relevant to the 

                                                      

 
9 We used the word “sometimes” to maintain an objective discussion in this report; in our experience, it would be 
fair to say “often” rather than sometimes, but without statistics to back up the use of the word “often,” we chose 
the more conservative one.   
10 Again, there was a conscious choice of words here.  In casual conversation, one might say “most easily 
measured,” but that would not be accurate.  As sex industry experts regularly remind us in their reports to various 
courts and their private comments to us, there is nothing “easy” about these measurements.  Crime rates and 
property values are, however, at least susceptible to measurement – a characteristic that a general concept like 
“blight” or “deterioration” lacks.   
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problem that the city addresses."  We do not ask whether the regulator subjectively believed or was 
motivated by other concerns, but rather whether an objective lawmaker could have so concluded, 
supported by an actual basis for the conclusion. Legitimate purpose may be shown by reasonable 
inferences from specific testimony of individuals, local studies, or the experiences of other cities. This 
level of scrutiny best accommodates the need to ensure proper purposes with the limited competence of 
courts to discern ephemeral legislative motivations. 

837 F.2d at 1274, citing and quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52; 106 S. Ct. at 931; 89 L. Ed. 2d at 40.   

The court then applied this analysis to the Houston ordinance and adoption process, citing the material 
facts on which it relied in holding that the ordinance and its adoption passed Constitutional muster: 

The record reflects that the City Council carefully considered the relationship between sexually oriented 
businesses and neighborhood effects. The City formed a special Committee on Sexually Oriented 
Businesses, which heard public testimony from both supporters and opponents of the Ordinance, as well 
as experts. The committee also considered studies conducted by other cities such as Detroit, Boston, 
Dallas, and Los Angeles. While it may not be enough simply to tailor one ordinance to another that has 
survived judicial review, we are persuaded that the City Council considered those studies themselves and 
not merely the ordinances for which the studies provided support. Although the 1986 supplemental report 
relates no empirical evidence of the effects of topless bars, that report incorporates the 1982 report, which 
does refer to topless bars. We are persuaded that the City met its burden under City of Renton to establish 
that there was evidence before it from which the Council was entitled to reach its conclusion and was 
"relevant to the problem that the city addresses." The district court did not err in finding that the City had 
proved a substantial interest in the regulation of businesses subject to the Ordinance. 

837 F.2d at 1274-75.   

In the paragraph following the extract immediately above, the court distinguished this case from its 
earlier decision in Basiardanes v. City of Galveston, 682 F.2d 1203 (5th Cir.1982), in which it had 
struck down the Galveston ordinance, finding there that “"there is no evidence in the record that the 
Galveston City Council passed Ordinance 78-1 after careful consideration or study of the effects of 
adult theaters on urban life,” 837 F.2d at 1275, citing and quoting Basiardanes, 682 F.2d at 1215.   

Four years after its decision in SDJ, the court relied on its opinion in SDJ in upholding the 
Constitutionality of a Jackson, Mississippi, ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses.  Lakeland 
Lounge v. Jackson, 973 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir. 1992), reh’g en banc den.979 F.2d 211 (5th Cir. 1992), cert. 
den. 507 U.S. 1030, 113 S. Ct. 1845, 123 L. Ed. 2d 469 (1993).  In this case, it provided somewhat more 
detailed analysis of the reasons that it found that Jackson had met the Constitutional requirements of 
Renton in the adoption of its ordinance.  The case came to it in a similar posture to that of the Houston 
case – the district court had found the Jackson ordinance unconstitutional because, according to the 
appellate court, “The court held that the city council had an insufficient factual predicate by which to 
base its ordinance upon secondary effects; therefore, the city had not shown that the ordinance was 
content-neutral.” 973 F.2d at 1258.  The district court’s primary concern was that there was no evidence 
that the city council, the legislative body which adopted the ordinance, had actually heard evidence 
regarding negative secondary effects.  The appellate court responded with this analysis: 

We believe that the district court clearly erred and that the record shows that the city council had 
sufficient information before it to enact a permissible ordinance. First, the office of planning, city 
attorney's office, and the ordinance review committee (a subcommittee of the planning board) drafted the 
ordinance, and they unquestionably considered, and relied upon, the studies as to the secondary effects of 
sexually oriented business while they were drafting the amendment. Further, the council could properly 
place some reliance upon others to do research, as state law requires that the planning board make 
recommendations to the council regarding zoning amendments. We perceive no constitutional 
requirement that the council members personally physically review the studies of secondary effects; such 
a holding would fly in the face of legislative reality.  
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 Second, although the city council never received a written report or summary of the studies, the city 
planning board held a public meeting at which the planning director and other city staff members and 
citizens discussed secondary effects and the work that had gone into the preparation of the proposed 
ordinance. As testimony and the official minutes of the meeting show, five of the seven members of the 
city council were present at that meeting; as the ordinance passed by a six-to-one vote, a majority of the 
council must have both voted for the ordinance and attended the meeting.  

Third, the language of the amendment indicates the council's concern with the secondary effects.  
[footnote omitted] 

973 F.2d at 1258-59.   

The court then quoted with approval the relatively brief preamble referring to secondary effects but 
noted: 

This language might not save a statute that was formulated without specific attention to secondary effects. 
Nevertheless, in context here, where (1) the drafters of the ordinance did rely upon studies of secondary 
effects, (2) a majority of the council members did receive some information about the secondary effects 
during an open hearing of the planning board, and (3) nothing in the record otherwise suggests 
impermissible motives on the part of the council members, the language of the preamble shows the city 
council's awareness of the studies upon which the planning staff relied when framing the ordinance and 
reflects that a reasonable legislature with constitutional motives could have enacted the ordinance. 

973 F.2d at 1259, citing SDJ 837 F.2d at 1274.   

Although the decision in Lakeland Lounge is now more than 15 years old and has been followed by a 
number of other cases dealing with the same issues, the Fifth Circuit continues to cite and rely on 
Lakeland Lounge.  See, for example, Encore Videos, Inc., v. City of San Diego, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 
2003); LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County, 289 F.3d 358 (5th Cir. 2002); and J & B Entertainment v. City of 
Jackson, 152 F.3d 362 (5th Cir. Miss. 1998), all cited and discussed later in this analysis.   

In more recent years, the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals has been somewhat more skeptical than other 
courts of the records that local governments have provided to document the secondary effects to which 
local ordinances are addressed.  To put that comment in context, it is useful to review the basic facts of 
the Los Angeles case decided by the Supreme Court in 2002.  In City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 
Inc., 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed. 2d 670 (U.S. 2002), the Court reversed decisions by a federal district 
court and the Ninth Circuit that had held in part that the city could not legitimately rely on a study that 
was several years old and that addressed a somewhat different problem than the city was now 
addressing.  The study was 25 years old by the time the case reached the Supreme Court, but the Court 
found that the city’s reliance on a study that it had conducted “several years before” was entirely 
reasonable.   

The study itself had provided evidence that “concentrations of adult businesses are associated with 
higher rates of prostitution, robbery, assaults, and thefts in surrounding communities.”   152 L. Ed. 2d at 
678, 122 S. Ct. at 1732, citing App. 35-162 (Los Angeles Dept. of City Planning, Study of the Effects of 
the Concentration of Adult Entertainment Establishments in the City of Los Angeles (City Plan Case 
No. 26475, City Council File No. 74-4521-S.3, June 1977)).  The original ordinance adopted by the City 
in reliance on the study restricted the establishment, enlargement or transfer of ownership of any 
[defined] adult enterprise within 1000 feet of another adult enterprise.  The City subsequently decided 
that the adopted ordinance was too narrow, and amended it to preclude the operation of multiple types 
of adult enterprises within one facility.  The Supreme Court decision evolved from an enforcement 
action brought by the city against the operator. 

The controlling language in the plurality opinion in Alameda Books said this: 
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In Renton we held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is “reasonably believed to be 
relevant” for demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial, independent government 
interest. This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning. The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If plaintiffs fail 
to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the municipality's evidence does not 
support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the municipality's factual findings, the 
municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a 
municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden shifts back to the municipality to supplement the 
record with evidence renewing support for a theory that justifies its ordinance.   

152 L. Ed. 2d at 683, 122 S. Ct. at 1736.   

Not surprisingly, the sex industry frequently uses expert witnesses to challenge studies and analyses 
provided in support of local ordinances and cite the language here saying that a local government cannot 
“get away with shoddy data or reasoning.”  See discussion of H & A Land Corp v. City of Kennedale, 
480 F.3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007), below [partial citation here].  The industry seems somewhat less likely to 
cite the following and apparently clarifying sentence that follows, “The municipality's evidence must 
fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance.” 

Relationship of Cited Studies to Adopted Ordinance 

In seeming contrast to the Supreme Court’s deference to a city’s decision to rely on an earlier study that 
dealt with a related issue but that was not directly on point, the Fifth Circuit has looked much more 
critically at the relationship between the cited studies and the adopted ordinance.  In Encore Videos v. 
City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 2003), the Fifth Circuit found that the purely retail 
businesses are a different type of business from those with on-premises entertainment and that local 
governments need studies related to the impacts of such on-premises businesses as part of the basis for 
adopting regulations affecting such businesses. In reaching that decision, the appellate court found: 

The studies [cited by the city] either entirely exclude establishments that provide only take-home videos 
and books (as is the case with the Seattle study) or include them but do not differentiate the data collected 
from such businesses from evidence collected from enterprises that provide on-site adult entertainment as 
may have been the case with the Austin and Garden Grove studies.  [footnote omitted] 

330 F.3d at 294-95. 

As the Fifth Circuit acknowledged in that decision, however, there is a split of authority on this issue. 
On the same issue, the Eighth Circuit held: 

Under City of Renton, Rochester need not prove that Downtown Book and Video would likely have the 
exact same adverse effects on its surroundings as the adult businesses studied by Indianapolis, St. Paul, 
and Phoenix. So long as Ordinance No. 2590 affects only categories of businesses reasonably believed to 
produce at least some of the unwanted secondary effects, Rochester “must be allowed a reasonable 
opportunity to experiment with solutions to admittedly serious problems.”  

ILQ Invs., Inc. v. City of Rochester, 25 F.3d 1413, 1418 (8th Cir. 1994), cert. denied, 513 U.S. 1017, 115 
S. Ct. 578, 130 L. Ed. 2d 493 (1994), citing and quoting Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 
50, 71, 96 S. Ct. 2440, 49 L. Ed. 2d 310 (1976) (plurality opinion). 

The Tenth Circuit held in response to a similar argument: 
Thus, we are satisfied that differences in the mode of delivery of sexually oriented materials are 
constitutionally insignificant for purposes of determining an ordinance's content-neutrality.  

Z.J. Gifts, L.L.C. v. City of Aurora, 136 F.3d 683, 687 (10th Cir. 1998), reversed in part on other grounds, 
124 S. Ct. 2219, 159 L. Ed. 2d 84 (U.S. 2004). 
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The Fifth Circuit has applied critical analysis to the purposes for which governmental entities say they 
have adopted the ordinances, and to the relationship between the stated purposes and the effect of the 
ordinance.  It was asking tough questions even before the Supreme Court raised questions about 
“shoddy data and reasoning” in Alameda Books.  In J & B Entm't, Inc. v. City of Jackson, Miss., 152 
F.3d 362 (5th Cir. 1998), the court reversed a decision by a lower court granting summary judgment to 
the city in a challenge to a Jackson ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses.  The appellate 
court found that the record was “too bare” at this stage to conclude that the ordinance had been adopted 
to serve a substantial governmental purpose unrelated to the suppression of speech.  152 F.3d at 375.  It 
rejected both factors that the district court cited in support of its conclusion to the contrary: 

The first piece of evidence that the district court relied upon to conclude that the City enacted the 
Ordinance to combat secondary effects linked to public nudity is the Ordinance's preambulatory clause 
stating that "the City of Jackson has a legitimate interest in combating secondary effects associated with 
public places where persons who are physically present appear nude amongst strangers." In Lakeland 
Lounge, we explained that the mere incantation of the words "secondary effects" may not save a statute 
"formulated without specific attention to specific secondary effects." Lakeland Lounge, 973 F.2d at 1259. 
No explanation of what specific secondary effects motivated Jackson to enact the Ordinance appears in its 
text, and the City Council failed to make any specific legislative findings prior to enactment. 

152 F.3d at 373-74, citing Lakeland Lounge v. Jackson, 973 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir. 1992).   

The court acknowledged that the city might be able to show a “current governmental interest” to support 
the ordinance even in the absence of appropriate findings, but it noted that the fact that the case had 
been decided on a pre-trial motion left the court without evidence to consider regarding that issue.  152 
F.3d at 374.   It went on to address the next piece of “evidence” cited by the district court: 

The second piece of evidence that the district court relied upon to find that the City enacted the Ordinance 
to combat secondary effects linked to public nudity was the City's experience in enacting the 1991 zoning 
ordinance. Prior to enacting the 1991 zoning ordinance, Jackson's City Council received information 
regarding studies on secondary effects associated with adult entertainment in other cities. See Lakeland 
Lounge, 973 F.2d at 1258-59. Other than the inference that Jackson must have had the same interests 
because the composition of the City Council that enacted the Ordinance was the same as the City Council 
that enacted the 1991 zoning ordinance, however, the City has offered no reasoned explanation linking 
the two ordinances, for how they seek to further similar interests, or for how it could reasonably conclude 
that banning public nudity might further its interests. Therefore, in light of Barnes, we find this single 
piece of evidence to be insufficient to justify the Ordinance as fulfilling a substantial governmental 
interest for the following reasons.   

152 F.3d at 374.   

The court provided this summary and conclusion to its analysis: 
In conclusion, as a result of the district court's premature grant of summary judgment, the record now 
before us is simply too bare to support its conclusion that the City enacted the Ordinance based on a 
desire to combat secondary effects linked to public nudity, as applied to nude dancing. We are not in a 
position to review this conclusion or determine whether the City could have a reasonable belief that the 
Ordinance might further its interests. Because the burden of proof under the intermediate scrutiny 
standard of review is on the City and insufficient evidence exists to indicate that the City has met its 
burden under this prong on the record now before us, we vacate the district court's grant of summary 
judgment in favor of the City. 

152 F.3d at 375.   

Although J & B Entertainment is a pre-Alameda Books decision, it has continued vitality – it was cited 
extensively and followed in part by the Fifth Circuit in its 2007 decision in Illusions - Dallas Private 
Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007).  It was also followed in part by the court in the Encore 
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Video decision that is discussed extensively in this section.  Other recent decisions in which the 
appellate court cited this 1998 case include BGHA, LLC v. City of Universal City, 340 F.3d 295, (5th 
Cir. 2003) and N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 352 F.3d 162, 175 (5th Cir. 2003).  

Although the Fifth Circuit has consistently asked tough questions about the evidence of secondary 
effects and local governments’ conclusions that particular ordinances are necessary to address those, it 
has often resolved that analysis in favor of the local government.  In Baby Dolls Topless Saloons, Inc. v. 
City of Dallas, a decision handed down by the appellate court shortly before the Supreme Court decision 
in Alameda Books, the court noted that: 

Renton teaches us that the government must produce some evidence of adverse secondary effects 
produced by adult entertainment in order to justify a challenged enactment using the secondary effects 
doctrine. Renton also instructs us that a government must present sufficient evidence to demonstrate “a 
link between the regulation and the asserted governmental interest,” under a “reasonable belief” standard. 

Baby Dolls Topless Saloons, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 295 F.3d 471, 481 (5th Cir. 2002), reh'g denied, 2002 
U.S. App. LEXIS 16491 (5th Cir. 2002)11, cert. den. sub nom. Case & Point, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 537 
U.S. 1088, 123 S. Ct. 699, 154 L. Ed. 2d 632 (2002);   

Here the appellate court was citing and quoting J&B Entm't, Inc. v. City of Jackson, 152 F.3d 36 .  It 
went on, however, to uphold the challenged ordinance as Constitutional, finding and holding: 

That standard is satisfied. The Ordinance was enacted, in part, because the City had found that, through 
Chapter 14, entities that were, in effect, SOBs were avoiding that classification; and that concentrated 
SOBs "continue to contribute to … an increase in criminal activities in the surrounding community". 
Dallas, Tex., Ordinance 23137 (preamble). Among other relied-upon data, the 1997 Malin Study supports 
that increased-criminal-activities finding. From January 1993 through March 1997, there were 396 arrests 
for sex crimes ("Rape, Prostitution/Commercial Vice[,] and other Sex Offenses") in the study area (which 
included a concentration of seven SOBs), as compared to 133 such arrests in one control area (containing 
two SOBs located approximately a half-mile apart) and 77 such arrests in another control area (containing 
no SOBs).  

In short, sex crime arrests were three to five times more frequent in the study area. While the Malin Study 
is careful not to attribute this disparity entirely to SOBs, it did find a correlation between SOBs -- 
specifically, their "hours of operation and the type of people which SOBs attract" -- and higher crime 
rates.  

These findings are "reasonably believed to be relevant to the problem that the City addresses". Renton, 
475 U.S. at 51-52 (emphasis added). The City relied upon specific evidence showing, inter alia, higher 
crime rates in the vicinity of SOBs. The City's attempts to deal with that reality had been continuously 
frustrated in the past, most recently by "exploitation of a 'loophole' in the City Code that permitted such 
businesses to avoid the location restrictions by obtaining dance hall licenses pursuant to Chapter 14, 
which was not originally designed to regulate such businesses". Baby Dolls, 114 F. Supp. 2d at 547 
(emphasis added). 

295 F.3d at 481-82, citing in part the lower court decision at 114 F. Supp. 2d 531 (N.D. Tex. 2000).   

District courts in the Fifth Circuit have similarly applied critical analysis to the public policy arguments 
before them, not simply accepting the assertions of local governments that adopted ordinances were 
necessary to address a variety of identified secondary effects.  For example, in Allstars v. City of San 
Antonio, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8517 (W.D. Tex. May 19, 2003) (not published in official reporter), the 
court denied a preliminary injunction against enforcement of several parts of a local ordinance 
                                                      

 
11 Official citation for denial of rehearing not available.   
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establishing requirements to place dancers on a stage and to provide buffers between dancers and 
patrons.  It granted the preliminary injunction against the portion of the ordinance that also established a 
buffer between performers, holding that “However, at this early stage in the proceedings, it is not clear 
that evidence was before the city council to support this provision. Until such time as the City meets its 
evidentiary burden, the preliminary injunction as to touching between entertainers is GRANTED.”  
2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 8517, at 9.   

In one of its first post-Alameda Books decisions, the Fifth Circuit showed considerable deference to the 
judgment of local legislators, holding that a local government must simply have a “rational basis” for 
adopting an ordinance regulating sex businesses.  N.W. Enters. v. City of Houston, 352 F.3d. 162, (5th 
Cir. 2003); rev. and vac. in part, reh. den., 372 F.3d 333 (5th Cir. 2004).12  The court provided this 
clarifying discussion: 

The point of deference is this: legislators cannot act, and cannot be required to act, only on judicial 
standards of proof. Legislative zoning decisions are generally upheld on a rational basis standard. 
Imposing a level of inter mediate scrutiny, in cases like this, requires more conviction of the connection 
between legislative ends and means than does the rational basis standard, but only in the sense of 
“evidence [that] is reasonably believed to be relevant” to the secondary effects in question.  

352 F.3d at 180-81.   

The Fifth Circuit was also deferential to the legislative conclusions of a local government in a 2002 
decision (LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County) where the industry argued that studies of secondary impacts of 
sex businesses in urban areas did not fairly support a county’s adoption of regulations of such 
businesses. 

The secondary effects that urban areas have experienced (well documented in the relied-upon studies) are 
precisely what the County is attempting to avoid. This is evinced by the Order's preambulary language. 
For example, the County sought to “minimize and control adverse effects” and “deter the spread of urban 
and rural blight”. 

Accordingly, it is logical that the County would: (1) review the experiences of urban areas, as discussed 
in the studies; (2) consider what measures those areas have employed to combat secondary effects; and 
(3) tailor those corrective measures to the County's needs. By so doing, the County may, in its continued 
growth and development, successfully sidestep many of the problems encountered by urban areas. In this 
respect, the relied-upon studies are “reasonably believed to be relevant” to the problems the County seeks 
to address. See Renton, 475 U.S. at 51. 167  

See LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County, 289 F.3d 358, 366 (5th Cir. 2002), reh'g denied 45 Fed. App. 324 
(2002), reversing [on this point and others] LLEH, Inc. v. Wichita County, 121 F. Supp. 2d 513 (N.D. 
Tex. 2000).  Although this decision pre-dated Alameda Books, the Fifth Circuit has recently held that it 
remains good law.  Fantasy Ranch, Inc. v. City of Arlington, 459 F.3d 546, 562 (5th Cir. 2006).    

The court was similarly deferential to local government in a more recent case, Fantasy Ranch, Inc. v. 
City of Arlington, 459 F.3d 546 (5th Cir. 2006). This case involved a challenge to an Arlington 
ordinance that, among other things, required that dancers in a sexually oriented cabaret must perform on 
a stage and maintain a five-foot buffer from patrons.  In ruling for the city, the court addressed the 
question of the burden on the city to demonstrate that its ordinance was aimed at secondary effects.  In 

                                                      

 
12 Note that some of the reporting and citation on this case are misleading and inaccurate; the same 2004 opinion 
appears twice in Lexis (once in F.3d, as cited), and is cited three times in Shepard's, with a red stop sign, 
apparently resulting from the minor modification to the decision that was technically a partial reversal and 
vacation.  
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response to the city’s citation of a number of studies from other jurisdictions, the clubs challenging the 
ordinance hired an expert who analyzed police records and found that “there were no arrests, citations, 
or police calls for prostitution, solicitation, assault, or narcotics.”  459 F.3d at 560.  In response to the 
plaintiffs’ lawyers’ argument that this showed that the reasoning of the city in its findings was “shoddy” 
under Alameda Books, the court responded: 

We find this evidence, even when viewed in a light most favorable to the plaintiff, plainly insufficient to 
preclude summary judgment. Indeed, "[a]lthough this evidence shows that [the City] might have reached 
a different and equally reasonable conclusion regarding the relationship between adverse secondary 
effects and sexually oriented businesses, it is not sufficient to vitiate the result reached in the [City's] 
legislative process." G.M. Enters. v. Town of St. Joseph, 350 F.3d 631, 639 (7th Cir. 2003) (affirming 
summary judgment in favor of the Town's five-foot buffer and eighteen-inch stage-height requirement 
despite meaningful countervailing evidence presented by the plaintiffs). At best, Joe Morris's report 
suggests that no arrests at strip clubs had occurred for prostitution, drugs, or assault, a fact that is likely of 
little comfort to the City of Arlington, which passed this ordinance at least in part because dancer-patron 
proximity in a dimly-lit room made such crimes difficult to police. Ultimately, we are not empowered by 
Alameda to second-guess the empirical assessments of a legislative body, nor are we expected to submit 
such assessments to a jury for re-weighing; instead, the relevant "material fact" that must be placed at 
issue is whether the ordinance is supported by evidence that can be "reasonably believed to be relevant to 
the problem." See Renton, 106 S. Ct. at 931 (emphasis added); see also N.W. Enterprises, 352 F.3d at 
180; Alameda Books, 122 S. Ct. at 1743 (Kennedy, J., concurring) ("[T]he Los Angeles City Council 
knows the streets of Los Angeles better than we do."). Because no such issue of material fact exists, we 
hold that Ordinance No. 03-044 satisfies the second prong of O'Brien. 

459 F.3d at 561.   

The Fifth Circuit also suggested a somewhat reduced bar for governments in a 2007 decision (H & A 
Land Corp v. City of Kennedale) in which it reversed a decision of a district court that had found a local 
ordinance unconstitutional under the rationale discussed above in Encore Videos.  H & A Land Corp v. 
City of Kennedale, 480 F.3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007), cert. den. Sub nom. Reliable Consultants, Inc. v. City 
of Kennedale, 128 S. Ct. 196, 169 L. Ed. 2d 36 (U.S. 2007).  The court first restated the public policy 
(not necessarily legal) premise of its decision in Encore Videos:  

On-site businesses (i.e., adult theaters or strip clubs) pose a greater threat of secondary effects than off-
site sexually oriented businesses (i.e., adult bookstores). Therefore, a city that enforces an ordinance 
meant to prevent harmful secondary effects associated with the operation of an off-site business must rely 
on evidence showing that off-site businesses, rather than the broader category of sexually oriented 
businesses that includes on-site businesses, cause harmful secondary effects. 

480 F.3d at 339.   

In a footnote to the quoted material, the court quoted this language from Encore Videos: 
Off-site businesses differ from on-site ones, because it is only reasonable to assume that the former are 
less likely to create harmful secondary effects. If consumers of pornography cannot view the materials at 
the sexually oriented establishment, they are less likely to linger in the area and engage in public alcohol 
consumption and other undesirable activities." 

480 F.3d at 339, quoting Encore Videos, 330 F.3d, 288, 295, n. 3 (5th Cir. 2003).   

They noted that the case differed from Encore Videos because “because Kennedale, unlike San Antonio, 
offers evidence that purports to show a connection between purely off-site businesses, or ‘bookstores,’ 
and harmful secondary effects.”  It then set out this test for determining whether the evidence was 
sufficient: 

To determine whether the ordinance at issue is narrowly tailored, we must determine whether Kennedale 
could reasonably believe that the evidence is relevant to show the requisite connection to harmful 
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secondary effects. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 438. In other words, we ask whether that evidence "fairly 
support[s] the [city's] rationale for its ordinance." Id. Applying our holding from Encore Videos, 
Kennedale cannot reasonably believe its evidence is relevant unless it sufficiently segregates data 
attributable to off-site establishments from the data attributable to on-site establishments. Encore Videos, 
330 F.3d at 294-95. 

480 F.3d at 339. 

In reversing the trial court and finding that the city had established a substantial governmental interest 
and a clear relationship to the adopted ordinance, the Fifth Circuit stated: 

Kennedale's evidence consisted of studies from nine cities, as well as an opinion survey of land use 
appraisers conducted by the city's attorney, and citizen commentary from public meetings. Seven of 
Kennedale's nine studies from other cities fail to differentiate between on-site and off-site businesses. The 
1984 Indianapolis and 1986 Oklahoma City studies, however, included surveys of real estate appraisers 
that focused strictly on "adult bookstores." The overwhelming majority of survey respondents in both 
studies predicted that the presence of an adult bookstore would negatively affect real estate value in the 
surrounding area. The Indianapolis survey, conducted by the City of Indianapolis in conjunction with 
Indiana University School of Business, Division of Research, polled 20% of the national membership of 
the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers. Eighty percent of the respondents predicted that an 
adult bookstore would negatively impact residential property values, and seventy-two percent believed 
commercial property value would also be negatively effected [sic]. The Oklahoma City study, which 
surveyed one hundred Oklahoma City real estate appraisers, produced similar results:  Seventy-four 
percent predicted a negative impact on real estate value in the surrounding area. 

480 F.3d at 339-40.   

The court also rejected a related argument that the sex industry has raised in other cases: 
Appellee Reliable argues that the term "bookstore," used in both surveys, is a term of art and does not 
sufficiently specify off-site premises. They argue instead that adult bookstores often include peep shows, 
arcades, and other forms of on-site entertainment, rendering them on-site establishments. However, the 
Supreme Court has previously used the term "bookstore" as distinguishable from "adult video arcades." 
Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 442 (discussing city's prohibition on "combination of adult bookstores and 
arcades"). This was a survey sent to and completed by real estate appraisers, and so what matters is how 
those appraisers would have understood the survey's reference to an adult bookstore.  

Standing alone, it is reasonable to infer that the survey respondents interpreted "bookstore" as signifying 
an off-site establishment. Webster's Dictionary defines "bookstore" as "a place of business where books 
are the chief stock in trade." WEBSTER’S NEW INT’L. DICTIONARY [sic] 253 (3d ed. 1981). There is 
no reason to expect that simply adding the word "adult" to the term would completely transform the 
nature of the business activity described. 

480 F.3d at 340.   

The court concluded this part of its analysis this way: 
Kennedale's ordinances purport to protect against harmful secondary effects. The Indianapolis and 
Oklahoma City studies support the belief that off-site sexually oriented businesses cause harmful 
secondary effects to the surrounding area in the form of decreased property value. So long as they are not 
relying on shoddy data or reasoning, we afford substantial deference to cities with regards to the 
ordinances they enact. See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451 (Kennedy, J., concurring) (noting that "a city 
must have latitude to experiment" and "courts should not be in the business of second-guessing fact-
bound empirical assessments of city planners"). The Indianapolis survey, in particular, was drafted by 
experts, pretested, and administered to a large, national pool of respondents. It is not "shoddy." We 
therefore find that Kennedale has produced evidence that it could have reasonably believed was relevant, 
and thus could have properly relied upon. The ordinances are narrowly tailored to advance a substantial 
governmental interest. 
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480 F.3d at 340-41.   

A federal court in the Northern District of Texas appeared to follow a similarly deferential attitude in 
denying a preliminary injunction to the prospective operator of a store to be called “Condoms & More,” 
finding that studies provided by Dr. Richard McCleary (who is part of the team performing studies for 
the Texas City Attorneys Association) were adequate to rebut the plaintiffs’ argument that they were 
likely to succeed on the merits under Encore Videos.   

In Illusions - Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, a 2007 decision involving the regulation of sexually 
oriented live entertainment, the Fifth Circuit conceded one point to the governmental defendant fairly 
easily but took a hard line on another issue, resulting in a decision adverse to the government.  Illusions 
- Dallas Private Club, Inc. v. Steen, 482 F.3d 299 (5th Cir. 2007), dealt with a Texas state regulation 
that prohibited the service of alcohol in an establishment with defined adult entertainment if that 
establishment was located in a “dry” jurisdiction.13  There was no legislative record.  The appellate court 
was willing, nevertheless, to conclude from the context of the regulation (in the Alcoholic Beverage 
Code) that the purpose of the law was not the suppression of erotic speech but the regulation of 
establishments serving alcohol.  482 F.3d at 311.  The court, however, held that, “we agree with the 
Clubs that the State has not justified a substantial governmental interest.”  485 F.3d at 312. 

The court went on to provide this discussion: 
The State's proffered substantial governmental interest is prohibiting the sale of alcohol in inappropriate 
locations and, thereby, protecting the "welfare, health, temperance, and safety of the people of the state" 
that would be harmed by the negative secondary effects flowing from the alcohol service/erotic dancing 
combination. See Tex. Alco. Bev. Code § 1.03. The State supported its substantial governmental interest 
at the summary judgment stage by (1) referencing, in a memorandum in support of its motion, 
information gleaned from judicial opinions and "common sense" and (2) by attaching various studies 
regarding the secondary effects of the alcohol/erotic dancing combination. The district court excluded all 
of the various studies as hearsay, and the State has not challenged this order on appeal. The district court 
nonetheless found that the State satisfied its burden by merely citing in its motion for summary judgment 
to judicial opinions and the discussions therein regarding the negative secondary effects of the 
alcohol/erotic dancing combination, when the judicial opinions cited were not in the record and were not 
relied on by the State prior to enactment. 

* * * * 

It is of course true, as the State points out, that the evidentiary burden for a State attempting to justify a 
substantial governmental interest is very light. Alameda Books requires only that the State "demonstrate a 
connection between the speech regulated by the [statute] and the secondary effects that motivated the 
adoption of the ordinance." 535 U.S. at 441 (plurality opinion); see also id. at 451 (Kennedy, J., 
concurring in the judgment) ("[V]ery little evidence is required" to show that "speech will be substantially 
undiminished, and that total secondary effects will be significantly reduced."). And the Court's cases 
"require only that municipalities rely upon evidence that is 'reasonably believed to be relevant' to the 
secondary effects that they seek to address." Id. at 442 (plurality opinion) (quoting Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 
at 296)). It is also true, as the State suggests, that the notion that the alcohol/erotic dancing combination is 
a combustible one is supported by common sense. 

The State nonetheless "bears the burden of providing evidence that supports a link" between the 
combination of alcohol service and erotic dancing and negative secondary effects. Id. at 437 (plurality 

                                                      

 
13 For the non-Texas reader, Texas allows local “dry” options prohibiting bars and similar establishments, but it 
allows the service of alcoholic beverages even in those jurisdictions in private “clubs.”  The sexually oriented 
businesses involved in this litigation were all operated as “clubs” in a dry jurisdiction.   
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opinion); see also J & B Entertainment, 152 F.3d at 372-73.  Here, the record is completely devoid of any 
evidence that a secondary effects problem exists or that § 32.03(k) furthers that interest. The only actual 
evidence the State proffered in support of its substantial governmental interest was in the form of land-
use studies by other cities on the negative secondary effects caused by SOBs. But, as noted above, these 
studies were excluded, and the State has not challenged the exclusion on appeal. As such, there simply is 
no evidence, and the State has not met the minimal evidentiary burden placed upon it. 

“Underinclusiveness” – Regulating/Not Regulating Other Uses with Negative Secondary Effects 

The survey of appraisers that provides the substantive context for this report indicates that a significant 
majority of Texas appraisers believe that all of the sexually oriented businesses identified in the survey 
are likely to have negative effects on the market value of single-family residences and community 
shopping centers.  These same appraisers also believe that certain other land uses may have similar 
adverse effects, particularly on the market value of single-family homes.  One question that may arise in 
the drafting, adoption or defense of an ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses is why the 
ordinance does not address all of the uses identified by the appraisers as having similar effects on the 
market value of property.  The issue is important but not critical.  

Courts in the Fifth Circuit and elsewhere have held that the “underinclusiveness” that results from 
regulating some but not all uses that may reasonably believed to have negative secondary effects does 
not make the adopted regulations unconstitutional.  See, for example, this discussion from Renton, 
where the Supreme Court rejected an argument that the fact that the city chose to regulate only adult 
motion picture theaters and not other sexually oriented businesses should cause the ordinance to fall as 
unconstitutional: 

Respondents contend that the Renton ordinance is "under-inclusive," in that it fails to regulate other kinds 
of adult businesses that are likely to produce secondary effects similar to those produced by adult 
theaters. On this record the contention must fail. There is no evidence that, at the time the Renton 
ordinance was enacted, any other adult business was located in, or was contemplating moving into, 
Renton. In fact, Resolution No. 2368, enacted in October 1980, states that "the City of Renton does not, at 
the present time, have any business whose primary purpose is the sale, rental, or showing of sexually 
explicit materials." App. 42. That Renton chose first to address the potential problems created  by one 
particular kind of adult business in no way suggests that the city has "singled out" adult theaters for 
discriminatory treatment. We simply have no basis on this record for assuming that Renton will not, in 
the future, amend its ordinance to include other kinds of adult businesses that have been shown to 
produce the same kinds of secondary effects as adult theaters. 

475 U.S. 41, 52-53, 106 S. Ct. 925, 931-32, 89 L. Ed 2d 29, 41.   

Several years later, in a case raising the same issue but not involving a sex business, the Supreme Court 
addressed the broader policy implications of this argument and this issue: 

[T]he First Amendment imposes not an “underinclusiveness” limitation but a “content discrimination” 
limitation upon a State's prohibition of proscribable speech. There is no problem whatever, for example, 
with a State's prohibiting obscenity (and other forms of proscribable expression) only in certain media or 
markets, for although that prohibition would be “underinclusive,” it would not discriminate on the basis 
of content. Another valid basis for according differential treatment to even a content-defined subclass of 
proscribable speech is that the subclass happens to be associated with particular secondary effects of the 
speech, so that the regulation is justified without reference to the content of the speech. 

R.A.V. v. City of St. Paul, 505 U.S. 377, 387–89, 112 S. Ct. 2538, 120 L. Ed. 2d 305 (1992), (citations and 
quotations omitted);  

The Ninth Circuit applied this principle in a case involving the regulation of sex businesses.  See Center 
for Fair Pub. Policy v. Maricopa County, 336 F.3d 1153 (9th Cir. Ariz. 2003), cert. den. 541 U.S. 973, 
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124 S. Ct. 1879, 158 L. Ed. 2d 468 (2004).  There, the court dealt with an ordinance that established a 
1:00 a.m. closing time for sexually oriented businesses but not for any other businesses: 

The State "may choose to treat adult businesses differently from other businesses . . . ." Isbell v. Grand B 
Emporia, Inc., 258 F.3d 1108 at 1116 (9th Cir. 2001); see also Young, 427 U.S. at 70-71 ("[T]he State 
may legitimately use the content of these materials as the basis for placing them in a different 
classification from other motion pictures."). If this is true as a general proposition, then it must also be 
true as to the specific proposition that a state may single out sexually-oriented businesses to regulate their 
hours of operation. See Ben Rich Trading, Inc., 126 F.3d at 163 ("[A] municipality may regulate hours of 
adult businesses differently than other businesses without raising a strong inference of discrimination 
based on content."). 

336 F.3d at 1171, citing Isbell [full citation in extract] and Ben Rich Trading, Inc. v. City of Vineland, 
126 F.3d 155 (3d Cir. 1997)..   

The Fifth Circuit dealt with a different aspect of the underinclusiveness argument in J & B Entm't, Inc. 
v. City of Jackson, Miss., 152 F.3d 362, 377 (5th Cir. 1998), where it rejected an argument that an 
ordinance limiting public nudity in sex businesses but not in all venues was not unconstitutional as 
undereinclusive.  The public nudity cases are distinguishable from the issue here, because an ordinance 
banning all public nudity – even in legitimate theater productions, for example – might be held to be 
over-broad.  See discussion at 152 F.3d at 377, citing Barnes v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 560, 111 S. 
Ct. 2456, 115 L. Ed. 2d 504 (1991).  

In SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, discussed extensively above, the Fifth Circuit rejected an underinclusiveness 
argument that was framed in part as an equal protection claim: 

First, the Ordinance does not deny plaintiffs equal protection because it regulates topless bars but does 
not regulate adult bookstores and theatres. This argument fails to recognize the fact that adult theatres and 
bookstores still are specifically exempted from the state enabling act, and thus the City has no authority to 
regulate these businesses. The argument also ignores that the Ordinance here was enacted as a companion 
to an earlier ordinance that specifically excluded topless bars due to preemption by state law. 
Furthermore, the Supreme Court dismissed a similar "under-inclusive" argument in Renton, stating, "That 
Renton chose first to address the potential problems caused by one particular kind of adult business in no 
way suggests that the city has 'singled out' adult theaters for discriminatory treatment." 

SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, 1279 (5th Cir. 1988), reh’g en banc den. 841 F.2d 107 (5th Cir. 
1988), cert. den. sub. nom. M. E. F. Enterprises, Inc. v. Houston, 489 U.S. 1052, 109 S. Ct. 1310, 103 L. 
Ed. 2d 579 (1989).   
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REGULATING SIGNAGE AND LIGHTING 

In SDJ, Inc. v. Houston, the Houston ordinance 
“impose[d] restrictions on the exterior decor and signage of 
those businesses, limiting the number and verbiage of signs and 
requiring buildings to be painted achromatically.”   SDJ, Inc. v. 
Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, 1272 (5th Cir. 1988), reh’g en banc 
den. 841 F.2d 107 (5th Cir. 1988), cert. den. sub. nom. M. E. F. 
Enterprises, Inc. v. Houston, 489 U.S. 1052, 109 S. Ct. 1310, 
103 L. Ed. 2d 579 (1989). The operators raised 
underinclusiveness and equal protection ordinance, challenging 
the signage limitations because they applied only to adult 
cabarets.  The court ruled for the city on that issue, holding succinctly: 

Finally, plaintiffs claim that the Ordinance violates their equal protection rights because the signage 
restrictions imposed under the Ordinance far exceed the reasonable restrictions placed on other businesses 
and thus single out topless bars for different treatment. Because topless bars are not a "protected class," 
the City need only demonstrate that the signage restrictions are reasonably related to a legitimate 
government interest.  The district court did not err in holding that the City had demonstrated that the 
signage restrictions were rationally related to the legitimate interest in preventing detrimental effects on 
minors.  [footnote omitted] 

837 F.2d at 1280.   

There is relatively little law on this subject, so it is worth reviewing briefly some major cases from other 
jurisdictions.  The Eighth Circuit has also upheld what it called “modest” restrictions on signage at adult 
businesses. In Excalibur Group v. City of Minneapolis, 116 F.3d 1216, 1221–22 (8th Cir. Minn. 1997), 
the ordinance in this case provided in part: 

Window areas may not be covered or made opaque, nor are signs permitted in the windows. Id. A one 
square-foot sign is allowed on the door, however. Id. Subsection (g)(4) works in conjunction with 
subsection (g)(1), which provides that all exterior signs must be flat wall signs, and subsection (g)(2), 
which allows one square foot of sign area per foot of lot frontage on a street. 

116 F.3d at 1221–22, citing Minneapolis, Minn., Code of Ordinances § 540.410(g)(4).   

The court held in material part: 
 

We hold that the restrictions in subsection (g)(4) are narrowly tailored to further the city's significant 
interest in alleviating the adverse impact of sexually oriented businesses on their neighborhoods. Having 
before it substantial evidence of the urban blight caused by the mere presence of these businesses, the city 
could reasonably conclude that controlling their outward appearance would lessen the effect they would 
have on surrounding commercial and residential neighborhoods. The city could also reasonably conclude 
that sign and window regulations would be an appropriate means by which to achieve this purpose. The 
sign and window restrictions do not reach substantially more speech than necessary, for they are directed 
only at the signs and window coverings that would affect the outward appearance of the businesses and 
impact the surrounding neighborhoods   

116 F.3d at 1222. Internal citations omitted. 

Similarly, an appellate court in New Jersey has found Constitutional a state law that restricted signs on 
sexually-oriented businesses: 
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No sexually oriented business shall display more than two exterior signs, consisting of one identification 
sign and one sign giving notice that the premises are off limits to minors. The identification sign shall be 
no more than 40 square feet in size.  

New Jersey Stat. Ann. §2C:34-7(c).   

Reversing the trial court on the issues of Constitutionality, the appellate court held: 
N.J.S.A. 2C:34-7(c) is not substantially broader than necessary. The two sign limitation is justified given 
the undesirable secondary effects that such signs attract, e.g., higher incidents of crime, child 
delinquency… .  

Hamilton Amusements v. Poritz, 298 N.J. Super. 230, 689 A.2d 201 (App. Div. 1997), aff'd sub nom. 
Hamilton Amusement Ctr. v. Verniero, 156 N.J. 254, 716 A.2d 1137 (1998), cert. den. 527 U.S. 1021, 
119 S. Ct. 2365, 144 L. Ed. 2d 770 (1999).   

Later in the opinion, the court added these comments: 
Not only does the statute allow two signs to be posted but it in no way proscribes other modes of 
advertisement. Additionally, the statute does not inhibit in any way the material that may be displayed 
within the store nor does it place any significant limitation on what may be advertised upon the business's 
two signs. 

689 A.2d at 206. 

Courts have struck down broader restrictions on signage at or for sexually oriented businesses.  The 
Eighth Circuit, which had upheld Minneapolis’ “modest” sign regulations in Excalibur Group v. City of 
Minneapolis, discussed above, struck down as unconstitutional a Missouri state law that banned 
billboard advertising by sexually oriented businesses within one mile of a state highway.  Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§226.531.  Using the Central Hudson test, the court found that the statute was not narrowly tailored to 
serve the state's interest: 

It is clear that section 226.531 regulates the affected business's speech; it threatens criminal prosecution 
for the mere inclusion of the name or address of an affected business on billboards within one mile of a 
state highway. The Missouri statute ``sacrifices an intolerable amount of truthful speech about lawful 
conduct.'' … The prohibition is directed at speech beyond that which would lead to the stated secondary 
effects, and is not narrowly tailored to achieve Missouri's stated goal.  

Passions Video, Inc. v. Nixon, 458 F.3d 837, 843 (8th Cir. Mo. 2006), reh. en banc den. 2006 U.S. App. 
LEXIS 24092 (8th Cir. 2006)14, reversing Passions Video, Inc. v. Nixon, 375 F.Supp.2d 866 (W.D.Mo. 
2005). 

The same state law allowed limited signage for sexually oriented businesses.  It provided that a business 
located within a mile of a state highway could have signage, subject to these limitations: 

[I]f such business is located within one mile of a state highway then the business may display a maximum 
of two exterior signs on the premises of the business, consisting of one identification sign and one sign 
solely giving notice that the premises are off limits to minors. The identification sign shall be no more 
than forty square feet in size and shall include no more than the following information: name, street 
address, telephone number, and operating hours of the business.  

Mo. Rev. Stat. §226.531.2.   

                                                      

 
14 Official reporter citation not available for denial of rehearing. 
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The Eighth Circuit also found that provision to be overbroad and failed the strict scrutiny test: 
In our view, this provision is not narrowly drawn to meet the state's asserted goals, and thus fails to meet 
the fourth step of the Central Hudson test.  Lorillard Tobacco, 533 U.S. at 556. Should an affected 
business owner choose to post a sign with the price of gasoline, or a sign advertising a nationally-known 
soft drink on the exterior of the business, he or she would be subject to criminal prosecution. Thus, 
Missouri statute section 226.531, in its entirety, is unconstitutional because it fails to survive scrutiny 
under the Central Hudson test for regulations on commercial speech. 

485 F.3d at 843-44.   

In its decision striking down the state law, the Eighth Circuit relied in part on a decision of the Georgia 
Supreme Court, also striking down a ban on outdoor advertising by sexually oriented businesses.  State 
v. Cafe Erotica, Inc., 270 Ga. 97, 507 S.E.2d 732 (1998). In striking down the law, the court provided 
this policy discussion and holding: 

Advertising, however tasteless and excessive it sometimes may seem, is nonetheless dissemination of 
information as to who is producing and selling what product, for what reason, and at what price. So long 
as we preserve a predominately free enterprise economy, the allocation of our resources in large measure 
will be made through numerous private economic decisions. It is a matter of public interest that those 
decisions, in the aggregate, be intelligent and well informed. To this end the free flow of commercial 
information is indispensable. 

Because the absolute proscription against any form of off-site advertising impedes the free flow of 
information and far exceeds the State's legitimate interest, O.C.G.A. § 32-6-75 (b) is an unconstitutional 
infringement on free speech as guaranteed by the First Amendment and the Georgia Bill of Rights. 

270 Ga. at 100–01, 507 S.E.2d at 735.   

The Seventh Circuit considered a local ordinance in Mishawaka, Indiana, upholding part of it and 
striking down another, appearing to find in one case a balance that the Eighth Circuit essentially adopted 
in two.  In Pleasureland Museum, Inc., v. Beutter, 288 F.3d 988 (7th Cir., Ind. 2002), the Seventh 
Circuit upheld portions of the ordinance that prohibited the use of images and that required the use of 
only solid-color letters on signs at sex businesses.  It went on, however, to hold that a provision 
allowing only the name of the business on the sign was unconstitutionally overbroad: 

Mishawaka fails to articulate a single reason why it is necessary to limit a sexually-oriented business' 
signage solely to displaying its name. Under Section 125.16(D)(1), a sexually-oriented business will not 
be allowed to notify the public about what type of store it operates or what its hours of operation are. 
Such a drastic restriction on signage cannot be sustained without some sort of evidentiary support.  

288 F.3d at 1002-03. 

Although a significant number of appraisers clearly believe that the addition of garish lighting to an 
already problematic business can increase the negative effect of that business on the market values of 
nearby property, the issue of adopting special sign regulations for sex businesses should be approached 
with caution.  If local officials have observed particular problems with the types of signs at sex 
businesses, it is worth considering whether these are problems that might occur in other contexts or at 
other uses, providing a basis for a more general regulation that does not raise the issues of a potential 
content basis. 
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TEXAS STATUTES 

Texas Enabling Statute to Permit Regulation of Sexually Oriented Businesses 

The Texas Local Government Code includes specific enabling provisions to allow local governments to 
regulate certain sexually oriented businesses.  Tex. Loc. Gov’t. Code Ch. 243.  The chapter includes this 
definition: 

In this chapter, "sexually oriented business" means a sex parlor, nude studio, modeling studio, love parlor, 
adult bookstore, adult movie theater, adult video arcade, adult movie arcade, adult video store, adult 
motel, or other commercial enterprise the primary business of which is the offering of a service or the 
selling, renting, or exhibiting of devices or any other items intended to provide sexual stimulation or 
sexual gratification to the customer. 

Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code §243.002.   

The statute expressly allows restrictions on the location of sexually oriented businesses (Tex. Loc. Gov’t 
Code §243.006); this is a traditional zoning tool, readily available to most municipalities.  In Texas, 
however, counties lack zoning authority, and several cities remain unzoned; this portion of the statute 
thus fills an important gap in authority for some local governments.  The statute also expressly allows 
the creation of a local licensing ordinance for such businesses (Tex. Loc. Gov’t Code §243.007).   

Sexual Assault Prevention and Crisis Services Act  

An odd section of a statute adopted by the legislature in 2007 as part of the Sexual Assault Prevention 
and Crisis Services Act (Tex.  Gov’t Code Ch. 420) provides, perhaps redundantly: 

The legislature may appropriate funds for a third-party assessment of the sexually oriented business 
industry in this state and provide recommendations to the legislature on how to further regulate the 
growth of the sexually oriented business industry in this state. 

Tex. Gov’t Code §420.015. 

Additional discussions with the Texas City Attorneys Association are needed to determine if this would 
be a source for funding further study of the impact sexually oriented businesses have on communities.   
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LESSONS LEARNED – WHEN ADOPTING SEXUALLY ORIENTED REGULATIONS 

The purpose of this report is to provide a significant piece of evidence that elected officials and their 
advisors may “reasonably believe [] to be relevant” for demonstrating a connection between [sexually 
oriented businesses] and a substantial, independent government interest” – that is, protecting the market 
values of property.  Alameda Books, 152 L. Ed. 2d at 683, 122 S. Ct. at 1736.   

It is not material that can be adopted or used without thought.  As the Supreme Court also reminded 
affected parties in the same paragraph quoted above, “The municipality's evidence must fairly support 
the municipality's rationale for its ordinance.”   

Based on the legal analysis provided here and on experience in assisting a number of communities to 
draft, adopt and implement regulations for sexually oriented businesses in this legal context, the 
following specific recommendations are offered to local governments relying on this and related reports: 

� Attorneys, planners and other advisors to local officials should become fully familiar with any 
studies that they intend to use to show a “substantial governmental interest;” 

� Copies of relevant studies should be provided to members of advisory bodies and elected 
officials who consider proposed regulations; 

� If full copies of relevant studies are not distributed to all members of these bodies, it is desirable 
to provide them with a summary of the studies, relating the findings of the studies to local 
conditions to the maximum extent practicable (here it may be useful to cite testimony from 
hearings or other anecdotal information that provides local support or documentation for the 
empirical findings); 

� Even when full copies of studies are provided to members of deliberative bodies, it is often 
useful to provide a written summary like the one recommended for officials who may not have 
received the full studies; 

� It is useful to show that legislators relied on specific studies in deciding to adopt new 
regulations.  Thus, it is useful to have a staff member or consultant provide an oral summary of 
the major findings of studies on which a deliberative body is expected to rely.  If members of 
the body have been provided with a summary report, the record can be strengthened by having 
the person offering the summary recommend that members turn to particular pages as the 
presenter covers particular points; 

� The proposed ordinance must be drafted with care, to ensure that it not only conforms with 
other constraints of Constitutional law and with state enabling legislation, but that it is clearly 
directed at solving problems identified in the studies placed in the record; 

� The links between the various studies and the proposed ordinance should be set forth in detailed 
findings that accompany the ordinance, either as a preamble or as a separate document to be 
adopted before voting on the ordinance.  Where it is not otherwise obvious, the findings should 
explain the relationship between the negative secondary effects identified in the studies and 
specific provisions of the ordinance; and, 

� If the ordinance contains any unusual provisions, such as restrictions on signage or operating 
hours that may not be applied to other businesses, it is desirable to include in the findings 
specific explanations of the reasons for including those specific restrictions and for applying 
them only to sex businesses.   
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TREATMENT OF OTHER USES WITH NEGATIVE SECONDARY EFFECTS 

OVERVIEW 

The underlying purpose of this study was to determine whether sexually oriented businesses have 
measurable negative secondary effects that justify increased regulation for such businesses. Clearly the 
results of this study show substantial, measurable secondary effects which, in our opinion, justify 
special zoning regulation of such uses, including but not limited to separation distances from single-
family residences.   

These findings would appear similarly to support special regulation of the other high-impact uses, 
including bars and lounges, pawn shops, massage parlors, and homeless shelters, and to somewhat lesser 
extent high voltage power lines and landfills.  Although somewhat beyond the scope of the report that 
we were retained to perform, we believe that it is both appropriate and necessary to offer some specific 
comments on these land uses. 

Because the survey included a broad variety of uses often considered NIMBYs (“Not In My Back 
Yard”) or LULUs (“Locally Unwanted Land Uses”), the results show that certain other uses have 
similar negative secondary effects on the market value of single-family homes and community shopping 
centers.  In adopting regulations to address the negative secondary effects of sex businesses, it is 
important that local governments at least consider the extent to which other uses identified by the 
appraisers should be subject to similar regulations.    

The legal and Constitutional considerations are not compelling; as the discussion of the 
“underinclusiveness” issue, beginning on page 33, indicates, the courts have generally recognized that 
local governments may identify a number of problems and may legitimately choose to address only 
some of those issues at any particular time.  Nevertheless, interested citizens and potential litigants may 
pose questions about why a community decided to regulate one group of uses that has potential adverse 
effects on market values and not another.  At a minimum, it is useful for local officials to be able to 
provide thoughtful responses to such questions.  Ideally, the findings and agenda memos in support of 
new or amended ordinances regulating sex businesses will provide at least brief discussion of the issue 
of relating other uses with negative secondary effects.   

OTHER USES WITH NEGATIVE SECONDARY IMPACTS 

Bars and Lounges 

Many Texas cities and counties have recognized the potential negative secondary impacts of bars and 
lounges. Not surprisingly, bars and lounges with live entertainment both turned up on the list of uses 
that appraisers believe may have an adverse effect on the market value of single-family homes.  It is 
perhaps a little more surprising that over 40 percent  of appraisers also believe that these uses may have 
an adverse effect on the market value of community shopping centers – one of the venues in which they 
are commonly found.   

Bars and lounges can be considered “adult uses,” a generic term often applied to sex businesses.  
Appraisers confirm that, at least as to market values of properties, they can have negative secondary 
effects that are somewhat similar to those of sex businesses.  The state has a rigorous licensing law to 
address many operational problems of bars and lounges – types of operational issues that, for sex 
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businesses, are typically regulated through a local ordinance.   However, the Texas Alcoholic Beverage 
Code exclusively governs the regulation of alcoholic beverages and preempts municipal ordinances that 
are not specifically authorized by that statute.15 Therefore, although separation requirements between 
bars and lounges and single-family residences should be similar to that required for sex businesses, local 
governments lack the same authority to institute such separation requirements.  

However, the Texas Alcoholic Beverage Code does contain some specific provisions related to the 
separation of establishments selling alcoholic beverages from specified other land uses: 

(a) The commissioners court of a county may enact regulations applicable in areas in the county outside 
an incorporated city or town, and the governing board of an incorporated city or town may enact 
regulations applicable in the city or town, prohibiting the sale of alcoholic beverages by a dealer whose 
place of business is within: 

(1) 300 feet of a church, public or private school, or public hospital; 

(2) 1,000 feet of a public school, if the commissioners court or the governing body receives 
a request from the board of trustees of a school district under Section 38.007, Education 
Code; or 

(3)  1,000 feet of a private school if the commissioners court or the governing body receives 
a request from the governing body of the private school. 

Tex. Alco. Bev. Code §109.33.   

It is important to note that these provisions are not self-implementing – they must be adopted by a local 
governing body to be effective in that jurisdiction. 

The Alcoholic Beverage Code contains one additional provision that appears to address locational 
conditions for which an alcohol permit may be denied:  

(a)  The commission or administrator may refuse to issue an original or renewal permit with or 
without a hearing if it has reasonable grounds to believe and finds that any of the following 
circumstances exists: 

 * * * * 

(8)  the place or manner in which the applicant may conduct his business warrants 
the refusal of a permit based on the general welfare, health, peace, morals, and 
safety of the people and on the public sense of decency; [emphasis added] 

* * *. 

Tex. Alco. Bev. Code §11.46(a)(8).   

Recommendations:  Because the regulation of alcoholic beverage establishments is a complex topic 
and one highly controlled by state statute, it is recommended that any ordinance concerning these 
businesses be separate from one dealing with sex businesses.  The ordinance should also include a 
set of “findings” explaining the reasons for treating bars and lounges separately. Since this survey of 
appraisers indicates that bars and lounges are believed to have an adverse impact on the market 
values of single family homes and community shopping centers, the state legislature may want to 

                                                      

 
15 Tex Alco. Bev. Code, Sec. 109.57; Dallas Merchants’ and Concessionaire’s Ass’n v. City of Dallas, 852 S.W. 
2d 489 (Tex 1993). 
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consider amending the current Alcoholic Beverage Code to include separation distances from 
residential neighborhoods and, possibly, from certain types of commercial uses. 

Pawn Shops 

Also among the uses that Texas appraisers believe are likely to have negative secondary effects on the 
market value of single family homes and shopping centers are pawn shops.  From a real estate 
perspective, pawn shops appear to have essentially the same negative characteristics as retail sex 
businesses.  Like sex businesses, many pawn shops use lively signage, paint schemes and symbols to 
attract attention.  The operations of pawn shops, however, are quite different from those of sex 
businesses.  Pawn shops may attract criminal elements, but they are unlikely to attract people seeking 
illicit sex.   

Pawn shops in Texas are regulated under Tex. Finance Code, Ch. 371. The state law, like other 
provisions of the Finance Code, focuses primarily on limiting interest and similar charges, protecting 
pawned property, and ensuring the integrity of the industry.  Although pawn shop licenses are issued for 
a specific location, that appears to be a provision intended to facilitate inspections by giving the state an 
accurate list of where pawn brokers operate.  Specific limitations on the locations of pawn shops are 
thus subject to control through local zoning.  In theory, the state regulation of pawn shops should 
minimize the extent to which they attract criminal elements, thus distinguishing them to some extent 
from sex businesses.  The state regulatory scheme, however, does not consider the potential impact of 
these operations on market values of nearby real property.   

Recommendations.  Under the “underinclusiveness” doctrine discussed within the legal section of 
this report, a local government is not required to regulate pawn shops at the same time or in the same 
way as it regulates sexually oriented businesses.  It certainly should not attempt to impose a full 
range of sex business restrictions on pawn shops.  Based on the findings of this survey of Texas 
appraisers, however, there is good reason to consider imposing the same sorts of separation 
requirements between pawn shops and single-family homes as are imposed between sex businesses 
and single-family homes.  The separation between pawn shops and community shopping centers 
seems less relevant.  Addressing this issue as part of the process of updating local zoning regulations 
to deal with the secondary effects of sex businesses not only addresses another public policy problem 
for the community (the secondary effects of pawn shops), but also provides an additional way to 
demonstrate that an ordinance is focused on secondary effects and not on protected communication.  

Massage Parlors 

Massage parlors were not included on the list of land uses about which appraisers were asked.  The 
authors have, however, learned that some massage parlors serve as fronts for sexual activity of various 
types.  There is no Constitutional right to a massage.  See, for example, Mitchell v. Commission on 
Adult Entertainment Establishments, 10 F.3d 123, 139 (3d Cir. 1993), where the court included massage 
parlors in a list of possibly sexually related businesses that have “no Constitutional protection.”  See, 
also, Babin v. City of Lancaster, 89 Pa. Commw. 527, 493 A.2d 141 (1985) 

There is thus no Constitutional protection afforded such businesses beyond general Constitutional rights 
such as the right to due process.  There are, however, legitimate massage therapists who have 
professional training, abide by professional codes of ethics and offer non-sexual services that are 
beneficial to many people.  Fortunately, the State of Texas has provided an easy means for 
distinguishing such establishments.  It defines and licenses massage therapists.  See Tex. Occup. Code, 
Chapter 455, Massage Therapy.  

Recommendations: Through local zoning or other available ordinances, ban massage 
establishments except those operated by licensed massage therapists or as parts of clinics operated 
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and supervised by licensed medical professionals.  No findings are necessary, but including this ban 
in a new or updated ordinance dealing with sexually oriented businesses is one way to demonstrate 
that the ordinance is not adopted with the intent of regulating protected speech. 

Homeless Shelters 

Many local zoning ordinances already address the issue of homeless shelters, in some cases requiring 
special or conditional use permits for them, to give local officials the opportunity to review a proposed 
site carefully and impose appropriate conditions to limit the secondary effects of the shelters.  To the 
extent that a local government may consider new regulations for homeless shelters as a result of this 
study, it is important to remember that the issues involved with homeless shelters are much different 
than those involved with sexually oriented businesses.  Homeless shelters typically try not to draw 
attention to themselves, using small signs and subdued paint jobs, in contrast to the sometimes garish 
lighting and signage used by sex businesses.   

If considering updated regulations for homeless shelters and/or soup kitchens, a municipality should 
consider whether those are or should be accessory uses at churches or other houses of worship.  Under 
the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (RLUIPA), 42 U.S.C. § 2000cc-1(a)(1)-(2), 
some courts have ruled in favor of religious institutions that have argued – in the absence of express 
provisions in the local ordinance – that feeding or housing the homeless and destitute is an essential part 
of their religious practices and thus protected by the First Amendment to the Constitution and by 
RLUIPA.  See, for example, Western Presbyterian Church v. Board of Zoning Adjustment of District of 
Columbia, 862 F. Supp. 538 (D.C. 1995), dism. 1995 U.S. App. LEXIS 5085 (D.C. Cir. Feb. 3, 1995)16, 
(a pre-RLUIPA case that remains relevant); and Fifth Ave. Presbyterian Church v. City of New York, 
293 F.3d 570 (2d Cir. N.Y. 2002), motion denied, 2003 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3898 (S.D.N.Y. 2003)17; 
perm. inj'n granted, 2004 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22185 (S.D.N.Y. Oct. 28, 2004)18; aff'd 177 Fed. Appx. 198 
(2d Cir., 2006) (opinion not published), cert. den. 127 S. Ct. 387, 166 L. Ed. 2d 271 (U.S. 2006). 

High Voltage Power Lines 

The Texas Public Utilities Commission must approve the siting of any electric transmission line with a 
capacity greater than 60 KV, under the Texas Public Utilities Regulatory Act, Tex. Utilities Code, Title 
II.  Local control over this issue appears to be largely preempted by the state.  To the extent that there 
may be some latitude for local control, that control should be exercised through a separate local 
ordinance designed to fit within the state regulatory structure for utilities.   

Landfills 

Siting and operation of new landfills is governed by a complex system of federal and state regulations, 
implemented in Texas through the Solid Waste Disposal Act, Texas Health & Safety Code, Ch. 361.  
Although landfills can affect market value of nearby properties for quite obvious reasons, there is no 
reason to think that they increase crime rates or cause other secondary effects similar to those of 
sexually oriented businesses. Counties play a role in landfill siting under the Health & Safety Code.  
The reasons for exercising and implementing those powers, however, include complex environmental, 
geological, transportation, market and other issues beyond the effects of such uses on the market value 
                                                      

 
16 Official reporter citation not available for dismissal.   
17 Offical reporter citation not available for motion decision. 
18 Official reporter citation not available for order granting permanent injunction.   
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of other property.  It is certainly an issue that should be addressed by any county in which the present or 
future siting of a landfill may occur, but it is not one that can reasonably be addressed through the same 
type of ordinance that regulates sex businesses.   
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Can a government, through its zoning and licensing codes, regulate sexually-oriented businesses 
(hereafter, “SOBs”) that sell sexually explicit material strictly for off-site use?  The answer to this 
question involves issues of law, social science theory, and empirical evidence.  The Texas City 
Attorneys Association has retained us to collect and analyze data relevant to this question and then, 
relying on our expertise in criminology, planning, and statistics, to formulate an answer to the question.  
This report describes the research that we conducted to answer the question. 

As a matter of law, expressive activities that occur inside SOBs enjoy a degree of First 
Amendment protection.19  Nevertheless, the U.S. Supreme Court and the lower federal courts have ruled 
that governments may regulate SOBs so long as the regulation is aimed at mitigating potential adverse 
“secondary effects,” such as ambient noise, blight, property values, and crime.20 

To enact an SOB ordinance, a government must collect evidence to show that the businesses are 
associated with negative secondary effects.  Studies conducted by governments over the last three 
decades find that SOBs do have significant secondary effects.  Most of these studies assume that the 
distinct SOB subclasses – cabarets, bookstores, arcades, etc. – have identical secondary effects, 
however.  Whether warranted or not, this assumption has become legally problematic. 

To illustrate the problem, suppose that each distinct SOB subclass has a unique “average” 
secondary effect.  This implies that one of the subclasses would have the lowest secondary effect of any 
subclass.  The secondary effects of this subclass might conceivably be sufficiently de minimus as to fall 
below the Constitutional threshold where a government could regulate its operation.  Alternatively, if 
the effect falls just above the threshold, the business model might be “tweaked” to force its secondary 
effects below the threshold. 

                                                      

 
19 See, e.g., City of Erie v. Pap’s A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 319 (2000), where Justice O’Connor stated, “nude dancing 
still receives First Amendment protection, even if that protection lies only in the ‘outer ambit’ of that 
Amendment.” 
20  See. e.g., City of Renton v. Playtime Theaters, Inc.  475 U.S. 41 (1986) where zoning to control the location of 
adult businesses was upheld. 
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What might this “bullet-proof” SOB subclass look like?  Common sense suggests that it would 
be a store that sells adult merchandise for off-site use.  Customers drive to the SOB; park; enter; 
purchase; exit; and drive away.  Except for the merchandise purchased, this commercial activity is 
indistinguishable from the activities that occur at convenience stores, dry cleaners, and libraries.  
Common sense argues then, that the secondary effects associated with off-site SOBs are likely to be no 
larger than the analogous effects associated with convenience stores, dry cleaners, and libraries. 

Adult book and video stores have made this common sense argument and some courts have 
found it persuasive.  Like many common sense arguments, this one ignores theoretically relevant 
differences between SOBs and other businesses.  In fact, the relevant criminological theory allows for 
qualitative differences among the subclasses.  Controlling for these differences, however, the same 
criminological theory predicts that all SOB subclasses will have large, significant secondary effects.  
The empirical evidence corroborates the theoretical prediction. 

This report begins with a discussion of the evolution of the secondary effects doctrine.  We then 
describe the criminological theory of secondary effects, demonstrating the applicability of the theory to 
both on-site and off-site SOBs and, finally, report the growing body of empirical evidence that 
corroborates the theory. Readers who are familiar with the legal doctrine may skip to Section 2. Other 
readers will benefit from our introduction to the secondary effects doctrine. 

2. EVOLUTION OF THE SECONDARY EFFECTS DOCTRINE21 

Although the court decisions that motivate this report were published in 2002 and 2003, both 
rest on an evolving body of law that begins thirty years earlier.  In the late 1960s, Boston’s city planners 
proposed to concentrate the city’s SOBs in a single small district.  This proposal had two theoretical 
advantages.  First, it would keep vice activity out of the city’s other districts.  Second, it would allow the 
police to focus resources on a small area, thereby reducing the risk of crimes associated with vice.  By 
the early 1970s, the failure of Boston’s “combat zone” experiment was obvious (Skogan, 1992; Garnett, 
2005). 

2.1 YOUNG V. AMERICAN MINI-THEATRES 

At about this time, Detroit consulted with social scientists and real estate experts on the question 
of whether SOBs should be allowed to locate near other SOBs.  The experts agreed that dispersing 
SOBs would mitigate their secondary effects.  Relying on expert opinions, Detroit enacted an ordinance 
that set minimum distances between SOB sites.22  Forced to relocate, several existing SOBs challenged 
the Constitutionality of the Detroit ordinance.  Borrowing from the vocabulary of antitrust cases, the 
U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Young v. American Mini-Theatres23 that governments could enact SOB 
ordinances so long as the ordinances were aimed at mitigating adverse secondary effects.  By this test, 
the Court upheld the Detroit ordinance. 

                                                      

 
21 This section is based on a paper presented in Atlanta, GA on November, 14th, 2007 at the annual meeting of the 
American Society for Criminology: “Do ‘off-site’ adult businesses have secondary effects?  Legal doctrine, social 
theory, and empirical evidence.”  Richard McCleary and Alan C. Weinstein 
22  American Mini-Theatres, Inc. v. Gribbs, 518 F.2d 1014 (1975) at 1018. 
23 Young v. American Mini-Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50 (1976). 
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2.2 CITY OF RENTON V. PLAYTIME THEATRES, INC. 

Although Young required that regulations be based on secondary effects evidence, it said 
nothing about the quantity or quality of the evidence.  These questions were addressed ten years later in 
City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc.24.  In the early 1980s, Renton, WA enacted a zoning ordinance 
that in many respects resembled the ordinance challenged in Young.  Since Renton had no SOBs, it 
could not base its ordinance on local studies and so looked to a Washington Supreme Court opinion 
reviewing studies from nearby Seattle.25  A year later, two theaters located in a prohibited district began 
to show X-rated films.  In the ensuing challenge, the Supreme Court ruled that the ordinance complied 
with the Young standard in that its sole purpose was the mitigation of secondary effects.  On the 
evidentiary issue raised in the challenge, Justice Rehnquist wrote: 

The First Amendment does not require a city, before enacting such an ordinance, to conduct 
new studies or produce evidence independent of that already generated by other cities, so long 
as whatever evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to be relevant to the problem 
that the city addresses.26 

Renton legitimized the practice of basing a local ordinance on secondary effects studies from 
other communities.  Renton also set a reliability threshold, albeit a low one, for the government’s 
secondary effects evidence.  The evidence must be “reasonably believed to be relevant.” 

2.3 CITY OF LOS ANGELES V. ALAMEDA BOOKS, INC. 

The Supreme Court revisited this issue sixteen years later.  In 1977, Los Angeles conducted a 
comprehensive secondary effects study.  The study found, among other things, that concentrations of 
SOBs were associated with high ambient crime rates.  Based on this finding, Los Angeles enacted an 
ordinance requiring SOBs to be separated by a minimum distance.  The ordinance was amended in 1983 
to prevent SOBs from evading the minimum distance rule by merging into a single entity.  Instead of 
requiring minimum distances between adult businesses, the amended ordinance required minimum 
distances between distinct adult entertainment activities.  SOBs that combined on-site coin-operated 
video viewing booths with sales of videos for off-site use were prohibited.27  These multiple-activity 
SOBs were forced to segregate their on-site and off-site activities. 

In 1995, two multiple-activity SOBs challenged the amended ordinance.  Since the 1977 study 
said nothing about the secondary effects of combining multiple activities under one roof, they argued 
that Los Angeles had no evidence that multiple-activity SOBs were associated with secondary effects.  
The federal District Court agreed and the Ninth Circuit Court affirmed.28  But the U.S. Supreme Court 
took a different view. 

As often happens in First Amendment cases, the Supreme Court’s decision in City of Los 
Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc.29 did not produce a clear majority holding.  Because the 1977 Los 
                                                      

 
24 City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41 (1986). 
25  See Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 Wash.2d 709, 585 P.2d 1153 (1978). 
26 Id. at 51-52. 
27 In City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425 (2002), Justice Souter characterizes this model as 
“commercially natural, if not universal.”  
28 Alameda Books, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 222 F.3d 719 (9th Cir. 2000). 
29 City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425 (2002). 
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Angeles study had not investigated the effects of multiple-activities under one roof, the Ninth Circuit 
found that the evidence for the amended ordinance did not meet the Renton threshold.30 

While acknowledging the limitations of the 1977 study, Justice O’Connor argued that Los 
Angeles could infer from its study that concentrations of adult activities would also be associated with 
secondary effects and, thus, that Los Angeles had complied with Renton’s evidentiary standard.  Justice 
O’Connor's opinion criticized the Ninth Circuit for imposing too high a bar for cities that seek merely to 
address the secondary effects of SOBs. The Ninth Circuit found that the 1977 study did not provide 
reasonable support for the 1983 amendment because the study focused on the secondary effects 
associated with concentrations of SOBs rather than concentrations of activities within a single SOB.  
While acknowledging that the city's 1977 study did not assess whether multiple SOBs operating under 
one roof were associated with an increase in secondary effects, Justice O’Connor argued that the city 
could infer that a concentration of activities, no less than a concentration of SOBs, would be associated 
with an increase in negative secondary effects. She then criticized the Ninth Circuit for implicitly 
requiring that the city must not merely provide reasonable support for a theory that justifies its 
ordinance, but also prove that its theory is the only plausible one.31 

Justice O’Connor then stated what evidentiary standard a city would need to meet. After noting 
that in Renton the Court “held that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is ‘reasonably believed 
to be relevant’ for demonstrating a connection between speech and a substantial independent 
government interest,” Justice O’Connor wrote: 

This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning.  The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If 
plaintiffs fail to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the 
municipality's evidence does not support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the 
municipality's factual findings, the municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If 
plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden 
shifts back to the municipality to supplement the record with evidence renewing support for a 
theory that justifies its ordinance.32 

Applying this test to the case at hand, Justice O’Connor concluded that, given the early stage of 
the litigation, the city had complied with the evidentiary requirement of Renton. 

Justice Kennedy wrote a lengthy concurring opinion to express concern that “the plurality's 
application of Renton might constitute a subtle expansion” of what is permitted under that case.33  Justice 
Kennedy contended that this case raised two evidentiary questions for the Court. “First, what proposition 
does a city need to advance in order to sustain a secondary-effects ordinance? Second, how much evidence 
is required to support the proposition?”34 He argued that the plurality answered only the second question, 
and while he believed that answer was correct, in his view more attention needed to be paid to the first. The 
critical inquiry that Justice Kennedy believes the plurality “skips” is “how speech will fare under the city's 
ordinance.”  In his view, shared by Justice Souter's dissenting opinion, a “city may not assert that it will 
reduce secondary effects by reducing speech in the same proportion.”  In short, “[t]he rationale of the 

                                                      

 
30 222 F. 3rd at 727-728. 
31 535 U.S. at 436-37. 
32 Id. at 438-39. 
33 Id. at 445. 
34 Id. 
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ordinance must be that it will suppress secondary effects and not by suppressing speech.”35  Applying this 
first step to the ordinance in this case, Justice Kennedy argued that it would have one of two effects when 
applied to an SOB offering two adult activities under one roof: one of the activities must move. Since the 
latter of these effects cannot lawfully be the rationale for the ordinance – i.e., the city cannot lawfully seek 
to reduce the amount of secondary effects merely be reducing the number of SOBs – the city's rationale 
must be that affected businesses will relocate rather than close and that the resulting dispersion of 
businesses will reduce secondary effects but not substantially diminish the number of businesses.36 

Having identified the city’s “proposition,” Justice Kennedy next asked whether the city had 
presented sufficient evidence to support that proposition. In line with the plurality, Justice Kennedy 
argued for significant deference to local government fact-finding in making this inquiry. Citing Renton 
and Young, he contended that cities “must have latitude to experiment at least at the outset, and that very 
little evidence is required.” He also cautioned that “[a]s a general matter, courts should not be in the 
business of second-guessing the fact-bound empirical assessments of city planners,” noting: “The Los 
Angeles City Council knows the streets of Los Angeles better than we do. It is entitled to rely on that 
knowledge; and if its inference appears reasonable, we should not say there is no basis for that 
conclusion.”37 Here, Justice Kennedy found that, for purposes of surviving a motion for summary 
judgment, the city’s proposition is supported by both its 1977 study and “common experience” and that 
the 1983 ordinance was reasonably likely to reduce secondary effects substantially while reducing the 
number of SOBs very little.38 

In a dissenting opinion, Justice Souter, joined in part by Justice Breyer, argued that imposing 
stricter evidentiary standards on governments would guard against potential abuses Justice Souter was 
concerned about what he viewed as the significant risk that courts will approve ordinances that are 
effectively regulating speech based on government's distaste for the viewpoint being expressed.39 “Adult 
speech refers not merely to sexually explicit content, but to speech reflecting a favorable view of being 
explicit about sex and a favorable view of the practices it depicts; a restriction on adult content is thus 
also a restriction turning on a particular viewpoint, of which the government may disapprove.”40  For 
Justice Souter, the risk of viewpoint discrimination may be addressed by imposing on government a 
requirement that it demonstrate empirically “that the effects exist, that they are caused by the expressive 
activity subject to the zoning, and that the zoning can be expected either to ameliorate them or to 
enhance the capacity of the government to combat them (say, by concentrating them in one area), 
without suppressing the expressive activity itself.”41 

Justice Souter claimed that his call for empirical evidence did not impose a Herculean task on 
government; rather, the harms allegedly caused by SOBs “can be shown by police reports, crime 
statistics, and studies of market value, all of which are within a municipality's capacity or available from 
the distilled experiences of comparable communities.”42 He also noted that the need for “independent 

                                                      

 
35 Id. at 449-50. 
36 Id. at 450-51. 
37  Id. at 451-52. 
38 Id. at 452-53. 
39  Id. at 457. 
40 Id. 
41 Id. 
42 Id. 
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proof” can vary with the proposition that needs to be established and thus “zoning can be supported by 
common experience when there is no reason to question it.”43  In the final section of his dissent, which 
Justice Breyer did not join, Justice Souter applied this standard to the case at hand and argued that the 
city offered neither a rationale nor evidence to support the proposition that an adult bookstore combined 
with video booths would produce the claimed secondary effects.44 

Although Alameda Books reaffirmed Renton in crucial respects, thereby supporting 
governments, the plurality described exactly how an SOB could challenge government regulations: 

This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or reasoning. The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its ordinance. If 
plaintiffs fail to cast direct doubt on this rationale, either by demonstrating that the 
municipality's evidence does not support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the 
municipality's factual findings, the municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton. If 
plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden 
shifts back to the municipality to supplement the record with evidence renewing support for a 
theory that justifies its ordinance.45 

In the wake of Alameda Books, SOBs use the approach spelled out by the plurality to challenge 
ordinances.  Most challenges fail.  If a regulation has a plausible rationale and if it is supported by at 
least some evidence, the courts continue to show substantial deference to legislatures.46 

2.4 POST-ALAMEDA BOOKS CHALLENGES 

Following Alameda Books, SOBs began to challenge the relevance of the secondary effects 
evidence relied upon by governments.  These challenges fall into two categories. The first alleges that 
the large body of secondary effect studies relied upon by governments has ignored some idiosyncratic 
feature of the local environment.  In 2004, for example, an off-site SOB in rural Kansas used 
criminological theory to argue that the sparsely-populated rural environment precluded the possibility of 
secondary effects. And since the local government had not studied this issue prior to enactment, the 
ordinance should be struck down. 

Rejecting this argument, the trial court granted the defendant’s summary judgment motion.  On 
appeal, however, in Abilene Retail #30 v. Dickinson County, the Tenth Circuit agreed with the plaintiff’s 
interpretation of criminological theory: 

All of the studies relied upon by the Board examine the secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses located in urban environments; none examine businesses situated in an entirely rural 

                                                      

 
43 Id. at 458-59.  
44 Id. at 461-64.  
45 Id. at 438-39. 
46 See, e.g., G.M.Enterprises, Inc. v. Town of  St. Joseph, WI, 350 F.3d 631 (7th Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 125 S.Ct. 
49 (2004); Giovani Carandola, Ltd. v. Fox, 396 F. Supp. 2d 630 (M.D.N.C. 2005); Abilene Retail #30, Inc. v. 
Board of Commissioners of Dickinson Cty., 402 F.Supp.2d 1285 (D. Kan. 2005); but also see R.V.S., L.L.C. v. City 
of Rockford, 361 F.3d 402 (7th Cir. 2004)(finding it unreasonable for city officials to believe that secondary 
effects were associated with a business where dancers performed wearing fully opaque clothing over the pubic 
area, buttocks and breasts when the city had no evidence of secondary effects associated with such businesses and 
plaintiff’s two experts testified no studies demonstrated adverse secondary effects from such businesses; nor did 
the experts believe such effects could be found). 
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area. To hold that legislators may reasonably rely on those studies to regulate a single adult 
bookstore, located on a highway pullout far from any business or residential area within the 
County would be to abdicate our “independent judgment” entirely. Such a holding would 
require complete deference to a local government’s reliance on prepackaged secondary effects 
studies from other jurisdictions to regulate any single sexually oriented business of any type, 
located in any setting 47 

Because the SOB was located in an isolated rural area, and because the County had no evidence 
to suggest that rural SOBs would have secondary effects, the Tenth Circuit reversed the summary 
judgment and remanded the case for trial. 

The second category of challenges alleges that the secondary effects studies relied upon by the 
government have ignored salient differences among distinct SOB subclasses.  In Encore Videos, Inc. v. 
City of San Antonio,48 an ordinance classified off-site book and video stores as SOBs if their inventories 
included 20 percent adult material.  Citing Alameda Books, an off-site SOB challenged the ordinance’s 
theoretical rationale and supporting evidence.  Agreeing, the Fifth Circuit found that San Antonio had 
relied on studies that either excluded off-site SOBs or, otherwise, had not distinguished between the 
effects of the on-site and off-site subclasses.  In the Court's view, moreover, the city’s theoretical 
rationale for ignoring the differences between on-site and off-site SOBs was weak. 

Off-site businesses differ from on-site ones, because it is only reasonable to assume that the 
former are less likely to create harmful secondary effects because of the fact that consumers of 
pornography are not as likely to linger in the area and engage in public alcohol consumption and 
other undesirable activities.49 

Other factors influenced the decision, of course, and the recent Fifth Circuit decision in H and A 
Land Corp. vs. City of Kennedale50 clarifies Encore Videos.  For present purposes, however, we end 
with the Court’s foray into criminological theory.  Though compelling from a common sense 
perspective, this theory ignores the relevant criminological theory of secondary effects. 

                                                      

 
47 Abilene Retail #30, Inc. v. Board of Commissions of Dickinson County, Kansas, 492 F.3d 1164, 1175 (10th Cir. 
2007). 
48  330 F.3d 288 (5th Cir. 2003), cert. denied, 540 U.S. 982 (2003), and opinion clarified, 352 F.3d 938 (5th Cir. 
2003). 
49  Id. at 294-95. 
50 H and A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, 480 F. 3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007). 
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3. THE CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY OF SECONDARY EFFECTS 

It is a scientific fact that SOBs, as a class, pose large, statistically significant ambient public 
safety hazards.  The public safety hazard is realized not only in terms of “victimless” crimes 
(prostitution, drugs, etc.) but, also, in terms of the “serious” crimes (assault, robbery, etc.) and 
“opportunistic” crimes (vandalism, trespass etc.) that are associated with vice. 

 

 Table 3 - Secondary Effect Studies Relied on by Legislatures 

 Los Angeles, CA 
Whittier, CA 
St. Paul, MN 
Phoenix, AZ 
Minneapolis, MN 
Indianapolis, IN 
Austin, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Garden Grove, CA 
Manhattan, NY 

1977 
1978 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1984 
1986 
1986 
1991 
1994 

Times Square, NY  
Newport News, VA 
Dallas, TX 
San Diego, CA 
Greensboro, NC 
Centralia, WA 
Daytona Beach, FL 
Montrose, IL 
Sioux City, IA 
Palm Beach County, FL 

1994 
1996 
1997 
2002 
2003 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 

 

 

We call the SOB-crime relationship a “scientific fact” because, first, it is predicted by a strong 
scientific theory; and second, because the theoretical prediction has been corroborated empirically.  On 
the second point, Table 3 lists 20 empirical studies whose findings corroborate the claim that SOBs pose 
large, significant ambient public safety hazards.  The remarkable range of time-frames, locations, and 
circumstances represented by these studies suggests that the consensus finding is general and robust. 

3.1 THE ROUTINE ACTIVITY THEORY OF “HOTSPOTS” 

The consensus finding of this literature becomes scientific fact when it is interpreted in the 
context of a scientific theory.  In this instance, the SOB-crime relationship is predicted by the central 
“organizing theory” of modern scientific criminology.  The so-called routine activity theory51 answers 
the what-when-where questions of victimization risk.  As applied to “hotspots of predatory crime,” such 
as SOB sites, the theory holds that ambient crime risk, generally defined as the number of crimes within 
500-1000 feet of a site, with the product of four risk factors. This can be written as: 

                                                      

 
51 This theory is due to Cohen and Felson (1979; Felson and Cohen, 1980;  Felson, 1998).  The routine activity 
theory is one of the most validated theories in modern social science.  In 2005 alone, according to the Social 
Science Citation Index, the 1979 Cohen-Felson article was cited 621 times.  The “hotspot” application of the 
theory is due to Sherman, Gartin, and Buerger (1989) and to Brantingham and Brantingham (1981; 1993). 
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Ambient Crime Risk    =  

 N of Targets    x   Average Value  

×  Offenders 
Police Presence 

An increase (or decrease) in the number of targets at the site or in their average value yields an 
increase (or decrease) in ambient crime risk. An increase (or decrease) in police presence, on the other 
hand, yields a decrease (or increase) in ambient crime risk. 

3.1.1 Targets 

SOB sites are crime hotspots because they attract potential victims, or targets, from wide 
catchment areas.  SOB sites are no different in that respect than tourist attractions (Dimanche and 
Lepetic, 1999; Danner, 2003) and sporting events (Corcoran, Wilson and Ware, 2003; Westcott, 2006).  
Compared to the targets found at these better known hotspots, however, the targets found at SOBs are 
exceptionally attractive to offenders. This reflects the presumed characteristics of SOB patrons. The 
patrons do not ordinarily live in the neighborhood but travel long distances to the site.52  They are 
disproportionately male, open to vice overtures, and carry cash. Most important of all, when victimized, 
they are reluctant to involve the police.  From the offender’s perspective, they are “perfect” victims. 

3.1.2 Offenders 

The crime-vice connection has been a popular plot device for at least 250 years. John Gay’s 
Beggar’s Opera (1728), for example, describes the relationship between MacHeath, a predatory 
criminal, and the vice ring composed of Peachum, Lucy, and Jenny. This popular view is reinforced by 
the empirical literature on criminal lifestyles and thought processes. The earliest and best-known study 
(Shaw, 1930; Snodgrass, 1982) describes the life of “Stanley,” a delinquent who lives with a prostitute 
and preys on her clients. 

This routine activity theory of hotspots assumes a pool of rational offenders who move freely 
from site to site, choosing to work the most attractive site available. These offenders lack legitimate 
means of livelihood and devote substantial time to illegitimate activities; they are “professional thieves” 
by Sutherland’s (1937) definition. Otherwise, they are a heterogeneous group.  Some are vice purveyors 
who dabble in crime. Others are predatory criminals who promise vice to lure and lull their victims. 
Despite their heterogeneity, the offenders share a rational decision-making calculus that draws them to 
SOB sites. 

3.1.3 Target value 

Criminological thinking has changed little in the 75 years since Shaw’s (1930) Jack-Roller. To 
document the rational choices of predatory criminals, Wright and Decker (1997) interviewed 86 active 
armed robbers. Asked to describe a perfect victim, all mentioned victims involved in vice, either as 
sellers or buyers. Three of the armed robbers worked as prostitutes: 

                                                      

 
52 In 1990, as part of an investigation, Garden Grove, CA police officers ran registration checks on motor vehicles 
parked at SOBs.  Virtually all of the vehicles were registered to addresses outside Garden Grove.  The 1986 
Austin, TX study arrived at the same finding.  More recently, the Effingham County, IL Sheriff’s Department ran 
registration checks on motor vehicles parked at an SOB in the Village of Montrose.  Except for employees’ 
vehicles, all were from outside the county.   
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From their perspective, the ideal robbery target was a married man in search of an illicit sexual 
adventure; he would be disinclined to make a police report for fear of exposing his own 
deviance (p. 69). 

The rational calculus described by these prostitute-robbers echoes the descriptions of other 
predators (see Bennett and Wright, 1984; Feeney, 1986; Fleisher, 1995; Katz, 1988, 1991; Shover, 
1996). 

3.1.4 Police presence 

Controlling for the quantity and value of the targets at a site, rational offenders choose sites with 
the lowest level of visible police presence.  In strictly physical terms, increasing (or decreasing) the 
number of police physically on or near a site reduces (or increases) ambient risk.  However, police 
presence can also be virtual, through remote camera surveillance and similar processes.  

Whether physical or virtual, the effectiveness of police presence can be affected – for better or 
worse – by broadly defined environmental factors.  For example, due to the reduced effectiveness of 
conventional patrolling after dark, crime risk rises at night, peaking around the time that taverns close.  
Darkness has a lesser effect on other policing strategies, which raises the general principle of optimizing 
the effectiveness of police presence.  One theoretical reason why SOB subclasses might have 
qualitatively different ambient risks is that they have different optimal policing strategies. 

3.2 WHAT DOES CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY SAY ABOUT SUBCLASSES? 

In lawsuits, SOB plaintiffs have argued that their narrowly-defined SOB subclass is exempt 
from criminological theory.  But in fact, the relevant criminological theory applies to all subclasses.  To 
the extent that two SOB subclasses draw similar patrons from similarly wide catchment areas, theory 
predicts similar ambient crime risks.  Put simply, similar causes (the presence of many high-value 
targets and low levels of police presence) have similar effects (i.e., high ambient crime risk).  This 
theoretical expectation is consistent with the data.  Although the theory applies identically to all SOB 
subclasses, at the same time, it allows for qualitative differences among the subclasses. 

In some instances, subclass-specific risks arise because the defining property of the subclass 
implies (or creates) idiosyncratic opportunities (or risks) for particular types of crime.  Compared to the 
complementary subclass, for example, SOBs that serve alcohol present idiosyncratic opportunities for 
non-instrumental crimes, especially simple assault, disorderly conduct, etc.  SOBs that provide on-
premise entertainment present idiosyncratic opportunities for vice crime, customer-employee assault, 
etc.  Criminologists call this etiological crime category “opportunistic.”  There are many obvious 
examples and SOB regulations often treat subclasses differently because their ambient opportunity 
structures are different. 

Qualitative differences also arise when the defining property of the subclass compromises the 
effectiveness of common policing strategies.  Policing SOBs that offer on-site entertainment (adult 
cabarets, peep shows, etc.) may require that police officers inspect the interior premises, for example.  
Because this places officers at risk of injury, policing on-site SOBs requires specially trained and 
equipped officers, prior intelligence, specialized backup manpower, and other resources.  Because 
potential offenders can wait inside the premises without arousing suspicion, moreover, routine drive-by 
patrols to “show the flag” are less effective. 

The optimal policing strategies for two subclasses are sometimes incompatible or even mutually 
exclusive.  To illustrate, an optimal policing strategy for SOBs that do not offer on-site entertainment, 
such as adult video and book stores, often involves neighborhood patrols by uniformed officers in 
marked cars.  Visibility is a key element of this strategy.  For peep shows and adult cabarets, on the 
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other hand, the optimal policing strategy often involves boots-on-the-ground deployments of 
plainclothes officers and unmarked cars.  Invisibility is a key element of this strategy.  Obviously, 
neighborhood patrols by plainclothes officers driving unmarked cars would defeat a major purpose of 
drive-by patrols; likewise, sending uniformed officers into an adult cabaret would be an inefficient 
method of control and might pose a physical danger to the officers, patrons, and employees.  As a 
general rule, distinct SOB subclasses may require distinct policing strategies to mitigate ambient crime 
risks. 

To some extent, differences among the optimal policing strategies for SOB subclasses amount 
to differences in cost.  In many (but certainly not all) instances, the least expensive policing strategy 
involves drive-by patrols by uniformed officers in marked cars.  Beyond the deterrent value of visible 
drive-by patrols, patrol officers can keep watch for known offenders and suspicious activity.  When 
potential problems are spotted, the patrol officers can forward the information to a specialized unit or, if 
necessary, handle it on the spot, requesting backup resources only as needed.53  It is important to realize, 
nevertheless, that the implementation of a policing strategy is determined in large part by local 
exigencies.  

3.3 THE THEORETICAL ROLE OF ALCOHOL 

Proximity to alcohol is a key component of the criminological theory of secondary effects.   
Alcohol aggravates an SOB’s already-high ambient crime risk by lowering the inhibitions and clouding 
the judgments of the SOB’s patrons.  In effect, alcohol makes the soft targets found at the SOB site 
considerably softer.  The available data corroborate this theoretical expectation in all respects.  
Predatory criminals prefer inebriated victims,54 e.g., and SOBs that serve alcohol or that are located near 
liquor-serving businesses pose accordingly larger and qualitatively different ambient public safety 
hazards.55  Governments rely on this consistent finding of crime-related secondary effect studies as a 
rationale for limiting nudity in liquor-serving businesses. 

3.4 THE CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY OF MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

The routine activity theory points to strategies for mitigating the crime-related secondary effects 
of SOBs.  In principle, the effects of a mitigation strategy can be direct or indirect.  Direct effects are 
typically realized through direct manipulation of the risk factors to reduce ambient risk.  Indirect effects 
are realized by making the risk factors more efficient.  In practice, of course, some of the strategies are 
expensive or otherwise impractical.  We begin with one of the most expensive, least practical mitigation 
strategies. 

                                                      

 
53 See, e.g., National Research Council (2004). 
54 See, e.g., Wright and Decker (1997, p. 87):   “[E]ach of (the armed robbers) expressed a preference for 
intoxicated victims, who were viewed as good targets because they were in no condition to fight back.” (p. 70);  
“Several [armed robbers] said that they usually chose victims who appeared to be intoxicated because, as one put 
it, ‘Drunks never know what hit them.’” 
55 A 1991 study of Garden Grove, California by McCleary and Meeker found a large, significant increase on 
ambient crime risk when an alcohol-serving establishment opened within 500 feet (ca. one city block) of an SOB.  
Secondary effect studies in Greensboro (2003) and Daytona Beach (2004) found that alcohol-serving SOBs had 
larger secondary effects than retail alcohol outlets.  These studies are reviewed in Section 2. 
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3.4.1 Increasing the level of police presence 

The simplest, surest way to mitigate ambient crime risk is to assign more police to SOB 
neighborhoods.  Although the relationship between police presence and ambient crime risk is 
complicated and complex, criminologists generally accept the aphorism:  “more police, less crime.”56  
Unfortunately, this simplest, surest mitigation strategy is expensive and impractical.  From the 
government’s perspective, increasing the number of police patrols in a neighborhood is prohibitively 
expensive.  From the perspective of the SOB and its patrons, police presence can be highly intrusive, 
bordering on “harassment.” 

In principle, fixed levels of police presence can be made more effective by fine-tuning status 
quo policing strategies.  Police patrols can be made more visible, e.g., by using uniformed officers in 
marked vehicles instead of plain-clothes officers in unmarked vehicles.  Most police departments have 
already optimized their strategies, however.  Police effectiveness can also be enhanced by incorporating 
rational enforcement policies into SOB codes.  Several examples are described in subsequent sections. 

3.4.2 Distancing SOB sites from sensitive uses 

Reducing the density of targets in an SOB neighborhood is a more economical, practical 
mitigation strategy.  As a rule, the most problematic secondary effects are associated with dense 
concentrations of SOBs (e.g., Boston’s “combat zone” model).  Accordingly, many governments require 
minimum distances between SOB sites (e.g., the Detroit model).  In addition to reducing per-site target 
density, thereby reducing aggregate risk, this model minimizes many obstacles to routine policing. 

 

 Figure 3.4.2 - Robbery Risk by Distance from an SOB  
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56 See, e.g., Levitt (1997, p. 270):  “Increases in police are shown to substantially reduce violent crime but have a 
smaller impact on property crime. The null hypothesis that the marginal social benefit of reduced crime equals the 
costs of hiring additional police cannot be rejected.”  Some “victimless” vice crimes are an exception to the rule, 
of course.  
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Figure 3.4.2 demonstrates the rationale for a related mitigation strategy.57  The vertical axis of 
this “risk-distance function” is calibrated in units of Part I personal crime (homicide, aggravated assault, 
robbery, and rape) risk, relative to the neighborhood risk, for 28 Greensboro SOBs from 1996-2005.  
The horizontal axis is calibrated in distance from an SOB.  The unit of distance is a city block which, in 
the Greensboro neighborhoods from which these data are taken, is approximately 400 feet. 

Suppose that a person exits a building five city blocks (i.e., 2,000 feet) from an SOB.  As this 
person walks toward the SOB, his or her victimization risk rises.  For the first few blocks, the risk 
increments are modest; thereafter, the risk increments grow large.  At two blocks from the SOB, the 
person’s risk is double what it was at start of the five-block walk.  At one-half block, the risk is six 
times higher.  If the person walks away from the SOB site, his or her victimization risk falls until, at a 
distance of three blocks from the site, the risk decrements are imperceptible. 

Governments can take advantage of the risk-distance relationship plotted in Figure 3.4.2 by 
setting minimum distances between SOBs and other sensitive land uses.  SOB patrons have no choice 
but to “run the gauntlet.”  The victims of some ambient crime incidents are not SOB patrons, however, 
but rather, are neighborhood residents and by-passers.  By setting minimum distances between SOBs 
and the land uses frequented by these people, the government mitigates the SOB’s ambient crime risk 
secondary effect.58 

3.4.3 Limiting the hours of operation 

Another economical and practical strategy for mitigating the ambient crime risk of SOBs is to 
limit the hours of operation.  Criminological theory reduces to the aphorism, “more targets, more 
crime.”  And in the overnight hours when businesses close and people go home, the crime rate drops.  
While the crime rate drops, however, the per-target risk rises.  When a business stays open around-the-
clock, its victimization risk rises steadily after sundown, peaking in the early morning.  Darkness softens 
a target, increasing its appeal to predatory criminals. 

Several mechanisms operate here but the most salient is that routine policing is more difficult 
and less effective in darkness.  When bars and taverns close, police resources are stretched thinner yet, 
making soft targets even softer.  Governments typically mitigate this risk by closing high-risk public 
places (playgrounds, beaches, parks, etc.) from dawn to dusk; by imposing curfews on high-risk persons 
(teen-agers, parolees, etc.); and by limiting the operation of high-risk businesses (bars, SOBs, etc.) 
during times of acute risk.  Not surprisingly, this theoretical prediction is confirmed by the empirical 
evidence. 

                                                      

 
57 McPherson and Silloway (1980) used crude risk-distance functions, such as the one plotted in Figure 3.4.2, to 
demonstrate that Minneapolis SOBs were point sources of ambient crime victimization risk.  Statistically adjusted 
risk-distance functions are used in Sections 4.3 and 5.2 below.   
58 We are often asked to specify a distance sufficient to fully mitigate an SOB’s ambient crime risk.  The correct 
answer to this question – “As far as possible” – is not helpful.  Although the risk-distance function plotted in 
Figure 3.4.2 seems to answer this question, remember that it is the average of 28 SOB sites.  By definition, some 
sites are “better,” some “worse.”  Planners must assume a worst case scenario but, then, must balance this 
assumption with practical (and legal) considerations. 
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3.4.4 “Hardening” SOB sites59 

In principle, ordinances can mitigate ambient crime risk requiring SOBs to “harden” their 
properties.  Mandating outdoor lighting, parking lot surveillance cameras, and anti-“cruising” structures 
illustrate strategies for hardening the site’s exterior.  This list of exterior hardening options is short, 
unfortunately; and although the effectiveness of exterior hardening strategies depends to some extent on 
local circumstances and conditions, there is little evidence that any of the typical options can mitigate 
ambient crime risk. 

Regulating the interior configurations of SOBs, in contrast, has a stronger rationale in 
criminological theory. Interior hardening strategies are often less costly moreover, more practical, and in 
theory, more effective.  Three widely used strategies illustrate the general principle: 

� Ordinances that eliminate interior blind spots 
� Ordinances that prohibit closed viewing booths 
� Ordinances that restrict entertainers to raised stage areas  

Each of these strategies reduces the risk of on-premise victimization of patrons and employees.60  
In some respects, the risk reduction mechanism is obvious.  Removing blind spots and opening up 
closed booths obviously reduces the opportunity for lewd behavior, e.g.  Though less obvious, to the 
extent that patron-on-patron, patron-on-employee, and employee-on-patron confrontations are 
precipitated by lewd behavior, these strategies also reduce the risk of assault. 

The risk of patron-on-patron, patron-on-employee, and employee-on-patron crime is most acute 
inside SOBs that feature live entertainment; and of course, alcohol aggravates the risk.  The risk can be 
mitigated by separating patrons and entertainers.  Ideally, separation is achieved by mandated structures, 
such as raised stages.  By creating a tangible “wall” between employees and patrons, raised stages 
reduce unintentional (or intentional) “touching,” thereby reducing the risk of patron-on-employee and 
employee-on-patron crime. 

3.4.5 Police officer safety 

While assaults on police officers are rare, they are among the most serious crimes that occur 
inside SOBs.  In theory, moreover, they are preventable.  The risk of assault begins when officers enter 
the SOB and continues until they leave.  Mitigation strategies aim at minimizing the number of times 
officers must enter SOBs and, having entered, the amount of time they must spend inside.  Strategies 
that focus on the latter factor are more practical. 

Police officers enter SOBs either in response to a reported crime incident or to inspect the 
premises as part of routine enforcement.  By reducing the risk of the on-premise crime incidents, the 
interior target-hardening strategies described in the preceding section reduce the number of times that 
officers must enter SOBs to respond to reported incidents.  Otherwise, there are few options for 
reducing the number of times that officers must enter SOBs.  Notwithstanding the risk to officers, 
routine inspection can be an effective mitigation strategy.  By focusing attention on SOB sites, routine 

                                                      

 
59 The classic statement on “hardening” is Newman (1973). 
60 The strategies also facilitate routine enforcement while minimizing the risk of injury to police officers.  Those 
topics will be discussed separately in the next section. 
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inspection reduces ambient risk through a complex set of pathways referred to, collectively, as “broken 
windows.”61  

Regardless of how officers come to be inside an SOB, any strategy that minimizes the amount 
of time spent inside reduces the risk of injury.  Ordinances aimed at improving interior visibility 
illustrate these strategies.  In many instances, officers can accomplish their purpose with a quick visual 
inspection.  If the interior of the SOB is well lit and obstacle-free, the inspection can be completed by 
one officer in a minute or two.  If the interior is dark and/or labyrinthine, the same inspection may 
require two (or more) officers for a longer period of time. 

In SOBs that feature live entertainment, a raised stage reduces the risk of injury to police 
officers through the same mechanism.  If an ordinance mandates, say, a six-foot distance between 
patrons and entertainers, absent a raised stage, enforcing (and/or detecting willful violations of) the 
ordinance may require that several plainclothes officers spend an hour or more inside.  With a raised 
stage, on the other hand, a comparable level enforcement and detection of violations can be 
accomplished with shorter, more superficial inspections.  Raised stages also facilitate self-enforcement.  
Ensuring that patrons and entertainers comply with a distance rule, absent a raised stage, demands 
constant attention and keen judgment by the SOB.  A raised stage facilitates self-enforcement by the 
SOB, thereby reducing the risk of patron-patron and employee-patron confrontations. 

3.4.6 Tailoring regulations to fit local needs 

The ideal SOB ordinance marries low compliance costs for the SOB to low enforcement costs 
for the government.  To some extent, compliance and enforcement costs depend on local circumstances 
and conditions and these often dictate differences in codes and/or enforcement strategies.   A code or 
strategy that is optimal for one set of circumstances may be less than optimal for another.  If a local 
variation is aimed at rationalizing regulation and optimizing mitigation, it should be encouraged. 

By definition, local conditions are too numerous to list.  Nevertheless, the principle is 
straightforward.  Legislatures adapt and modify codes to take advantage of local idiosyncrasies.  In most 
instances, modifications are designed to facilitate compliance and minimize enforcement costs.  Toward 
that end, legislatures often consult local enforcement officers and, to the extent possible and appropriate, 
incorporate the views of experts into the regulations. 

3.5 BUT DOES THE THEORY APPLY TO THE OFF-SITE SUBCLASS? 

The consensus finding of the secondary effects literature, represented by the studies listed in 
Table 3, rests on a strong criminological theory.  The theory predicts that a diligent, informed search 
will find a secondary effect.  Absent the theoretical prediction, no one would have thought to look for 
secondary effects around SOBs.  If someone accidentally stumbled upon a secondary effect, moreover, 
absent the theoretical prediction, the isolated finding would be interpreted as a trivial curiosity.  
Conversely, given the theoretical prediction, a legitimate null finding would reject the theory or, at least, 
would require a modification of the theory. 

When a theory has been corroborated over a sufficiently wide range of times, places, and 
circumstances, its predictions can be used in lieu of the facts.  To illustrate, suppose that City X 

                                                      

 
61The best known statement of this effect is Wilson and Kelling (1982).  Wilson and Kelling argue persuasively 
that police visibility in a neighborhood can have a greater impact on victimization risk than police activities that 
target crime per se.  Modern police methods are based on this theory. 
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conducts a study and finds that its SOBs pose a significant public safety hazard.  City Y would like to 
conduct its own study but cannot because it has no SOBs.  In lieu of conducting its own study, City Y 
can assume that it would have found the same facts that City X found.  City Y’s inductive inference is 
defensible because SOBs in both City X and City Y – or in any other city, for that matter – generate 
secondary effects through causal factors outlined in Section 2.1.  In short, “similar causes have similar 
effects.” 

Continuing this hypothetical exercise, suppose that an entrepreneur invents a novel SOB 
subclass.  Since City X conducted its study prior to the invention, the entrepreneur might argue that the 
study’s secondary effects finding is irrelevant to the novel subclass.  If the causal factors outlined in 
Section 2.1 do not apply to the novel SOB subclass, the entrepreneur’s argument is valid.  If the novel 
subclass attracts “soft-target” patrons to its site, on the other hand, no matter how novel the SOB may 
be in other respects, it will have the same secondary effects that other subclasses have.62  Since off-site 
SOBs attract “soft-target” patrons, of course, criminological theory leads us to expect secondary effects 
for the subclass. 

The typical off-site SOB is a store that sells sexually explicit books and/or DVDs, along with 
miscellaneous adult merchandise, exclusively for off-site use.  Off-site SOBs offer no on-site 
entertainment of any sort, and in particular, have no coin-operated DVD viewing booths.  In 2002, 
Justice Souter speculated that DVD sales and DVD viewing booths were inseparable parts of the 
“commercially natural, if not universal” SOB model.63  Five years later, pure off-site SOBs are found in 
most metropolitan areas and, more recently, along rural stretches of the interstate highway system.  
Justice Souter would be surprised. 

Some off-site SOBs were created by removing booths from on-site SOBs.  These SOBs tend to 
be older and smaller, sometimes with less than 1,000 square feet of floor space.  Newer off-site SOBs 
were designed without booths.  Some have over 5,000 square feet of floor space, stocked with every 
imaginable type of adult merchandise.  Some sell non-adult merchandise, such as lingerie and erotic 
clothing, alongside the standard adult items.  None offers on-site entertainment of any sort, of course. 

Compared to the older “commercially natural” on-site SOBs, the newer off-site SOBs have a 
very different “look and feel.”  This superficial difference might suggest that they are safer places than 
the older on-site subclass and, indeed, off-site SOBs have claimed exactly this.  In light of the contrary 
predictions of criminological theory, off-site SOBs have challenged the theory.  These challenges have 
made two claims.  First, off-site SOBs attract a different sort of patron – women and couples.  Second, 
lacking on-site entertainment, off-site patrons spend very little time in the SOB neighborhood. 

3.5.1 Our patrons are not “disproportionately male”64 

SOB plaintiffs have argued that a significant proportion of their patrons are women and, thus, 
that the criminological theory outlined in this section does not apply to them.  The predicate of this 
argument is implausible for on-site SOBs; data show that women constitute trivially small proportions 

                                                      

 
62 We are often asked whether businesses that sell sexually explicit merchandise over the internet would have 
secondary effects.  Perhaps; but because these businesses would not attract patrons to a physical site, any 
secondary effects would not be caused by the factors described in the criminological theory described in this 
section. 
63 City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc. 535 U.S. 425 (2002). 
64 This section is based on McCleary and Tewksbury (2008).   
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of the patrons of cabarets, theaters, and peepshows.65  The predicate is more plausible for off-site SOBs.  
At present, women appear to constitute 20-25 percent of the patrons at off-site SOB.  As gender roles 
evolve and as more off-site SOBs begin to advertise and sell merchandise nominally intended for 
women, this proportion may grow.66  No matter how large the proportion, however, if the off-site SOB 
also attracts male patrons, the criminological theory of secondary effects will apply to this SOB 
subclass. 

To investigate gender phenomena, researchers recorded 729 patron-entrances at sixteen off-site 
SOBs in southern California over a two-year period.  These sixteen sites were selected from a list of 
sites in three southern California counties because they shared five properties: (1) each sold sexually-
explicit DVDs, aimed primarily at heterosexual audiences; (2) each sold other adult-themed 
merchandise; (3) each was open 24 hours; (4) each had a relatively high traffic flow, suggesting a 
profitable business; and (5) none had on-site viewing booths.  Sites that lacked any of these properties 
were excluded from the study sample.  

 

Table 3.5.1 - Sixteen Off-Site SOBs:  729 Patrons in 85 Hours 

  Men  Women  Proportion 
Women 

 

 Alone 
Same sex groups 
Mixed sex groups 
Couples 

393 
116 

16 
32 

70.6 % 
20.8 % 
2.9 % 
5.5 % 

 28 
86 
26 
32 

16.3 % 
48.8 % 
15.1 % 
18.6 % 

   6.6 % 
42.6 % 
38.1 % 
50.0 % 

 

 

Table 3.5.1 reports one salient difference between male and female patrons.  Of the 729 patrons 
who entered the SOBs, 172 (23.6 percent) were women.  The proportion of women varies significantly 
by the manner of entry, however.  Whereas most of the male patrons entered alone (70.6 percent), 
relatively few female patrons entered alone (16.3 percent).  Nearly one-half (48.8 percent) of the women 
who entered were accompanied by other women.  Another one-third entered in the company of a male 
partner (18.6 percent couples) or as part of a mixed male-female group (15.1 percent).  This preferred 
method of entrance is consistent with the ethnographic literature on social deviance. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      

 
65 Fisher, Hall and Hall (1998) report that less than three percent of the patrons of an adult cabaret are women.  
Ethnographic studies of adult theatres (Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008) and (Tewksbury, 1993) lead to similar 
estimates. 
66 See the case study of a “lingerie boutique” in Section 4.1. 
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 Figure 3.5.1a - Entrances by Day of the Week for Men and Women  
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Figures 3.5.1a-b reports another salient difference between male and female patrons.  In 
addition to their aversion to entering the SOB alone, compared to men, women’s entrances occur at 
distinctly different days of the week and hours of the day.  The vertical axes in these figures are 
calibrated in entrances per hour for men and women.  The horizontal axes are calibrated in day-of-the-
week (Figure 3.5.1a) and hour-of-the-day (Figure 3.5.1b).  To facilitate interpretation, the weekly and 
daily cycles for men (in red) and women (in blue) were “smoothed” by three-day and three-hour moving 
averages. 

The weekly cycle for male patrons exhibits a single dramatic Friday-Saturday-Sunday peak that 
accounts for roughly one-half (53.3 percent) of the weekly entrances by men.  The weekly cycle for 
female patrons, in contrast, exhibits a weekend peak on Friday and a midweek peak on Tuesday.  
Neither peak is as dramatic as the single weekend peak for men.  Indeed, it might be more accurate to 
say that the weekly cycle for women is distinguished by a two-day lull on Sundays and Mondays. 

 The hourly cycles for men and women, plotted in Figure 3.5.1b, reveal analogous gender 
differences.  Whereas entrances by men peak shortly after midnight, entrances by women peak at five in 
the afternoon.  The “night owls,” consisting largely of men, are a significant proportion of the total 
patronage.  More than one-fifth (22.8 percent) of the male patrons enter between midnight and three in 
the morning.  Women enter sporadically during this period; women make up only a small proportion of 
the “night owls.”  Women prefer the late afternoon and early evening hours.  Nearly half (46.7 percent) 
of the entrances by women occur between four and seven in the evening.  Between five and six P.M., 
women and men enter at the same hourly rate. 
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 Figure 3.5.1b- Entrances by Time of the Day for Men and Women  
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The gender differences plotted in Figures 3.5.1a-b can be interpreted to mean that men and 
women are very different sorts of patrons.  Another interpretation, however, is that the nature of the off-
site SOB changes, with respect to criminological theory, depending on the time of day.  During late 
afternoon and evening hours, off-site SOBs are gender neutral that is; but after dark and continuing into 
the early morning, they are largely a male-dominated realm. 

As a final note, the presence of a significant number of females at an SOB site can be a risk 
factor.  If the SOB advertises the presence of unattached females at the site, e.g., male patrons are 
attracted to the site.  To attract unattached female patrons, SOBs have offered lingerie gifts; and SOBs 
have claimed in their advertising that their patrons include unattached females, especially exotic or nude 
entertainers and dancers. 

3.5.2 Stigma and anonymity at off-site SOBs 

Critics of the prevailing criminological theory argue that the “average” patron of an off-site 
SOB drives up, runs in, makes a purchase, runs out, and drives off.  Although this “average” behavior 
may have common sense, it is inconsistent with the data.  In an ethnographic study of an off-site SOB, 
Hefley (2007) reports that patrons spend significant periods of time in the immediate vicinity of the site.  
Some wait outside until the business is empty.  Others “case” the business on multiple occasions before 
deciding to enter.  Some patrons park their cars a block or more away and walk to the store.  These 
“average” behaviors attract criminal predators to the site, creating the ambient public safety hazard 
predicted by the criminological theory of secondary effects. 

When visiting SOBs it is common practice for patrons to enter the vicinity of the business and 
wait (sometimes significant periods of time) before entering the business.  Donnelly’s (1981) 
ethnographic study of two “adult cinemas” demonstrated that patrons frequently park near the SOBs and 
wait to enter until either no others are in the vicinity to see them enter, or enter when several others are 
entering, in an effort to maintain their anonymity and not be seen/recognized by others in the vicinity.  
As Donnelly (1981) explains, “With the exception of the large “groups” ... all patrons engage, to a 
greater or lesser degree, in hiding behavior” (p. 260) as they enter and leave the establishment.  Others, 
including Hefley (2007) who studied an off-site SOB, have shown that some patrons actively modify 
their appearances (or, use “disguises”) so as to manage the stigma they associate with being identified 
entering a SOB.  In summary, Donnelly (1981), drawing on his own research and that of Karp (1973) 
and Sundholm (1973) concludes that “patrons prefer to main an extremely low-profile, and do not wish 
to be seen at all.” (pp. 241-242, emphasis in original). 
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The desire to remain anonymous and essentially invisible in the vicinity of SOBs is related to 
both a concern about stigmatization from observers, and concerns for safety.  As made clear by Delph 
(1978, p. 29), for men who seek out sexual stimulation and encounters in any type of public location, 
their primary “concern is erotic fun without stigmatization.” Avoiding notice and identification are key 
to such men.  Concerns about safety, however, also include recognition that SOBs are hotspots for many 
forms of violent offenses.  So too, however, are many SOBs locations of, or located very close to, sites 
of other forms of vice and criminal activity. 

In a study of the pornography industry, Potter (1986) concluded that "Observations of the retail 
pornography trade make it abundantly clear that an overlap exists between porn and other forms of vice. 
Retail porn outlets in our sample also provide prostitution and gambling services, and in some cases 
drugs.”  Similarly, Stein’s (1990, p. 78) 9.5 months working as a clerk in one adult bookstore revealed 
that “it was not uncommon for the bookstore to be used also as a referral agency” for a wide range of 
illicit services.  As a result, patrons wishing to simply access sexually explicit merchandise or visual 
experiences may feel threatened by others in the environment who are perceived to be dangerous and 
purveyors of undesired goods and services. 

Once they enter, patrons typically remain inside the SOB for short periods of time, almost 
always for less than one hour.  When purchasing merchandise, patrons enter, browse, make a selection, 
pay, and then leave in short order.   At peepshows, theaters, and other on-site SOBs, patrons stay inside 
the SOB for slightly longer periods of time, of course, but rarely for periods in excess of an hour. 

The “hiding” activities that patrons demonstrate upon arrival and during entry to SOBs are 
continued once they are in the establishment.  Patrons have consistently been shown to avoid eye 
contact, conversation, or being physically close to other patrons while in such establishments.  This has 
been shown for off-site SOBs (Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008; Stein, 1990; Tewksbury, 1990, 1993), 
video arcades/peepshows (Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008; Stein, 1990; Sundholm, 1973; Tewksbury, 
1990, 1993; Weatherford, 1986) and adult cinemas (Donnelly, 1981; Douglas and Tewksbury, 2008; 
Stein, 1990).  Communications that occur between patrons in such locations are almost always brief, 
superficial/incidental and frequently nonverbal.  Furthermore, for many patrons of SOBs, there is a 
sense of stigmatization perceived when the individual recognizes that they are being observed or “seen” 
in the establishment.  Berkowitz (2006) documents that as a female patron in a retail SOB her 
observation of male patrons lead to men apparently feeling uncomfortable and that some “felt the need 
to escape the embarrassment of being labeled a pervert by exiting the establishment empty-handed” (p. 
594). 

Hiding and attempts to “manage and negotiate the shame that is associated with being a patron” 
(Berkowitz, 2006, p. 594) often includes efforts to keep others from knowing what a patron purchases.  
Berkowitz (2006, p. 595) explains that in her observations of one retail SOB, “many solo male patrons 
appeared timid and sometimes even uneasy.  Many spoke in a low volume so that other patrons would 
not hear them when they were conversing with the store clerk. Finally, much of the time, the body 
language and nonverbal communication that these solo male patrons used hinted of awkwardness, in 
that their backs were hunched over, their eyes were wandering, and their arms were sometimes crossed 
directly in front of them.”  

Clearly, many patrons of SOBs demonstrate concerns about being identified and subsequently 
stigmatized if seen in or near SOBs.   A recent anecdote illustrates this behavior, unfortunately in this 
instance, with dire consequences (Bourgeois, 2007).  On the evening of March 1, 2007, a man parked 
his car in a dark lot several hundred feet away from Dreamer’s, an off-site SOB in Kennedale, Texas.  
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Returning to his car, the man was confronted by a robber and was shot.  Though seriously injured, the 
victim survived. 

Although a legislature would not want to rely on anecdotal evidence alone, anecdotes of this 
sort constitute legitimate secondary effects evidence.67  In addition to its corroborative value, however, 
this particular anecdote has some legal relevance.  The off-site SOB in this incident, Dreamer’s, was a 
plaintiff in H and A Land Corp.68  One week prior to the shooting incident, a panel of the Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals clarified its earlier Encore Videos decision by concluding that a city’s governing body 
had sufficient evidence to believe that off-site SOBs caused adverse secondary effects.69 

3.6 CONCLUDING REMARKS: CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY 

The legal debate over crime-related secondary effects ignores the crucial role of criminological 
theory.  Without exception, criminological theory predicts that SOBs will generate ambient public safety 
hazards.  Plaintiffs’ witnesses produce study after study to show that SOBs have no crime-related 
secondary effects or, sometimes, that SOBs have salutary public safety impacts on their neighborhoods.  
We will discuss the details of these studies at a later point.  For present purposes, the criminological 
theory described in the preceding section is internally consistent and compelling – it makes sense in 
other words.  As it turns out, the theory also agrees with the data. 

  

                                                      

 
67 See, e.g., World Wide Video of Washington, Inc. v. City of Spokane, 368 F. 3d 1186, 1195-96 (9th Cir. 2004) 
(“Anecdotal evidence and reported experience can be as telling as statistical data and can serve as a legitimate 
basis for finding negative secondary effects ...”). 
68  H and A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, TX, 480 F.3d 336 No. 05-11474 (5th Cir. 2007). 
69 Id. 
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4. OFF-SITE CASE STUDIES 

The popular theories proposed by plaintiffs to explain why off-site SOBs might not have 
secondary effects are superficially plausible.  Weighed against the formal criminological theory, 
however, the popular theories are found wanting.  To the extent that off-site SOBs attract high-value, 
“soft-target” patrons to their neighborhoods, strong criminological theory predicts that off-site SOBs 
will generate the same crime-related secondary effect expected for on-site SOBs.  The theory allows for 
qualitative differences, of course, but with respect to theoretical causes, there are no differences between 
the two complementary subclasses. 

Nevertheless, until recently, the theoretical prediction was uncorroborated.  Although off-site 
SOBs have been around since the advent of home video-tape players, researchers had not thought to 
question the relevance of criminological theory.  Indeed, because the causes implicated by 
criminological theory were common to all SOB subclasses, researchers assumed that subclass 
distinctions were irrelevant.  In line with this assumption, most of the secondary effect studies listed in 
Table 3 did not report separate effect estimates for each subclass.  It was enough to report that all 
subclasses had adverse crime-related secondary effects. 

The 1991 Garden Grove study is typical in that respect.70  The SOBs studied in Garden Grove 
included at least one off-site SOB.  Because the study found that each of the SOBs posed large ambient 
public safety hazards, one can infer by syllogism that off-site SOBs had adverse effects.  The Fifth 
Circuit decision in Encore Videos noted explicitly, however, that the Garden Grove report did not report 
subclass-specific effects. 

Following Encore Videos, government-sponsored studies have tried, where possible, to report 
specific effects for the off-site subclass.  Given the relevant strong theory, the subclass-specific effects 
hold no surprises.  The case studies reviewed in this section are typical in the sense that all corroborate 
the theoretical expectation.  In addition, each illustrates an important aspect of the phenomenon. 

� The subject of the first case study is an off-site SOB that characterized itself as a “lingerie 
boutique,” catering primarily to couples and women.  The evidence suggests that this self-
characterization was, at worst, an exaggeration.  Nevertheless, the data demonstrate a large, 
significant secondary effect following the opening of the SOB. 

� The subject of the second case study is an off-site SOB located in a rural village with a 
population of 250 people.  The SOB drew cross-country travelers, including big-rig truckers, off 
the interstate highway with predictable consequences.  The analysis of this case study is 
complicated by the idiosyncrasies of the terrain.  For example, where does one find a 
“comparable” village for a control? 

� The third case study compares risk-distance functions (See Figure 3.4.2) for multiple-activity 
on-site SOBs – video arcades that sell merchandise – and off-site SOBs in Los Angeles.  The 
risk-distance functions demonstrate that, like SOBs generally, off-site SOBs are point-sources 
of neighborhood victimization risk.    

                                                      

 
70 McCleary and Meeker (1991). 
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4.1 SIOUX CITY, 200671 

SOBs are nothing new to Sioux City, Iowa.  Two had operated without incident in the city’s 
older downtown area for decades.  Although both sold sexually explicit DVDs, most of their revenue 
came from coin-operated viewing booths.  Strictly speaking, both belonged to the on-site SOB subclass 
that Justice Souter characterized as the “commercially natural, if not universal” model.  In terms of 
“look and feel,” the two businesses were indistinguishable from on-site SOBs in larger cities. 

In March, 2004, a third SOB opened in Sioux City.  Unlike the two existing on-site SOBs, Dr. 
John’s had no viewing booths.  It was located in a newer area of the city and lacked the garish 
appearance associated with SOBs generally and, in particular, with Sioux City’s two existing SOBs.  
During subsequent litigation, the trial judge commented on this fact: 

[T]he first impression of the store is a far cry from the first image that most people would likely 
have of an “adult book store” or “sex shop.” There is nothing seedy about the neighborhood, 
store building, or store front. In fact, from a quick drive-by, one would likely assume that the 
business was a rather upscale retail store for women's clothing and accessories. There are no 
“adult” signs or banners proclaiming “peep shows,” “live entertainment booths,” “XXX 
movies,” “live models,” “adult massage,” or any of the other tasteless come-ons all too familiar 
from adult entertainment stores that exist in virtually every American city of any size and which 
one may find scattered along interstates and highways even in rural America.72 

The trial judge’s drive-by impression may overstate the point.  Few passers-by would mistake 
Dr. John’s for anything other than what it was. 

Regardless of its look and feel Dr. John’s was located in a prohibited zone.  When Sioux City 
attempted to enforce its zoning code, Dr. John’s sued, arguing that off-site SOBs lacked the typical 
crime-related secondary effects associated with SOBs.  To counter this argument, Sioux City produced 
police reports of incidents occurring within 500 feet of Dr. John’s during the four years between 
January 1st, 2002 and December 31st, 2005.  For purposes of quasi-experimental control, reports of 
incidents occurring with 500 feet of a nearby motel were also retrieved. 

To control plausible threats to internal and statistical conclusion validity, the City collected 
analogous police incident reports for an adjacent control area, a 500-foot circle centered on a non-SOB.  
Because the two circles are tangent to each other and face the same thoroughfare, they have similar 
traffic flows.  And because they have similar mixes of businesses and similar incident rates, their 
underlying ambient crime risks are similar.  Because the underlying risk factors are identical in the two 
circles, any effect found in one of the circles should be found in the other as well.  But that was not the 
case. 

                                                      

 
71 This case study is based on McCleary and Weinstein (2007). 
72 Doctor John’s, Inc. v. City of Sioux City, IA., 389 F.Supp.2d 1096, 1103 (N.D. Iowa 2005), quoting from court’s 
ruling on plaintiff’s motion for preliminary injunction. 
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 Table 4.1 - Total Crime Before and After the Opening of Dr. Johns 

  Before After    

 Total Incidents N Rate N Rate After/Before Ratio  

  Dr. John’s 
Control 

17 
44 

  7.8 
20.3 

41 
46 

22.4 
25.1 

2.86 
1.24 

 
2.31 

 

  Before After    

 “Victimless” Excluded N Rate N Rate After/Before Ratio  

  Dr. John’s 
Control 

12 
26 

  5.5 
12.0 

31 
32 

16.9 
17.5 

3.08 
1.46 

 
2.11 

 

  
 

The first row of Table 4.1 breaks down total incidents for the 793 days before and 668 days 
after the SOB opened.  In the Dr. John’s circle, the annual crime rate rose from 7.8 to 22.4 incidents per 
year, an increase of approximately 190 percent.  Crime in the control circle rose as well but the increase 
was more modest.  The rise from 20.3 to 25.1 incidents per year amounts to a 25 percent increase.  
Based on a crude comparison of these rates, Dr. John’s appears to pose an ambient victimization risk. 

To test whether the effect might be a chance fluctuation, we take advantage of the fact that 
crime incidents in the two circles are not different than Poisson (Haight, 1967: 94-95).  Under a Poisson 
hypothesis, the after/before odds for the Dr. John’s and control circles, reported in Table 3, are 
distributed as unit-mean log-Normal variables.  The ratio of the two odds, also distributed as unit-mean 
log-Normal, is the maximum-likelihood estimate of the secondary effect.  Since the value of the odds 
ratio is 2.31, compared to the control circle, ambient crime rose by 131 percent after Dr. John’s opened 
for business.  Because an effect estimate of this magnitude or larger occurs by chance with probability 
smaller than 0.01, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

The second set of rows in Table 4.1 reports the analogous breakdown with “victimless” crime 
incidents excluded.  If the opening of Dr. John’s lead to heightened police surveillance, it is possible 
that the before-after effect is a simple “instrumentation” artifact.  Indeed, in a critique of the 1977 Los 
Angeles secondary effects study relied upon in Alameda Books, Paul, Linz and Shafer cite this 
possibility: 

Although the findings of this study suggested high levels of criminal activity within these 
clusters, any implication that this is connected to the presence of adult businesses is invalidated 
by the fact that the researchers admitted to “stepped up” surveillance within these areas. Put 
simply, the police most likely found greater amounts of crime in the adult establishment areas 
because they were trying harder to find it.73 

                                                      

 
73 P. 379, “Government regulation of ‘adult’ businesses through zoning and anti-nudity ordinances: de-bunking the 
legal myth of negative secondary effects.”  Communication Law and Policy, 2001, 6:355-391. 
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Whereas this explanation might be plausible for prostitution, drugs, and other “victimless” vice 
crimes, it is implausible for homicide, robbery, and the other “street” crimes reported in the 1977 Los 
Angeles study.  On the contrary, heightened police surveillance will reduce the victimization risk of 
these crimes.  So if the instrumentation hypothesis is plausible, the secondary effect should vanish when 
“victimless” crimes are excluded.  As reported in Table 4.1, excluding “victimless” crimes from the 
estimate leads to the same conclusion. 

4.1.1 Is it a “lingerie boutique” or is it a SOB? 

The evidence suggests that, at worst, the self-characterization of Dr. John’s as a “lingerie 
boutique” is an exaggeration.  When this case study began in early 2006, one quadrant of the SOB’s 
total floor space walled off with high display racks to create a separate room.  The merchandise 
displayed in this room consists of DVDs and magazines and toys or devices, all of which was sexually 
explicit as that term was defined.  The walls created a private room for patrons who wanted to browse 
and, at the same time, hid the sexually explicit merchandise from customers who might be offended.  
The merchandise displayed outside this room consisted of lingerie, swimwear, and other erotic (but not 
necessarily sexually explicit) items. 

The walled-in room where sexually explicit merchandise was displayed was larger than 1,500 
square feet.74  The area outside this room, where no sexually explicit items were displayed, was about 
the same size.  Although no door separated the two areas, and although patrons could move between the 
areas at will, the configuration gave the sense of two separated areas, only one of which met the City’s 
SOB definitions.  The City defined an SOB either in terms of 40 percent of floor space devoted to 
sexually explicit merchandise; or 40 percent of the inventory devoted to sexually explicit merchandise. 

The fluid nature of the floor space complicates this criterion.  In terms of merchandise, on the 
other hand, Dr. John’s was clearly an SOB.  Table 4.1.1 reports an inventory of Dr. John’s stock 
completed in the first week of January, 2006.  The retail value of the sexually explicit merchandise 
displayed in the 1,500 square-feet room $558,302.99, or approximately 50 percent of the total inventory.  
By the stock criterion, on the other hand, Dr. John’s is an SOB. 

 

 Table 4.1.1 - Stock inventory for Dr. John’s  

   Count  Retail Value   

 DVDs / Books 
Toys / Devices / Novelties 
Lingerie, Swimwear, etc. 

 10,630 
32,469 
12,109 

19.3% 
58.8% 
21.9% 

395,809.39 
331,605.03 
403,469.99 

35.0% 
29.4% 
35.4% 

 

 Total  55,208  $1,130,884.41   
 

Even if Dr. John’s passed the display-space and stock criteria, it would have been judged an 
SOB by the fact that it promotes itself as an SOB through its signage and website.  Both give the same 
prominent note to DVDs and toys that is given to lingerie, telling more or less the same story as the 
inventory mix reported in Table 4.1.1.  While one can buy the same merchandise at Dr. John’s that is 
                                                      

 
74 To put this in perspective, the combined floor space of Sioux City’s two on-site SOBs was less than 1,500 
square feet, booths excluded. 
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found at, say, Victoria’s Secret; one can also buy the sexually explicit merchandise found at Sioux 
City’s two on-site SOBs. 

4.1.2 Dr. John’s patrons 

To estimate the characteristics of Dr. John’s clientele, an automatic surveillance camera was set 
up to take still-shots at three-second intervals of customers entering Dr. John’s.75  The cumulative 
record was reviewed by Irvine graduate students.  Entrances by gender were recorded for 14.5 hours.  
Of the 180 customers who entered Dr. John’s, 118 (65.6 percent) were males and 62 (34.4 percent) 
were females. 

Table 4.1.2 reports a more instructive breakdown.  Some customers entered Dr. John’s in 
groups.  Customers who entered singly were most likely to be male.  Customers who entered in same-
sex or different-sex groups, on the other hand, were as likely to be female as male.  The male-female 
ratio was 50:50 for couples by definition.  Excluding couples, the 132 customers who entered Dr. 
John’s singly or in groups remains disproportionately and, roughly, by the same 2:1 male-female ratio. 

 

  Table 4.1.2 -  Customers by sex and group   

   
Singles 

Same-Sex 
Groups 

Mixed-Sex 
Groups 

 
Couples 

  

 Males 
Females 

64 
11 

16 
13 

9 
9 

29 
29 

118 
62 

 

  75 29 18 58 180  

 

Except for the smaller numbers, the distribution of entrances reported in Table 4.1.2 is 
consistent with the distributions plotted in Figures 3.5.1a-b.  Although many off-site SOBs have some 
success at attracting women and couples, the SOBs remain a male-dominated realm. 

4.2 MONTROSE, 200376 

The relevance of the government’s secondary effects evidence can be challenged through either 
of two arguments.  The first is predicated on the fact that the evidence has ignored some relevant 
difference among distinct SOB subclasses.  Challenges by off-site SOBs illustrate this argument.  The 
second is predicated on the fact that the evidence has ignored some idiosyncratic (but nevertheless 
relevant) local condition. In 2004, an SOB in rural Kansas used criminological theory to argue that the 
sparsely-populated rural environment precluded the possibility of secondary effects. And since the local 
government had not studied this issue prior to enactment, the ordinance should be struck down. 

                                                      

 
75 The camera surveillance was conducted by Richard Matousek, a private investigator retained by the City. 
76 This case study is based on “Rural hotspots: the case of adult businesses.”  Criminal Justice Policy Review, 
2008, 19:1-11. 
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Rejecting this argument, the trial court granted the defendant’s summary judgment motion. On 
appeal, however, in Abilene Retail,77 the Tenth Circuit agreed with the plaintiff’s interpretation of 
criminological theory: 

All of the studies relied upon by the Board examine the secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses located in urban environments; none examine businesses situated in an entirely rural 
area. To hold that legislators may reasonably rely on those studies to regulate a single adult 
bookstore, located on a highway pullout far from any business or residential area within the 
County would be to abdicate out “independent judgment” entirely. Such a holding would 
require complete deference to a local government’s reliance on prepackaged secondary effects 
studies from other jurisdictions to regulate any single sexually oriented business of any type, 
located in any setting.78 

Because the SOB was located in an isolated rural area, and because the County had no evidence 
to suggest that rural SOBs would have secondary effects, the Tenth Circuit reversed the summary 
judgment and remanded the case for trial. 

Ignoring the question of relevance, the argument’s predicate is correct.  Because most 
criminological research is conducted in urban areas, criminological theories do not necessarily 
generalize to rural areas.  In fact, it is entirely possible that some obscure criminological theory might 
not generalize to rural areas and populations.  But the relevant routine activity theory of hotspots, 
outlined in Section 2 above, generalizes to any accessible area, urban, suburban, or rural.  This is 
corroborated by a recent case study.  When an SOB opens on an interstate highway off-ramp in a 
sparsely populated rural community, ambient crime risk rises precipitously, turning the community into 
a rural “hotspot of predatory crime.” 

An unincorporated village of 250 residents, Montrose, Illinois is located on I-70 midway 
between St. Louis and Indianapolis. I-70 separates Montrose’s residential dwellings from its businesses: 
a convenience store-gas station, a motel, and for a short period, a tavern.  Other than gas and lodging, 
cross-country travelers had no reason to exit I-70 at Montrose prior to February, 2003. In that month, the 
Lion’s Den opened on a service road within 750 feet of the I-70 off-ramp. A large, elevated sign let I-70 
travelers know that X-rated videos, books, and novelties could be purchased “24/7.” The store was 
successful by all accounts. 

The residents of Montrose did not welcome the new business. Unlike the village’s other 
businesses, the Lion’s Den was located on the residential side of I-70. Complaining that the store 
disrupted their idyllic life-style, villagers picketed the site on several occasions. Traffic was a chronic 
complaint. The narrow gravel access road connecting the site to I-70 could not support the weight of 
big-rig trucks; it soon fell into disrepair. The Lion’s Den offered to build a new, larger access road from 
I-70 to its site. But fearing an even larger volume of traffic, the villagers declined the offer. 

Like all Illinois villages, Montrose had no SOB ordinances. The Lion’s Den was located within 
1,000 feet of a public park, however, in violation of an Illinois statute. When the State moved to enforce 
its statute, the Lion’s Den sued, arguing that “off-site” SOBs could not generate the public safety 
hazards associated with adult cabarets, video arcades and other on-site SOBs. The trial in State v. The 
Lion’s Den, et al. lasted four days. The court upheld the statute and, in July, 2005, the Montrose Lion’s 
Den closed its doors. 

                                                      

 
77 Abilene Retail #30, Inc. v. Board of Commissions of Dickinson County, Kansas, 492 F.3d 1164, 1175 (10th Cir. 
2007). 
78 Id. at 1175. 
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Table 4.2 - Crime-Related Secondary Effects of a Rural Off-Site SOB 
 

  Open  Closed 
 

  
Log Effect 

 
8 

  
t 

 

 Property Crimes 
Personal Crimes 
All Other Crimes 
 

23 
3 

28 

9.54 
1.24 

11.61 

 15 
5 
9 

7.20 
2.40 
4.32 

  
Constant 
Open 

 
-3.267 
0.475 

 
-17.60 

2.06 

 

 
 

Total Crimes 54 22.39  29 13.92   e0.475 . 1.61  

 

At the trial, the State presented evidence of the Lion’s Den’s adverse impact on the surrounding 
area: sexually explicit litter and decreased use of the nearby park. Neither party presented local crime 
data, however. Table 4.2 reports data bearing on this issue. During the 1,642-day period beginning 
January 1st, 2002, the Effingham County Sheriff’s Office recorded 83 crime incidents in the Village. 
The most common incidents involved the theft or destruction of property. Incidents of disorder and 
indecency, traffic-related incidents, and alcohol-drug offenses were nearly as common. But incidents 
involving danger or harm to persons (robbery, assault, etc.) were rare. 

The columns labeled “Open” and “Closed” in Table 4.2 break the incidents down into an 881-
day segment in which the Lion’s Den was open and a 761-day segment in which it was closed.  Crime 
rates are 22.39 and 13.92 total incidents per year for the “Open” and “Closed” segments. From these 
raw rates, it appears that crime risk in Montrose rose when the Lion’s Den opened and fell when the 
Lion’s Den closed.  The magnitude of the effect is proportional to the exponentiated effect estimate 
reported in Table 4.2 (e0.475 = 1.61).  The crime rate in Montrose was 61 percent higher while the Lion’s 
Den was open. 

Could the effect be due to chance?  That is unlikely.  The effect estimate reported in Table 4.2 is 
statistically significant at the conventional 95 percent confidence level.  Could the effect be due a 
coincidental increase in the frequency of patrols the Effingham County Sheriff?  That too is unlikely.  
Whereas heightened surveillance can exaggerate “victimless” crime rates, heightened surveillance 
would not produce higher rates of serious crime and, while the Lion’s Den was open, crime in the 
Village grew more “serious,” including two armed robberies, one committed by a gang of four men 
wearing ski masks and armed with shotguns. Both armed robberies were committed at site of the Lion’s 
Den, moreover, and were the only robberies recorded in the Village’s modern history. 

The timing of the crime incidents reinforces this point.  While the Lion’s Den was closed, 
Montrose’s modal crime incidents were “drive-off” thefts from the Village’s gasoline station and 
vandalism at the Village’s motel. Most of these incidents occurred in daylight and required no 
immediate response from the Sheriff’s Office; and because the businesses were separated from 
residences by I-70, the modal incidents attracted little attention.  While the Lion’s Den was open, on the 
other hand, a majority of incidents occurred at night and demanded immediate response; as more 
incidents began to occur on the residential side of I-70, crime became more noticeable to Village 
residents. 

The Tenth Circuit may not have found the Montrose results relevant to Abilene Retail.  Every 
case study is unique in some respect, after all; and although the U.S. Census Bureau considers both 
Effingham County, Illinois and Dickinson County, Kansas to be “rural,” the Tenth Circuit may have 
focused on idiosyncratic, legally relevant factors. Nevertheless, the case study results demonstrate that, 
whether urban, suburban, or rural, hotspots are hotspots. Whether the area is urban, suburban, or rural, 
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SOBs attract patrons from wide catchment areas. Because these patrons are disproportionately male, 
open to vice overtures, and reluctant to report victimizations, their presence attracts offenders, 
generating ambient victimization risk – a hotspot of predatory crime. This theoretical mechanism 
operates identically in rural, suburban, and urban areas but, because rural areas ordinarily have lower 
levels of visible police presence, rural hotspots may be riskier than their suburban and urban 
counterparts. 

Solving the problem by allocating more police to rural areas is politically unfeasible. 
Governments allocate public safety resources across regions on utilitarian grounds.  Per capita 
allocations have the greatest impact on per capita crime rates. This poses an obstacle to rural problem-
oriented policing, of course, but it is a rational policy for a government.  Because the targets attracted to 
the rural hotspot live outside the jurisdiction, and because victimizations are under-reported, ignoring 
the hotspot is a more realistic strategy. 

The future is unclear. The relocation of adult businesses to rural areas parallels the post-war 
“flight” of inner-cities families. From the perspective of adult business proprietors, the urban 
environment has become hostile. Zoning codes force adult businesses into “ghettos” where their 
operations are strictly regulated and where competition with other adult businesses is fierce.  Rural areas 
have few regulations, on the other hand, and little competition; access to interstate highway traffic is a 
bonus. As urban environments become more hostile, more adult businesses will relocate to rural areas, 
forcing state and county governments into policy decisions. 

4.3 ALAMEDA BOOKS REDUX:  LOS ANGELES, 2008 

In 1977, the City of Los Angeles conducted a comprehensive secondary effects study79 that 
found, among other things, an association between ambient crime and SOB concentrations.  Based on 
this finding, Los Angeles required a minimum distance between SOB sites.  When SOBs began to evade 
the minimum distance rule by merging, the City amended its ordinance to require minimum distances 
between distinct activities.  The amendment forced “commercially natural if not universal” SOBs to 
segregate DVD sales from viewing booths. 

In 1995, two affected SOBs challenged the amended ordinance. Because the 1977 study did not 
address the secondary effects of combining multiple activities under one roof, it was argued that Los 
Angeles had no evidence that multiple-activity businesses generated secondary effects.  The trial court 
agreed and the Ninth Circuit affirmed.  The U.S. Supreme Court reversed, reaffirming Renton and 
allowing that a government could infer, from the findings of the1977 study, that concentrations of 
distinct activities – in particular, DVD sales and viewing booths on the same site – generated secondary 
effects.  In a complicated split decision, the Court remanded the case for trial. 

In 2006, the City of Los Angeles retained McCleary to examine the secondary effects rationale 
for the amended ordinance.  Would dividing a multiple-activity SOB into single-activity SOBs, as 
required by the amended ordinance, yield a reduction in ambient crime risk?  Ideally, this question could 
be addressed by finding a member of the “commercially natural if not universal” SOB subclass that had 
been divided into discrete units that sold DVDs (but had no booths) and that operated coin-operated 
viewing booths (but did not sell DVDs).  If the amended ordinance had a legitimate rationale, one would 
expect the ambient risk for the multiple-activity SOB to be greater than the sum of the risks for its 
constituent single-activity SOBs. 

 
                                                      

 
79 City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning (1977), cited in Alameda Books at 429. 
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Unfortunately, there were no ideal “natural experiments” of this sort to be found in Los 
Angeles.  Alternatively, using the same logical argument, one could compare the ambient crime risks for 
multiple-activity SOBs – which we will call “bookstore-arcades” – to the ambient risks for single-
activity “bookstores” and “arcades.”   Since there were no pure arcades80 in Los Angeles, however, only 
part of this alternative design could be implemented.  Though less than the ideal – which is almost 
always true – the partial design tells us much about the phenomenon. 

Figure 4.3 plots the risk-distance functions for twelve bookstore-arcades (in red) and seven 
bookstores (in blue).  The vertical axis is calibrated in annual UCR Part I (“serious”) crime incidents 
(homicide, aggravated assault, robbery, rape, burglary, theft, auto theft, and arson) per square mile.  The 
horizontal axis is calibrated in distance from the site.  As Figure 4.3 shows, both SOB subclasses are 
risky places.  Since both risk-distance functions are statistically significant at the conventional 95 
percent confidence level, both SOB subclasses have secondary effects.  Compared to bookstores, 
however, bookstore-arcades are riskier at all distances and the difference between the two functions is 
significant. 

4.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

Some subclass specific risks arise because the defining characteristic of the subclass creates 
idiosyncratic opportunities for particular types of crime.  Other subclass-specific risks arise when the 
defining characteristic of the subclass compromises the effectiveness of common policing strategies.  
The relatively higher ambient risks of bookstore-arcades accrue from both sources.  Nevertheless, the 
failure of economical policing strategies is the greater problem.  The optimal policing strategy for SOBs 
with viewing booths requires that police inspect the interior, placing officers at risk of injury.  
Accordingly, policing this subclass requires special training and equipment, prior intelligence, backup 
manpower, and other resources. 

                                                      

 
80 SOB arcades that sell no adult merchandise whatsoever are rare.  But there are many that derive very little 
revenue from the same of adult merchandise. 

 Figure 4.3 - Risk by Distance from the Site, UCR “Serious” Crime  
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Absent viewing booths, the optimal policing strategy rests heavily on routine drive-by patrols.  
Since the ambient risk function for this subclass can cover a several-block area (see Figure 4.3), drive-
by patrols is an efficient way to provide a visible police presence to the neighborhood.  Visibility is per 
se a deterrent.  Routine patrols can keep watch for known offenders and suspicious activity.  When 
problems are spotted, the routine patrol can forward the information to a specialized unit or, if 
necessary, handle it on the spot, requesting backup resources only as needed.  Needless to say, 
neighborhood patrols by plainclothes officers in unmarked cars would be inefficient.  Whereas visibility 
is central to policing SOB bookstores, the presence of viewing booths requires invisible (plainclothes) 
police presence inside the SOB.  The optimal policing strategies of the two subclasses are incompatible.  

Criminological theory is clear on the threshold question of whether off-site SOBs are exempt.  
They are not.  As it turns out, moreover, the Fifth Circuit had not intended its Encore Videos decision to 
be interpreted as a comment on applicability of criminological theory.  Four years later, the Fifth Circuit 
upheld a Kennedale, Texas ordinance aimed at off-site SOBs.81  Unlike the San Antonio ordinance 
under challenge in Encore Videos, the Kennedale ordinance relied on studies of off-site SOBs.  The 
Court took the opportunity, furthermore, to clarify the short note in Encore Videos that had been 
misinterpreted as questioning the applicability of criminological theory.82 

On March 1st, 2007, exactly one week after the Fifth Circuit’s H and A Land Corp. decision, a 
man parked his car in a dark lot near an off-site SOB in Kennedale, Texas.  Returning to his car, the 
man was confronted by a robber and shot (Bourgeois, 2007).  Though seriously injured, he survived.  
Governments would not want to rely on anecdotal evidence alone.  Nevertheless, anecdotes of this sort 
constitute legitimate secondary effects evidence.83  In addition to its corroborative value, this particular 
anecdote has some legal relevance because the off-site SOB was a plaintiff in H and A Land Corp. 

                                                      

 
81 H and A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, TX., 480 F. 3d 336 (5th Cir. 2007). 
82 Id. at 340 
83 See, e.g., World Wide Video of Washington, Inc. v. City of Spokane, 368 F.3d 1186, 1195-96 (9th Cir. 2004) 
(“Anecdotal evidence and reported experience can be as telling as statistical data and can serve as a legitimate 
basis for finding negative secondary effects ...”). 
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5. SAN ANTONIO 

In early 2006, several Texas cities were evaluated as candidates for an intensive case study.  
Due to its historical role in the off-site/on-site controversy, San Antonio was the leading candidate.   As 
information on the candidate cities accumulated, San Antonio’s advantages grew more apparent.  It had 
several off-site and on-site SOBs, for example; and although all of the candidate cities had reasonably 
reliable machine-readable crime incident data, San Antonio’s city attorney was particularly supportive 
of the case study concept.  In the final analysis, San Antonio offered the strongest mix of data, design, 
and resources. 

Another factor arguing for San Antonio was the publication, in early 2006, of a secondary 
effects study based on San Antonio data.  Using a cross-sectional quasi-experimental design that had 
been used in Greensboro (Linz and Yao, 2003) and Daytona Beach (Linz, Fisher, and Yao, 2004), 
Enriquez, Cancino and Varano (2006)84 found that:  

After controlling for socioeconomic and demographic community characteristics associated 
with social disorganization, ... the empirical evidence tempers the San Antonio City Council’s 
contention that the presence of [SOBs] produces crime. Instead, the results point to weak 
institutions, namely alcohol outlets and community characteristics associated with social 
disorganization theory as causes and correlates of crime (p. 34). 

Critics of the quasi-experimental design used by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano note that it is 
strongly biased in favor of the null finding.  This bias might explain why the design has become a 
favorite of SOB plaintiffs.  We will expand on this issue in the following sections. 

5.1 THE ENRIQUEZ-CANCINO-VARANO NULL FINDING 

To test whether SOBs have any secondary effects whatsoever, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano 
regress per capita crime rates for San Antonio “neighborhoods” (Census Block Groups) on nine “social 
disorganization” variables.85  After statistically adjusting for the effects of these variables, Enriquez, 
Cancino, and Varano compare the crime rates in neighborhoods with and without “human display 
establishments” (SOBs).  Because the R2 statistic associated with the difference was not significant at 
the conventional 95 percent confidence level, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano concluded that the 
difference is null – that SOBs have no statistically significant crime-related secondary effects.  To 
investigate the validity of this conclusion, we attempted to replicate their analysis.  Although we could 
not reproduce their results exactly, the results of our reanalysis are consistent with their results in one 
important respect.86  Nevertheless, our results support a very different conclusion. 

                                                      

 
84 Roger Enriquez is assistant professor of criminal justice, University of Texas, San Antonio; Jeffery M. Cancino 
is associate professor of criminal justice at Texas State University, San Marcos.  Sean P. Varano is assistant 
professor of criminal justice at Northeastern University. 
85 As proposed by Shaw and McKay (1942), the theory of social disorganization holds that neighborhoods with 
low residential stability will have high rates of delinquency and vice versa.  The theory draws heavily from grand 
sociological theory (e.g., Tönnies, 1963[1887]; Durkheim, 1964[1893]) and from the early Chicago school 
experience. 
86 At a minimum, replication would require the arithmetic means and variances of all variables as well as the 
covariances among variables.  These “sufficient statistics” are ordinarily published along with results.  Although 
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 Table 5.1 - Effect Estimates, Per Capita Total Crime  

  Effect α < p  Effect α < p  

 Constant 
Renter Occupied Housing 
Latinos 
Blacks 
Divorced 
Median Household Income 
Vacant Housing 
15-29 Year Old Males 
Female-Headed Households 

361.5 
-81.3 

-134.9 
-41.0 

-416.0 
-2.7 
86.5 

-428.1 
62.0 

 
.05 

.0001 
.53 

.002 
— 
.37 
.01 
.16 

 -447.2 
-181.9 
407.4 
232.5 

2778.4 
-4.0 

3446.8 
-678.9 
1339.3 

 
.54  
.05  
.24  
.00  
.15  

.001  
.0001 

.14 

 

 Alcohol Establishments 
Adult Display Establishments (SOBs) 

15.2 
73.5 

.00001 
.20 

 189.7 
1976.2 

.12 
.0001 

 

 

 

Table 5.1 reports a side-by-side comparison of the results reported by Enriquez, Cancino, and 
Varano (in red; taken from Table 7, pp. 33-4) and the results of our replication (in blue).  The columns 
labeled “Effect” give the unstandardized effect estimates (per capita crime rates).  The columns labeled 
“α < p” give the corresponding significance levels.  By convention, any effect estimate with a 
probability smaller than α< 0.05 is statistically significant.  The last row of Table 5.1, which reports 
effect estimates and significance levels for “alcohol establishment” and “adult display establishment 
(SOB) neighborhoods, tells the story. 

� In terms of per capita total crime, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano find that the effect of  “adult 
display establishments” is nearly five times larger than the analogous effects of “alcohol 
establishments” (73.5/15.2 ≈ 4.8).  But since the corresponding probability (α=0.2) is larger 
than 0.05, the five-fold effect is not statistically significant. 

� The replication finds that the effect of “adult display establishments” is more than ten times 
larger than the analogous effect of “alcohol establishments” (1976.2/189.7 ≈ 10.4).  Since the 
corresponding probability (α=0.0001) is smaller than 0.05, moreover, the ten-fold effect is not 
statistically significant. 

In purely substantive terms, the original analysis and our replication produce consistent results.  
Neighborhoods with “adult display establishments (SOBs)” have higher per capita crime rates than 
“alcohol establishment” neighborhoods.  Whether the effect ratio is five-fold or ten-fold, it is 
substantively large. 

In purely statistical terms, on the other hand, the original analysis and our replication produce 
discrepant results.  Whereas in the original analysis, the substantively large difference in per capita 
crime rates is not statistically significant (α=0.2), in our reanalysis, the difference is highly significant 

                                                                                                                                                                        

 
Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano (2006) did not publish these data, they offered “Other tables and models are 
available on request” (fn. 80, p. 20).  The authors have ignored two requests for their statistics. 
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(α=0.0001).  Which statistical result is more credible?  Leaving this question unanswered for the 
present, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano interpret the statistical size of their effect to mean that San 
Antonio SOBs have no crime-related secondary effects; and this has clear legal implications: 

According to the plurality test in Alameda, the present study would certainly cast “direct doubt” 
on the rationale or evidence used to support the adoption of the San Antonio ordinance.  This 
would then shift the burden back to the municipality. However, it is not clear what evidence a 
court would require from a municipality to justify the ordinance. (pp. 34-5)  

But in fact, the fragile null finding reported by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano is not sufficient 
to “cast direct” doubt on the factual predicate of San Antonio’s ordinance.  Indeed, what Enriquez, 
Cancino, and Varano characterize as a null finding is, by the most widely accepted conventions of 
statistical hypothesis testing, an inconclusive finding.  We will return to this point after reporting the 
results of our San Antonio analysis. 

5.2 THE RESULTS OF OUR SAN ANTONIO CASE STUDY 

Table 5.2 lists the addresses of fourteen SOBs that were open for business in the City of San 
Antonio during the five-year period between January, 2002 and December, 2006.  All fourteen SOBs 
sell videos and other adult merchandise for off-site use.  The first three sites (in blue) also operate on-
site viewing booths, however; they are “on-site” SOBs.  The next eleven sites (in red) do not operate on-
site viewing booths; they are “off-site” SOBs.  The list of SOB sites (Table 5.2) was developed from 
searches of internet sources and licensing databases, and from consultations with City of San Antonio 
officials. 

Each of the fourteen sites was visited at least once between January, 2006 and May, 2008.  
Many of the sites were visited on several occasions during that period.   Each site visit included 
inspections of the surrounding neighborhoods, informal interviews with employees and patrons of the 
SOBs where possible, and sometimes, interviews with neighbors.  Although we cannot be certain that 
the fourteen sites listed in Table 5.2 is exhaustive, the list is as complete as possible and representative 
of the SOBs in San Antonio. 
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To measure the hypothetical crime-related secondary effects of the fourteen SOBs, we collected 
official crime data from the San Antonio Police Department.  The dataset that was released to us 
included all crime incidents recorded in the City of San Antonio between January, 2002 and December, 
2006.  During this five-year period, the San Antonio Police Department recorded the locations of 
457,603 incidents.  All but 2,866 of those were successfully matched to San Antonio addresses, for a 
match rate of 99.4 percent.  A 70 percent match rate is the norm for geocoding. The extraordinarily high 
match rate in this study is due in part to the geocoding system used by the San Antonio Police 
Department.  Although each crime incident was coded with a modified NIBRS descriptor (U.S. 
Department of Justice, 2000), for analytic purposes, the incidents were collapsed into three broad 
categories: personal crime incidents, property crime incidents, and all other crime incidents.  We report 
the results for total crime only.       

One shortcoming of the statistical model used by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano (2006) is that 
the land area of their “neighborhoods” (i.e., Census Block Groups) is too large to capture the secondary 
effects of SOBs.  Whereas the ambient crime risk emanating from an SOB point-source is optimally 
detectable in a 500-foot circle around the site (see Figure 3.4.2) – an area of approximately 0.028 square 
miles – the median San Antonio Census Block Group covers an area of 0.24 square miles.  This factor-
of-nine disparity generates a profound bias in favor of the null finding.  When smaller, more appropriate 
areal units are analyzed, however, large, significant crime-related secondary effects emerge.  

 
 
 
                                                      

 
87 The plaintiff “Encore Videos” in the Fifth Circuit decision is “Zebraz.” 

 Table 5.2 - Fourteen San Antonio SOBs  

    2000 U.S. Census  

   Address Tract Block Group  

 Adult Video MegaPlexx 
Body Language 
Adult Video MegaPlexx 

 9405 I 35 N 
8071 Culebra Rd 

11827 San Pedro Ave 

1212032 
1719113 
1913022 

2 
3 
2 

 

 Venus 
Texxxas Nights 
Zebraz 
Broadway News 
Apollo News 
Encore Video - 103187 
Leather and Lace Video 
Temptations 
Shades of Love 
Pop-in-go Video Superstores 
Pop-in-go Video Superstores 

 3848 Culebra Rd 
6305 Wurzbach Rd 

1608 N Main 
2202 Broadway St 
2376 Austin Hwy 

1031 NE 410 
2525 NE 410 

8373 Culebra Rd 
300 West Bitters 

7121 90 W 
3655 Fredericksburg Rd 

1805043 
1807024 
1108005 
1110003 
1205025 
1210001 
1212043 
1719111 
1917002 
1616002 
1802013 

3 
4 
5 
3 
5 
1 
3 
1 
2 
2 
3 
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 Figure 5.2 - Risk-Distance Functions for Fourteen San Antonio SOB Sites  
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To illustrate, Figure 5.2 plots total crime risk-distance functions for fourteen SOBs (in red) and 
fourteen randomly selected control sites (in blue).  The fourteen control sites were drawn at random 
from the set of San Antonio addresses in the 2000 U.S. Census tracts where SOBs are located.  
Although there are (literally) thousands of potential control addresses in the complete set, a random 
sample of fourteen addresses balances the design, thereby optimizing its interpretability. 

The technical details of Figure 5.2, including the calculation and interpretation of the numbers 
(i.e., “Crimes per square mile x 103”), are described separately in Section 6 below.  For present 
purposes, ignoring these technical details, several points emerge from the risk-distance functions. 

� In terms of total crime, SOBs are risky places. As one moves toward an average SOB, 
victimization risk (defined loosely, as the probability of becoming a crime victim) rises.  As one 
moves away, victimization risk diminishes. 

� The risk-distance function for control addresses (in black) is relatively flat.  No matter how near 
or far one might be from the average control site, victimization risk remains constant. 

� At any distance, ambient victimization risk is significantly lower for control addresses 
compared to SOB addresses.  This relationship holds for distances greater than 1,000 feet, 
approximately two long city blocks. 

Although it is possible in principle to estimate distinct risk-distance functions for off-site and 
on-site SOBs, the difference between the two risk-distance functions is not statistically significant at the 
conventional 95 percent confidence level.  Our inability to estimate distinct functions is due in part to 
the relatively small number of on-site SOBs (three vs. eleven off-site SOBs) and to the proximity of one 
off-site SOB to an on-site SOB.  Tests of statistical significance are a technical topic that will be 
covered in Section 6 below. 
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5.3 THE “DIRECT DOUBT” CONTROVERSY88 

Finding that the difference in per capita crime rates between SOB and non-SOB control 
neighborhoods is not statistically significant, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano argue that the null finding 
“casts ‘direct doubt’ on the rationale or evidence used to support the adoption of the San Antonio 
ordinance.”  Of course, any investigator who wants to produce a null finding can do so, quite simply, by 
using the “weakest” possible quasi-experimental design.  To guard against the potential abuse, rigidly 
enforced methodological rules require the investigator to demonstrate that a design is sufficiently 
“powerful” to support the null finding.  Otherwise, the finding is judged to be inconclusive. 

The “statistical power” of a quasi-experimental design is best illustrated by the distinction 
between the substantive and statistical size of a secondary effect.  In terms of per capita total crime, 
Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano found that the effect for San Antonio’s “human display establishments” 
was 4.84 times larger than the analogous effect for “alcohol establishments.”  Most residents of San 
Antonio – including the City Council and Police Department – would call this effect substantively large.  
Nevertheless, the effect is statistically small – not significant at the conventional 95 percent confidence 
level.  Ignoring the effect’s substantive size, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano argue that statistically 
small effect are “not different than zero.”  And if an effect is “not different than zero,” then perhaps it 
“is zero.”  And if the effect “is zero,” then it casts “direct doubt” on the evidentiary basis of the San 
Antonio ordinance. 

Of course, this argument ignores the methodological rules of statistical hypothesis testing.  
Figure 5.3a summarizes these rules by analogy to a jury trial.  Suppose that an SOB stands accused of 
posing an ambient crime risk.  After hearing the evidence, the jury can convict, acquit, or hang.  If the 
jury convicts, there is a small (but non-zero) probability that the jury convicted an innocent SOB; i.e., a 
false-positive (or “Type I” or “α-type”) error.  If the jury acquits, on the other hand, there is a small (but 
non-zero) probability that the jury acquitted a guilty SOB; i.e., a false negative (or “Type II” or “β-
type”) error.  Finally, if the jury hangs, there was no decision and, hence, no possibility of error. 

 

Figure 5.3a - Jury Trials and Hypothesis Tests  

  But in Reality, the Defendant is ...  

  Guilty Not Guilty  

 The Jury Convicts 95% Confidence 5% False Positives  

 The Jury Hangs ? ?  

 The Jury Acquits 20% False Negatives 80% Power  

     
 

In real-world courtrooms, the probabilities of false-positive and false-negative verdicts are 
unknown.  Courts enforce strict procedural rules to minimize these probabilities but we can only guess 

                                                      

 
88 This section is based on McCleary and Meeker (2006). 
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at their values.  In statistical hypothesis testing, on the other hand, rigid convention sets the values at 
five percent for false-positives and twenty percent for false negatives.89  Adopting these same values, to 
convict, the jury must be 95 percent certain of the SOB’s guilt.  To acquit, the jury must be 80 percent 
certain of the SOB’s innocence.  To ground the 95 and 80 percent certainty levels, we could try each 
case in front of a large number of independent juries.  To convict, 95 percent of the juries would have to 
return the same guilty verdict; in the case of an acquittal, 80 percent would return the same not guilty 
verdict. 

Correct and incorrect decisions are painted blue and red respectively in Figure 5.3a.  Five 
percent of all convictions are false-positives and 20 percent of all acquittals are false-negatives.  When 
the levels of certainty are too low to support conviction or acquittal, of course, the jury hangs.  Non-
decisions, painted yellow in Figure 5.3, depend on factors such as the strength of evidence, credibility of 
witnesses, and so forth.  So as not waste a jury’s time, the prosecutor doesn’t bring obviously weak 
cases to trial.  Likewise, faced with strong evidence of guilt, the defense counsel seeks a plea bargain in 
order to avoid trial. 

The analogy to statistical hypothesis testing is nearly perfect.  The researcher considers two 
complementary hypotheses.  The SOB either has secondary effects; or alternatively, the SOB does not 
have secondary effects.  Based on the magnitude of the expected and estimated effects, the researcher 
then accepts one of the two hypotheses. 

� If the false-positive rate for the estimated effect is smaller than five percent, the hypothetical 
secondary effect is accepted with 95 percent confidence.  The SOB has a large, significant 
secondary effect. 

If the false-positive rate is larger than five percent, researcher does not automatically accept the 
alternative hypothesis but, rather, conducts a second test. 

� If the false-negative rate for the expected effect is smaller than twenty percent, the alternative 
hypothesis is accepted with 80 percent power.  The SOB does not have a secondary effect. 

But lacking both 95 percent confidence and 80 percent power, neither hypothesis is accepted; 
the results are inconclusive.  Since inconclusive results invariably arise from weak research designs, and 
since the relative strength of a design is known a priori, inconclusive results should be rare.  But in fact, 
many of the secondary effects studies sponsored by SOB plaintiffs – and in particular, the study by 
Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano – have inconclusive results. 

Finding a substantively large but statistically small effect, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano argue 
that no secondary effect exists.  A mundane analogy reveals the fallacy in this argument.  If I cannot 
find my car keys, I might conclude that my car keys do not exist.  But although this may be true, it may 
also be true – and it is certainly more likely – that I did not look hard enough for my car keys.90. 

                                                      

 
89 The most comprehensive authority on this issue is Kendall and Stuart (1979, chapter 22).  This authority 
requires a strong background in mathematics, however.  Cohen (1988, pp. 3-4) and Lipsey (1990, pp. 38-40) set 
the conventional false-positive and false-negative rates at α=.05 and β=.2, respectively.  These rates can be set 
lower, of course.  The convention also sets the ratio of false-positives to false-negatives at 4:1, implying that false-
positives are “four times worse than” false-negatives.  The 4:1 convention dates back at least to Neyman and 
Pearson (1928).  It reflects a view that science should be conservative.  In this instance, for example, the 4:1 
convention works in favor of the SOB.  When actual decision error costs are known, the actual ratio is used. 
90 Newton made this point with his aphorism “Negativa non Probanda” which translates roughly as “Finding 
nothing proves nothing.” 
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As it turns out, Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano did not “look hard enough” for a secondary 
effect in San Antonio.  The false-negative error rates plotted in Figure 5.3b were calculated from Table 
7 (pp. 33-4) of Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano (2006).  The horizontal and vertical axes are calibrated 
respectively in multiples of the “alcohol establishments” effect and the corresponding false-negative 
error rate.  The false-negative rate for the 4.84 multiple reported by Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano is 
0.886.  What this means, put simply, is that the null finding is most likely (88.6 percent) an artifact of 
the study’s weak quasi-experimental design.  Whereas Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano interpret their 
null finding as evidence that San Antonio SOBs do not have secondary effects, the low complementary 
probability (11.4 percent) raises grave doubts about the validity of this interpretation. 

 

  Figure 5.3b - False-negative Rates for the San Antonio Study  
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How substantively large would the secondary effect have to be before it could be detected with 
the conventional statistical power level of 80 percent?  As shown, the secondary effect of “human 
display establishments” would have to be 18.45 times larger than the analogous effect of “alcohol 
establishments” before it could be detected with conventional statistical power.  Given the unacceptably 
low power of their quasi-experimental design, it is not surprising that Enriquez, Cancino, and Varano 
were unable to find significant secondary effects.  Given the low power of their design, that would have 
been a miracle. 

Figure 5.3b has clear implications for challenging an ordinance under Alameda Books.  “Quick 
and dirty” secondary effect studies – which is to say, studies with unacceptably low levels of statistical 
power – are biased in favor of the null finding.  If investigators can circumvent the methodological 
rules, casting “direct doubt” on an evidentiary record is a simple, sure exercise.  Anyone with a modest 
research background can design a study so as to guarantee a statistically insignificant result.  Science 
guards against such abuses by requiring that investigators publish false-negative rates; or alternatively, 
as in this case, data sufficient for skeptics to calculate the false-negative rate. 
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5.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The mathematics of statistical hypothesis testing is so demanding that few social scientists 
understand the concepts or their importance to research.91  The conventional 80 percent power level was 
proposed and adopted in the 1920s when statistical hypothesis testing was in its infancy.  The 
convention has survived for eighty years because it serves two useful, crucial functions. 

� Anyone with a modest background in research methods can design a study in a way that favors 
– or even guarantees – a null finding.  The convention minimizes abuses by malicious 
investigators. 

� Haphazardly designed “quick and dirty” studies favor the null finding.  The convention 
minimizes the impact of spurious findings generated by naive (but benign) investigators. 

Lay audiences, who must rely on common sense, cannot always distinguish between weak and 
strong designs or between benign and malicious investigators. Scientific conventions guard against both 
abuses.  In this particular instance, the 80 percent power convention allows the lay audience to trust the 
validity of a null finding. 

Recognizing the conventions, crime-related secondary effect studies can be assigned to one of 
three categories:  studies that report secondary effects with 95 percent confidence; studies that report 
null findings with 80 percent power; and studies that are inconclusive.  All of studies listed in Table 3 
above either report large, significant secondary effects or else are inconclusive.  No studies report null 
findings with the conventional 80 percent power.  This reinforces a statement made earlier:  It is a 
scientific fact that SOBs pose large, significant ambient crime risks. 

                                                      

 
91 E.g., Cohen (1992, p. 155):  “I attributed this disregard of power to the inaccessibility of a meager and 
mathematically difficult literature...” 
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6. THE STATISTICAL MODEL 

The statistical results plotted in Figure 5.2 are derived from statistical analyses based on the 
Poisson family of models.  Our development of the analytic models and results begins with a discussion 
of crime risk.  To the individual, the notion of crime risk is associated with vague feelings about the 
probability of becoming a victim.  From vicarious experience then, the individual knows to avoid 
exceptionally risky times (late night) and places (dark alleys).  To translate vague feelings into precise 
numbers, we can equate crime risk with the annual crime rates reported in the news media. 

 

 Table 6 - UCR Robberies for Two Texas Cities, Year 2000  

  
San Antonio 
Dallas 

Robberies 
1,699 
7,046 

Population 
1,144,646 
1,121,152 

Rate 
0.0015 
0.0063 

Area 
407.6 
342.5 

Rate 
   4.2 
20.6 

 

 

Table 6 reports robbery rates in 2000 for San Antonio and Dallas.  The per capita robbery rates 
(in red) were 0.0015 and 0.0063.  For purely aesthetic reasons, the news media report these rates as 
whole numbers per 1,000 residents.  So the San Antonio and Dallas robbery rates could be expressed 
identically as 1.5 and 6.3 robberies per 1,000 residents per year.  Because per capita rates have practical 
advantages, however, that metric is preferred. 

In either the per capita or per 1,000 metric, compared to San Antonio, Dallas is more than four 
times riskier.  The risk ratio statistic makes this point: 

Risk Ratio = 0.0063 / 0.0015 ≈ 4.2 

To interpret this ratio, imagine a hypothetical tourist who spends a week in both cities.  This tourist is 
four times likelier to be robbed in Dallas.  The risk is exceeding low in either city, of course.  This point 
is made clear by the waiting time statistic.  In San Antonio, a hypothetical average tourist will spend 
more than 667 years waiting to be robbed: 

Waiting Time = 1 / 0.0015 ≈ 666.7 years 

In Dallas, on the other hand, the wait is “only” 159 years: 

Waiting Time = 1 / 0.0063 ≈ 158.7 years 

The waiting time statistic illustrates a practical advantage of per capita rates; mean (or average) waiting 
time is the inverse of the per capita rate. 

This relationship depends on the two simple Poisson assumptions of homogeneity and 
independence.  The homogeneity assumption requires that the individual’s victimization risk be constant 
from time to time.  However, in fact, risk varies by time of day, day of the week, and so forth.  Because 
the hypothetical tourist cannot be in two counties at the same time, comparing risk across cities requires 
imagination. 

Spatial heterogeneity is a more problematic assumption.  The right-hand columns of Table 6 (in 
blue) report ambient crime risks for San Antonio and Dallas.  These ambient crime rates are calculated 
as the ratio of robberies per year to land area.  At the scale of the two cities – approximately 350-400 
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square miles – ambient crime risk is meaningless.  Indeed, “bad” parts of low-risk cities are more 
dangerous to the hypothetical tourist than “good” parts of high-risk cities. 

Fortunately, at the smaller geographical scales that are relevant to this secondary effect 
phenomenon, the consequences of heterogeneity vanish.  Given a reasonably small area – say, a few city 
blocks – a simple ambient crime rate captures all of the essential features of crime risk.  We will 
elaborate on this point shortly. 

6.1 THE POISSON DENSITY FUNCTION 

In the early 19th Century, French mathematician, S.D. Poisson developed an interest in the 
scattered distribution of crimes across Paris neighborhoods.92  Poisson proposed the probability density 
function that bears his name to describe the spatial scatter of crime incidents.  Briefly, if x is the number 
of crimes that occur in a neighborhood (or any other fixed area) during a year (or any other fixed period 
of time), the probability that exactly k crimes will occur in the neighborhood during the next year is 
given by the Poisson density function, 

  Prob(x = k) = λk e-k / k!      where λ is the crime rate93 

To illustrate how this density function works, in 2000, the robbery rate in Dallas was 

  λ = .0063 per capita robberies 

Plugging this mean into the Poisson density function, the probability that a randomly selected Dallas 
resident will not be robbed in the next year is 

  Prob(x = 0) = (0.0063)0 e- 0.0063 / 0!  ≈ 0.99372 

Or in other words, 99.372 percent of the resident population will not experience a robbery next year.  
The proportion who will experience k=1 robbery is, 

  Prob(x = 1) = (0.0063)1 e- 0.0063 / 1!  ≈ 0.0063 

which, not surprisingly, is the per capita robbery rate.  A very small (and unfortunate) proportion of 
these cases will experience a second robbery.  For k=2 robberies, 

  Prob(x = 2) = (0.0041)2 e- 0.0041 / 2!  ≈ 0.00002 

and so forth.  Using the same Poisson density function, one can calculate the proportion of individuals 
who experience k = 3, 4, ... robberies.  The proportions approach zero rapidly. 

 

                                                      

 
92 Published in 1837 as Recherches sur la probabilité des jugements en matière criminelle et matière civile.  
Although one probably exists, no English translation is found on Amazon.com.  In any event, the history and 
technical details are given in Haight (1967). 
93 The Poisson mean, λ (lambda), is estimated in the ordinary way.  If there are ∑x crime incidents scattered over 
N city blocks in a given year, then λ = ∑x / N incidents per city block per year.  To evaluate the Poisson density 
function for k=0 crimes, remember that λ0=0!=1. 
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Figure 6.2 - Simulated Spatial Distributions of 48 Crimes 
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These probabilities apply to a randomly selected individual who spends a year wandering the 
streets of Dallas.  This is inherently temporal or longitudinal way to think about crime rates.  The same 
Poisson density function can be used to calculate the probabilities of inherently spatial phenomena, 
however.  To illustrate, the simulated Poisson processes in Figure 6.2 have distributed or scattered 48 
crime incidents across virtually identical 1,210,000 square-foot neighborhoods.94   Although both 
Poisson distributions were generated with the same crime rate (λ=48 crimes/area/year), in terms of their 
visual appearance, the two distributions are as different as night and day. 

The left-hand distribution in Figure 6.2 is completely random.95  Crime risk is distributed evenly 
across the blocks of this neighborhood.  The right-hand distribution has the same crime rate but risk 
emanates from a point-source, hence the name point-source random.96  As one moves away from the 
point-source, risk diminishes exponentially.  Spatial distributions of this type rarely arise by chance 
alone: rather, they are typically generated by point-sources such as SOBs. 

6.2 RISK VS. DISTANCE FROM THE POINT-SOURCE 

Under simple Poisson assumptions, an area can be divided into a sample of parcels (i.e., 
“parcelated”) in any useful manner.  If the sample is large, the division algorithm can be arbitrary or 
haphazard.  The parcels can be a mix of trapezoids, squares, circles, or any irregular shape and no two 
parcels need have the same shape or area.  The only requirement is that each parcel’s area be calculable.  

                                                      

 
94 In this instance, since there are 48 crime incidents scattered over an area of 1,210,000 square feet, λ = 
48/1,210,000 ≈ 0.00004 incidents per square foot. 
95 Diggle (2002) uses “complete spatial randomness” as a synonym for “Poisson.”  The Cartesian (Xi, Yi) co-
ordinates of the ith completely random crime were drawn from a uniform distribution of the segment (-6,6). 
96 The polar (θi, δi) co-ordinates of the ith point-source random crime were drawn from a uniform distribution of 
the segment (0,2π for θi) and an exponential distribution of the segment (0,6 for δi).  The polar co-ordinates (θi,δi) 
translate into the Cartesian plane as Xi = δi cos(θi) and Yi = δi sin(θi). 
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Given the sample of parcels, the ambient rates are calculated in the ordinary way.  Wait a fixed period 
of time – say, one year.  Count the number of crimes that occurred in each of the parcels and divide each 
parcel’s count by its area. 

Formally, if CRIME d denotes the number of crimes that occurred in the dth parcel, then the 
ambient crime rate for the dth parcel is 

RATE d   =   CRIME d / AREA d 

where AREA d is the surface area of the dth parcel.  RATE d is a property of the dth parcel.  Unlike the per 
capita crime rates that we read about in newspapers, this ambient rate has no inevitable consequences 
for individuals.  If RATE d is particularly high, individuals can avoid the risk by avoiding the dth parcel 
(and other “bad” neighborhoods). 

 

Figure 6.3 - Concentric Parcels Centered on a Point-Source  

 

d = 1, 2, 3, ... parcels 

Radius of the dth parcel = rd  feet 

Area of the dth parcel = π ( rd ) 2 - π [r(d-1)] 2  square feet 

 

 

When ambient risk emanates from a point-source, a sensible division algorithm results in a set 
of concentric circular parcels as shown in Figure 6.3.  Noise is a good model of ambient crime risk in 
many respects.  Noise emanates from its point-source in all directions, for instance, and decays rapidly 
with distance.  So does ambient crime risk when it emanates from a source such as, in this instance, an 
SOB.  Like noise, ambient crime risk emanates in all directions and diminishes with distance from the 
point-source.  In the real world, of course, an orderly emanation process will be distorted by buildings, 
walls, and other obstacles.  If we have a reasonably large sample of point-sources, however, the effects 
of these obstacles will “average out,” revealing the expected ambient risk pattern. 

To construct the risk-distance functions that were plotted in Figures 5.2, we first constructed 
concentric parcels around each of the fourteen SOB addresses and fourteen non-SOB control addresses.  
Each of the d=22 concentric parcels were separated by radii of r=50 feet.  We then counted the number 
of crime incidents recorded in each the concentric parcels and, from these counts, estimated crude 
Poisson rates for the parcels.  The final step consisted of regressing the rates on a set of explanatory 
variables.  The regression results allow us to test the “best” risk-distance estimates for statistical 
significance. 

6.3 THE POISSON REGRESSION MODEL 

Our model is an application of a statistical model developed by Stiger and McCleary (1989) for 
a similar problem on an isolated site.  To adapt the Stiger-McCleary model to the required multi-site 
case, we incorporated appropriate error terms for each of the sites.  The resulting family of models are 
known, variously, as Poisson hierarchical (Bryk and Raudenbush, 2002), multi-level (Goldstein, 1995), 
or random co-efficient (Longford, 1993) models. 
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In its simplest form, the model equates the number of crime incidents in the ith concentric parcel 
with the area of the parcel and the distance of the parcel from the SOB.  That is, for any of our sites, 

 λ i = function (Area i , Distance i) i  = 1,..., 22 concentric parcels 

To take advantage of maximum likelihood theory (McCullagh and Nelder, 1989.), we specify a 
conventional log-linear (“link”) function between λ i and Distance i.  Thus,  

 Log (λi │Area i) = β0 + β1 Distance i + τi  where  τi ~N(μ, φ) 

The stochastic term τi accounts for the effects of the many small measurement errors that accrue from 
various sources.  Because there are 28 distinct sites, fourteen SOBs and fourteen non-SOB controls, we 
add another subscript to the simple model.  Thus, 

 Log (λij │Area i) = β0 + β1 Distance i + τij j = 1, ..., 28 sites 

Adding a second subscript allows for (i x j = 22 x 28 =) 616 potentially distinct Poisson means.  
Hypothetically, the distinct Poisson means (λij) covary with the type of site (off-site SOB vs. on-site 
SOB vs. control), distance from the site, and interaction of distance and site-type.  Finally, independent 
of all other considerations, to account for site-specific variance, each of the sites is allowed its own 
stochastic term.  Conceptually, this can be written as  

β0 =  ζ j where ζ j ~ Γ(β0, ψ) 

The statistical significance of effect estimates is calculated from the ratio of the estimate to the error 
terms. 

6.4 ANALYTIC RESULTS 

Parameter estimates from XTPOISSON and XTNEGBIN in Stata Version 10 are reported in 
Table 6.4 for the rate of total crime per square mile.  The column labeled “β” in Table 6.4 reports 
unstandardized parameter estimates derived from the generalized estimating equation models (Zeger, 
Liang and Albert, 1988).  Because these numbers are calibrated in the natural logarithm metric, they are 
difficult to interpret substantively.  The exponentiated parameter estimates, reported in the column 
labeled “exp(β),” address this problem.  Whereas a β-value is difficult to interpret, exp(β) is interpreted 
as the multiplicative effect of a variable on ambient crime risk.  At any distance, e.g., ambient 
victimization risk at an SOB site is 7.13 times greater than at a control site. 

The column labeled “s(β)” in Table 6.4 reports the standard errors associated with a β-value.  
The column labeled “t(β)” reports the ratio of a β-value to its s(β).  Under the null hypothesis, absolute 
values of t(β) larger than 2.0 are statistically significant at the conventional 95 percent confidence level.  
Thus, the parameter estimate for distance (β1=-0.000003) is not significant (t(β1) =-0.03); while the 
parameter estimate for SOB sites (β2=1.965) is significant (t(β2)=10.37).  Multiple simultaneous 
hypotheses are tested with Wald statistics derived from the maximum likelihood algorithm. 
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  Table 6.4 - Poisson Regression Parameter Estimates: Total Crime  

   β s(β) t(β)  exp(β)  

 Constant (β0) 
Distance (β1) 

SOB (β2) 
SOB ∙ Distance (β3) 

Booths (β4) 
Booths ∙ Distance (β5) 

 7.0261 
-0.000003 

1.9650 
-.0008 
-.9484 
.0002 

0.1351 
0.0001 
0.1894 
0.0002 
0.2992 
0.0003 

52.01 
-0.03 
10.37 
-4.73 
-3.17 
0.17 

 1125.63 
.999997 
7.13487 
.999187 
.387369 
1.00019 

 

         

 Constant (β0) 
SOB (β2) 

SOB ∙ Distance (β3) 

 7.0224 
1.8208 
-.0008 

0.0879 
0.1514 
0.0001 

79.88 
12.03 
-7.03 

 1121.53 
6.17712 
.999209 

 

 
 Parameter estimates for distance (β1), viewing booths (β4), and the interaction of viewing booths 
with distance (β5) were tested for joint significance by assuming random effects.  Under the null 
hypothesis, 

H0:  β1 = β4 = β5 = 0 

the Wald statistic, 

Χ2 = 2.85 

is distributed as χ2 with three degrees of freedom.  Since the probability associated with the value of 
Χ2>2.85 is 0.585, H0 cannot be rejected. 

Parameter estimates for the more parsimonious model, reported in the bottom rows of Table 6.4, 
can be interpreted directly from the exp(β) values.  The value of exp(β0) = 1121.53 total crimes per 
square mile is interpreted as the ambient victimization risk at control sites.  The value of exp(β2) = 6.771 
is interpreted to mean that ambient victimization risk is 6.8 times higher at SOB sites.  With each 
additional foot of distance from an SOB site, however, ambient risk diminishes by a factor of exp(β3) = 
.99921.  Moving away from an SOB site, the magnitude of the secondary effect decays exponentially at 
the rate of exp(β3).   At a distance of Z feet, e.g., the magnitude of the secondary effect is exp(Zβ2). 

6.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS: THE SAN ANTONIO RESULTS 

The statistical analyses summarized in this section answer the threshold question of this report:  
Do off-site SOBs have crime-related secondary effects?  Compared to randomly selected control sites, 
off-site SOB sites pose large, statistically significant ambient crime victimization risks.  The fact that 
ambient risk diminishes exponentially with distance from the site of an SOB demonstrates the sites are 
neighborhood point-sources of crime victimization risk.  Finally, although we reported statistical results 
for total crime, virtually identical effects are found for the three major crime categories. 

As originally designed, our study anticipated contrasting the risk-distance functions of on-site 
and off-site SOBs.  As it turns out, however, San Antonio has relatively few examples of the 
“commercially natural, if not universal” on-site SOB subclass.  Furthermore, because one of the three 
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examples is located near an off-site SOB, its independent effect is lost.  The dearth of on-site SOBs in 
San Antonio may be an unintended consequence of Encore Videos.  Whatever the cause, it required a 
modification of our original design.  This modification had no consequences for the threshold question. 
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7. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

When work on this study began in January, 2006, the authority of cities and counties to regulate 
off-site SOBs was under serious attack.  Off-site SOBs had challenged the legitimacy of government 
regulations on two grounds.  First, the extensive secondary effects literature that governments had relied 
upon did not report effects that could be attributed uniquely to the off-site subclass.  Second, 
commonsense criminological theories suggested that off-site SOBs did not generate the same pernicious 
effects that had been associated with the broader SOB class. 

When a Fifth Circuit panel seemed to buy both arguments in Encore Videos, some governments 
stopped enforcing regulations against off-site SOBs.  Five years later, however, in H and A Land Corp., 
another Fifth Circuit panel upheld a Kennedale ordinance whose secondary effects evidence included 
studies of off-site SOBs.  At present, the most acute phase of the attack on the authority of governments 
to regulate off-site SOBs has passed. 

Encore Videos had a profound impact on the way criminologists think about secondary effects.  
The first and most obvious impact is the addition to the literature of studies documenting the adverse 
secondary effects of off-site SOBs.  Three such studies were reviewed in Section 4 of this report: 

� When an “adult superstore” opened on an interstate highway off-ramp, total crime in a rural 
Illinois village rose by 60 percent.  When the SOB closed two years later, total crime in the 
village dropped by 60 percent.  A report of this case study has been published in a peer-
reviewed journal (McCleary, 2006). 

� Following the opening of a “lingerie boutique” in Sioux City, IA, total crime within 500 feet of 
site doubled.  Total crime in a contiguous control circle was unchanged.  A report of this case 
study was read at the national meeting of a scholarly association (McCleary and Weinstein, 
2007) and is under review at a peer-reviewed journal. 

� An updating of the 1977 Los Angeles secondary effects study found that both on-site and off-
site SOBs posed large, significant public safety hazards.  Risk-distance functions for both 
subclasses demonstrate the ambient victimization risk seeps out into the surrounding 
neighborhood for several blocks.  

In addition to these three secondary effects studies 

� An intensive case study of San Antonio SOBs, based on the risk-distance method developed for 
the 2007 Los Angeles study, found that ambient victimization risk extends for at least 1,000 feet 
in every direction of an off-site SOB. 

In addition to extending the empirical secondary effects literature to the off-site SOB subclass, Encore 
Videos forced criminologists to rethink the fundamental mechanisms of their secondary effects theory.  
Relying on common sense, plaintiffs argued that the routine activity theory of hotspots did not apply to 
off-site SOBs because: 

� The routine activities that occur at off-site SOBs are different than the routine activities that 
occur at on-site SOBs.  Whereas on-site patrons linger inside, off-site patrons drive up; run in; 
purchase; run out; and drive off. 

� Whereas virtually all on-site patrons are lone males, a significant proportion of off-site patrons 
are females and/or male-female couples. 

But in fact, the routine activities at on-site and off-site are indistinguishable.  On-site and off-
site patrons spend similar amounts of time inside and outside the SOB; and like on-site patrons, off-site 
patrons engage in the same expected stigma management behaviors.  The evidence suggests, 
furthermore, that there are few differences between on-site and off-site patrons.  Although female 
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patrons are not uncommon at off-site SOBs, most off-site patrons are males.  This is particularly true in 
the overnight hours when ambient victimization risk is at its highest. 

Encore Videos challenged criminologists to re-examine the theory of secondary effects.  The 
result of this re-examination is a stronger theory that applies equally to on-site and off-site SOBs; to 
rural, suburban, and urban settings; and to a range of business models.  The theory is corroborated, 
finally, by empirical studies demonstrating that the typical off-site SOB – a store that sells sexually 
explicit media and miscellaneous adult merchandise exclusively for off-site use – attracts the same soft-
target patrons, causing thereby the same crime-related secondary effects found for on-site SOBs. 
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APPENDIX C: STATE ENABLING ACT REGULATING SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 

Texas Local Government Code, Chapter 243 
Municipal and County Authority to Regulate Sexually Oriented Businesses 
§ 243.001. Purpose; Effect on Other Regulatory Authority 

(a)  The legislature finds that the unrestricted operation of certain sexually oriented 
businesses may be detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare by contributing 
to the decline of residential and business neighborhoods and the growth of criminal 
activity. The purpose of this chapter is to provide local governments a means of 
remedying this problem. 

(b)  This chapter does not diminish the authority of a local government to regulate sexually 
oriented businesses with regard to any matters. 

§ 243.002. Definition 

In this chapter, "sexually oriented business" means a sex parlor, nude studio, modeling studio, 
love parlor, adult bookstore, adult movie theater, adult video arcade, adult movie arcade, adult 
video store, adult motel, or other commercial enterprise the primary business of which is the 
offering of a service or the selling, renting, or exhibiting of devices or any other items intended 
to provide sexual stimulation or sexual gratification to the customer. 

§ 243.003. Authority to Regulate 

(a)  A municipality by ordinance or a county by order of the commissioners court may 
adopt regulations regarding sexually oriented businesses as the municipality or county 
considers necessary to promote the public health, safety, or welfare. 

(b)  A regulation adopted by a municipality applies only inside the municipality's corporate 
limits. 

(c)  A regulation adopted by a county applies only to the parts of the county outside the 
corporate limits of a municipality. 

(d)  In adopting a regulation, a municipality that has in effect a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance adopted under Chapter 211 must comply with all applicable procedural 
requirements of that chapter if the regulation is within the scope of that chapter. 

§ 243.004. Exempt Business 

The following are exempt from regulation under this chapter: 

(1)  a bookstore, movie theater, or video store, unless that business is an adult bookstore, 
adult movie theater, or adult video store under Section 243.002; 

(2)  a business operated by or employing a licensed psychologist, licensed physical 
therapist, licensed athletic trainer, licensed cosmetologist, or licensed barber engaged in 
performing functions authorized under the license held; or 

(3)  a business operated by or employing a licensed physician or licensed chiropractor 
engaged in practicing the healing arts. 

§ 243.006. Scope of Regulation 

(a)  The location of sexually oriented businesses may be: 

(1)  restricted to particular areas; or 
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(2)  prohibited within a certain distance of a school, regular place of religious 
worship, residential neighborhood, or other specified land use the governing 
body of the municipality or county finds to be inconsistent with the operation of 
a sexually oriented business. 

(b)  A municipality or county may restrict the density of sexually oriented businesses. 

§ 243.007. Licenses or Permits 
(a)  A municipality or county may require that an owner or operator of a sexually oriented 

business obtain a license or other permit or renew a license or other permit on a periodic 
basis for the operation of a sexually oriented business. An application for a license or 
other permit must be made in accordance with the regulations adopted by the 
municipality or county. 

(b)  The municipal or county regulations adopted under this chapter may provide for the 
denial, suspension, or revocation of a license or other permit by the municipality or 
county. 

(c)  A district court has jurisdiction of a suit that arises from the denial, suspension, or 
revocation of a license or other permit by a municipality or county. 

§ 243.0075. Notice by Sign 

(a)  An applicant for a license or permit issued under Section 243.007 for a location not 
previously licensed or permitted shall, not later than the 60th day before the date the 
application is filed, prominently post an outdoor sign at the location stating that a 
sexually oriented business is intended to be located on the premises and providing the 
name and business address of the applicant. 

(b)  A person who intends to operate a sexually oriented business in the jurisdiction of a 
municipality or county that does not require the owner or operator of a sexually oriented 
business to obtain a license or permit shall, not later than the 60th day before the date 
the person intends to begin operation of the business, prominently post an outdoor sign 
at the location stating that a sexually oriented business is intended to be located on the 
premises and providing the name and business address of the owner and operator. 

(c)  The sign must be at least 24 by 36 inches in size and must be written in lettering at least 
two inches in size. The municipality or county in which the sexually oriented business 
is to be located may require the sign to be both in English and a language other than 
English if it is likely that a substantial number of the residents in the area speak a 
language other than English as their familiar language. 

§ 243.008. Inspection 

A municipality or county may inspect a sexually oriented business to determine compliance 
with this chapter and regulations adopted under this chapter by the municipality or county.  

§ 243.009. Fees 

 A municipality or county may impose fees on applicants for a license or other permit issued 
under this chapter or for the renewal of the license or other permit. The fees must be based on 
the cost of processing the applications and investigating the applicants. 

§ 243.010. Enforcement 

(a)  A municipality or county may sue in the district court for an injunction to prohibit the 
violation of a regulation adopted under this chapter. 
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(b)  A person commits an offense if the person violates a municipal or county regulation 
adopted under this chapter. An offense under this subsection is a Class A misdemeanor. 

§ 243.011. Effect on Other Laws 

This chapter does not legalize anything prohibited under the Penal Code or other state law. 
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APPENDIX D: SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS DEFINITIONS 

CABARET OR THEATER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a building or portion of a building which 
provides or allows the provision of sexually oriented entertainment to its customers or which 
holds itself out to the public as an establishment where sexually oriented entertainment is 
available.  Signs, advertisements or an establishment name including verbal or pictorial 
allusions to sexual stimulation or gratification or by references to “adult entertainment,” 
“strippers,” “showgirls,” “exotic dancers,” “gentleman’s club,” “XXX” or similar terms, shall 
be considered evidence that an establishment holds itself out to the public as an establishment 
where sexually oriented entertainment is available.   

ENCOUNTER CENTER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a business or enterprise that, as one of its 
principal purposes, offers: physical contact between two or more persons when one or more of 
the persons is in a state of nudity or semi-nudity. 

ENTERTAINER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – any person paid as an employee, contractor, 
subcontractor, or agent of the operator of a cabaret who frequently appears in a state of nudity 
or semi-nudity. 

ENTERTAINMENT, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – any of the following activities, when performed 
by a sexually oriented entertainer at a sexually oriented business that is required to be licensed: 
dancing, singing, talking, modeling (including lingerie or photographic), gymnastics, acting, 
other forms of performing, or individual conversations with customers for which some type of 
remuneration is received. 

EXPLICIT SEXUAL MATERIAL – any pictorial or three dimensional material depicting human 
masturbation, deviate sexual intercourse, sexual intercourse, direct physical stimulation of 
unclothed genitals, sadomasochistic abuse, or emphasizing the depiction of post-pubertal 
human genitals; provided, however, that works of art or material of anthropological 
significance shall not be deemed to fall within the foregoing definition. 

MASSAGE – touching, stroking, kneading, stretching, friction, percussion, and vibration, and 
includes holding, positioning, causing movement of the soft tissues and applying manual touch 
and pressure to the body (excluding an osseous tissue manipulation or adjustment). 

MASSAGE PARLOR – any business offering massages that is operated by a person who is not a 
state licensed “massage therapist” or that provides massages by persons who are not state 
licensed massage therapists. 

MASSAGE THERAPY – the profession in which a certified massage therapist applies massage 
techniques with the intent of positively affecting the health and well being of the client.  

MASSAGE THERAPIST –a person licensed as a massage therapist in accordance with the 
provisions of Texas State Statutes. 

MEDIA – anything printed or written, or any picture, drawing, photograph, motion picture, 
film, videotape or videotape production, or pictorial representation, or any electrical or 
electronic reproduction of anything that is or may be used as a means of communication.  
Media includes but shall not necessarily be limited to books, newspapers, magazines, movies, 
videos, sound recordings, CD-ROMS, DVDs, other magnetic media, and undeveloped pictures. 
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MEDIA, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – magazines, books, videotapes, movies, slides, CDs, DVDs 
or other devices used to record computer images, or other media which are distinguished or 
characterized by their emphasis on matter depicting, describing, or relating to “specified sexual 
activities” or “specified anatomical areas.” 

MEDIA STORE WITH SOME SEXUALLY ORIENTED MEDIA – a retail book, video or other 
media store that has sexually explicit media that constitutes more than 10 percent but not more 
than 40 percent of its inventory or that occupies more than 10 percent but not more than 40 
percent of its gross public floor area. [A different percentage may be used when adopting this 
definition for a specific jurisdiction.] 

MEDIA STORE, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – an establishment that rents and/or sells sexually 
oriented media, and that meets any of the following three tests: [A different percentage may be 
used when adopting this definition for a specific jurisdiction.]  

� More than forty percent (40%) of the gross public floor area is devoted to sexually oriented 
media; or  

� More than forty percent (40%) of the stock in trade consists of sexually oriented media; or 
� It advertises or holds itself out in any forum as a “XXX,” “adult” or “sex” business, or 

otherwise as a sexually oriented business, other than sexually oriented media outlet, sexually 
oriented motion picture theater, or sexually oriented cabaret. 

MODELING STUDIO, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – an establishment or business that provides 
the services of live models modeling lingerie, bathing suits, or similar wear to individuals, 
couples, or small groups in a space smaller than ___ feet.   

MOTEL, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a hotel, motel, or similar commercial establishment that 
meets any of the following criteria:  

� Offers accommodations to the public for any form of consideration and provides patrons with 
sexually oriented entertainment or transmissions, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, 
or other photographic reproductions that are characterized by the depiction or description of 
“specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas;”  

� Marketed as or offered as “adult,” “XXX,” “couples,” or “sexually oriented.” 

MOTION PICTURE ARCADE, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a building or portion of a building 
wherein coin-operated, slug-operated, or for any other form of consideration, electronically, 
electrically, or mechanically controlled still or motion picture machines, projectors, video or 
laser disc players, or other image-producing devices are maintained to show images of  
“specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas.”  

MOTION PICTURE ARCADE BOOTH, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – any booth, cubicle, stall, or 
compartment that is designed, constructed, or used to hold or seat customers and is used for 
presenting motion pictures or viewing publications by any photographic, electronic, magnetic, 
digital, or other means or medium (including, but not limited to, film, video or magnetic tape, 
laser disc, CD-ROMs, books, DVDs, magazines or periodicals) to show images of “specified 
sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas” for observation by customers therein. The 
term “booth,” “arcade booth,” “preview booth,” and “video arcade booth” shall be synonymous 
with the term “motion picture arcade booth.”  
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MOTION PICTURE THEATER, SEXUALLY ORIENTED – a commercial establishment where, 
for any form of consideration, films, motion pictures, video cassettes, slides, or similar 
photographic reproductions are frequently shown that are characterized by the depiction or 
description of “specified sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas” or that are marketed 
as or offered as “adult,” “XXX,” or sexually oriented.  Frequently shown films, motion 
pictures, videocassettes, slides or other similar photographic reproductions as characterized 
herein do not include sexually oriented speech and expressions that take place inside the 
context of some larger form of expression. 

NUDE MODELING STUDIO – any place where a person who appears in a state of nudity or 
semi-nudity and is to be observed, sketched, drawn, painted, sculptured, photographed, or 
similarly depicted by other persons who pay money or any form of consideration. “Nude model 
studio” shall not include a proprietary school licensed by the State of Texas or a college, junior 
college, or university supported entirely or in part by public taxation; a private college or 
university that maintains and operates educational programs in which credits are transferable to 
a college, junior college, or university supported entirely or partly by taxation.  

NUDITY OR STATE OF NUDITY – the showing of the human male or female genitals, pubic 
area, vulva, anus, anal cleft or cleavage with less than a fully opaque covering, the showing of 
the female breast with less than a fully opaque covering of any part of the areola or nipple, or 
the showing of the covered male genitals in a discernibly turgid state.  See, also, Semi-nude. 

SADOMASOCHISTIC PRACTICES – flagellation or torture by or upon a person clothed or 
naked, or the condition of being fettered, bound, or otherwise physically restrained on the part 
of one so clothed or naked. 

SEMI-NUDE OR IN A SEMI-NUDE CONDITION – the showing of the female breast below a 
horizontal line across the top of the areola at its highest point.  This definition shall include the 
entire lower portion of the human female breast, but shall not include any portion of the 
cleavage of the human female breast, exhibited by a dress, blouse, skirt, leotard, bathing suit, or 
other apparel, provided the areola is not exposed in whole or in part. 

SEX SHOP – an establishment offering goods for sale or rent and that meets any of the 
following tests: 

� It offers for sale items from any two (2) of the following categories: sexually oriented media; 
lingerie; leather goods marketed or presented in a context to suggest their use for 
sadomasochistic practices; sexually oriented novelties; and the combination of such items 
constitute more than ten percent (10%) of its stock in trade or occupies more than 10 percent 
(10%) of its floor area; 

� More than five percent (5%) of its stock in trade consists of sexually-oriented toys or novelties; 
or 

� More than five percent (5%) of its gross public floor area is devoted to the display of sexually 
oriented toys or novelties. 

SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESS – an inclusive term used to describe collectively the 
following businesses: sexually oriented cabaret or theater; sexually oriented entertainment; 
sexually oriented motion picture theater; sexually oriented motion picture arcade; sexually 
oriented encounter center; sexually oriented media store; sexually oriented escort bureau; 
bathhouse; massage parlor; sex shop; sexually oriented modeling studio; or any other such 
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business establishment whose primary purpose is to offer sexually oriented entertainment or 
materials.  This collective term does not describe a specific land use and shall not be considered 
a single use category for purposes of the County or any applicable municipal zoning code or 
other applicable ordinances. 

SEXUALLY ORIENTED TOYS OR NOVELTIES – instruments, devices, or paraphernalia either 
designed as representations of human genital organs or female breasts or designed or marketed 
primarily for use to stimulate human genital organs.   

SPECIFIED ANATOMICAL AREAS – include:  
� Less than completely and opaquely covered human genitals, pubic region, or the areola or 

nipple of the female breast; and  
� Human male genitals in a discernibly turgid state, even if completely and opaquely covered; and 
� Areas of the human anatomy included in the definitions of “nude” or “nudity.” 

SPECIFIED SEXUAL ACTIVITIES – Acts of human masturbation, sexual intercourse, or 
sodomy.  These activities include, but are not limited to the following:  bestiality, erotic or 
sexual stimulation with objects or mechanical devices, acts of human analingus, cunnilingus, 
fellatio, flagellation, masturbation, sadism, sadomasochism, sexual intercourse, sodomy, or any 
excretory functions as part of or in connection with any of the activities set forth above with 
any person on the premises.  This definition shall include apparent sexual stimulation of 
another person’s genitals whether clothed or unclothed. 
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CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  Gold Rush

Location: 29 NE 11th St.

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

13 LM1050806026477 08/06/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1050806026476 08/06/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1050813034066 08/13/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1051014099280 10/14/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1051219166951 12/19/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1051221168375 12/21/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060129029928 01/29/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060226058996 02/26/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060318081165 03/18/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060422118178 04/22/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060505132169 05/05/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060520148091 05/20/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060522150167 05/22/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060703194496 07/03/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060719212158 07/19/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060722215635 07/22/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060825251356 08/25/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060903260744 09/03/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1061028317202 10/28/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1061110330475 11/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1061110330499 11/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1061119339803 11/19/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1061217367108 12/17/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070121021132 01/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070205036256 02/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070212043493 02/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070220051484 02/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070308069058 03/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070323085458 03/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070428124197 04/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070428124862 04/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070429125349 04/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070503129599 05/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070511138018 05/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070518145636 05/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070528156118 05/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070602161137 06/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070603162322 06/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070616176269 06/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070616176283 06/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070622182322 06/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070624185208 06/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070624185432 06/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070714205898 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION
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13 LM1070714206017 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070714206591 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070722214550 07/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070804228215 08/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070805229307 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070805229310 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070805229480 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070805229497 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070805229500 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070806230338 08/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070809234556 08/09/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070812237149 08/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070818243590 08/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070818243887 08/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070825251501 08/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070903261153 09/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070910268592 09/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070912270466 09/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070916274803 09/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070916274967 09/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070917275854 09/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070918276765 09/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070918277052 09/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070924283197 09/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070927285819 09/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070929288427 09/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071006296259 10/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071006296337 10/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071006296399 10/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071007296925 10/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071007296959 10/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071008297693 10/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071028319298 10/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071028319430 10/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071104326696 11/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071104326837 11/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071105327542 11/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071124347869 11/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071204358578 12/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071210365442 12/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071230386997 12/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080106005130 01/06/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080109007980 01/09/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080113012178 01/13/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080114012893 01/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080119017995 01/19/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080128027045 01/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080129027999 01/29/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080131030413 01/31/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080216047735 02/16/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080302062870 03/02/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080316077432 03/16/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080323084857 03/23/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080330092465 03/30/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION
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13 LM1080331093201 03/31/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080410103640 04/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080417110975 04/17/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080425119922 04/25/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080426121111 04/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080522149146 05/22/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080526153694 05/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080602161153 06/02/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080607166404 06/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080607166588 06/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080614173957 06/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080616175856 06/16/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080705196156 07/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL INFORMATION

14 LM1050717005737 07/17/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1051031116504 10/31/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1051203150466 12/03/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1051208154829 12/08/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1051209155927 12/09/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1051221168390 12/21/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060120019836 01/20/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060131031299 01/31/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060216048417 02/16/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060216048880 02/16/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060317079764 03/17/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060407102568 04/07/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060425121931 04/25/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060427123756 04/27/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060511138584 05/11/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060719212144 07/19/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1060719212261 07/19/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1061016305545 10/16/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1061016305571 10/16/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1061126345836 11/26/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070120020138 01/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070123022271 01/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070126025559 01/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070215046582 02/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070303063510 03/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070314076699 03/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070318080372 03/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070318080442 03/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070330094269 03/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070421116715 04/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070427123007 04/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070504130736 05/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070519146936 05/19/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070601160301 06/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070601160318 06/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070614174219 06/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070614174245 06/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070616176235 06/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070626186557 06/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070711202617 07/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070711202627 07/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST
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14 LM1070805229752 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070810234656 08/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070811235969 08/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070819244660 08/19/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070824250109 08/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070825251204 08/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070825251465 08/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070827253797 08/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070911270171 09/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070922281167 09/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070923282248 09/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070924282942 09/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070929288146 09/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070930289100 09/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070930289137 09/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1070930289149 09/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071005294713 10/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071007296745 10/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071014304284 10/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071014304328 10/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071021311751 10/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071021311834 10/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071025316869 10/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071103325433 11/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071103326405 11/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071103326406 11/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071104326637 11/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071108331712 11/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071110332958 11/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071110333115 11/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071113336777 11/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071117341443 11/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071124347585 11/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071208363172 12/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071208363173 12/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071208363239 12/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071209364421 12/09/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071215371008 12/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071223379823 12/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1071229385708 12/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080105004148 01/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080105004155 01/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080111009959 01/11/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080112011150 01/12/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080125023922 01/25/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080126025969 01/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080210041221 02/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080214045346 02/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080228059701 02/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080307068667 03/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080308068914 03/08/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080309069887 03/09/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080313073814 03/13/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080426120888 04/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST
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14 LM1080427122153 04/27/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080510136962 05/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080524151576 05/24/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080606165281 06/06/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080607166632 06/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080613172623 06/13/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080620179817 06/20/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080621180927 06/21/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14 LM1080622182196 06/22/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECT ARREST

14I LM1070305066385 03/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1070513140333 05/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1070513140381 05/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1071209364425 12/09/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1080328090181 03/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1080509135349 05/09/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1080514140409 05/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

14I LM1080601160076 06/01/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160INFORMATION REPORT

15 LM1051001086134 10/01/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1060527155792 05/27/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1070129029602 01/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1070224055973 02/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1070325087867 03/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1070416111270 04/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1070526154255 05/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1070727219612 07/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1071005294877 10/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1071006296138 10/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1071108330757 11/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1080126025967 01/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1080712204474 07/12/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

16 LM1070304064907 03/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DUI

17 LM1050817038311 08/17/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT

17 LM1051007092009 10/07/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT

17 LM1060505132161 05/05/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT

17 LM1070513140567 05/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT

17 LM1080105004743 01/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT

17 LM1080222053525 02/22/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT

17M LM1061125344809 11/25/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT, MINOR

17M LM1061230379526 12/30/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT, MINOR

17M LM1070414109285 04/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT, MINOR

17M LM1071225381881 12/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ACCIDENT, MINOR

18 LM1060929287145 09/29/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

18 LM1070113012417 01/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

18 LM1070916275050 09/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

18 LM1071005294566 10/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

18 LM1080404097583 04/04/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

18 LM1080410103572 04/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

19 LM1051128144541 11/28/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1061119339671 11/19/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070224055978 02/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070309070993 03/09/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070421116706 04/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070429125578 04/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070506132823 05/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION
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19 LM1070603162163 06/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070610170036 06/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070621181292 06/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070621181296 06/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070707198363 07/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070715207071 07/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070728220796 07/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070805229359 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070811235966 08/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070816241355 08/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070816241358 08/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070817242393 08/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070817242498 08/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070818243498 08/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070818243580 08/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070818243665 08/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070825251166 08/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070831257542 08/31/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070901258852 09/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070901258934 09/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070902259897 09/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070902260024 09/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070906263848 09/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070906263872 09/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070907265049 09/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070913271619 09/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070920278867 09/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070920278877 09/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070923282088 09/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070929288221 09/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070929288939 09/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071004293189 10/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071005295327 10/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071006295790 10/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071014304349 10/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071018308343 10/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071021311761 10/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071021311878 10/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071027318897 10/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071104326948 11/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071215371309 12/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1071229385747 12/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1080105004242 01/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1080112011031 01/12/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1080121019948 01/21/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1080307067613 03/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160TRAFFIC VIOLATION

21 LM1060327090531 03/27/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN TAG

21 LM1080423117487 04/23/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN TAG

22 LM1060504131262 05/04/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1060918275802 09/18/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1060930288193 09/30/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1070210041597 02/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1070428124214 04/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1070705196459 07/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE
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22 LM1070816241393 08/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1070916275017 09/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1071203358267 12/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1071215371256 12/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1071216372512 12/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1080112011311 01/12/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1080224056154 02/24/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1080420114977 04/20/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1080426120756 04/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160STOLEN VEHICLE

24 LM1080225057284 02/25/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160CITY RECOVERY OF STO

26 LM1060722215591 07/22/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160BURGLARY

27 LM1060218050560 02/18/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1060429126002 04/29/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1060910268085 09/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1061221371210 12/21/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1070118017740 01/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1070219050649 02/19/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1070408102960 04/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1070714205884 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1070825251374 08/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1071024315493 10/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1071116339738 11/16/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1080203034203 02/03/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27 LM1080525152823 05/25/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY

27M LM1050814035073 08/14/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1060507134545 05/07/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1060610170771 06/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1070202033413 02/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1070218050307 02/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1070225057065 02/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1070329092245 03/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1070529157252 05/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1070819244929 08/19/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1071110332936 11/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1071122346277 11/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1071208363486 12/08/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080117015928 01/17/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080310071678 03/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080321083236 03/21/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080420115168 04/20/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080427122214 04/27/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080511137559 05/11/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080521148511 05/21/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080523150768 05/23/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080605164932 06/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080614173967 06/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080614173968 06/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080614173988 06/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080621181776 06/21/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080628188471 06/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080629189503 06/29/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

28 LM1060523151194 05/23/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

28 LM1061112332458 11/12/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

28 LM1070624184616 06/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM
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28 LM1070701192344 07/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

28 LM1071126349712 11/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

28 LM1080126025201 01/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

28 LM1080503128570 05/03/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

28 LM1080619179490 06/19/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160VANDALISM

29 LM1051220167834 12/20/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160ROBBERY

29 LM1060624186109 06/24/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ROBBERY

29 LM1061015303708 10/15/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ROBBERY

29 LM1070714206015 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ROBBERY

29 LM1070805229511 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ROBBERY

29 LM1080403096306 04/03/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ROBBERY

30N LM1080504129671 05/04/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SHOTS FIRED, NO REPO

32 LM1050727016217 07/27/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1050731020253 07/31/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1050820041602 08/20/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1051126142651 11/26/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1051209155995 12/09/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1051224171123 12/24/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060105004253 01/05/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060402097056 04/02/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060531160505 05/31/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060618179300 06/18/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060902259740 09/02/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060902259788 09/02/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060909266527 09/09/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060910268116 09/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060911268806 09/11/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070217048924 02/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070331095206 03/31/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070331095210 03/31/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070426121940 04/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070526154086 05/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070622183261 06/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070729222048 07/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070805229525 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1071111334271 11/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1071201355037 12/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1080308069018 03/08/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

34 LM1050819040524 08/19/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050925080529 09/25/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051007092481 10/07/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051013099232 10/13/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051104120848 11/04/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051109125785 11/09/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051113130077 11/13/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051121137923 11/21/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051121138630 11/21/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051207153841 12/07/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051208154823 12/08/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051217164234 12/17/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051219166950 12/19/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051222169129 12/22/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051231177979 12/31/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060102001360 01/02/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE
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34 LM1060111010181 01/11/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060130031131 01/30/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060202033476 02/02/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060205037029 02/05/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060303064083 03/03/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060304065478 03/04/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060313075488 03/13/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060320083029 03/20/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060331094945 03/31/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060331095747 03/31/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060414110102 04/14/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060429125976 04/29/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060524152438 05/24/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060529157833 05/29/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060603163228 06/03/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060618179802 06/18/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060623184953 06/23/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060701192574 07/01/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060711203792 07/11/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060712204423 07/12/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060807232297 08/07/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060823249998 08/23/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060826253248 08/26/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060903260624 09/03/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060923281188 09/23/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060924282048 09/24/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061001289280 10/01/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061007295578 10/07/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061007295586 10/07/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061009298286 10/09/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061010298386 10/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061010298404 10/10/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061011299540 10/11/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061030319129 10/30/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061105326035 11/05/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061125344676 11/25/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061209358805 12/09/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061211360735 12/11/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061216366333 12/16/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070106005097 01/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070118017220 01/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070119018274 01/19/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070125024677 01/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070131030916 01/31/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070204036011 02/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070210041601 02/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070212043453 02/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070214046435 02/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070214046492 02/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070215046685 02/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070215046763 02/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070217048680 02/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070221052677 02/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070225057321 02/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE
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34 LM1070226058003 02/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070302062431 03/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070322084376 03/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070327089935 03/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070330093347 03/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070412107798 04/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070414109221 04/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070423118550 04/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070423118575 04/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070429125544 04/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070502128578 05/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070505131727 05/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070507134120 05/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070511138755 05/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070514141324 05/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070529156933 05/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070601161035 06/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070602161208 06/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070612173071 06/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070614174267 06/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070620180357 06/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070622182426 06/22/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070625185578 06/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070627187651 06/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070701191782 07/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070701191962 07/01/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070705196128 07/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070706197108 07/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070707198299 07/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070711202569 07/11/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070714206564 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070715207019 07/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070721213393 07/21/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070731223693 07/31/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070812237152 08/12/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070828255123 08/28/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070903261267 09/03/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070905262746 09/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070905262847 09/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071002290856 10/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071006296229 10/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071007296825 10/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071007296841 10/07/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071020310512 10/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071020310718 10/20/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071130353979 11/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071202356450 12/02/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071209364659 12/09/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071215371491 12/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071218374690 12/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080112011464 01/12/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080118017309 01/18/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080125024322 01/25/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080126025306 01/26/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE
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34 LM1080131030492 01/31/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080203033873 02/03/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080209040196 02/09/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080209040478 02/09/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080210041284 02/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080210041322 02/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080212043079 02/12/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080216047501 02/16/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080221053412 02/21/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080309069936 03/09/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080323084862 03/23/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080401095138 04/01/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080406099783 04/06/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080427122065 04/27/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080524151612 05/24/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080601160032 06/01/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080605164955 06/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080607166553 06/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080607166560 06/07/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080610169463 06/10/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080622182086 06/22/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080628188420 06/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080629189553 06/29/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080701191587 07/01/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080705196148 07/05/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080711202542 07/11/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DISTURBANCE

35 LM1060312074416 03/12/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

35 LM1070714206037 07/14/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

35 LM1070923282270 09/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

35 LM1071104326698 11/04/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

35 LM1080127026220 01/27/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

35 LM1080601160038 06/01/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

40 LM1060415111198 04/15/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160ARREST BASED ON WARR

40 LM1070729222198 07/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ARREST BASED ON WARR

40 LM1071110333122 11/10/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ARREST BASED ON WARR

40 LM1080619178801 06/19/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ARREST BASED ON WARR

41 LM1070326088823 03/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SICK OR INJURED PERS

43 LM1070527154933 05/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160SPECIAL DETAIL

46 LM1051016101517 10/16/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160OFF DUTY DETAIL

46 LM1061126345835 11/26/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160OFF DUTY DETAIL

46 LM1080628188470 06/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160OFF DUTY DETAIL

50 LM1070630190899 06/30/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECTED PATROL

50 LM1080114012895 01/14/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160DIRECTED PATROL

54 LM1050906059528 09/06/2005 29 NE 11TH ST R160WORTHLESS DOCUMENT

54 LM1060329093370 03/29/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160WORTHLESS DOCUMENT

54 LM1070127027148 01/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160WORTHLESS DOCUMENT

54 LM1071115338703 11/15/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160WORTHLESS DOCUMENT

54 LM1080327089401 03/27/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160WORTHLESS DOCUMENT

55 LM1061119339657 11/19/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

55 LM1071013303356 10/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

56 LM1060321084023 03/21/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160CRISIS INTERVENTION

56 LM1071124347792 11/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160CRISIS INTERVENTION

56 LM1080516142719 05/16/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160CRISIS INTERVENTION

57 LM1061016305576 10/16/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN
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57 LM1070123022248 01/23/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1070618178380 06/18/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1070729222200 07/29/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1070826252329 08/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1071005294941 10/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1071224381036 12/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1080328089907 03/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160NARCOTICS RELATED IN

ID LM1070217048937 02/17/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070225057098 02/25/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070331095230 03/31/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070526154109 05/26/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070624184623 06/24/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070706197119 07/06/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070805229506 08/05/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1070827253876 08/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1071013303386 10/13/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1080503128585 05/03/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1080622182203 06/22/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

ID LM1080628188495 06/28/2008 29 NE 11TH ST R160ID REQUEST

REPO LM1061205355449 12/05/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160REPOSSESSED VEHICLE

TEST LM1060527155779 05/27/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160TEST TYPE FOR CONFIG

TEST LM1070827253849 08/27/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TEST TYPE FOR CONFIG

TOW LM1061203352919 12/03/2006 29 NE 11TH ST R160TOW REQUEST

TOW LM1070909267258 09/09/2007 29 NE 11TH ST R160TOW REQUEST

7/15/2008
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CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  Pleasure Emporium

Location: 224 SW 6th St.

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008
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SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

13 LM1050912066469 09/12/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060416112024 04/16/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060520148905 05/20/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060926283963 09/26/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1061001289722 10/01/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070212043961 02/12/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070427123459 04/27/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071207362958 12/07/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071216372988 12/16/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248SPECIAL INFORMATION

14 LM1080321082635 03/21/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DIRECT ARREST

24 LM1060118017629 01/18/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248CITY RECOVERY OF STO

25 LM1080126025244 01/26/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248FALSE ALARM

27 LM1050912066619 09/12/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY

27 LM1060711204240 07/11/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY

27 LM1080709200207 07/09/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY

27M LM1070426122351 04/26/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27R LM1050925080790 09/25/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY, RETAIL THEF

27R LM1060805231027 08/05/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY, RETAIL THEF

27R LM1061109329666 11/09/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY, RETAIL THEF

27R LM1070115014883 01/15/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248LARCENY, RETAIL THEF

29 LM1050812032787 08/12/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248ROBBERY

29 LM1060926283965 09/26/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248ROBBERY

29 LM1061204354666 12/04/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248ROBBERY

32 LM1061023312778 10/23/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

34 LM1050714002624 07/14/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050721009534 07/21/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050729018313 07/29/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050815035964 08/15/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050824045498 08/24/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050918073320 09/18/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1050919074015 09/19/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051218165579 12/18/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051220167026 12/20/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060101001021 01/01/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060116015956 01/16/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060207038760 02/07/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060216048024 02/16/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060225058572 02/25/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060226058667 02/25/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060317079835 03/17/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060322086262 03/22/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060331095729 03/31/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060610171204 06/10/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060612172858 06/12/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

1



FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

34 LM1060613174529 06/13/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060615176491 06/15/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060721214783 07/21/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060805230271 08/05/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060810236357 08/10/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060812237670 08/12/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060908265487 09/08/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060926284674 09/26/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060928286901 09/28/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060929287236 09/29/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061002290718 10/02/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061002290866 10/02/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061004293215 10/04/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061006294806 10/06/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061008296943 10/08/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061015303772 10/15/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061015304106 10/15/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061123343186 11/23/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061123343809 11/23/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061202351942 12/02/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061204354620 12/04/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061216366014 12/16/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070106005233 01/06/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070312073845 03/12/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070314076488 03/14/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070410105683 04/10/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070418114246 04/18/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070427123461 04/27/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070519146723 05/19/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070525153417 05/25/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070525153467 05/25/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071206361739 12/06/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071206361797 12/06/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071211366337 12/11/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071225381518 12/25/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1071225382315 12/25/2007 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080107006822 01/07/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080118017510 01/18/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080203034438 02/03/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080217048458 02/17/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080218050220 02/18/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080309070126 03/09/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080310071309 03/10/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080712203940 07/12/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248DISTURBANCE

35 LM1080218050316 02/18/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

35 LM1080616176750 06/16/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248ALCOHOL RELATED INCI

38 LM1080218050295 02/18/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248SUSPICIOUS PERSONS

40 LM1080616176748 06/16/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248ARREST BASED ON WARR

57 LM1060501127967 05/01/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1061026315816 10/26/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248NARCOTICS RELATED IN

57 LM1080321082615 03/21/2008 224 SW 6TH ST R248NARCOTICS RELATED IN

ID LM1050812032796 08/12/2005 224 SW 6TH ST R248ID REQUEST

ID LM1060501127997 05/01/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248ID REQUEST

ID LM1060711204280 07/11/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248ID REQUEST

2



FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

ID LM1061023312798 10/23/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248ID REQUEST

ID LM1061027316548 10/27/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248ID REQUEST

TOW LM1061219368726 12/19/2006 224 SW 6TH ST R248TOW REQUEST

7/15/2008

3



CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  The Boulevard/Gayety 

Theaters/Black Gold

Location: 7778 Biscayne Blvd.

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

NO CALLS FOR SERVICE DATA

7/15/2008

1



CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  The Boulevard/Gayety 

Theaters/Black Gold

Location:  7770 Biscayne Blvd.

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

13 LM1050930085764 09/30/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1060129029760 01/29/2006 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1070216048215 02/16/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1070529157006 05/29/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1071227383588 12/27/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1080510136092 05/10/2008 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SPECIAL INFORMATION
16 LM1070424119818 04/24/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DUI
17 LM1050725013466 07/25/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ACCIDENT
17M LM1060825251683 08/25/2006 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ACCIDENT, MINOR
22 LM1060418114956 04/18/2006 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012STOLEN VEHICLE
22 LM1071001290048 10/01/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012STOLEN VEHICLE
23 LM1051001086955 10/01/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012OUT OF TOWN RECOVERY
27 LM1051119136839 11/19/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012LARCENY
27M LM1071103325411 11/03/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC
29 LM1070826252419 08/26/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ROBBERY
29 LM1080609168386 06/09/2008 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ROBBERY
33 LM1051028113538 10/28/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012SEX OFFENSE
34 LM1050726014454 07/26/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1050917072856 09/17/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1051009094834 10/09/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1051119136760 11/19/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1060116016064 01/16/2006 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1060312074956 03/12/2006 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1060517144740 05/17/2006 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1080110009005 01/10/2008 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1080127026892 01/27/2008 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
34 LM1080223054743 02/23/2008 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012DISTURBANCE
51 LM1070825251134 08/25/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012NUISANCE
54 LM1071019309507 10/19/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012WORTHLESS DOCUMENT
ID LM1050725013496 07/25/2005 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ID REQUEST
ID LM1070826252448 08/26/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ID REQUEST
ID LM1070826252514 08/26/2007 7770 BISCAYNE BLVD R012ID REQUEST

7/15/2008

1



CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  Alley Cat

Location: 3875 Shipping Ave.

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

13 LM1050718006358 07/18/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1051013098336 10/13/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060516144605 05/16/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060612172658 06/12/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060720213002 07/20/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1060806231413 08/06/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070322084439 03/22/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070409104034 04/09/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070424119595 04/24/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1070929287931 09/29/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1071029320006 10/29/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080107006698 01/07/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

13 LM1080202032691 02/02/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SPECIAL INFORMATION

14I LM1070110009671 01/10/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307INFORMATION REPORT

15 LM1060706197988 07/06/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

15 LM1060809234430 08/09/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE

16 LM1060705197953 07/05/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DUI

17 LM1050720008726 07/20/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ACCIDENT

17 LM1060406102365 04/06/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ACCIDENT

17 LM1060510138050 05/10/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ACCIDENT

17 LM1080124023885 01/24/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ACCIDENT

17M LM1060510138067 05/10/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ACCIDENT, MINOR

18 LM1061108328275 11/08/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

18 LM1070716207740 07/16/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307HIT & RUN ACCIDENT

19 LM1061005294060 10/05/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1061116337303 11/16/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070629190511 06/29/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TRAFFIC VIOLATION

19 LM1070724217103 07/24/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TRAFFIC VIOLATION

22 LM1070805229324 08/05/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307STOLEN VEHICLE

22 LM1080517144159 05/17/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307STOLEN VEHICLE

25 LM1060616177445 06/16/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

25 LM1060718210952 07/18/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

25 LM1060826252647 08/26/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

25 LM1061028317427 10/28/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

25 LM1070412107151 04/12/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

25 LM1070520148324 05/20/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

25 LM1080524151585 05/24/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307FALSE ALARM

26 LM1070220051389 02/20/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307BURGLARY

27 LM1050805025317 08/05/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307LARCENY

27 LM1060605166139 06/05/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307LARCENY

27 LM1061201350765 12/01/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307LARCENY

27 LM1080627187155 06/27/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307LARCENY

27M LM1050916071002 09/16/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

27M LM1080413107044 04/13/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307LARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC

1



FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

28 LM1050717006249 07/17/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307VANDALISM

28 LM1070813237974 08/13/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307VANDALISM

32 LM1050722010544 07/22/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1060501128416 05/01/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1061118338528 11/18/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070419114518 04/19/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1070426121938 04/26/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32 LM1071107330666 11/07/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA

32A LM1060328091517 03/28/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307AGGRAVATED ASSAULT O

32A LM1070731223615 07/31/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307AGGRAVATED ASSAULT O

34 LM1050924079038 09/24/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051002087210 10/02/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1051110127668 11/10/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060110009129 01/10/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060203034557 02/03/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060329092702 03/29/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060510138419 05/10/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060610170503 06/10/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060809234429 08/09/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1060818244218 08/18/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061004292905 10/04/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061010298351 10/10/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061102322341 11/02/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1061118338459 11/18/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070220051386 02/20/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070220052526 02/20/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070305065705 03/05/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070306066993 03/06/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070418113370 04/18/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070616176265 06/16/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070618178728 06/18/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070726218551 07/26/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070804228156 08/04/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070815240321 08/15/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1070923282022 09/23/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080225057521 02/25/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080417111018 04/17/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080514140396 05/14/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080519145922 05/19/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080619178769 06/19/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

34 LM1080705196133 07/05/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DISTURBANCE

38 LM1050724013167 07/24/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SUSPICIOUS PERSONS

38 LM1080211042275 02/11/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307SUSPICIOUS PERSONS

40 LM1060905262514 09/05/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ARREST BASED ON WARR

50 LM1060828254598 08/28/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DIRECTED PATROL

50 LM1060828254599 08/28/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DIRECTED PATROL

50 LM1060831257531 08/31/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DIRECTED PATROL

50 LM1060831257532 08/31/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307DIRECTED PATROL

ID LM1050722010547 07/22/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ID REQUEST

ID LM1051013098884 10/13/2005 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ID REQUEST

ID LM1060328091522 03/28/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ID REQUEST

ID LM1061118338576 11/18/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ID REQUEST

ID LM1070426121952 04/26/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307ID REQUEST

REPO LM1080222053475 02/22/2008 3875 SHIPPING AV R307REPOSSESSED VEHICLE

2



FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

TOW LM1060117017055 01/17/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TOW REQUEST

TOW LM1060815240824 08/15/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TOW REQUEST

TOW LM1060815240826 08/15/2006 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TOW REQUEST

TOW LM1070311072513 03/11/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TOW REQUEST

TOW LM1070420115468 04/20/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TOW REQUEST

TOW LM1070904262685 09/04/2007 3875 SHIPPING AV R307TOW REQUEST

7/15/2008

3



CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  The Boulevard/Gayety 

Theaters/Black Gold

Location:  550 NE 78th St.

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

55 LM1051021106499 10/21/2005 550 NE 78TH ST R012DOMESTIC VIOLENCE

7/15/2008

1



CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Calls for Service

Business Name:  BOTTOM'S UP LOUNGE

Location:  410 SW 8th St & 426 SW 8th St

January 1, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

FINAL 

SIGNAL

EVENT NUMBER DATE & TIME LOCATION

REPORTING 

AREAINCIDENT 

DESCRIPTION

13 LM1051214161769 12/14/2005 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1070308069052 03/08/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1070417113053 04/17/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1070523150736 05/23/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1070531159828 05/31/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1071001290696 10/01/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1080218050178 02/18/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1080330093074 03/30/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1080503128356 05/03/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
13 LM1080514140912 05/14/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SPECIAL INFORMATION
14I LM1051123139880 11/23/2005 5655 SW 8TH ST R225INFORMATION REPORT
15 LM1060926284760 09/26/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225BACKUP / ASSIST OTHE
17M LM1070501127383 05/01/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225ACCIDENT, MINOR
25 LM1060420116590 04/20/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225FALSE ALARM
26 LM1060410105905 04/10/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225BURGLARY
28 LM1070815240805 08/15/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225VANDALISM
32 LM1051101118296 11/01/2005 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA
32 LM1060727221342 07/27/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225SIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA
34 LM1050714002119 07/14/2005 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1050815036022 08/15/2005 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1060703195145 07/03/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1061108328346 11/08/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1070607167672 06/07/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1070808233354 08/08/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1070924283742 09/24/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1071130353861 11/30/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1071226383408 12/26/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1080308068785 03/08/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1080501126988 05/01/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
34 LM1080526154074 05/26/2008 5655 SW 8TH ST R225DISTURBANCE
35 LM1071227383478 12/27/2007 5655 SW 8TH ST R225ALCOHOL RELATED INCI
54 LM1060426122544 04/26/2006 5655 SW 8TH ST R225WORTHLESS DOCUMENT

7/15/2008

1



TAKE ONE LOUNGE

333 NE 79TH ST

Reporting Period: July 12, 2005 thru July 15, 2008

Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

13

13 8/29/2005   3:51 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050829051272

13 9/29/2005   5:03 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050929084105

13 11/12/2005   5:07 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051112128849

13 3/25/2006   4:36 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060325088659

13 11/11/2006   4:09 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061111331457

13 12/2/2006   4:18 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061202351834

13 3/25/2007   2:23 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070325087766

13 4/9/2007   7:45 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070409104292

13 5/3/2007   5:18 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070503130223

13 6/15/2007  11:01 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070615176065

13 12/23/2007   5:17 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071223379801

13 1/20/2008   7:31 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080120019581

13 2/9/2008  11:01 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080209040954

13 3/1/2008   6:36 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080301062366

13 5/7/2008  11:39 pmSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080507133605

13 5/25/2008   2:59 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080525152507

13 6/17/2008   4:48 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080617176986

13 6/19/2008   2:24 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080619178742

13 7/13/2008   6:06 amSPECIAL INFORMATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080713204836

19
14

14 2/22/2006   2:49 amDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060222054533

14 11/26/2006   2:57 amDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061126345714

14 2/5/2007   4:03 amDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070205036226

14 3/9/2007   9:16 pmDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070309070961

14 4/24/2007  11:46 pmDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070424120745

14 5/1/2007  12:44 amDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070501127302

14 6/23/2007   2:12 amDIRECT ARREST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070623183477

7

1
7/15/2008





Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

14I

14I 1/8/2006   1:39 amINFORMATION REPORT 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060108007266

1
15

15 9/17/2006   4:21 amBACKUP / ASSIST OTHE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060917274902

15 5/11/2007  12:27 pmBACKUP / ASSIST OTHE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070511138379

15 2/15/2008   9:34 amBACKUP / ASSIST OTHE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080215046443

3
16A

16A 8/14/2005   3:33 amDUI ACCIDENT 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050814035086

1
17

17 2/22/2007   4:13 amACCIDENT 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070222053773

1
17CVI

17CVI 8/7/2005   3:31 amCITY VEH ACCIDENT, I 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050807027431

1
17M

17M 9/25/2005   3:09 amACCIDENT, MINOR 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050925080094

17M 1/2/2006  10:05 pmACCIDENT, MINOR 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060102001965

2
18

18 6/1/2008   4:52 amHIT & RUN ACCIDENT 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080601160089

1
19

19 9/6/2005  11:56 pmTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050906060650

19 11/23/2005   1:41 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051123139857

19 4/3/2006   2:57 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060403097954

19 3/15/2007  11:42 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070315077072

19 4/9/2007   1:46 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070409103529

19 11/7/2007   4:04 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071107329703

19 11/13/2007   1:17 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071113335938

19 2/13/2008   1:59 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080213044183

19 4/20/2008   4:51 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080420114546

19 5/10/2008   3:39 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080510136084

19 5/10/2008   4:10 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080510136108

19 6/17/2008   3:37 amTRAFFIC VIOLATION 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080617176966

12
22

22 8/15/2005   7:05 pmSTOLEN VEHICLE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050815036730

2
7/15/2008



Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

22 9/18/2005   4:00 amSTOLEN VEHICLE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050918073177

22 12/27/2007   6:07 pmSTOLEN VEHICLE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071227384137

22 2/9/2008  10:33 pmSTOLEN VEHICLE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080209040932

4
23

23 8/11/2005   4:54 amOUT OF TOWN RECOVERY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050811031680

1
27

27 8/29/2005   4:50 amLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050829051293

27 12/18/2005  12:28 pmLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051218165432

27 1/9/2006   1:59 pmLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060109008559

27 2/15/2006   5:49 pmLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060215047593

27 12/17/2006   4:11 amLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061217366988

27 1/14/2007   2:34 amLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070114013399

27 9/22/2007   5:00 amLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070922281100

27 2/23/2008   4:10 amLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080223054708

27 3/17/2008   3:47 pmLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080317078993

27 5/18/2008   5:36 amLARCENY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080518145089

10
27M

27M 8/10/2005   7:49 pmLARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050810031389

27M 7/18/2006   2:23 pmLARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060718211335

27M 5/26/2007   8:42 pmLARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070526154617

27M 2/23/2008   3:06 pmLARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080223055186

27M 4/11/2008  11:38 pmLARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080411105706

27M 5/17/2008   6:02 amLARCENY, MOTOR VEHIC 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080517143906

6
28

28 5/19/2007   4:43 amVANDALISM 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070519146776

28 8/18/2007   4:19 amVANDALISM 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070818243634

28 5/17/2008   4:09 amVANDALISM 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080517143848

3
29

29 8/19/2005  12:19 amROBBERY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050819040393

29 9/14/2007   2:53 amROBBERY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070914272627

29 12/11/2007   7:13 amROBBERY 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071211366484

3
30

30 7/17/2007   2:42 amSHOTS FIRED IN THE A 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070717208818

3
7/15/2008



Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

1
31

31 8/14/2005   2:50 amHOMICIDE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050814035057

1
32

32 10/1/2005   3:56 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051001086119

32 10/4/2005   3:53 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051004088988

32 12/18/2005   4:57 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051218165212

32 1/9/2006   1:49 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060109008139

32 2/11/2006   5:18 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060211042859

32 2/23/2006   5:23 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060223055663

32 4/20/2006  11:17 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060420117028

32 7/7/2006   2:18 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060707199504

32 9/21/2006   8:41 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060921279518

32 1/25/2007   5:58 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070125025285

32 2/12/2007   1:06 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070212043409

32 5/8/2007   2:46 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070508135330

32 5/27/2007   3:36 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070527154969

32 8/26/2007   4:47 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070826252357

32 9/10/2007   4:47 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070910268109

32 9/30/2007  10:45 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070930289825

32 10/14/2007   3:50 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071014304263

32 1/26/2008   4:25 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080126025154

32 2/23/2008   2:29 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080223054656

32 3/9/2008   8:36 amSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080309069975

32 6/10/2008  12:16 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080610169759

32 6/17/2008   1:10 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080617177276

32 6/28/2008  10:36 pmSIMPLE ASSAULT OR BA 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080628189230

23
32A

32A 12/10/2006   4:57 amAGGRAVATED ASSAULT O 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061210359906

32A 12/2/2007   4:41 amAGGRAVATED ASSAULT O 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071202356392

32A 3/1/2008   5:42 amAGGRAVATED ASSAULT O 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080301061819

32A 6/30/2008   4:40 amAGGRAVATED ASSAULT O 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080630190524

4
34

34 8/7/2005   3:21 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050807027425

34 9/4/2005   2:45 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050904057798

4
7/15/2008



Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

34 9/4/2005   5:11 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050904057882

34 9/5/2005   3:49 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050905058793

34 10/16/2005   4:37 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051016101461

34 1/2/2006   2:31 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060102001266

34 1/29/2006  12:23 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060129029203

34 1/29/2006   2:13 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060129029324

34 3/7/2006   9:54 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060307068661

34 6/16/2006  10:31 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060616177994

34 6/24/2006   3:37 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060624185280

34 7/1/2006   2:37 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060701192465

34 9/5/2006   9:29 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060905263207

34 11/11/2006   3:20 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061111331424

34 1/31/2007  11:02 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070131031876

34 2/3/2007   2:50 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070203034202

34 2/22/2007   2:00 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070222053745

34 3/23/2007   2:16 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070323085461

34 3/28/2007   2:26 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070328091147

34 4/1/2007   3:08 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070401095505

34 4/3/2007   9:57 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070403098473

34 4/18/2007   7:24 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070418114158

34 5/5/2007   2:45 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070505131747

34 5/9/2007   3:39 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070509136483

34 5/26/2007   4:18 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070526153923

34 5/28/2007  12:51 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070528155912

34 6/16/2007   1:47 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070616176215

34 7/2/2007   1:35 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070702192704

34 7/14/2007   1:48 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070714205821

34 7/14/2007   5:14 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070714205920

34 8/18/2007   3:14 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070818243592

34 9/2/2007   4:36 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070902259932

34 9/3/2007   4:59 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070903260914

34 9/8/2007   4:38 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070908266200

34 9/8/2007   5:29 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070908266218

34 9/8/2007  10:34 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070908266916

34 9/13/2007   5:40 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070913271627

34 9/17/2007  11:01 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070917276668

34 10/21/2007   5:44 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071021311825

5
7/15/2008



Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

34 11/4/2007   4:41 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071104326642

34 11/9/2007   4:43 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071109331853

34 12/7/2007   5:03 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071207362049

34 12/29/2007   3:01 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071229385643

34 1/5/2008   1:53 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080105004053

34 2/6/2008   3:12 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080206036903

34 2/10/2008   3:49 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080210041229

34 2/20/2008   6:01 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080220051571

34 3/17/2008   2:54 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080317078449

34 4/1/2008   3:45 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080401094241

34 4/20/2008   4:37 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080420114540

34 4/24/2008  10:53 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080424118783

34 5/10/2008   5:39 amDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080510136154

34 6/25/2008  11:35 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080625185829

34 7/4/2008  11:45 pmDISTURBANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080704195905

54
37

37 4/8/2008   5:17 amSUSPICIOUS CAR 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080408101699

1
38

38 5/10/2008   3:06 amSUSPICIOUS PERSONS 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080510136060

38 7/5/2008   5:41 amSUSPICIOUS PERSONS 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080705196184

2
39

39 1/12/2006   7:06 amARREST REF PREVIOUS 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060112011503

1
40

40 2/4/2007   6:58 pmARREST BASED ON WARR 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070204035897

40 6/19/2008   2:43 amARREST BASED ON WARR 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080619178747

2
43

43 8/13/2005   4:01 amSPECIAL DETAIL 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050813033928

1
51

51 9/5/2005   3:18 amNUISANCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050905058777

1
55

55 3/10/2007  12:05 pmDOMESTIC VIOLENCE 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070310071571

1
ID

6
7/15/2008



Final 

Signal Date/Time
Incident

Description   Address Reporting

District

Event Number

ID 8/7/2005   3:48 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050807027442

ID 8/14/2005   3:21 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050814035075

ID 8/14/2005   3:36 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1050814035089

ID 10/16/2005   5:21 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051016101479

ID 12/18/2005   5:33 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1051218165229

ID 1/9/2006   2:12 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060109008150

ID 2/11/2006   5:30 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1060211042864

ID 12/10/2006   5:14 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1061210359919

ID 2/12/2007   1:07 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070212043410

ID 4/3/2007   8:51 pmID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1070403098396

ID 12/2/2007   4:49 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071202356401

ID 12/11/2007   8:04 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1071211366515

ID 1/26/2008   4:47 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080126025167

ID 2/23/2008   3:15 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080223054678

ID 3/1/2008   5:53 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080301061823

ID 3/1/2008   8:16 pmID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080301062448

ID 6/30/2008   4:50 amID REQUEST 333 NE 79TH ST R004 LM1080630190528

17

184

7
7/15/2008
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Negative Secondary Effects 
of Sexually Oriented 

Businesses

Hillsborough County Board of 
Commissioners Meeting

August 16, 2006



Record:  Sources of 
Secondary Effects 

Information

1. Land Use Studies

2. Crime Reports

3. Judicial Opinions

4. Anecdotal Data

5. Media Reports



Record: Types of Secondary 
Effects

1. Personal, property crime/public safety risks 
(focus here is on outside of business) 

2. Prostitution (S. Bend, Monroe, Louisville)

3. Potential spread of disease, unsanitary 
conditions (XTC Adult Bookstore)



Record: Types of Secondary 
Effects

4. Lewd conduct, public indecency, paid sexual 
activity (Cleopatra, Paper Moon, 2003 BJS 
case)

5. Illicit drug use and trafficking (Warner Robins, 
GA, Monroe, OH)

6. Undesirable, aggressive behaviors associated 
with alcohol consumption – lower inhibitions 
(BJS case, Garden Grove, CA, Greensboro, NC 
2003)



Record: Types of Secondary 
Effects

6. Alcohol:

Testimony of Dr. William George, Koziara v. 
Seminole County, No. 5D03-1743

California v. LaRue, 409 U.S. 109, 111 (1972)

Ben’s Bar, Inc. v. Village of Somerset, 316 F.3d 
702 (7th Cir. 2003)

Artistic Entertainment v. Warner Robins, GA, 
223 F.3d 1306 (11th Cir. 2000)



Record: Types of Secondary 
Effects

6. Alcohol:

Artistic Entertainment v. Warner Robins:
• Plaintiffs argued “old,” “foreign,” non-specific
• The Sammy's court concluded that "the experience of other cities, 

studies done in other cities, caselaw reciting findings on the issue, as 
well as [the officials'] own wisdom and common sense" were 
sufficient. Id. Given the wealth of documentary evidence and testimony 
presented to it, we conclude that the Warner Robins City Council had 
an adequate basis for concluding that proscribing the sale and 
consumption of alcohol would reduce the crime and other social costs 
associated with adult businesses. See Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 S. 
Ct. at 931.



Record: Types of Secondary 
Effects

7. Adverse impacts on surrounding properties

Dallas, TX, September 2004 Survey of 
Appraisers by Duncan Associates

• Over 80% of respondent appraisers indicated 
an adverse impact on nearby residences and 
community shopping places

• World Wide Video v. Spokane, 368 F.3 1186



Record: Types of Secondary 
Effects

8. Sexual assault and exploitation

Holsopple Study on Workplace Sexual 
Violence

High percentage of groping, assaults, 
unwanted touching

Negative conduct can be exacerbated by 
alcohol



Analysis of Secondary Effects 
Evidence:  Richard McCleary, 

Ph.D. 
1. Expert in statistics, research methods, and 

criminology

2. Prof. of Environmental Health Sciences, 
Planning, and Criminology (Univ. of CA, Irvine)

3. Four books, 75 articles, 25 cases over 25 
years; FBI, CDC, Bureau of Justice Statistics

4. Editorial Boards: 
• Justice Quarterly

• Journal of Quantitative & Mathematic Criminology

• Journal of Research of Crime & Delinquency

• Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology

• Law and Policy Quarterly 



Legal Standard: Relationship between 
Rationale and Record

•Legislative record must “fairly support” 
legislative rationale (i.e., must be “reasonably 
believed to be relevant”)

•Businesses must show “clear and convincing 
evidence,” cast “direct doubt” on rationale 

•If industry “succeeds” in casting “direct doubt,” 
legislative body must supplement with evidence 
supporting “a theory that justifies its ordinance”



Rationale:  “Sexually oriented 
businesses, 

as a category of commercial uses….”

•Dealing with adult businesses as a class; thus, 
general nature of data is appropriate

•Not a public nuisance action 

•Regulating the class, therefore evidence 
concerning that class of establishments is 
“reasonably believed to be relevant” to the 
problems the County intends to prevent



Rationale:  “…are associated with a 
wide variety of adverse secondary 

effects…”
•Legislative definition of secondary effects is 
broad:

•Includes illicit activity inside as well as outside

•Includes anecdotal as well as scientific

•Businesses’ definition is extremely narrow:

•Demanded “objective and quantifiable empirical 
evidence that suggests within a reasonable 
degree of scientific certainty that sexually 
oriented businesses in Hillsborough County” have 
caused a “significant and sustained increase in 
the crime volumes”



Rationale:  “Each of the foregoing 
negative secondary effects …”

•One substantial government interest is sufficient 
to satisfy the constitutional test

•World Wide Video v. City of Spokane,                
368 F.3d 1186 (9th Cir. 2004)

•Not required to prove every secondary effect 
from every business within the class of 
establishments; regulating the class as a whole



Rationale:  “…County has a 
substantial government 

interest in preventing and/or 
abating in the future.”

•Legislation is inherently prospective

•Ordinance for County’s long-term approach

•Alleged lack of secondary effects from past 
businesses is not controlling under this 
ordinance’s legislative rationale



Rationale:  “…County has a 
substantial government 

interest in preventing and/or 
abating in the future.”

•“Latent” secondary effects

•South Bend, IN 2004 (promoting prostitution at 
20-year old business)

•Monroe, OH 2002 (narcotics trafficking, 
promoting prostitution at 7-year old business)

•Louisville, KY 2004 (prostitution, public 
masturbation, unsanitary conditions)

•Investigations that uncover otherwise unreported 
illegal activity on premises take very large 
investments of money, manpower, and time



Rationale:  “…government 
interest … exists independent 
of any comparative analysis 

between adult and non-adult”
•The substantial government interest in regulating 
sexually oriented businesses does not depend on 
whether there is more crime than other places

•Fulton County, GA “study” involving only police 
calls-for-service (CFS), not actual crimes

•Unreliable data, unreliable methodology
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CRIME-RELATED SECONDARY EFFECTS OF 

SEXUALLY-ORIENTED BUSINESSES:

REPORT TO THE HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY COMMISSION

 

Richard McCleary, Ph.D.
August 30 , 2006th
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 City of Renton, WA v. Playtime Theaters, Inc.  475 U.S. 41 (1986).1

Expressive activities that occur inside sexually-oriented businesses (SOBs), such as X-
rated bookstores, video arcades, peep-shows, or erotic dance clubs, have broad First Amendment
protection.  Nevertheless, governments are allowed to regulate the time, manner, and place of
expressive activities so long as regulations are motivated by and aimed at ameliorating the
potential secondary effects of SOBs.   Governments typically attempt to regulate SOBs through1

zoning or planning codes, business licensing codes, and where applicable, through alcoholic
beverage control codes.  Regardless of the mechanism, of course, regulations must be aimed
narrowly at the secondary effects of the business.

Crime is one of the most important secondary effects.  By virtue of my education,
training, and experience, I am an expert in criminology and statistics.  Throughout my 30-year
career, I have applied my expertise in these fields to the problem of measuring site-specific
public safety hazards, especially the hazards associated with SOBs.  I have testified in a dozen or
more lawsuits and, as a community service, have advised local, county, and state governments on
secondary effect problems.  Based on my background and research, I have three general opinions
that are relevant to the Hillsborough County Commission:

Opinion 1: The criminological theory of ambient crime risk, known as the
“routine activity theory,” predicts that SOBs have large, significant crime-related
secondary effects.  The effect is the product of three factors.  (1) SOBs draw
patrons from wide catchment areas.  (2) Because they are disproportionately male,
open to vice overtures, reluctant to report victimizations to the police, etc., SOB
patrons are “soft” targets.  (3) The high density of “soft” targets at the site attracts
predatory criminals, including vice purveyors who dabble in crime and criminals
who pose as vice purveyor in order to lure or lull potential victims.

Opinion 2:  In the last thirty years, empirical studies employing a wide range of
quasi-experimental designs have found that SOBs have large, significant crime-
related secondary effects.  Since these studies are quasi-experiments, each can be
criticized on narrow methodological grounds.  Since no single methodological
critique applies to all (or even most) of these studies, however, the consensus
finding of the literature is scientifically robust.

Opinion 3: Given that strong criminological theory predicts the effect, and given
that the prediction is corroborated consistently by the empirical literature, it is a
scientific fact that SOBs pose ambient crime risks.

This report will expand on and explain these opinions.  I will begin with an introduction to the
relevant criminological theory.  The secondary effects “debate” often misses this important point: 
Criminological theory predicts that SOBs will generate ambient public safety hazard.  After
developing the theoretical foundation, I will review the studies that parties to the “debate” have
used to test the theory.  With virtually no exceptions, these studies corroborate the theory
predictions.  Finally, I will discuss a few of the practical  considerations that underlie secondary
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 Most of these studies either do not report subclass-specific secondary effects or, else, do2

not include SOBs that feature live entertainment.  The Greensboro (2003) and Daytona Beach
(2004) studies are exceptions.  I will discuss the findings of these two studies at a later point.  

 This theory is due to L.E. Cohen and M. Felson, Social change and crime rate trends: A3

routine activity approach.  American Sociological Review, 1979, 44:588-608.  See also, M.
Felson’s Crime and Everyday Life, Second Edition (Thousand Oaks, CA:  Pine Forge Press,

effect studies.

1. THE CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY OF SECONDARY EFFECTS

It is a scientific fact that SOBs, as a business class, pose large, statistically significant
ambient public safety hazards.  The public safety hazard is realized not only in terms of
“victimless” crimes (prostitution, drugs, etc.) but, also, in terms of the “serious” crimes (assault,
robbery, etc.) and “opportunistic” crimes (vandalism, trespass etc.) that are associated with vice.

Table 1 - Secondary Effect Studies Relied on by Legislatures 

Los Angeles, CA
Whittier, CA
St. Paul, MN
Phoenix, AZ
Minneapolis, MN
Indianapolis, IN
Austin, TX
Garden Grove, CA
Manhattan, NY

1977
1978
1978
1979
1980
1984
1986
1991
1994

Times Square, NY 
Newport News, VA
Dallas, TX
San Diego, CA
Greensboro, NC
Centralia, WA
Daytona Beach, FL
Montrose, IL
Sioux City, IA

1994
1996
1997
2002
2003
2003
2004
2005
2006

I call the SOB-crime relationship a “scientific fact” because, first, it is predicted by a
strong scientific theory; and second, because the theoretical prediction has been corroborated
empirically.  On the second point, Table 1 lists eighteen empirical studies whose findings
corroborate the claim that SOBs pose large, significant ambient public safety hazards.   The2

remarkable range of time-frames, locations, and circumstances represented by these studies
suggests that the consensus finding is general and robust.

The consensus finding of this literature becomes scientific fact when it is interpreted in
the context of a scientific theory.  In this instance, the SOB-crime relationship is predicted by
modern criminological theory.  The central “organizing theory” of modern scientific criminology,
the so-called routine activity theory,  answers the what-when-where questions of victimization3
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1998).  The routine activity theory that predicts the SOB-crime relationship is one of the most
widely tested and accepted theories in modern social science.  In 2005 alone, according to the
Social Science Citation Index, the 1979 Cohen-Felson article was cited 621 times.  In the last 30
years, the routine activity theory of crime risk has been tested thousands of times.  Each test has
confirmed the theory.

 Since TARGETS attract OFFENDERS to the site, so a three-dimensional is unnecessary –4

fortunately.  Otherwise, CRIME RISK functions are generally nonlinear with sigmoidal or s-shapes
as plotted in Figure 1.

risk.  In this particular application, e.g., the theory holds that the CRIME RISK at a site is
determined by three factors:

(1) the number of potential victims (or TARGETS) at the site;
(2) the relative “SOFTNESS” of the targets; and
(3) the number of potential OFFENDERS at the site.

Ignoring mathematical technicalities, this three-factor theory can be written formally as:

CRIME RISK =  TARGETS  X  SOFTNESS  X  OFFENDERS

If any of the three factors is zero, no matter how large or small the other two factors might be,
CRIME RISK is zero.  When none of the factors is zero, however, increasing or decreasing one of
the factors while holding the other two constant yields an increase or decrease in CRIME RISK.

To illustrate the CRIME RISK equation, Figure 1 plots the CRIME RISK functions for sites
with predominately SOFT and HARD TARGETS.  The horizontal axis of Figure 1 gives the range of
TARGET-OFFENDER densities at the two sites.   (Since TARGETS attract OFFENDERS to the site, we, 4

targets at CRIME RISK functions are generally sigmoidal or s-shaped.)
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In 1990, as part of an investigation, Garden Grove police officers ran registration checks5

on motor vehicles parked at SOBs.  Virtually all of the vehicles were registered to addresses
outside Garden Grove.  The 1986 Austin, TX study arrived at the same finding.  More recently,
the Effingham County Sheriff’s Department ran registration checks on motor vehicles parked at
an SOB in the Village of Montrose.  Except for employees’ vehicles, all were from outside the
county.  

 Three of the armed robbers interviewed by Richard T. Wright and Scott H. Decker6

(Armed Robbers in Action: Stickups and Street Culture, Northeastern University Press, 1997)
worked as prostitutes:  “From their perspective, the ideal robbery target was a married man in
search of an illicit sexual adventure; he would be disinclined to make a police report for fear of
exposing his own deviance (p. 69).”

Figure 1 - Crime Risk as a Function of Target-Offender Density

The high ambient risk at SOB sites follows from the extraordinary conjunction of all
three factors.  Specifically:

! SOBs draw large numbers of potential victims or TARGETS from long distances to a
common site.5

! The TARGETS drawn to the SOB site are relatively SOFT.  They are disproportionately
male, e.g.; are open to vice overtures; carry cash;  and when victimized, are
reluctant to co-operate with the police.6

! The relatively high density of SOFT TARGETS drawn to the site attracts OFFENDERS. 
These OFFENDERS are “professional” criminals in the sense that they lack
legitimate means of livelihood and devote substantial time to illegitimate
activities.  Some are vice purveyors who dabble in crime;  others are criminals.
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 The relationship between predatory criminals and vice purveyors has been a popular plot7

device for nearly 250 years.  John Gay’s Beggar’s Opera (ca. 1765), e.g., centers on the trials
and tribulations of a predatory criminal (MacHeath) and a vice ring (Peachum, Jenny, Lucy, etc.). 
Empirical studies of the phenomenon begin go back at least 75 years to Clifford R. Shaw’s case
study of “Stanley” (The Jack-Roller: A Delinquent Boy's Own Story.  University of Chicago
Press, 1966 [1930]).

who promise vice to lure and lull victims.7

The routine activity theory’s causal mechanism, thus, can be reduced to two sentences: SOBs
attract SOFT TARGETS.  SOFT TARGETS attract OFFENDERS.

1.1 WHAT DOES CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY SAY ABOUT SUBCLASSES?

No narrow SOB subclass is exempt from criminological theory.  To the extent that two
SOB subclasses draw similar patrons from similarly wide catchment areas, theory predicts
similar ambient crime risks.  In short, similar causes (high TARGET density, soft TARGETs, etc.)
have similar effects (i.e., high ambient crime risk).  This theoretical expectation applies to all
SOB subclasses and, furthermore, is consistent with the relevant data.

In lawsuits, SOB plaintiffs have argued that they belong to an SOB subclass that is
exempt from criminological theory.  Variations on the general argument include:

! “Our patrons are up-scale.”

! “Many of our patrons are women.”

! “Our patrons park, run in, make their purchase, and leave.”

While these arguments have commonsense appeal, criminological theory contradicts common
sense.  Since “up-scale” patrons are especially attractive TARGETS, e.g., high socioeconomic status
may attract more predators to the site.  Likewise, the presence of female patrons can make an
SOB site more attractive to male patrons.  SOBs have advertised that their patrons include
unattached females, especially exotic or nude entertainers; SOBs often attract unattached females
with offers of lingerie gifts.

The final example is at the center of several lawsuits.  The patrons of SOBs that sell
merchandise exclusively for off-premise use, according to the argument, spend only a few
minutes on the premises.  Since they spend little time in the SOB, their presence should not
attract predators to the neighborhood.  This argument does not hold up, however.  No matter how
long the patrons spend inside the SOB, they are perceived to be relatively “soft” targets and, thus,
their presence in the neighborhood attracts predatory criminals.  I will have more to say about
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 E.g., Wright and Decker (1997):   “[E]ach of (the armed robbers) expressed a preference8

for intoxicated victims, who were viewed as good targets because they were in no condition to
fight back.  (p. 70);  “Several [armed robbers] said that they usually chose victims who appeared
to be intoxicated because, as one put it, ‘Drunks never know what hit them.’” (p. 87).

 My 1991 Garden Grove study found a large, significant increase on crime risk when an9

alcohol-serving establishment opened within 500 feet (ca. one city block) of an SOB.  Secondary
effect studies in Greensboro (2003) and Daytona Beach (2004), to be discussed shortly, found
that alcohol-serving SOBs had larger secondary effects than retail alcohol outlets.

this topic later.

This is not to say that subclass differences are irrelevant.  On the contrary, while each
subclass will have some crime-related secondary effect, subclass characteristics may affect the
qualitative nature of the effect.  To illustrate, since adult cabarets and adult peep shows attract
“soft” TARGETS to their sites, both SOB subclasses will pose ambient public safety hazards.  The
qualitative nature of their hazards (and in particular, the optimal strategies for mitigating their
hazards) may vary, however.  

1.2 THE THEORETICAL ROLE OF ALCOHOL

Proximity to alcohol is a key component of the routine activity theory’s SOFTness factor. 
Alcohol aggravates an SOB’s already-high ambient CRIME RISK by lowering the inhibitions and
clouding the judgments of the SOB’s patrons.  In effect, alcohol makes the SOFT TARGETS found
at the SOB site SOFTer.

The available data corroborate this theoretical expectation in all respects.  Predatory
criminals prefer inebriated victims,  e.g.;  and SOBs that serve alcohol (e.g., adult cabarets) or8

that are near liquor-serving businesses pose accordingly larger ambient public safety hazards.  9

Governments rely on this consistent finding of crime-related secondary effect studies as a
rationale for limiting nudity in liquor-serving businesses.

1.3 THE THEORY OF MITIGATION STRATEGIES

The routine activity theory of crime points to strategies for mitigating the crime-related
secondary effects of SOBs.  In principle, the effects of a mitigation strategy can be direct or
indirect .  Direct effects are typically realized through direct manipulation of the risk factors.

! Reducing TARGET density.  Residential victimization risk can be reduced by
mandating long distances between SOB sites and residences.  Codes that
disperse SOB sites mitigate CRIME RISK by reducing TARGET density. 

Case 8:06-cv-01695-RAL-EAJ     Document 37-14      Filed 08/16/2007     Page 7 of 59



CRIM E-RELATED SECONDARY EFFECTS - PAGE 7

RICHARD M CCLEARY, PH .D.

 The classic statement on target-hardening is Oscar Newman’s Defensible Space: Crime10

Prevention Through Urban Design. (New York:  MacMillan, 1973).

The best known statement of this effect is “Broken windows:  The police and neighbor-11

hood safety.” by J.Q. Wilson and G.L. Kelling, Atlantic Monthly, 1982, 249:29-38.  Wilson and
Kelling argue persuasively that police visibility in a neighborhood can have a greater impact on
victimization risk than police activities that target crime per se.  Modern police methods are
based on this theory.

! Hardening TARGETS.   Codes that mandate on-site security (lighting, uniformed10

guards, etc.); or that facilitate intensive police patrolling; or that limit
alcoholic beverages mitigate CRIME RISK by this mechanism.

! Reducing OFFENDER density.  Codes that disperse TARGETS across sites make
sites less attractive to OFFENDERS.  Codes that mandate on-site security
also “work” through this mechanism, of course.

The effects of these example mitigation strategies are direct effects because each is realized
directly through one of the routine activity theory’s risk factors.

In practice, of course, mitigation strategies often have complex effects, working directly
through one of the theory’s risk factors, or, more often, working indirectly through some distal
mechanism.  The mitigation strategies with indirect effects can be dived into two categories:

! Optimization/reallocation strategies.  Minor modifications of a code can
sometimes reduce the costs of compliance (to the SOB) or the cost of
enforcement (to the government) of both.  Resources saved by the
modification can then be reallocated to other strategies.   

! “Broken windows” enforcement.  By focusing police resources and attention on
SOB sites, codes can reduce risk through a complex set of pathways.  11

Codes that regulate the internal environment of the SOB site are an
example of this mechanism.  Regular inspections and routine, visible
police presence in the neighborhood have the effect of reducing CRIME

RISK.

The effects of optimization/reallocation and “broken windows” strategies are indirect in the
sense that neither aims directly at one of the theory’s risk factors.  Rather, both types of strategy
aim at extra-theoretical factors.

The distinction between direct and indirect effects is not useful in all instances.  Nor is it
always feasible to distinguish the unique contributions of several factors to a mitigation
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 In their 1979 article, Cohen and Felson called this factor “guardianship.”12

 See, e.g., S.D. Levitt.  Using electoral cycles in police hiring to estimate the effect of13

police on crime.  American Economic Review, 1997, 87:270-290.  “Increases in police are
shown to substantially reduce violent crime but have a smaller impact on property crime. The
null hypothesis that the marginal social benefit of reduced crime equals the costs of hiring
additional police cannot be rejected.” (p. 270) Some “victimless” vice crimes are an exception to
the rule, of course. 

strategy’s direct and indirect effects.  Some example mitigation strategies may be useful at this
point.

1.3.1 VISIBLE POLICE PRESENCE

From the government’s perspective, visible police presence is an expensive (and thus,
impractical) mitigation strategy.  From the perspective of the SOB and its patrons, on the other
hand, visible police presence is highly intrusive.  Nevertheless, visible police presence at the
SOB site is the most effective strategy for mitigating an ambient public safety hazard.  When the
routine activity theory of crime was originally proposed, 30 years ago, police presence appeared
in the denominator.12

CRIME RISK =
TARGETS  X  SOFTNESS  X  OFFENDERS

POLICE PRESENCE

Holding the numerator constant, an increase in POLICE PRESENCE drives CRIME RISK down; while
a decrease in POLICE PRESENCE drives CRIME RISK up.

Although the POLICE PRESENCE-CRIME RISK relationship is complicated and complex,
criminologists generally accept the aphorism “more police, less crime.”   In most jurisdictions,13

due to budgetary limitations, increasing the level of POLICE PRESENCE in an SOB neighborhood
is unfeasible.  Accepting that fact, virtual increases in POLICE PRESENCE are still possible:

! Minimizing (or eliminating) circumstances that reduce the effectiveness of
patrolling. 

! Increasing police visibility; using uniformed officers in marked vehicles for
patrol functions (instead of plain-clothes officers in unmarked vehicles).   

! Making enforcement easier and/or more efficient; relying on technology to
make patrol functions more effective. 

I will offer several examples of these general methods in the sections following.  
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1.3.2 LIMITING “HOURS OF OPERATION”

The ambient public safety hazard of an SOB can be mitigated by limiting its “hours of
operation.”  Criminological theory reduces to the aphorism, “more targets, more crime.”  And in
the overnight hours when businesses close and people go home, the crime rate drops.  While the
crime rate drops, however, the per-target risk rises.  When a business stays open around-the-
clock, its victimization risk rises steadily after sundown, peaking in the early morning. 
Darkness softens a target, increasing its appeal to predatory criminals.

Several mechanisms operate here but the most salient is that routine policing is more
difficult and less effective in darkness.  When bars and taverns close, police resources are
stretched thinner yet, making soft targets even softer.  Governments typically mitigate this risk
by closing high-risk public places (playgrounds, beaches, parks, etc.) from dawn to dusk; by
imposing curfews on high-risk persons (teen-agers, parolees, etc.); and limiting the operation of
high-risk businesses (bars, SOBs, etc.) during times of acute risk.  Not surprisingly, this
theoretical prediction is confirmed by the empirical evidence.

1.3.3 POLICE OFFICER SAFETY

A commonly overlooked (but nevertheless important) component of ambient crime risk
consists of incidents that occur inside the SOB.  The majority of these incidents fall into six
categories: (1) crimes against the SOB per se (e.g., robbery, vandalism);  (2)  “victimless”
crimes committed by patrons (e.g., lewd behavior);  (3) patron-on-patron crimes (e.g., assault);
(4)  patron-on-employee crimes (e.g., battery);  (5) employee-on-patron crimes (e.g.,, battery);
and (6) crimes against police officers charged with enforcing regulations inside the SOB (e.g.,
battery).

Crimes categories (3), (4) and (5) occur most commonly inside SOBs that offer live
entertainment; and of course, since alcohol aggravates the risk of all three crime-types, the risk
is particularly acute in adult cabarets.  In adult cabarets, crime risk can be mitigated by
structures designed to separate entertainers and patrons.  A raised stage creates a tangible “wall”
between employees and patrons, thereby reducing the risk of patron-on-employee crimes.  The
“wall” also minimizes inadvertent “touching” of entertainers; and since “touching” precipitates
a response from employees, a raised stage can also reduce the risk of employee-on-patron
crimes.

A tangible “wall” has both direct and indirect effects on CRIME RISK.  If minimum
distances between entertainers and patrons are mandated, e.g., a “wall” can facilitate compliance
by the SOB and verification of compliance (or non-compliance) by police officers.  By
minimizing the time that an officer spends inside the SOB, a “wall” minimizes the risk of
crimes against officers.  Cost-benefit analyses are difficult when officer safety is one of the
costs.  Nevertheless, this optimization/reallocation example illustrates the indirect effects of a
mitigation strategy.
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 My authority on quasi-experimental design is Experimental and Quasi-Experimental14

Designs for Research by D.T. Campbell and J.C. Stanley (Rand-McNally, 1966).  Campbell and

1.4 TAILORING REGULATIONS TO FIT LOCAL NEEDS

Differences among SOB subclasses often suggest differences in codes and/or
enforcement strategies.   A code or strategy that is optimal for one subclass may be less than
optimal for another subclass.  This principle leads to minor variations from jurisdiction to
jurisdiction.  If a local variation is aimed at rationalizing regulation and optimizing mitigation, it
should be encouraged.

This principle applies as well to relevant local conditions.  By definition, local
conditions are too numerous to list.  Nevertheless, the principle is straightforward.  Legislatures
adapt and modify codes to take advantage of local idiosyncracies.  In most instances,
modifications are designed to facilitate compliance and minimize enforcement costs.  Toward
that end, legislatures often consult local enforcement officers and, to the extent possible and
appropriate, incorporate the views of experts concerning the regulations.

1.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS: CRIMINOLOGICAL THEORY

The legal debate over crime-related secondary effects ignores the crucial role of
criminological theory.  Without exception, criminological theory predicts that SOBs will
generate ambient public safety hazards.  Plaintiffs’ witnesses produce study after study to show
that SOBs have no crime-related secondary effects or, sometimes, that SOBs have salutary
public safety impacts on their neighborhoods.  I will discuss the details of these studies at a later
point.  For present purposes, the criminological theory that I have described is internally
consistent and compelling – it makes sense in other words.  As it turns out, the theory also
agrees with the data. 

2 EMPIRICAL CORROBORATION

Scientific theory leads us to expect secondary effects in SOB neighborhoods and, in fact,
that is exactly what we find.  Table 1 lists eighteen studies conducted over a 30-year period in
rural, urban, and suburban settings; the studies span all regions of the U.S. and every
conceivable SOB subclass.  Despite this diversity, these eighteen studies have one thing in
common.  Each reports what I call the “consensus finding” of the literature:  a substantively
large, statistically significant crime-related secondary effect.  Given the theoretical prediction,
this consensus finding is a scientific fact.

The eighteen studies listed in Table 1 are also methodologically diverse.  Some of the
studies use a before/after difference to estimate a secondary effect.  Others use SOB-control
differences for that purpose.   Some of these SOB-control studies select control zones by14
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Stanley call before/after designs “pretest-posttest” designs; they call SOB-control designs “static
group comparison” designs.  In general, before/after comparisons are prone to fewer threats to
internal valid and, hence, are “stronger” than SOB-control designs. 

 An experimental design controls common threats to validity by random assignment.  To15

estimate the crime-related secondary effects of SOBs experimentally, e.g., we would compile a
list of the business sites in a jurisdiction and open SOBs in a random sample of sites.  Random
assignment (and hence, experimenting) is not possible, of course.  

“matching.”  Others use statistical models (regression, e.g.) to adjust irrelevant differences
between the SOB and control zones.  Methodological attacks on the literature typically focus on
idiosyncratic design features of each study.  Despite their methodological idiosyncracies, the
studies all report remarkably similar findings.  This consensus renders any methodological
challenge implausible.

Ideally, one could read each of the eighteen studies listed in Table 1 and draw inferences
from their similarities and differences.  Given the broad consensus finding, however, there is
little to learn from the minor details of specific studies.  My review will focus on SOB
subclasses and, to a lesser extent, on methodological idiosyncracies.  I will return to the
methodological issues in subsequent sections.

2.1 SOB-CONTROL CONTRASTS: PHOENIX, 1979

In many respects, true experiments are the strongest designs.  But since true15

experiments are not possible, crime-related secondary effect studies rely on quasi-experimental
designs.  Except for random assignment, quasi-experimental and true experimental designs use
similar structures to control threats to validity.  The strongest quasi-experimental design
compares ambient crime risk at a site before and after the opening of an SOB.  Before-after
contrasts are not always possible, unfortunately.

A somewhat weaker quasi-experimental design compares ambient crime risk at an SOB
site to ambient crime risk at a control site.  Though weaker in principle, SOB-control contrasts
are often more practical.  The validity of an SOB-control contrast is a function of similarity of
the SOB and control sites.  Barring out-and-out dishonesty, the differences will be small and
roughly random, thereby favoring neither side.

In 1979, the City of Phoenix conducted a study of crime-related secondary effects. 
Although the actual work was conducted by City employees, Arizona State University faculty
served as advisors and consultants.  I was a Professor of Criminal Justice at Arizona State
University at that time and met on a weekly basis with the City employees who conducted this
research.
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 Studies in Los Angeles (1977), Amarillo (1977), Whittier (1978), St. Paul (1978),16

Phoenix (1979), Indianapolis (1984), and Austin (1986) used this design.

To estimate the crime-related secondary effects of adult businesses, the researchers
compared crime rates in areas with adult businesses to crime rates in “matched” control zones
(i.e., areas that were similar but that had no adult businesses).  The comparisons are summarized
in my Table 2.  The property and personal crime rates reported in Table 2 were estimated from
Uniform Crime Report (UCR) data.   The percentages reported in the right-hand column (in red)
are the secondary effect estimates derived from the crime rates. Compared to crime rates in the
control zones, the UCR property crime rate was 39.8 percent higher;  the UCR personal crime
rate was 13.7 percent higher; and the UCR sex crime rate was 480.2 percent higher in the adult
business areas.  By any reasonable standard, these are large, significant crime-related secondary
effects.

Table 2 - Secondary Effects in Phoenix, AZ

Adult Business
Areas

Control
Areas

Secondary
Effect

Property Crime Rate
Personal Crime Rate
Sexual Crime Rate

122.86
    5.81
    9.40

87.90
  5.11
  1.62

139.8 %
113.7 %
580.2 %

Source: ADULT BUSINESS STUDY, City of Phoenix Planning

Department, May 25, 1979; Table V

In the 30 years following this study, legislatures around the U.S. have accepted and
relied upon its findings.  Witnesses retained by SOBs and SOB plaintiffs, on the other hand,
have argued that the 1979 Phoenix study is “fatally flawed” and that its findings are wholly
implausible.  This position is wrong, in my opinion.  Although the design of this study leaves
much to be desired – especially by today’s standards – many of the study’s methodological
shortcomings minimize the size of the effect.  A stronger design would have produced a larger
effect estimate.

2.2 BEFORE-AFTER CONTRASTS: GARDEN GROVE, 1991

Prior to 1990, virtually all crime-related secondary effect studies compared crime rates in
police districts with SOBs to crime rates in districts without SOBs.   By contemporary16

standards, the design of these studies was weak.  Existing police districts comprised areas of
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 Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: The Relationship between Crime and Adult17

Business Operations on Garden Grove Boulevard.  October 23, 1991.  Richard McCleary, Ph.D.
and James W. Meeker, J.D., Ph.D.

several square miles, e.g., and sometimes had several SOBs.  Researchers handled these
problems as best they could by matching and, rarely, by statistical adjustment.  The wide use of
weak “static group comparison” designs was dictated by economics, of course.  Prior to 1990,
relatively few police departments had sophisticated management information systems.

Citing these methodological flaws, witnesses hired by the SOB industry characterized
these studies as exemplars of “shoddy research” whose findings are not to be trusted.  Ironically,
the methodological flaws in these early studies favor a null finding – no effects;  stronger
designs would most likely have yielded larger, more significant effect estimates.  Ignoring this
point, the “static group comparison” design assumes that SOB and control neighborhoods are
equivalent on relevant crime risk factors.  If this assumption is unwarranted, observed secondary
effects cannot be attributed to the SOBs.  The surest, simplest way to control this threat to
validity is to use a before-after design.

In the early 1990s, James W. Meeker and I conducted a secondary effect study in Garden
Grove, CA that is considered to be the most scientifically rigorous, valid study of crime-related
secondary effects in the literature.    The design of our 1991 Garden Grove study differed from17

what had been done previously in many respects.  We had location-coded crime incidents, e.g.,
so we could estimate crime rates within 500 feet of an SOB;  we had ten years of crime data, so
we could use relatively stronger before/after contrasts; and we had several nearly ideal control
businesses for our contrasts.

Observing ambient crime before and after an SOB opened in a neighborhood, Meeker
and I found that crime risk rose whenever an SOB opened its doors for business; when an SOB
closed its doors, crime risk fell.  The validity of a before/after design requires that other
plausible explanations for the rise and fall of crime be ruled out.  The change may be a
coincidence, e.g.;  perhaps crime rose or fell throughout the city.  To control these common
“threats to internal validity,” Meeker and I replicated each before/after analysis for other SOBs
in Garden Grove.  We reasoned that, if a rise or fall in ambient crime were a coincidence, we
would observe the effect at other Garden Grove SOBs.  If we did not observe the same effect at
these control sites, on the other hand, the effect could be attributed confidently to the newly
opened SOB.

Secondary effects for three business openings are reported in Table 3.  When a new SOB
opened, total “serious” crimes in a 500-foot radius around the site rose, on average, 67 percent. 
To control for the confounding effects of city-wide crime trends, changes in police activity, and
other common threats to internal validity, these before-after differences were compared to the
analogous differences for the addresses of existing SOBs.  Total “serious” crimes in a 500-foot
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radius around these “control” sites rose, on average, only 6 percent.  The secondary effect
observed when new SOBs open is, thus, substantively large and statistically significant.

Table 3 - Secondary Effects in Garden Grove, CA:  Business Openings
Total “Serious” Crime, One Year Before/After

Test Sites Control Sites

Before After Before After

March, 1982
March, 1986
August, 1988

71
31
32

106
68
50

1.49
2.19
1.56

76
80
41

78
92
40

1.03
1.15
0.98

Total 134 224 1.67 197 210 1.06

Source: Final Report to the City of Garden Grove, pp. 26-28

Social scientists (and their government clients) learned two things from the 1991 Garden
Grove study.  First and foremost, when relatively stronger before-after quasi-experimental
designs are possible, the same ambient public safety hazards are found.  The Garden Grove
findings corroborate the findings in the Los Angeles (1977), Phoenix (1979), Indianapolis (1984)
studies.  Second, however, and more important, the 1991 Garden Grove study taught us how
expensive a crime-related secondary effect study can be.  I will have more to say about this
shortly.

2.3 SOB SUBCLASSES

Although Jim Meeker and I did not report subclass-specific effects, the Garden Grove
study included both on-premise and off-premise-only SOBs.  One of the effects reported in Table
3 was an off-premise-only SOB.  Since the three effect estimates are within sampling error of a
common mean – no difference between the subclasses, in other words – one could infer that
subclass differences are minor.

And indeed, in the most important respect, subclass-specific effect differences are minor. 
Nevertheless, recent lawsuits (and decisions) have questioned whether the subclasses have
similar effects.  To address these questions, researchers have begun to report subclass-specific
effects.  After reviewing the effects reported for three SOB subclasses, I will return to the issue of
criminological theory to describe one relevant subclass difference.

2.3.1 ADULT CABARETS
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 Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of Adult Cabarets and Video/Bookstores in18

Greensboro: A Study of Calls for Service to the Police by Daniel Linz, Ph.D. and Mike Yao,
November 30 , 2003.  A Professor of Communication at the University of California, Santath

Barbara, Dr. Linz is a prolific witness for SOB plaintiffs, often in collaboration with Dr. Fisher.  

 P. 3 (counting the title sheet as p. 1) of the Linz-Yao Greensboro Study.19

 R. McCleary. A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Yao Report:  Report to the Greensboro20

City Attorney.  December 15, 2003.

Adult cabarets are the oldest and, in some respects, the most interesting SOB subclass.  In
principle, furthermore, estimating the secondary effect of an adult cabaret is straightforward.  If
we agree that live nude entertainment is the essential difference between adult cabarets and other
businesses that sell alcohol by the drink (or “taverns” as I will call them), the secondary effect
can be estimated by comparing the ambient crime rates for adult cabarets and taverns.  Although
the differences between adult cabarets and taverns are often more complicated than this simplest,
straightforward design admits, several studies have used taverns as controls for adult cabarets. 
All find that adult cabarets have higher ambient crime rates than taverns.

2.3.1A GREENSBORO, NC (2003)

In 2003, Dr. Daniel Linz conducted a crime-related secondary effect study in Greensboro,
NC.   Analyzing police calls-for-service (CFSs) Dr. Linz concluded that:18

The presence of adult cabarets and adult video/bookstores in “neighborhoods”
was unrelated to sex crimes in the area.  We found that several of an (sic) adult
video/bookstore were located in high person and property crime incident
“neighborhoods.”  We examined the “neighborhoods” and local areas surrounding
the adult video/bookstores (1000 foot radius) further and we found that the adult
video/bookstores were not the primary source of crime incidents in these locations
... (T)here is no support for the City of Greensboro’s theory that adult businesses
produce adverse secondary effects.  The results of our study show that adult
businesses are not associated with crime events.19

Due to the technical nature of Dr. Linz’ statistical analyses, the City of Greensboro retained me
to “translate” Dr. Linz’ numerical results into plain words.20

Dr. Linz’ report was a difficult read, even for statisticians.  The numbers on which his
conclusion was based were scattered across 18 pages of computer output in an appendix.  Few
report readers consult appendices under any circumstances.  But in this instance, a critical
reading of the report’s appendices required technical skills (that most of the report’s readers
lack) and great tolerance for numerical detail.  When the actual numbers were finally examined,
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 I use the term crime “levels” because, strictly speaking, crime “rates” are difficult to21

tease out of police CFSs.  I will return to this issue later. 

it became clear that Dr. Linz had overstated the basis of his strongly-worded conclusion.  Put
simply, Dr. Linz’ numbers contradicted his words.

Figure 2 - Results of the 2003 Greensboro Study

Source: Tables 14-19, Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of Adult Cabarets and Video/ Bookstores

in Greensboro: A Study of Calls for Service to the Police.  Daniel Linz and Mike Yao, November 30 ,th

2003.

 

The results of Dr. Linz’ analyses are plotted in Figure 2.  The green bars in Figure 2
report the ambient crime levels  for Greensboro’s “control” neighborhoods; these21

neighborhoods have no taverns and no SOBs.  The blue and red bars report the ambient crime
levels for neighborhoods with taverns and neighborhoods with adult cabarets, respectively.  To
facilitate interpretation, I have fixed the ambient crime levels in control neighborhoods at 100
percent;  the ambient effects in tavern neighborhoods (blue bars) and adult cabaret
neighborhoods (red bars) are easily interpreted, thus, as multiples of the control neighborhood
effects (green bars).

Since the social, demographic, and economic variables that are presumed to “cause”
crime vary across neighborhoods, unadjusted crime levels may be deceiving.  To control for
these confounding effects, Dr. Linz adjusted his raw numbers with a statistical model.  I will not
discuss the technical details of Dr. Linz’ statistical model here.               

As the adjusted effects plotted in Figure 2 show, Dr. Linz found that ambient crime in
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 Most of the research on the relationship between taverns and ambient crime risk is due22

to my colleague of 30 years, Dennis Roncek.  See D.W. Roncek and M.A. Pravatiner.  Additional
evidence that taverns enhance nearby crime.  Social Science Research, 1989, 73:185-188.

 Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of Adult Cabarets in Daytona Beach, Florida: 23

A Study of Calls for Service to the Police in Reference to Ordinance 02-496 by Daniel Linz,
Ph.D., Randy D. Fisher,Ph.D. and Mike Yao, April 7 , 2004.  Dr. Fisher is an associate Professorth

of Psychology at the University of Central Florida.  He is also a prolific witness for SOB
plaintiffs.

 Since the Daytona Beach SOBs were adult cabarets, Linz, Fisher, and Yao excluded24

bookstores and video arcades from the study.  Instead of defining “neighborhoods” as Census
Block Groups, in Daytona Beach, Linz, Fisher, and Yao used Census Tracts.  The Greensboro
and Daytona Beach designs are otherwise identical.

tavern neighborhoods (blue bars) range from 148 percent (violent crimes) to 229 percent (sexual
crimes) of the ambient crime in control neighborhoods.  Since taverns (and tavern
neighborhoods) are the criminological “gold standard” of ambient crime, that result was
expected.   What Dr. Linz did not expect to find, however, was that adult cabaret22

neighborhoods (red bars) would have more crime than the tavern neighborhoods (blue bars).

Crime-related secondary effects in Greensboro’s adult cabaret neighborhoods ranged
from 175 percent (for property crime) to 307 percent (for sexual crime) of the ambient crime
levels in control neighborhoods.  These effect estimates are large in every sense and, of course,
they are not surprising.  To me, the only surprise was that the estimates in Figure 2 were
reported in a study commissioned by a consortium of SOB plaintiffs.

2.3.1B DAYTONA BEACH, FL (2004)

In 2004, Dr. Linz collaborated with Dr. Randy D. Fisher on a Daytona Beach secondary
effect study.   With minor exceptions, the design of the Daytona Beach study was identical to23

the Greensboro design.   Analyzing CFSs once again, Drs. Linz and Fisher concluded that adult24

cabarets, had no significant crime-related secondary effects:

We are able to account for crime events in Daytona Beach with a moderately high
level of accuracy using variables found by other researchers to be related to
crime…The social disorganization variables and especially the presence of an
(sic) alcohol beverage retail sale establishments in the blocks (that did not feature
adult entertainment) accounts largely for this explanatory power. The presence of
an adult cabaret in the census block explained only to (sic) a trivial amount of
variability in crime incidents when these other variables were considered ... From
these analyses we are able to reliably conclude that once we control for variables
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 P. 36 (counting the title sheet as p. 1) of the Linz-Fisher-Yao Daytona Beach study.25

 P. 23 (counting the title sheet as p. 1) of the Linz-Fisher-Yao Daytona Beach study.26

known to be related to crime there is not a meaningful relationship between the
presence of an adult cabaret in the neighborhood and crime events.25

This conclusion is worded more cautiously than the conclusion in Greensboro.  Indeed, the
authors go so far in the Daytona Beach report as to admit that, as in Greensboro, the Daytona
Beach results amount to statistically significant crime-related secondary effects:

There are analyses reported below where there are small but statistically
significant relationships due to the exceptionally large N (sample size) employed
in the analyses (at times over 1,100 census blocks)...[But] we favor “strength”
over a technical “significance.”26

This is a highly technical statistical issue, of course.  In my opinion, Drs. Linz and Fisher
misunderstand the assumptions of their model as well as the statistical problem of an
“exceptionally large N” that, in their opinion, obviates the statistical model.  Put simply, they are
incorrect.

Not withstanding the large statistical size of their effect estimates, the effect estimates
reported by Drs. Linz and Fisher in Daytona Beach are substantively large.  Figure 3 plots the
results of the Daytona Beach analyses using the same conventions used in Figure 2 (for
Greensboro).  The ambient crime levels in control neighborhoods (green) are fixed at 100 percent
again so that the levels in tavern neighborhoods (blue) and adult cabaret neighborhoods (red) can
be interpreted as multiples of the controls.  With two exceptions, adult cabaret neighborhoods
have higher ambient crime levels than tavern neighborhoods.  Given the well-known relationship
between taverns and ambient crime, the Daytona Beach analyses corroborate the consensus
finding of the literature.  Like the broader SOB class, adult cabarets, pose large, statistically
significant ambient public safety hazards.
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Figure 3 - Results of the 2004 Daytona Beach Study

Source: Tables 7-19, Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of Adult Cabarets in Daytona Beach,

Florida:  A Study of Calls for Service to the Police in Reference to Ordinance 02-496.  Daniel Linz, Ph.D.,

Randy D. Fisher, Ph.D. and Mike Yao, April 7 , 2004.th

 

Figure 3 speaks for itself.  Tavern neighborhoods (blue) have 90 percent more total crime
than control neighborhoods (green).  Adult cabaret neighborhoods (red) have 270 percent more
total crime than control neighborhoods (green).  In substantive terms then, taverns have large
secondary effects and adult cabarets have even larger secondary effects.  The fact that these
effect estimates are also statistically large adds little to our understanding of Figure 3.

The estimates are statistically large, of course – i.e., statistically significant – and that
poses a dilemma for Drs. Linz and Fisher.  If the estimates were statistically small, Drs. Linz and
Fisher could argue that the estimates were due to chance (regardless of their substantive size). 
Denied this solution to the dilemma, Drs. Linz and Fisher argue that statistical significance of the
estimates is an artifact of an “exceptionally large N.”  This is a specious argument, however, on
two grounds. First, samples of 1,100 are not large enough to obviate the statistical model used by
Drs. Linz and Fisher.  But second, if samples of 1,100 were large enough to obviate the statistical
model, as claimed, all of effect estimates would be statistically significant.  In fact, of the 84
parameter estimates reported by Drs. Linz and Fisher, 42 are statistically significant and 42 are
not.

2.3.2 PEEP SHOWS

As I use the term, “peep show” refers to an SOB where patrons can view (or preview)
DVDs.  In his Alameda Books opinion, Justice Souter characterizes this SOB subclass as the
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 City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 2002.  Justice Souter’s27

characterization refers to the practice of “previewing” DVDs prior to purchase.  Although some
patrons may use the booths to inform their purchasing decisions, in my experience, this is a
relatively minor function of the booths.

 Washington Retailtainment, Inc. et al. v. City of Centralia, Washington.  U.S. District28

Court for the Western District of Washington at Tacoma, Case No. C03-5137FDB

“commercially natural, if not universal” business model.   The industry changes rapidly,27

however, as new business models arrive and prove their commercial viability.  At the same time,
older business models become less viable and evolve or go out of business.  The internet plays a
major role in this process, of course.

2.3.2A CENTRALIA, WA (2003)

Centralia, WA lies is a small city (ca. 14,000 population) on Interstate 5 between
Olympia and Portland.  In December, 2003, an adult bookstore opened in a building that had
been a residential dwelling.  In addition to selling videos for off-premise viewing, the SOB had
coin-operated viewing booths.  Shortly after opening its doors for business, the City moved to
enforce zoning ordinances prohibiting SOBs in residential neighborhoods.  When the SOB filed a
lawsuit,  the City defended itself with the crime incident statistics summarized in Table 4. 28

In the impact zone, defined by a 250-foot radius around the SOB site, serious crime rose
by nearly 90 percent after the opening.  In the rest of Centralia, during the same period, serious
crime dropped by nearly four percent.  The statistical significance of these before-after contrasts
can be tested by comparing the value of the odds ratio reported in Table 4 to its standard error. 
By chance alone, odds ratios larger than this one occur by chance less than eight times in one
thousand trials or samples.

Table 4 - UCR “Serious” Crime, Centralia, WA  

Before After Change Odds Ratio

SOB Area
All Other Centralia
Control Areas

9
3358
23

17
3358
19

1.889
0.966
0.826

–
1.956
2.058

Although it is highly unlikely that the effect reported in Table 4 is due to chance, it is
always possible that effect is due to some uncontrolled threat to internal validity.  If that were the
case, we would expect crime to rise when any other type of business – say, a bread store – moves
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 A Secondary Effects Study Relating to Hours of Operation of Peep Show Establish-29

ments in San Diego, California.  September 1, 2002. Daniel Linz and Bryant Paul.  Submitted in
Mercury Books v. City of San Diego.  U.S. District Court, Southern District of California (00-
CV2461).

 R. McCleary and J.W. Meeker, A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Paul Report: A30

Report to the San Diego City Attorney’s Office.  March 12, 2003.

into a vacant residential structure.  In fact, three businesses did open in Centralia during this time
frame.  But as reported in Table 4, ambient crime in a 250-foot radius around the sites dropped
when these non-SOBs opened.

2.3.2B SAN DIEGO, CA (2002)

In terms of validity, the Centralia findings are credible because they are based on a
before-after design.  Because Centralia is a relatively small town, on the other hand, and because
the findings are based on only one SOB, common sense might argue that the Centralia findings
do not generalize to all peep shows or to large cities.  Common sense turns out to be wrong, of
course.

In the preceding year, Dr. Daniel Linz conducted a study of 19 peep shows in San
Diego.   Comparing police calls-for-service (CFSs) in the peep show and control zones, Dr. Linz29

found no statistically significant differences.  In statistical terms, i.e., the 19 peep show area had
approximately the same number of CFSs to the police as the control zones.  When Dr. Jim
Meeker and I were retained by the City to re-analyze the data, we discovered that Dr. Linz had
glossed over several important points.30

First, the difference between peep show and control zones was 15.7 percent; in other
words, compared to controls, the peep show zones had 15.7 percent more CFSs to the police. 
Although a 15.7 percent difference in 911 calls is large by any substantive standard, in statistical
terms, the difference was small (or insignificant).  How can an effect be substantively large but
statistically small?  Dr. Meeker and I attributed this discrepancy to two aspects of Dr. Linz’
design:

! Ambient impact: Dr. Linz defined the impact zones to extend 1,050 feet from
the site (vs. 250 feet in Centralia). 

! Crime measurement: Dr. Linz used police CFSs to measure crime (vs. UCR
crime incidents in Centralia).

Both of these design features affect the statistical power of a design.  No matter how large or
small the effect might be in substantive terms, both design features minimize the statistical size
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 For details, see McCleary R. and J.W. Meeker.  Do peep shows “cause” crime? 31

Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196.  

of the effect.

Table 5 reports the consequences of one of the two design idiosyncracies in Dr. Linz’
San Diego study.  Using publicly available data, Jim Meeker and I were able to calculate the
statistical reliability of San Diego CFSs;  using this number, we were able to adjust the
statistical size of the reported effect.   Although our adjustment left the substantive size of the31

reported effect unchanged, it quadrupled the statistical size of the effect.  As shown, had Dr.
Linz used UCR crime incidents (vs. police CFSs), the statistical confidence level of his finding
would have exceeded 99 percent!

Table 5 - Police CFSs in San Diego

Linz-Paul McCleary-Meeker

Peep show zones
Control zones

1552.6
1342.2

1552.6
1342.2

Substantive Effect Size
Statistical Effect Size
Statistical Confidence

1.157
0.629

44.7 %

1.157
2.521

99.2 %

The consequences of Dr. Linz’ other design idiosyncracy are more insidious.  Theory
leads us to expect an ambient effect over a several-block area around the SOB site.  The
substantive size of the effect decays with distance from the site, however.  Enlarging the impact
beyond a certain reasonable area dilutes the effect, making it more difficult to detect with
conventional power.  I will return to this topic shortly.

2.3.3 “TAKE-OUT” SOBS

Although “take-out” SOBs have been around since the advent of home video-tape
players, recent lawsuits have raised questions about these SOBs.  Prior to the recent lawsuits,
governments had paid little attention to the subclass.  Since the causal variables implicated by
criminological theory were common to all SOBs, researchers assumed that subclass distinctions
were irrelevant.  In line with this assumption, most of the secondary effect studies listed in Table
1 did not report separate effect estimates for each subclass.  It was enough to report that all
subclasses had adverse crime-related secondary effects.
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 R. McCleary and J. W. Meeker.  Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: The32

Relationship between Crime and Adult Business Operations on Garden Grove Boulevard.

  Encore Videos, Inc.  v. City of San Antonio (310 F 3d 812, 2002)33

 People of the State of Illinois ex rel. Edward C. Deters v. The Lion’s Den, Inc.,  Circuit34

Court for the 4th Judicial Circuit of Illinois (Case No. 04-CH-26)

My 1991 Garden Grove study is typical in that respect.    The SOBs that Dr. Jim32

Meeker and I studied in Garden Grove included at least one “take-out” SOBs; and we reported
that each of the SOBs studied posed large ambient public safety hazards.  One can infer by
syllogism, then, that “take-out” SOBs had adverse effects.  When the Fifth Circuit Court gave
their opinion in Encore Videos, however, they noted explicitly that Garden Grove report did not
report this explicit point.   Following the decision in Encore Videos, government-sponsored33

studies have tried, where possible, to report subclass-specific secondary effect estimates.  Given
the relevant theory, the subclass-specific effect estimates hold no surprises.  Like all SOBs, the
“take-out” subclass has large, significant crime-related secondary effects. 

2.3.3A MONTROSE, IL ADULT SUPER STORE

The Village of Montrose is on I-70 in Effingham County, Illinois.  In February, 2003, an
SOB opened within a few hundred feet of the Montrose off-ramp.  A tavern, motel, and 24-hour
convenience market were already operating in the Village.  The SOB had no viewing booths and
devoted a large proportion of its display-space to lingerie and novelties.  It also sold sexually
explicit DVDs and sexual toys, of course.  The SOB advertised itself as an “adult superstore”
and, given the range of merchandise offered for sale, this was no exaggeration. 

Since the SOB’s sign was visible from I-70, its patrons included cross-country truckers. 
In 2004, the State sought to enjoin the SOB’s violation of a statute requiring a minimum
distance (1,000 ft.) between SOBs and certain land uses.  The State won its case in a trial  and34

the SOB was closed.  The plaintiffs subsequently appealed the verdict and, to the best of my
knowledge, the case is currently before the Illinois Court of Appeals.

Table 6 reports annual crime rates for the Village of Montrose before and after the SOB
opened for business.  In terms of total crime, the secondary effect is modest, though statistically
significant nevertheless.  In terms of “serious” crimes, on the other hand – including assault,
robbery, burglary, and theft – the crime-related secondary effect amounts to a substantively
large 60 percent increase.
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Table 6 - Annual Crime Before and After an Adult Super Store Opens 

24 Hours 8 AM to Midnight 

Before After Before After

“Serious” Crime
Other Crime

6.29
17.02

10.07
19.61

1.60
1.15

5.39
12.59

6.89
15.37

1.28
1.22

Total Crime 23.37 29.68 1.27 17.98 22.26 1.24

Source:  Pp. 11-12, Report to the Kennedale, TX City Attorney on Crime-related Secondary Effects.  Richard McCleary, Ph.D. 
July 25 , 2005.  Reliable Consultants, Inc., et al. v. City of Kennedale (Civil Action No. 4:05-CV-166-A, U.S.th

District Court, Northern District of Texas, Fort Worth Division

Two qualitative changes revealed by the before-after contrast are more important than
the straightforward rise in crime victimization risk.  First, following the SOB’s opening, crimes
reported in Montrose were more likely to involve force and/or weapons.  In the decade prior to
the SOB’s opening, for instance, not one armed robbery had been reported in Montrose.  After
the opening, two armed robberies were reported in Montrose (both happened to be at the “adult
super store”), including one committed by a gang of four men wearing ski masks and armed
with shotguns.

The second qualitative change in Montrose concerns crimes reported in the overnight
period.  The right-hand columns in Table 6 report annual crime rates for the period between
eight AM and Midnight.  The secondary effect for all three crime categories is approximately 25
percent.  If there is any surprise in these statistics, it is that the large, significant rise in “serious”
crime is less dramatic during the daytime shift.  In Montrose, closing SOBs between midnight
and eight AM would have had an important and substantial mitigation effect.

2.3.3B SIOUX CITY, IA LINGERIE BOUTIQUE

Sioux City is 100 miles north of Omaha on I-29 on the border of Iowa and South
Dakota.  SOBs are not a novelty in Sioux City.  Not counting adult cabarets, two SOBs with
video booths had operated in Sioux City’s older downtown neighborhood for decades. 
Merchandise sold for off-site use was a minor sideline for these SOBs; their revenues came
primarily from their video booths.  In March 2004, another SOB opened for business.  Unlike
Sioux City’s existing SOBs, the newcomer had no viewing booths.  It advertised itself as a
“lingerie boutique” and sold a comprehensive inventory of adult merchandise.

Table 7a summarizes the new SOB’s inventory in January, 2006.  Although virtually all
of the merchandise had some adult theme, some of the merchandise (lingerie and swimwear,
e.g.) was identical to merchandise found at non-SOBs.  To accommodate this mixed theme, the
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SOB’s interior space was divided by an artificial wall of high display racks into two distinct
subareas.  One subarea of approximately 1,500 square feet housed sexually explicit DVDs,
books, and toys or devices.  The other subarea housed lingerie, erotic garments, and novelties. 
Most of this merchandise would not be considered sexually explicit.

Table 7a - Sample Stock Inventory for a Sioux City Lingerie Boutique

Count Retail Value

DVDs/Books
Toys / Devices
Leather Goods
Lingerie/Swimwear
Novelties

10,630
6,727

363
11,746
25,742

19.3%
12.2%

0.7%
21.2%
46.6%

395,809.39
162,493.60
30,821.83

362,648.16
169,111.43

35.0%
14.4%

2.7%
32.9%
15.0%

55,208 $1,130,884.41

The mixed theme of this SOB’s inventory questions whether it qualifies as an SOB. 
Although less than half of its floor space held sexually explicit merchandise, this 1,500 square-
foot subarea was larger than the combined floor space of the City’s other two SOBs.  In retail
value, moreover, about half of the SOB’s inventory consisted of sexually explicit merchandise. 
Since the rented space was not zoned for SOBs, the City enforced its zoning code and the SOB
sued on First Amendment grounds.

Table 7b - Total Crime Before and After a Lingerie Boutique Opens

Before After After/Before

N of Incidents
N of Days

16
793

29
668

Mean
t-Statistic

2.15
2.46

Source: Pp. 3-4, Affidavit of Richard McCleary, Ph.D.  January 31 , 2006.  Doctor John’s, Inc., vs. City of Sioux City, IA (CIVILs t

NO. C03-4121 MWB, U.S. District Court, Northern District of Iowa, Western Division

Although its complaint was complex, the SOB argued that criminological theory did not
apply to the “take-out” subclass; and that no study in Sioux City or elsewhere had documented
crime-related secondary effects for “take-home” SOBs.  To examine this argument, the Sioux
City Police Department retrieved all crime incidents recorded for addresses within 500 feet of
the address during a four-year before and after the SOB’s opening.  As reported in Table 7b, the
after/before ratio yields a secondary effect estimate of 2.15.  This number has a straightforward
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 By “null finding,” I mean “finding that SOBs have no secondary effects.”35

interpretation.  When the SOB opened for business, ambient crime more than doubled. 
Needless to say, the estimate is statistically significant.

2.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS: EMPIRICAL CORROBORATION

The SOB-crime relationship is a scientific fact because, first, it is predicted by a strong
criminological theory; and second, because the theoretical predictions have been tested and
validated in a broad range of times, places, and situations.  The studies listed in Table 1
illustrate this range.  The theory has been tested in every geographical region and in rural, urban,
and suburban settings; tests of the theory have been based on several quasi-experimental designs
and have measured ambient crime risk in several ways.  Not withstanding this diversity, all of
the empirical tests find that SOBs pose large, significant ambient public safety hazards.

3. METHODOLOGICAL RULES

In the last five years, legislatures and courts have been bombarded with opinions from
both sides.  Plaintiffs’ witnesses argue that every government-sponsored secondary effect study
is “fatally flawed” while every study conducted by a plaintiffs’ witness is “methodologically
rigorous.”  Plaintiffs’ witnesses are incorrect, of course, but ignoring this point for the present,
the clash of experts – note that not all persons in the debate are experts – raises this question: 
How can two sets of experts look at the same data and arrive at different conclusions?  The short
answer to this question is that the experts are obeying different methodological rules.  A more
complete answer requires a discussion of the rules.

Like all rules, the rules of statistical inference are unambiguous and binding.  Although
investigators on both sides of a debate are bound by the same set of rules, the rules can have
slightly different interpretations.  If investigators frame the research question differently then, or
if they make different assumptions, or if they use different statistical models, even following the
same rules, they can arrive at different findings.  With that point in mind, if an investigator
wanted to produce a null finding,  that goal could be achieved by:35

! Using “noisy” measures of crime risk;

! Using impact zones that are “too large” or “too small”;

! Using low power statistics to test the significance of an effect.

Each of these three methods generates a bias in favor of the null finding; and each of the three is
widely used by secondary effect witnesses employed by the SOB industry.
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 UCRs are statistically “better” than CFSs because UCRs are more highly correlated36

CFS,Risk UCR,Riskwith CRIME RISK (i.e., r  > r ).  See McCleary, R. and J.W. Meeker.  Do peep shows
“cause” crime?  Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196.

 The terms in the numerator and denominator of this expression are population37

variances.  Although I call this expression the “signal-to-noise ratio,” it is the squared correlation
(or R ) for crime risk and its measure.  See McCleary, R. and J.W. Meeker.  Do peep shows2

“cause” crime?  Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196.

3.1 USING A “NOISY” MEASURE OF CRIME RISK

The most salient difference between secondary effect studies conducted before and after
2001 is the way in which “crime risk” is measured.  Prior to 2001, virtually all studies used
crime incident reports (e.g., Uniform Crime Reports or UCRs) to measure crime risk.  After
2001, studies – mostly commissioned by the adult entertainment industry – began to use 911
calls-for-service (CFSs) to measure crime risk.  Although UCRs and CFSs are roughly
comparable in some (but not all) instances, UCRs are statistically “better” than CFSs.   This36

fact is so well known to criminologists that virtually all research on crime risk is based on
UCRs.

Explaining why UCRs are a relatively “better” measure of crime risk requires a little
algebra.  First, write the relationship between a crime risk measure (either CFSs or UCRs, e.g.)
as

CRIME RISK MEASURE   =   CRIME RISK   +   NOISE

I will give examples of “noise” shortly.  For present purposes, think of “noise” as crime reports
(in the case of UCRs) or 911 calls (in the case of CFSs) that have nothing to do with crime risk
– “bogus” crime reports or 911 calls, i.e.  With a few algebraic steps, the relationship between
the crime risk measure (UCRs or CFSs, e.g.) and crime risk leads to the expression37

SIGNAL-TO-NOISE     =
CRIME RISK

CRIME RISK   +   NOISE

The signal-to-noise ratio for UCRs is higher than the signal-to-noise ratio for CFSs and, in that
crucial statistical sense, UCRs are a “better” measure of crime risk.  In light of this well known
statistical advantage, one might wonder why any researcher might prefer to use CFSs as a
measure of crime risk.  The answer is that the relatively low signal-to-noise ratio of CFSs biases
statistical tests in favor of a null finding.  

3.1.1 SOURCES OF NOISE IN CFSS

Figure 4 depicts the statistical relationship between CFSs and crime risk.  In any
jurisdiction, CFSs outnumber crimes by a large factor.  The relative areas accorded to CFSs (in
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 In the Annex Books v. City of Indianapolis decision, e.g., “Specifically, the data38

revealed that the police made forty one (41) arrests at Annex Books for public masturbation
between December 5, 2001 and November 5, 2002. Def.'s Br. at 24. In the before/after crime
analysis Dr. Linz conducted, we note that he collected police call data for 2001 and 2003, but not
for 2002. We need not delve into the intricacies of Dr. Linz's analysis in order to conclude, as we
do, that the City has rebutted Plaintiffs' evidence to the contrary on adverse secondary effects.
We find the data regarding the number and type of actual arrests at Annex Books for the year
period compelling.”  (333 F. Supp. 2d 773; 2004 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 17341)

red) and crimes (in blue) depicts this aspect of the relationship.  The signal-to-noise ratio is
proportional to the overlapping area.  The larger the overlapping area, relative to the total area,
the higher the signal-to-noise ratio.  In this case, the signal-to-noise ratio is relatively small.

Figure 4 - Crimes and Calls-for-Service (CFSs)

The non-overlapping areas in Figure 4 fall into two categories.  The first category
consists of CFSs that have nothing to do with crime.  Examples include duplicated or unfounded
CFSs; CFSs that have no apparent basis; and CFSs that are precipitated by false alarms.  The
second category consists of crimes that circumvent the 911 system and, thus, have no CFS
records.  Examples include crimes that the police discover through routine or proactive
patrolling and crimes that the police discover through specialized unit activity, especially
“victimless” vice crimes, particularly drugs and prostitution.38

CFSs in the first category tend to overstate the crime rate;  CFSs in the second category
tend to understate the crime rate.  In addition to errors that over- and under-state the crime rate,
CFSs have errors that limit their use for finer inferences about where and when crimes occur.

Address-specific (“hotspot”) analyses assume that the address recorded on a CFS is the
address where the precipitating crime occurred.  The address on a CFS instructs responding
patrol units where they go to “see the man,” however, and this is often not the address of the
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 To obscure a business’ public safety hazard, the proprietor can ask 911 to send a patrol39

unit to “5  and Main” instead of to “521 East Main.”th

 CFSs end without a report when the responding patrol unit finds no complainant,40

informant, victim, or evidence of a crime.   Most of the CFSs disposed of as “other/unknown” do
not require responses; “all units” CFSs, e.g., describe suspects or vehicles.  Strictly speaking,
Drs. Linz and Paul should have analyzed only those CFSs that ended in an arrest or report.

precipitating incident.  If X calls 911 to report a disturbance at Y’s house, e.g., the responding
patrol unit will be asked to “see the man” at X’s address.  Although the disturbance occurred at
Y’s address, X’s address will be recorded on the CFS record.39

Time-specific analyses of CFSs are limited by analogous errors.  The time recorded on a
CFS is not necessarily the time of the crime incident.  For property crimes such as burglary and
theft, victims call 911 when the crime is discovered.  This may be hours (or even days) after the
fact.  Given these errors, CFSs allow for relatively crude, approximate inferences about the
times and places of crimes. 

Tables 8 and 9 illustrate the magnitude of the “noise” component in CFSs.  In the 2002
San Diego study that I review above (see Table 5, e.g.), Drs. Daniel Linz and Bryant Paul
analyzed 607,903 CFSs.  Table 8 breaks these CFSs down by final disposition.  As shown,
fewer than 20 percent of these CFSs began with a crime; more than 80 percent were cancelled,
duplicated, unfounded, disposed of without report,  or had some other non-crime disposition.  40

This 80:20 ratio of CFSs-to-crimes is typical of the overstatement found in many large cities.

Table 8 - San Diego CFSs by Final Disposition

88,215
31,035

CFSs were cleared by report
CFSs were cleared by arrest

14.6 %
5.1 % (19.7 %)

71,686
32,757

332,014
52,196

CFSs were cancelled or duplicated
CFSs were unfounded
CFSs were disposed of without report
CFSs had other or unknown disposition

11.8 %
5.4 %

54.8 %
8.3 % (80.3%)

Source:  A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Paul Report: Report to the San Diego City Attorney’s Office. 

R. McCleary and J.W. Meeker, March 12, 2003.
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 See Table II A in McCleary and Meeker, A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Paul41

Report: A Report to the San Diego City Attorney’s Office.  March 12 , 2003; also see, McClearyth

and Meeker, Do peep shows “cause” crime?  Journal of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196.

Table 9 - San Diego Burglary CFSs by Initial and Final Disposition

Total CFSs 607,903 100.0 %

CFSs initially classified as burglaries
Burglary CFSs initiated by an alarm
False alarms

147,127
110,111
109,135

24.2 %
18.1 %
18.1 %

CFSs initiated by actual burglaries 37,992 25.8 %

Source:  A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Paul Report: Report to the San Diego City Attorney’s Office.  R. McCleary
and J.W. Meeker, March 12, 2003.

Table 9 illustrates another aspect of the problem.  Nearly 25 percent of the CFSs
analyzed by Drs. Linz and Paul were initially classified as burglaries.  Of these, 74.8 percent
were initiated by burglar alarms, 99.1 percent of which turned out to be false;  only 25.8 percent
of burglary CFSs were actual burglaries.  CFSs initiated by auto and robbery alarms aggravate
the problem that are seen for burglaries.  Considering “serious” crimes, like burglary, auto theft,
and robbery, in most large cities, CFSs overstate the crime rate by a substantial factor.

3.1.2 NOISE OBSCURES STATISTICAL SIGNIFICANCE

A low signal-to-noise ratio does not completely disqualify CFSs as a crime risk measure. 
On the contrary, since CFSs and UCRs are weakly correlated, ambient risk estimates based on
the two measures may yield similar substantive inferences.  Estimates based on the two
measures lead to different statistical inferences, however, and in every case, the difference
amounts to a bias in favor of the null hypothesis.

In their 2002 San Diego study, Drs. Linz and Paul found that peep show areas had 15.7
percent more CFSs than control zones.  Assuming that CFSs had a perfect signal-to-noise ratio,
Drs. Linz and Paul were able to show that the 15.7 percent effect was statistically small –
insignificant – and thus, they were able to conclude that San Diego peep shows had no crime-
related secondary effects.  The rosy assumption that CFSs are an infallible measure of crime risk
is unwarranted, of course.  Tables 8 and 9 prove this point.  Using public data, Dr. Jim Meeker
and I have demonstrated that the signal-to-noise ratio of San Diego CFSs lies in the interval,41

.25   <   SIGNAL-TO-NOISE   <   .30  
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 The corrected statistics are reported in Table 5 above.42

 Study of Calls-for-Service to Adult Entertainment Establishments which Serve43

Alcoholic Beverages.   June 13 , 1997, Capt. Ron Fuller and Lt. Sue Miller.th

 There is no data, however, in the Fulton County study to suggest that the businesses at44

the surveyed addresses are equal.  The report does not address the relative size or square footage
of the establishments, the foot traffic/amount of customers that patronizes each business, or the
sales/revenue of the establishments.  The report also does not address other criminogenic factors
in the areas around the adult cabarets and taverns.

 Flanigan’s Enterprises, Inc. v. Fulton County, 242 F.3d 976 (11th Cir. 2001)45

 These are the studies that I reviewed in § 2.3.2b, 2.3.1a, and 2.3.2b above.46

When this signal-to-noise ratio is incorporated into the statistical hypothesis test, the
substantively significant secondary effect estimate becomes statistically significant as well.  42

The principle illustrated by the San Diego CFSs applies to every study that uses CFSs to
measure crime risk.  That explains why witnesses retained by the SOB industry prefer to
measure crime risk with CFSs.

3.1.3 THE DEBATE: UCRS VS. CFSS

Until recently, virtually all secondary effect studies used UCR-based measures of
ambient crime risk.  The millennial year, 2001, marks a historical turning point.  Four years
earlier, in 1997, the Fulton County, GA Police Department issued a “quick and dirty” report that
compared CFSs at the addresses of adult cabarets and taverns.   The design of the report43

reflects an assumption that, other things equal,  an adult cabaret is a tavern that offers nude or44

semi-nude entertainment.  The corollary assumption is that any difference in CFSs is the
secondary effect of nudity or semi-nudity.

The results of the CFS report showed that over a 29-month period, more CFSs were
logged to tavern addresses.  From this, the adult cabarets argued that they posed no ambient
public safety hazards, and then in turn that Fulton County had no legitimate secondary effects
rationale for prohibiting alcohol consumption at adult entertainment establishments.  And that,
more or less, is how the U.S. Eleventh Circuit Court interpreted the data.45

Following the 2001 decision in Flanigan’s Enterprises, CFSs became the preferred
crime risk measure in studies sponsored by the SOB industry.  The 2002 San Diego, the 2003
Greensboro, and 2004 Daytona Beach studies reflect this preference.   When the use of CFSs is46

challenged, on the statistical grounds that I have described, the authors of these studies justify
their use of CFSs with two claims:
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 Two government-sponsored studies have analyzed CFSs and UCRs but each has made47

it clear that CFSs and UCRs measure different secondary effects.

 The consensus emerging from this experimental era is spelled out in Klinger, D. and48

G.S. Bridges.  Measurement errors in calls-for-service as an indicator of crime.  Criminology,
1997, 35:529-541.

  These common uses of CFSs are discussed in most undergraduate policing texts.  See,49

e.g.,  Roberg, R.R., J. Crank and J. Kuykendall, Police and Society.  Wadsworth, 1999

!! Governments have relied extensively on CFSs to assess the ambient public
safety hazards of SOBs.

!! Criminologists routinely use CFSs to measure crime risk.   

Both claims are incorrect.  Excluding industry-sponsored studies conducted by the researchers
who make this claim, the 1997 Fulton County study stands alone in its use of CFSs to measure
ambient crime risk.  With this exception, every government-sponsored study, including my own,
has used UCRs to measure ambient crime risk.47

Nor do criminologists use CFSs to measure crime risk.  Shortly after the advent of
computerized 911 dispatch systems, criminologists experimented with CFSs as a surrogate
measure of crime risk.  The results of this experiment led to the consensus view that CFSs are
not a good measure of crime risk.   This is not to say that CFSs play no role in criminological48

research.  On the contrary, CFSs are used for several purposes, particularly in studies of police
dispatching problems.   In modern times, however, no competent criminologist uses CFSs to49

measure crime risk.

Table 10 - Crime Statistics in Criminological Journals, 2000-2004

Total
Items

Crime 
Stats UCRs Survey CFSs

Criminology
Justice Quarterly
J of Quant Criminology
J of Crim Just

193
152
95
265

(705)

52
48
47
107

(254)

37
23
30
44

(134)

16
23
17
63

(119)

0
2
0
3

(5)

The statistical shortcomings of CFSs are so well known that criminology journals no
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 Table 10 was compiled from the independent judgements of eight students.  Inter-rater50

reliability among the eight was nearly .95.  Because some of the 254 articles analyzed multiple
statistics, the rows may sum to more than 100 percent.

longer publish crime risk analyses based on CFSs.  Table 10 illustrates the modern consensus
view.  During a recent five-year period, four general criminology journals published 705 items. 
Most of the items were either non-empirical (essays, reviews, etc.) or else, analyzed phenomena
other than crime (police behavior, sentencing decisions, etc.).  Of the 254 articles that analyzed
a crime statistic, 134 (52.8 percent) analyzed UCRs; 119 (46.8 percent) analyzed victim or
offender surveys.  Only five items (1.9 percent) analyzed CFSs.   Of these five, only one used50

CFSs as a crime risk measure.

3.1.4 CONCLUDING REMARKS ON RISK MEASUREMENT

All large police agencies collect CFSs.  Over the course of a day, agencies use CFSs for
general operational purposes.  Over the course of a year or more, agencies use CFSs for
planning and budgeting.  In a pinch, an agency can use a computerized CFS database to cheaply
generate rough, or “quick and dirty,” snapshots of crime risk.  But in the long run, police
agencies use UCRs to measure crime risk.  Criminologists share this view.  Few criminologists
use CFSs for any purpose whatsoever and no criminologists use CFSs to measure crime risk. 
Given this widely accepted convention, it is difficult to understand why industry-sponsored
secondary effect studies prefer CFSs.  There are at least three reasons why an SOB plaintiff
might prefer CFSs as an ambient crime risk measure:

! Since relatively few “victimless” crimes (drugs, prostitution, etc.) come in
through 911 channels, CFSs understate the incidence of these crimes by a
large factor.

! Since the address recorded on a CFS is not necessarily the location of the
precipitating crime incident, CFSs can mask address-specific public safety
hazards.

! Since CFSs have a relatively low signal-to-noise ratio, CFSs can make
substantively large secondary effect estimates statistically small.

I will expand on this last point when I discuss statistical power below.

3.2 USING IMPACT ZONES THAT ARE “TOO LARGE” OR “TOO SMALL”

The ambient crime risk of an SOB (or of any other crime “hotspot”) diminishes with
distance from the site.  The surest way that a person can reduce his or her risk of victimization is
to move away from the SOB.  As the person moves farther away from the site, the person’s risk
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 Published in 1837 as Recherches sur la probabilité des jugements en matière criminelle51

et matière civile.  Although I’m certain that one exists, I couldn’t find an English translation on
Amazon.com.  In any event, the history and technical details are given in F. Haight, Handbook of
the Poisson Distribution (John Wiley and Sons, New York 1967).

grows smaller until, eventually, it is no higher than what he or she experiences (and tolerates)
every day.  This raises the question of how far from the SOB one must move to be safe.  Since
the precise distance depends on many local and personal factors, this question has no general
answer.

When urban planners segregate SOBs from schools and other sensitive land uses, they
rely on a heuristic calculus that balances the various local conditions with practical and legal
considerations.  Planners typically multiply the minimum distances derived from their heuristic
calculus by an “insurance” factor.  If the local conditions and considerations suggest 1000-foot
minimum distances, e.g., to guarantee the safety of citizens, planners might require 1,500-foot
minimum distances.  Since local conditions and considerations vary, of course, minimum
distances vary across jurisdictions.  But the procedure for setting minimum distances is the same
nevertheless.

In designing a secondary effect study, the researcher is confronted with a similar problem
but, unfortunately, cannot rely on the same procedures used by planners.  To measure the ambient
hazard of an SOB, the researcher must specify a zone around the SOB where the hazard can be
observed.  If the zone is “too small,” it may exceed the precision of the police agency’s geo-
coding system and, thus, may miss many of the crime incidents that define the hazard.  If the
zone is “too large,” on the other hand, the hazard may be “diluted” to the point where it cannot be
measured.

Like Goldilocks, the researcher wants a zone whose size is “just right.”  Based on the
theory and research that I will describe below, a 500-foot impact zone is the most reasonable
solution in most cases.  Based on the same theory and research, of course, researchers who want
to bias their studies in favor of the null finding could specify the zone to be larger or smaller than
500 feet.  Needless to say, industry-sponsored studies prefer zones that are “too small” or “too
large.”

3.2.1 THE POISSON THEORY OF DISTANCE

In the early 19  Century, French mathematician S.D. Poisson developed an interest in theth

distribution of crimes across Paris neighborhoods.   Poisson proposed the probability density51

function that bears his name to describe the spatial scattering of crime incidents.  Briefly, if x is
the number of crimes that occur in a neighborhood (or any other fixed area) during a year (or any
other fixed period of time), the probability that exactly k crimes will occur in the neighborhood
during the next year is given by the Poisson density function,
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 P.J. Diggle (Statistical Analysis of Spatial Point Patterns, 2  Ed.. Arnold, 2002) uses52 nd

i i“complete spatial randomness” as a synonym for “Poisson.”  The Cartesian (X , Y ) co-ordinates
of the i  completely random crime were drawn from a uniform distribution of the segment (-6,6).th

i i The polar (è , ä ) co-ordinates of the i  point-source random crime were drawn from a53 th

iuniform distribution of the segment (0,2ð for è ) and an exponential distribution of the segment

i i i i i i i(0,6 for ä ).  Polar co-ordinates (è ,ä ) translate into the Cartesian plane as X  = ä  cos(è ) and Y  =

i iä  sin(è ).

Prob(x=k) = ë  e  / k!      where ë is the crime ratek -k

The simulated distributions in Figure 5 illustrate how crime incidents can be distributed across a
neighborhood through a Poisson process.  Both of the spatial distributions in Figure 5 were
generated with the same crime rate parameter (ë=48 crimes/area/year).  The left-hand plot is
completely random, however, while the right-hand plot is point-source random.

The neighborhood in the left-hand plot has a relatively high crime rate but the distribution
is completely random.   Crime risk is distributed evenly across the blocks of the neighborhood. 52

Although the neighborhood in the right-hand plot has the same high crime rate, risk emanates
from point-source.   As we move away from the point-source, crime risk diminishes53

exponentially.  If an SOB were located near the point-source of this distribution, reasonable
people could conclude that the SOB posed a large, significant ambient public safety hazard.

Figure 5 - Simulated Spatial Distributions of 48 Crimes

Completely Random Point-Source Random

In other fields, statistical models for testing point-source random hypotheses are well
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 E.g., in “Confirmatory spatial analysis by regressions of a Poisson variable,” (Journal54

of Quantitative Anthropology, 1989, 2:13-38) Mark Stiger and I model the spatial distribution of
bones at an archaeological site. 

known and widely used.   These models are not easily adapted to crime-related secondary effect54

studies, unfortunately.  Unlike the simulated neighborhoods in Figure 5, the two-dimensional
plane of a real-world neighborhood is interrupted by obstacles (houses, fences, etc.) that distort
the underlying Poisson process.  At the scale used in Figure 5 (approximately nine city blocks), it
is impossible to represent these real-world obstacles in a mathematical model.

The most practical solution to this problem is to examine the Poisson process’ outcome at
a cruder scale.  For the two hypothetical neighborhoods in Figure 5, e.g., the researcher could
construct 500-foot impact zones in the neighborhood centers.  If the SOB located in the center of
the right-hand neighborhood poses no ambient public safety hazard, the total crimes in the two
impact zones should be roughly equal.  If not, the researcher can conclude that the SOB has a
secondary effect.  The statistical test involves several technical details, of course, which need not
concern the reader.

3.2.2 DATA CORROBORATE THE POISSON THEORY OF DISTANCE

The statistical properties of various impact zones can be derived directly from the Poisson
density function.  Although the statistical properties depend on the type of crime being examined,
for many types of crime, the mathematical derivation suggests that a 500-foot impact zone will
capture the ambient public hazard.
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 This is the study that I reviewed in § 2.3.2b above.55

Figure 6 - Ambient Armed Robberies for 28 Greensboro SOBs

The available data corroborate the theoretical derivation.  Figure 6 shows the spatial
distribution of UCR armed robberies around 28 Greensboro SOBs during 1995-2004.  Although
the high-risk zone extends to a distance of 1,000 feet – approximately two long city blocks – a
500-foot radius captures the bulk of the robbery hazard.  The spatial distributions of other crimes
have a similar (though not identical) shape and lead to the same conclusions about impact zones.

3.2.3 CONCLUDING REMARKS ON IMPACT ZONES

Figure 6 speaks for itself in three ways.  First, in terms of armed robberies, the spatial
distribution in Figure 6 can only be interpreted as the product of a point-source random process;
i.e., the process that generated the right-hand distribution in Figure 5.  Second, the pattern of
exponential decay with distance from the point-source reinforces my opinion that a 500-foot
impact zone captures the bulk of most ambient public safety hazards.  Third, specifying a larger
impact zone biases the estimate of the ambient public safety hazard toward zero.

3.3 USING A LOW-POWER STATISTICAL TEST

In the 2002 San Diego study,  Drs. Linz and Paul used CFSs (as opposed to UCRs) in an55

attempt to measure ambient crime risk in a 1,000-foot linear (as opposed to radial) impact zone
around peep show sites.  As noted, both design features generate biases in favor of the null
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 p.15, A Secondary Effects Study Relating to Hours of Operation of Peep Show56

Establishments in San Diego, California.  September 1, 2002. Daniel Linz and Bryant Paul.

 Newton made this point with his aphorism “Negativa non Probanda.”  “Finding57

nothing proves nothing.”

hypothesis.  The biasing mechanism operates through a design characteristic known as
“statistical power.”  To introduce this topic, recall that Drs. Linz and Paul found that peep show
zones had 15.7 percent more 911 CFSs than control zones.  A 15.7 percent difference in any 
crime-related statistic is large in substantive terms, of course, but in statistical terms, Drs. Linz
and Paul argued that the the effect was small.  They contended that, because the effect was
statistically insignificant, the “real” secondary effect was zero:

... statistically nonsignificant result and must be interpreted, as meaning that there
is no significant difference between these two averages – an indication that the
level of criminal activity for [peep-show areas] is equal to the level of criminal
activity for [control areas].56

In other words, Drs. Linz and Paul claim that the substantively large 15.7 percent increase is not
“real.”  If the effect estimate is not statistically significant, then it does not exist, they claim.

A mundane analogy reveals the fallacy in this argument.  If I cannot find my car keys, I
might conclude that my car keys do not exist.  But although this may be true, it may also be true
(and certainly more likely) that I did not look hard enough for my car keys or that I looked in the
wrong place.   By analogy again, if a “quick and dirty” secondary effect study fails to find a57

statistically significant effect, one might want to conclude that no effect exists.  Although this
may be true, it may also be true that the study was “too quick” or “too dirty.”

3.3.1 THE THEORY OF STATISTICAL HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Statistical hypothesis tests of the sort used by Drs. Linz and Paul in their 2002 San Diego
study are best understood by analogy to a jury trial.  Suppose that an SOB stands accused of
posing an ambient public safety hazard.  After hearing the evidence, the jury can convict the
SOB, acquit the SOB, or if it cannot reach a decision, the jury can hang, resulting in a retrial. 
Figure 7 plots the jury’s three decision-making options against the guilt or innocence of the SOB.

When the jury returns a verdict, there is a small probability that the verdict was incorrect. 
The incorrect verdicts – errors – are painted red in Figure 7.  When the jury convicts an innocent
SOB, the incorrect verdict is a “false-positive” error; when the jury acquits a guilty SOB, the
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 False-positives are also called “Type I” or “á-type” errors.  False negatives are called58

“Type II” or “â-type” errors.  The terms “false positive” and “false negative,” which come from
the field of public health screening, are widely used in popular discourse.

 The most comprehensive authority on this issue is Chapter 22 of The Advanced Theory59

of Statistics, Vol. 2, 4  Ed. by M. Kendall and A. Stuart (Charles Griffin, 1979).  This authorityth

requires a strong background in mathematics.  J. Cohen’s Statistical Power Analysis for the
Behavioral Sciences, 2nd Ed. (L.E. Erlebaum Associates, 1988) and M. Lipsey’s Design
Sensitivity: Statistical Power for Experimental Research. (Sage Publications, 1990).  Both Cohen
(pp. 3-4) and Lipsey (pp. 38-40) set the conventional false-positive and false-negative rates at
á=.05 and â=.2, respectively.  These rates can be set lower, of course.  The convention also sets
the ratio of false-positives to false-negatives at 4:1, implying that false-positives are “four times
worse than” false-negatives.  The 4:1 convention dates back at least to 1928 (J. Neyman and E.
Pearson, “On the use and interpretation of certain test criteria for purposes of statistical
inference.” Biometrika, 1928, 20A:175-240).  It reflects a view that science should be
conservative.  In this instance, for example, the 4:1 convention works in favor of the SOB. 
When actual decision error costs are known, the actual ratio is used.

incorrect verdict is a “false negative” error.   When the jury hangs, of course, there is no verdict58

and, hence, no possibility of an error.

Figure 7 - Two Types of Decision Error  

In Reality, the SOB is ...

Guilty Innocent

The Jury Convicts 95% Confidence 5% False Positives

The Jury Hangs ? ?

The Jury Acquits 20% False Negatives 80% Power

In real-world courtrooms, the probabilities of false verdicts are unknown.  Courts enforce
strict procedural rules to minimize the probabilities but we can only guess at their values.  In
statistical hypothesis testing, on the other hand, the values are fixed by design at 5 and 20 percent
respectively.   The complements of the two error rates give the probabilities of correct verdicts. 59

The correct verdicts are painted blue in Figure 7.  The probabilities that jury’s verdict was correct
are known respectively as statistical confidence (the true-positive rate) and statistical power (the
true-negative rate).  If the jury adopts the 95 percent true-positive and 80 percent true-negative
probabilities used by scientists, the jury would have 95 percent confidence in the SOB’s guilt to
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 These rates were calculated by a software package called Power Analysis and Sample60

Size, Version 6, distributed by the NCSS Corporation.  My calculations assume sample sizes of
19 peep-show and 19 control zones; a false-positive rate of 0.05; and a standard deviation 304.5

convict and 80 percent certainty in the SOB’s innocence – i.e., statistical power – to acquit.

3.3.2 HYPOTHESIS TESTING CONVENTIONS

The flaw in the jury trial analogy is that there is no practical way to ensure that juries
follow the 95 percent confidence and 80 percent power conventions.  But there is this impractical
way to ensure compliance:  We empanel 100 independent juries and have each hear the evidence
at a remote location.  If at least 95 out of 100 juries returns a guilty verdict, the SOB is convicted
with 95 percent confidence.  On the other hand, if at least 80 out of 100 juries returns a not-guilty
verdict, the SOB is acquitted with 80 percent power.  Any other mix of convictions and
acquittals is a non-verdict, requiring a retrial.

The cost of empaneling 100 independent juries for every trial is prohibitive, of course. 
Nevertheless, this is, more or less, what scientists do in a statistical hypothesis test.  Scientists
use a mathematical model to eliminate the expense of conducting 100 independent hypothesis
tests; but otherwise, each hypothesis test is interpreted as if it had been replicated 100 times. 
Then, based on the statistical significance of the test, we make one of three decisions:

! If the effect estimate is statistically significant, we conclude with 95 percent
statistical confidence that the secondary effect exists.

 
! If the effect is not statistically significant but the statistical power of the effect

estimate exceeds 80 percent, we conclude that the secondary effect does
not exist. 

! Finally, lacking both 95 percent statistical confidence and 80 percent statistical
power, the test is inconclusive.

The second and third decision-making conventions are the source of a debate.  SOB industry
witnesses interpret any statistically insignificant result – any null finding – to mean that SOBs
have no crime-related secondary effects.  This interpretation assumes the conventional 80 percent
level of statistical power, however, and none of null findings put forward by the industry satisfy
that criterion.

3.3.3 AN EXAMPLE

Figure 8 plots the domain of false-negative rates (vertical axis) against a range of
secondary effect estimates (horizontal axis) for the 2002 San Diego study.   The 15.7 percent60
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CFSs.  These are the values that were reported explicitly or implicitly by Drs. Linz and Paul.

difference (210.4 CFSs) reported by Drs. Linz and Paul has a false-negative rate of 0.508.  If the
actual effect is 15.7 percent, the statistical model used by Drs. Linz and Paul would fail to detect
the effect 51 percent of the time.  If the actual effect were somewhat smaller, say, ten percent,
their statistical model would fail to detect the effect nearly 75 percent of the time.

Figure 8 - False-Negative Rates for the 2002 San Diego Study

Judging from Figure 8, Drs. Linz and Paul either did not “look hard enough” for an effect
in San Diego or, else, looked “in the wrong place.”  A false-negative probability of 0.508 means
that the null finding reported by Drs. Linz and Paul is more likely (51 percent) to be incorrect
than correct (49 percent).  Indeed, the secondary effect would have to be at least 22.7 percent
before the statistical model used by Drs. Linz and Paul could detect it at the conventional 95
percent confidence level.  In substantive terms, a secondary effect that large would constitute a
“crime wave” of historic proportions!  

3.3.4 WHY WE HAVE HYPOTHESIS TESTING CONVENTIONS

The 80 percent power convention was proposed and adopted in the 1920s when 
statistical hypothesis testing was in its infancy.  The convention has survived for eighty years
because it serves two useful, crucial functions.

! Anyone with a modest background in research methods can design a study in a
way that favors – or even guarantees – a null finding.  The convention
minimizes abuses by malicious investigators.
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 E.g.,“I attributed this disregard of power to the inaccessibility of a meager and61

mathematically difficult literature...” (p. 155, “A power primer.”  J. Cohen, Psychological
Bulletin, 1992, 112:155-159).

! Haphazardly designed “quick and dirty” studies favor the null finding.  The
convention minimizes the impact of spurious findings generated by naive
(but benign) investigators.

The mathematics of statistical power is so demanding that few scientists understand the concept
or its importance in statistical research.   Mathematical illiteracy explains much of the61

controversy in the secondary effects debate.  The possibility of malicious intent cannot be
dismissed, however.  Anyone with a modest research background can design a study so as to
guarantee a statistically insignificant result.  Lay audiences, who must rely on common sense,
cannot always distinguish between weak and strong designs or between benign and malicious
investigators. Scientific conventions guard against both abuses.  In this particular instance, the 80
percent power convention allows the lay audience to trust the validity of a null finding,

3.3.5 THE LITERATURE REVISITED

With the conventions of 95 percent confidence and 80 percent power, crime-related
secondary effect studies can be categorized as significant, null, or inconclusive.

! An effect is statistically significant if its false-positive rate is five percent or
less.  This implies 95 percent confidence.

! An effect is null if it is not statistically significant and its false-negative rate is
less than 20 percent.  This implies 80 percent power.

! An effect is inconclusive if its false-positive rate is greater than five percent and
its false-negative rate is greater than 20 percent.

Table 11 breaks down twenty secondary effect studies by these three categories.  The first
column (red) lists sixteen studies that reported significant secondary effects.  All sixteen effects
were adverse.  The second column lists four studies whose results were inconclusive by the
conventional criteria.  The third column (blue) is reserved for studies that report null effects with
80 percent statistical power.  To my knowledge, there are none.
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Table 11 - Secondary Effect Studies by Finding

Significant Effect Inconclusive No Effect

Amarillo
Los Angeles
St. Paul
Whittier
Phoenix
Minneapolis
Indianapolis
Austin
Garden Grove
Times Square
Newport News
Centralia
Greensboro*
Daytona Beach*
Montrose
Sioux City

1977
1977
1978
1978
1979
1980
1984
1986
1991
1994
1996
2003
2003
2004
2005
2006

Charlotte*
Ft. Wayne*
San Diego*
Toledo*

2001
2001
2002
2004

        None

* Industry-sponsored studies

Table 11 reinforces the statement that began this report: It is a scientific fact that SOBs
pose large, significant ambient crime risks.  Criminological theory predicts the phenomenon;
empirical research corroborates the prediction.  Table 11 demonstrates the depth and breadth of
the corroborating evidence.  The theoretical expectation has been tested many times but not once
has it been refuted.

4 THE AUGUST 16 , 2006 PUBLIC HEARINGTH

On August 16 , 2006, Mr. Luke Lirot, a lawyer representing Hillsb;orough County SOBs,th

appeared before the Hillsborough County Commission to speak against the proposed ordinances. 
Mr. Lirot introduced four experts on various aspects of SOBs:

! Dr. Terry A. Danner, Chair of the Department of Criminology at St. Leo
University;

! Dr. Randy D. Fisher, Associate Professor of Psychology and Director of the
Survey Research Laboratory at the University of Central Florida

! Dr. Judith Lynne Hannah, an anthropologist from the Department of Dance at
the University of Maryland; 
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! Mr. Richard Schauseil, a real estate agent.

Each of these experts addressed the Commission and (through Mr. Lirot) submitted research
reports in support of the proposition that SOBs have no secondary effects whatsoever.  In
addition to reports from these experts who were present and spoke at the hearing, Mr. Lirot
submitted reports by experts who did not attend the hearing:

! Dr. Marty Klein, a therapist by training, whose work addresses the primary (as
opposed to secondary) effects of pornography;

! Dr. Daniel Linz, a social psychologist by training, who teaches at the University
of California - Santa Barbara;

 
! Mr. R. Bruce McLaughlin, a land-use planner;

! Dr. Rebekah J. Thomas, a physiologist by training, who has testified on disease
transmission. 

I was already familiar with the work and opinions of Drs. Danner, Fisher, Hannah, and Linz, Mr.
McLaughlin, and Mr. Schauseil.  I had already read many of the reports and materials submitted
(through Mr. Lirot) by these experts.  I subsequently read the few items that were new to me.  I
was unfamiliar with the work and opinions of Drs. Klein and Thomas but I have now read their
materials.

After reading everything submitted by Mr. Lirot and after listening to the public
comments of Drs. Danner, Fisher, Hannah, and Mr. Schauseil, I reiterate each of the opinions
expressed in this report.  In particular, it is my opinion that the SOB-crime relationship is a
scientific fact.  Criminological theory predicts that SOBs will pose large, significant ambient
public safety hazards.  This theoretical expectation is corroborated by a diverse empirical
literature.

Given the volume of material submitted by Mr. Lirot, I will not attempt an item-by-item
rebuttal.  Instead, I will organize my rebuttal around several thematic arguments and/or functions
that are common to the experts’ opinions.  I will begin with the most relevant thematic argument.

4.1 “NEW” SECONDARY EFFECT STUDIES

Mr. Lirot submitted nearly two dozen “new” secondary effect studies to support the claim
that SOBs have no crime-related secondary effects.  None of these studies was “new,” of course,
nor did any change my opinion on the central issue of this report.  On the contrary, three of the
studies reported effect estimates that were statistically significant (not withstanding the claims of
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 The 2002 San Diego study, the 2003 Greensboro study and the 2003 Greensboro study62

and the 2004 Daytona Beach study were reviewed above in §2.3.2b, §2.3.1a and §2.3.1b.

 The statistical power of the design was less than 80 percent, in other words.  These63

conventions and the authorities are given in §3.3 above.

 Danner, T.A.  Criminogenic Impact Analysis: Peek-A-Boo Lounge of Bradenton (541264

14  Street West, Bradenton, FL) and Temptations II (3824 U.S. 41 North, Palmetto, FL). th

December 8 , 2000.th

their authors).  I reviewed these studies earlier.   The remaining studies reported findings that62

were inconclusive when judged by conventional criteria.  Although the studies reported
statistically insignificant effects estimates, i.e., the false-negative error rates exceeded 20 percent
in every case.63

In sum, every secondary effect study submitted by Mr. Lirot is consistent with the
consensus finding of the literature.  None of the studies supports the claim that SOBs have no
crime-related secondary effects.  While my blanket statement may be sufficient for purposes of
this report, some of the studies submitted by Mr. Lirot demand special comment.

4.1.1 DR. DANNER’S “CRIMINOGENIC IMPACT ANALYSIS” MODEL

In the last decade, Dr. Terry A. Danner has championed a statistical method that he calls a
“criminogenic impact analysis.”  The method consists of counting the number of crimes recorded
in a sample of police patrol districts over a series of year; and then computing Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficients between the districts and years.  If some of the districts have
SOBs, and if the SOBs have “criminogenic impacts” on their districts, Dr. Danner expects to
observe a unique pattern of correlations.

Dr. Danner’s statistical model requires strong statistical assumptions that, for crime data
at least, are unwarranted.  Since an explication of this point would require tedious mathematics,
my comments are limited to two general observations.  First, Dr. Danner’s method is novel; no
authority is cited for the method nor, to my knowledge, has the method been used by anyone but
Dr. Danner.  Second, when used to test a crime-related secondary effect hypothesis, Dr. Danner’s
method is biased in favor of a null finding.

The bias in Dr. Danner’s “criminogenic impact analysis” method accrues from the
model’s inherently low statistical power.  To illustrate this point, Table 12 reports five UCR
crime rates for two Manatee County SOBs.   The SOBs are located in distinct mile-square grids64

that the Manatee County Sheriff’s Office uses for patrolling, reporting, and other routine police
functions.  The column labeled “null” (blue) is an estimate of the annual crime rate (per square
mile) under the assumption that neither SOB has a secondary effect; the column labeled “200%”

Case 8:06-cv-01695-RAL-EAJ     Document 37-14      Filed 08/16/2007     Page 46 of 59



CRIM E-RELATED SECONDARY EFFECTS - PAGE 46

RICHARD M CCLEARY, PH .D.

is the analogous estimate under the assumption that:

! Ambient crime risk in a 500-foot radius doubled when the SOBs opened;

! Crimes are realized through the point-source Poisson process depicted in Figure
5 above. 

Table 12 - Criminogenic Impact Analysis, Manatee County

SOB Site UCR Crime
 Secondary Effect

Waiting
Time  

Null 200%

Peek-a-boo Lounge
(MCSO Grid 2014)

Assault
Auto Theft
Burglary
Rape           
Robbery

66.8
32.6
94.4
7.2

17.5

68.6
33.5
97.0
7.4

18.0

73 years
148 years
51 years

667 years
276 years

Temptations II
(MCSO Grid 0901)

Assault
Auto Theft
Burglary
Rape           
Robbery

12.6
6.1

22.4
2.4
3.2

13.0
6.3

23.0
2.4
3.3

383 years
790 years
216 years

2037 years
1489 years

Since the impact zones cover less than three percent of the grid area, a doubling of the ambient
crime risk has a relatively small effect on the crime rate of the mile-square grid.  As a
consequence, the statistical power of the model is extraordinarily low.

One way to visualize statistical power is to calculate the time that Dr. Danner could
expect to wait before he could detect a substantively large (200 percent) secondary effect
estimate with the conventional 95 percent confidence.  The right-hand column of Table 12
(green) gives the expected time.  In the best case scenario – UCR burglary in Grid 2014 – Dr.
Danner could expect to wait 51 years before his statistical model could detect the 200 percent
effect.  In the worst case scenario – UCR rape in Grid 0901 – Dr. Danner could expect to wait
2,037 years.

Given the extraordinarily low statistical power of the underlying statistical model, I am
not surprised that Dr. Danner’s “criminogenic impact analyses” have never found a statistically
significant crime-related secondary effect.  The statistical model’s inherent bias virtually
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 My students recently estimated statistical power functions for the Manatee County65

correlation matrices in Dr. Danner’s Manatee County analysis.  These results are more
pessimistic than Table 12.

 Fisher, R.D., D. Linz, C.L. Benton and B. Paul.  Examining the link between sexual66

entertainment and crime: the presence of adult business and the prediction of crime in Florida. 
May, 2004.

guarantees a null finding.  65

4.1.2 CAN SOBS AFFECT A COUNTY’S CRIME RATE?

To test whether SOBs have crime-related secondary effects, Dr. Randy D. Fisher and his
colleagues estimate the correlation between county-level crime rates and the number of SOBs in
Florida’s 67 counties.   Finding no significant correlation, Dr. Fisher and his colleagues66

conclude that SOBs do not have crime-related secondary effects.  Given the tight spatial focus of
an ambient crime risk – a 500-foot radius, e.g. – there is no reason to expect that SOBs will affect
the crime rate of a county, of course.  Dr. Fisher and his colleagues consider this possibility: 

A related concern is the possibility that adverse effects such as crime emanate
only a short distance from nude businesses, and that they are thus not detectable
when a much larger unit of analysis, such as whole counties, is examined. This
view suggests that these adverse effects can be detected only with designs that
examine crime activity within a small radius, such as 1,000 feet, from the
business.

Other than misstating the ideal radius for conventional confidence and power (500 ft.), Dr. Fisher
and his colleagues are correct.  They quickly dismiss the possibility, however.

Such a position might have some merit, but it assumes that any adverse effects
such businesses have on crime are weak and local.   Still, one might argue that
even weak and local effects, if accumulated over 90 or so businesses, such as in
Hillsborough County, ought to have a detectable effect at the county level.  If
these effects cannot be detected at the level of analysis at which policy decisions
are being made, that is, cities or counties, then it is difficult in our view to argue
that the possibility of such effects should affect policy decisions made at that
level. This is especially true when powerful "effects" of nonsexual businesses on
crime are suggested by the robust associations between their prevalence and crime
rates.

Because the crime-related secondary effects of SOBs cannot be detected in Florida’s county-level
correlations, Dr. Fisher and his colleagues argue that the effects are not worth the attention paid
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 The authoritative citation for the ecological fallacy is, Robinson, W.S.   Ecological67

correlations and the behavior of individuals.   American Sociological Review, 1950, 15: 351-357; 
but see also, Goodman, L.A.  Ecological regression and the behavior of individuals.   American
Sociological Review, 18: 663-664.

 Paul, B., D. Linz and B.J. Shafer.  Government regulation of “adult” businesses through68

zoning and anti-nudity ordinances: de-bunking the legal myth of negative secondary effects.   
Communication Law and Policy, 2001, 6:355-391.  Mr. Shafer represents the Deja Vu chain of
adult cabarets, which is perhaps the largest strip club chain in the country.  See, e.g., Deja Vu of
Cincinnat, L.L.C. v. Union Township, 411 F.3d 777 (6th Cir. 2005) (en banc).

 Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals, 509 U.S. 579 (1993).69

them by policy-makers.  This curious argument reflects a weak understanding of statistical
correlation and crime policy.

On the one hand, any correlation that is estimated from a relatively small, highly variable
sample is an ephemeral thing.  Correlations estimated from Florida’s 67 counties are dominated
by a half-dozen or so “outlier” counties – Dade, Orange, etc.  When the undue influence of these
“outliers” is controlled (by “Windsorization,” e.g.), the significant correlations reported by Dr.
Fisher and his colleagues wither away and new correlations emerge.

On the other hand, virtually all ambient crime “problems” have their impacts at the local,
neighborhood level.  With few exceptions, these “problems” cannot be detected at higher, more
aggregated levels.  Attempting to identify neighborhood problems from aggregate data at the
county level, as Dr. Fisher and his colleagues do, introduces an ecological fallacy.   Like67

virtually all crime “problems,” the secondary effects of SOBs, at least as they involve ambient
crime, are measured at the neighborhood level.

4.2 METHODOLOGICAL REVIEWS

Several methodological critiques submitted by Mr. Lirot found “fatal flaws” in the crime-
related secondary effect studies relied upon by legislatures.  A point-by-point comparison of the
methodological critiques reveals a near-perfect unanimity of opinion by industry witnesses.  This
unanimity does not reflect a convergence of independent opinion, however, but rather, reflects
the influence of a methodological review essay by Drs. Bryant Paul and Daniel Linz and Mr.
Bradley J. Shafer, an attorney for the adult entertainment industry.68

The methodological rules endorsed in this essay are derived, according to the authors,
from the rules suggested by the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Daubert v. Merrell Dow.   I am69

not convinced that this claim is correct.  Nevertheless, I am convinced that the methodological
rules endorsed in this article are not derived from any primary authority on quasi-experimental
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 In the five years since its publication, excluding citations by the authors, the article has70

been cited in Social Science Citation Index journals only in three obscure law reviews.

design.  Nor have the methodological rules endorsed in the article been adopted or cited in any
scholarly literature.70

5. CATALOGUE OF THE ITEMS SUBMITTED BY MR. LIROT

Mr. Lirot submitted hundreds of pages of documents to support his argument against the
proposed legislation.  For purposes of rebuttal, the items are categorized by their common theme
or function.  I have read all of the items listed below.

5.1 COURT DECISIONS

Although I have read the court decisions submitted by Mr. Lirot, I have no training in the
law and, therefore, have no opinion on the decisions or on their relevance to the secondary effect
debate issues.  

City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. 425, 122 S. Ct. 1728, 152 L. Ed.
2d 670, (2002).

Erie Boulevard Triangle Corp. v. City of Schenectady, 152 F. Supp.2d 241 (N.D.
N.Y. 2001)

Flanigan's Enterprises, Inc. v. Fulton County, 242 F. 3d 976 (lIth Cir. 2001)

Palazzolo v. Rhode Island, 533 U.S. 606, 121 S.Ct. 2448, 150 L.Ed.2d 592 (2001)

Peek-A-Boo Lounge of Bradenton, Inc et. at. v. Manatee County, 2003 WL
21649675

Daytona Grand, Inc. d/b/a Lollipop's Gentlemen's Club v. City of Daytona Beach,
Florida 410 F .Supp.2d 1173, (2006).

United States v. Playboy Entertainment Group, Inc. 529 U.S. 803, 120 S. Ct.
1878, 146 L.Ed.2d 865 (2000) and Playboy Entertainment Group, Inc. v.
United States, 30 F .Supp.2d 702

Carandola. et. al. v. Fox. et. al.. 396 F.Supp.2d 630, (2005)

XLP Corporation v. The County of Lake. 317 Ill.App.3d 881. 743 N.E.2d 162,
(2000)
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5.2 EXPERTS’ CURRICULUM VITAE

Mr. Lirot submitted curriculum vitae for the experts whose reports and materials were
submitted.  I have read all of the curriculum vitae.

5.3 REAL ESTATE REPORTS

Mr. Lirot submitted several reports allegedly measuring the impact of SOBs on real estate
values.  I have read all of the reports of these studies.  For the most part, the real estate value
reports submitted by Mr. Lirot claim that SOBs have no effect (or even a salutary effect) on the
value of neighboring real estate.  Although I have not rebutted the studies submitted by Mr. Lirot,
the Hillsborough County Commission have reviewed a number of studies whose findings show
that SOBs have adverse secondary effects on real estate values.  They have also been provided
with a certified appraiser’s critique of the work of Mr. Shauseil, who authored all but one of the
real estate reports.

Schauseil, R.  Market Study and Report: A Study of Real property and Negative
Secondary Effects in Bradenton, Florida.

Schauseil, R.  Market Study and Report: A Study of Real Property and Negative
Secondary Effects in Casselberry, Florida.

Schauseil, R.  Market Study and Report: A Study of Real Property and Negative
Secondary Effects in Tampa, Florida.

Schauseil, R.  Market Study and Report: A Study of Real Property and Negative
Secondary Effects in Pinellas County, Florida.

Schauseil, R.  Market Study and Report: A Study of Real Property and Negative
Secondary Effects in Oakland Park, Florida.

Shauseil, R.  The Property Value Analysis.

Greer, S,V.  Market Study of Six Locations in Four Neighborhoods in Oklahoma
City, Oklahoma.

5.4 MISCELLANEOUS IRRELEVANT ITEMS

Mr. Lirot submitted a number of items that, in my opinion, are irrelevant to the secondary
effects debate.  I have read the following items.

Beck, M.  The Pornographic Tradition-Formative Influences in the 16th to 19th
Century European literature.
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Fisher, R.D.  Positive Economic Impact of the Mons Venus: The Impact of the
Performers' Incomes.

Hanna, J.L.  Hillsborough County Proposed Sexually Oriented Business
Legislation.

Hanna, J.L.  Exotic Dance Adult Entertainment: A Guide for Planners and Policy
Makers. 

Hanna, J.L.  Naked Truth: The Christian Right Battles Strip Clubs.

Hanna, J.L.  “Charlotte study.”

Klein, M.  Florida's Strip Clubs: Palaces of Perversion or Refuge for Relaxation?

Thomas, R.J.  Excerpts of Testimony in Kentucky Restaurant Concepts, Inc. v.
City of Louisville.

Letter to the U.S. Department of Justice to Bryant Paul from Elizabeth Groff of
the Crime Mapping Research Center.

Club, Porn Fight Dropped.  Myrtle Beach Sun News, 3-11-06.

Experts: Porn Shops Don't Hike Crime.   JournalInquirer.com, 4-17-06.

5.5 SECONDARY EFFECT STUDIES

Mr. Lirot submitted a number of crime-related secondary effect studies whose findings
were characterized as null (i.e., finding that SOBs have no crime related secondary effects).  I
have read all the reports and, in my opinion, Mr. Lirot has mischaracterized their findings.  In
each case, the findings of these studies are inconclusive by the conventional statistical power
criterion that I described in § 3.3 above. 

Danner, T.A.  Adult use establishments and crime: searching for a causal link. 
October 7 , 1998.th

Danner, T.A.  Criminogenic impact analysis.  Peek-a-boo Lounge of Bradenton;
Temptations II.  December 8 , 2000.th

Danner, T.A.  Criminogenic impact analysis: Voyeur Dorm.  July 2 , 2002.nd

Danner, T.A.  The effect of Mons Venus Adult Cabaret on neighborhood crime
volumes.  April 1 , 2001.st

Case 8:06-cv-01695-RAL-EAJ     Document 37-14      Filed 08/16/2007     Page 52 of 59



CRIM E-RELATED SECONDARY EFFECTS - PAGE 52

RICHARD M CCLEARY, PH .D.

Danner, T.A.  Criminogenic impact analysis: Seven adult cabarets located in
Pinellas County.  April 26 , 2001.th

Danner, T.A.  Exploring the causal connection between adult use enterprises and
the adverse secondary effect of crime:  The Casselberry and Seminole
County experience.  May 20 , 2002.th

Danner, T.A.  Exploring the causal connection between adult use enterprises and
the adverse secondary effect of crime: Bedtyme Stories and Fantasy
World.  March 22 , 2002.nd

Danner, T.A.  Report to the Hillsborough County Commission.  May 7 , 2003.th

Danner, T.A.  Exploring the causal connection between adult use enterprises and
the adverse secondary effect of crime: a focus on Jackson, MS.  September
12 , 2003.th

Danner, T.A.  Adult cabarets and crime related secondary effects.  October 9 ,th

2003.

Danner, T.A.  A criminogenic analysis: Scarlett’s adult cabaret.  December 24 ,th

2003.

Danner, T.A.  An analysis of adult cabarets crime related secondary effects: focus
on the Ybor City Historic District.  November 7 , 2004.th

Danner, T.A.  The Effects of the Mons Venus Adult Cabaret on Neighborhood
Crime Volumes, in Tampa, Florida: Empirical Analysis of Longitudinal
Data.

Danner, T.A.  The Effects of the Mons Venus Adult Cabaret on Neighborhood
Crime Volumes in Tampa, Florida: A 2001 Updated: An Empirical
Analysis of Longitudinal Data.

Fisher, R.D., D. Linz and M. Yao.  Examining the link between sexual
entertainment and crime: the presence of adult business and the prediction
of crime in Florida.  May, 2004.

Fisher, R.D.  An empirical investigation of crime events in Jacksonville, Florida. 
Have the “bikini bars” elevated the rate of crime?  August 10 , 2005.th

Linz, D., R.D. Fisher and M. Yao, Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of
Adult Cabarets in Daytona Beach, Florida:  A Study of Calls for Service
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to the Police in Reference to Ordinance 02-496.  April 7 , 2004.th

Linz, D. and B. Paul.  Using Crime Mapping to Measure the Negative Secondary
Effects of Adult Businesses in Fort Wayne, Indiana: A Quasi-Experimental
Methodology.

5.6 METHOLOGICAL REVIEWS

Mr. Lirot submitted several methodological reviews of the secondary effect studies
ordinarily relied upon by legislatures.  I have read all of these reviews and, without exception,
find that they have no merit. 

Paul, B., D. Linz and B.J. Shafer.  Government regulation of “adult” businesses
through zoning and anti-nudity ordinances: de-bunking the legal myth of
negative secondary effects.  Communication Law and Policy, 2001, 6:355-
391.

McLaughlin, R.B.  Summary of Secondary Effects Analyses, By McLaughlin
Consulting Services, Inc.

Thirteen Steps to a Successful Experiment, entered into the record of adoption for
Oak Park Ordinance 01-07, March 20, 2001.

6. MATERIALS AND AUTHORITIES USED IN THIS REPORT

My opinions are based on my background, training, and experience in
criminology and statistics.  Nevertheless, whenever possible, I have cited relevant
authorities for my opinions,  The following authorities are listed by broad areas of
relevance.  Obviously, the categories are approximate, intended only as a rough
guide for the reader.

6.1 SECONDARY EFFECT STUDIES ROUTINELY RELIED UPON BY

LEGISLATURES

Amarillo, TX, 1977.  A Report on Zoning and Other Methods of
Regulating Adult Entertainment in Amarillo.  City of Amarillo Planning
Department, September 12 , 1977.th

Los Angeles, CA, 1977.  Study of the Effects of the Concentration of Adult
Entertainment Establishments in the City of Los Angeles.  Department of City
Planning, June, 1977.

St. Paul, MN, 1978.  Effects on Surrounding Area of Adult Entertainment
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Businesses in St. Paul.  Department of Planning and Economic Development and
Community Crime Prevention Project, June, 1978.

Whittier, CA, 1978.  Staff Report, Amendment to Zoning Regulations,
Adult Businesses in C-2 Zone with Conditional Use Permit, Case No. 353.015, 
January 9, 1978.

Phoenix, AZ, 1979.  Adult Business Study.  City of Phoenix Planning
Department, May 25, 1979. 

Minneapolis, MN, 1980.  An Analysis of the Relationship between Adult
Entertainment Establishments, Crime, and Housing Values.  Minnesota Crime
Prevention Center, Inc.  M. McPherson and G. Silloway, October, 1980.

Indianapolis, IN, 1984.  Adult Entertainment Businesses in Indianapolis,
An Analysis.  Department of Metropolitan Development, Division of Planning. 
March, 1984.

Austin, TX, 1986.  Report on Adult Oriented Businesses in Austin.  Office
of Land Development Services, May 19 , 1986.th

Garden Grove, CA, 1991.  Final Report to the City of Garden Grove: The
Relationship between Crime and Adult Business Operations on Garden Grove
Boulevard,  October 23, 1991.  Richard McCleary, Ph.D. and James W. Meeker,
J.D., Ph.D.

New York Times Square, NY, 1994.  Report on the Secondary Effects of
the Concentration of Adult Use Establishments in the Times Square Area.  Insight
Associates,  April, 1994.  

Newport News, VA, 1996.  Adult Use Study.  Department of Planning and
Development,  March, 1996.

Dallas, TX, 1997.  An Analysis of the Effects of SOBs on the Surrounding
Neighborhoods in Dallas, Texas.  Peter Malin, MAI,  April, 1997.

Greensboro, NC, 2003.  Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of Adult
Cabarets and Video/Bookstores in Greensboro: A Study of Calls for Service to the
Police.  Daniel Linz and Mike Yao, November 30, 2003.

Greensboro, NC, 2003.  A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Yao Report: 
Report to the Greensboro City Attorney.  Richard McCleary, Ph.D.,  December
15, 2003.
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San Diego, CA, 2002.  A Secondary Effects Study Relating to Hours of
Operation of Peep Show Establishments in San Diego, California.  Daniel Linz
and Bryant Paul,  September 1, 2002.

San Diego, CA, 2003.  A Methodical Critique of the Linz-Paul Report: A
Report to the San Diego City Attorney’s Office.  Richard McCleary, Ph.D. and
J.W. Meeker,  March 12, 2003.

Centralia, WA, 2004.  Crime Risk in the Vicinity of a Sexually Oriented
Business:  A Report to the Centralia City Attorney’s Office.  Richard McCleary,
Ph.D,  February 28, 2004.

Toledo, OH, 2004.  Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of Adult
Cabarets and Video/Bookstores in Toledo, Ohio:  A Study of Calls for Service to
the Police.  Daniel Linz and Mike Yao,  February 15, 2004. 

Toledo, OH, 2004.  A Methodological Critique of the Linz-Yao Report: 
Report to the City of Toledo, OH.  Richard  McCleary, Ph.D. and J.W. Meeker, 
May 15, 2004.

Daytona Beach, FL, 2004.  Evaluating Potential Secondary Effects of
Adult Cabarets in Daytona Beach Florida: A Study of Calls for Service to the
Police in Reference to Ordinance 02-496.  D. Linz, R.D. Fisher, and M. Yao, 
April 7, 2004.

Montrose, IL, 2005.  Report to the Effingham County Attorney.  Richard
McCleary, Ph.D.,  April 26, 2005.

Sioux City, IA, 2006.  Affidavit of Richard McCleary, Ph.D.  Doctor
John’s vs. City.  U.S. District Court, Northern District of Iowa, Western Division,
Civil No. C03-4121 MWB,  January 31, 2006.

Daytona Beach, FL, 2006.  A Methodological Critique of Evaluating
Potential Secondary Effects of Adult Cabarets in Daytona Beach, Florida:  A
Study of Calls for Service to the Police in Reference to Ordinance 02-496. 
Richard McCleary, Ph.D., May 1, 2006.

6.2 METHODOLOGICAL AND STATISTICAL AUTHORITIES

Cameron, A.C. and P.K. Trivedi.  Regression Analysis of Count Data,
Econometric Society Monograph 30.  (Cambridge U Press, 1998).

Campbell, D.T.  and J.C. Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-Experimental
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Designs for Research (Rand-McNally, 1966).

Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd Ed.
L.E. Erlebaum Associates, 1988.

Cohen, J and P. Cohen.  Applied Multiple Regression / Correlation
Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences.  LEA, 1975.

Cook, T.D.  and D.T. Campbell, Quasi-Experimentation: Design and
Analysis Issues for Field Settings (Houghton-Mifflin, 1979).

Diggle, P,J.  Statistical Analysis of Spatial Point Patterns, 2  Ed.  Arnold,nd

2002.

Draper, N.R. and H. Smith.  Applied Regression Analysis, 3rd ed.  Wiley
1998.

Feller, W.  An Introduction to Probability Theory and its Applications,
Volume I, 3  Ed. (Wiley, 1968 [1  Ed., 1950]).rd st

Goodman, L.A.  Ecological regression and the behavior of individuals.  
American Sociological Review, 18: 663-664.

Greenberg, D.F.  Mathematical Criminology.  Rutgers U Press, 1979.

Haight, F. Handbook of the Poisson Distribution.  Wiley, 1967.

Kendall M. and A. Stuart, Chapter 22 of The Advanced Theory of
Statistics, 4  Ed. (Charles Griffin and Co., 1979 [1  Ed., 1946]).th st

Lipsey, M.  Design Sensitivity: Statistical Power for Experimental
Research. Sage Publications, 1990.

Robinson, W.S.   Ecological correlations and the behavior of individuals.  
American Sociological Review, 1950, 15: 351-357.

Selvin, S.  Statistical Analysis of Epidemiological Data, 2  Ed. Oxfordnd

University Press, 1996. 

Shadish, W. R. Thomas D. Cook, and Donald T. Campbell,
Quasi-Experimental Designs for Generalized Causal Inference
(Houghton-Mifflin, 2002).
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Thompson Corporation, ISI Web of Science.  This site provides access to
Science Citation Index Expanded, Social Sciences Citation Index, and Arts and
Humanities Citation Index.

6.3 CRIMINOLOGICAL CITATIONS

Bennett, T., and R. Wright.  Burglars on Burglary:  Prevention and the
Offender.  (Gower, 1984).

Cohen, L.E. and M. Felson.  Social change and crime rate trends: A
routine activity approach. American Sociological Review, 1979, 44:588-608.

Danner, T.A.  Violent times: A case study of the Ybor City Historical
District.  Criminal Justice Policy Review, 2003, 14:3-29.

Feeney, F.  Robbers as Decision-Makers.  Pp. 53-71 in Cornish D. and R.
Clarke (eds.), The Reasoning Criminal:  Rational Choice Perspectives on
Offending. (Springer-Verlag, 1986).

Felson, M.  Crime and Everyday Life, 2  Ed.  Pine Forge Press, 1998.nd

Felson, M.  Crime and Nature.  Sage, 2006.

 Fleisher, M. Beggars and Thieves: Lives of Urban Street Criminals. (U
Wisconsin Press, 1995).

Katz, J.  Seductions of Crime:  Moral and Sensual Attractions in Doing
Evil (Basic Books, 1988).

Katz, J.  The Motivation of the Persistent Robber.  In Tonry, M. (ed.),
Crime and Justice: A Review of Research (U Chicago Press , 1991).

Klinger, D. and G.S. Bridges.  Measurement errors in calls-for-service as
an indicator or crime.  Criminology, 1997, 35:529-41.

Levitt, S.D.  Using electoral cycles in police hiring to estimate the effect of
police on crime.  American Economic Review, 1997, 87:270-290. 

Linz, D., B. Paul, K.C. Land, M.E. Ezell and J.R. Williams.  An
examination of the assumption that adult businesses are associated with crime in
surrounding areas: A secondary effects study in Charlotte, North Carolina.  Law
and Society Review, 2004, 38(1):69-104. 
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Liska, C. and M. Chamlin.  Social structure and crime control among
macro social units.  American Journal of Sociology, 1984, 90, 383-395. 

McCleary, R. and J.W. Meeker.  Do peep shows “cause” crime?  Journal
of Sex Research, 2006, 43:194-196.

Newman, O.  Defensible Space: Crime Prevention Through Urban Design
(MacMillan, 1973).

Sanchez, L.E.  Sex, violence citizenship, and community: an ethnography
and legal geography of commercial sex in one American city.  Ph.D. Dissertation,
Criminology, Law and Society, University of California, Irvine, 1998.

Scott, M.S.   Assaults in and Around Bars.  U.S. Department of Justice,
Office of Community Oriented Policing. 2002.

Shaw, C.R.  The Jack-Roller: A Delinquent Boy's Own Story.  University
of Chicago Press, 1966 [1930].

Shover, N.  Great Pretenders:  Pursuits and Careers of Persistent Thieves.
(Westview, 1996).

Wilson, J.Q. and G.L. Kelling.  Broken windows:  The police and
neighbor-hood safety.  Atlantic Monthly, 1982, 249:29-38.

Wright, R.T. and S.H. Decker.  Armed Robbers in Action: Stickups and
Street Culture (Northeastern U Press, 1997).

6.4 AUTHORITIES ON THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ALCOHOL AND VIOLENCE

Davis, K.C., J. Norris, W.H. George, J. Martell, and R.J. Heiman.  Men’s
likelihood of sexual aggression: The influence of alcohol, sexual arousal, and
violent pornography.  Aggressive Behavior, 2006 (in press).

Davis, K.C., J. Norris, W.H. George, J. Martell, and R.J. Heiman.  Rape
myth congruent beliefs in women resulting from exposure to violent pornography:
effects of alcohol and sexual arousal.  Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 2006 (in
press).

Norris, J., K.C. Davis, W.H. George, J. Martell, and R.J.. Heiman. 
Alcohol's direct and indirect effects on men's self-reported sexual aggression
likelihood.  Journal of Studies on Alcohol, 2002, 63, 688-695.
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City of Oklahoma City 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Planning Division  

  

  

ADULT ENTERTAINMENT BUSINESSES IN Oklahoma City 

A SURVEY OF REAL ESTATE APPRAISERS 

March 3, 1986 

  

Dear Oklahoma City Appraiser, 

The City of Oklahoma has recently adopted a new ordinance that will regulate the 
location of adult entertainment businesses. 

Adult entertainment businesses are defined in our ordinance as those which emphasize 
acts or materials depicting or portraying sexual conduct. These businesses include '4Adult 
Bookstores," clubs with nude dancers, theatres which show sexually explicit 
movies, etc. 

In an effort to more completely analyze the impact of adult businesses on surrounding 
properties, Planning Division asks for your help in establishing a "best professional 
opinion' on the matter. As a real estate professional, the opinions you share with us on the 
enclosed survey forms would be very valuable to us in the development of a local data 
base for this sensitive land use issue. 

Thank you very much for your assistance. Sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Community DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

Planning Division 

CITY OF OKLAHOMA CITY 

  

  

TO: professional Real Estate Appraisers 

Please help us in this brief Oklahoma City survey. The information provided will help us establish an important data 
base regarding adult entertainment businesses. 

The first four questions relate to the hypothetical situation presented below. The last three questions refer to actual 
situations in Oklahoma City that you might be aware of. 

  

  

A middle income residential neighborhood borders an arterial street that contains various 
commercial activities serving the neighborhood. There is a building that was vacated by a 
hardware store and will open shortly as an adult bookstore. There are no other adult 
bookstores or similar activities in the area. There is no other vacant commercial space 
presently available in the neighborhood. 

Please indicate your answers to questions 1 through 4 in the blanks provided, using the scale A through C. 

SCALE: A Decrease 20% or more 

B Decrease more than 10% but less than 20% 

C Decrease from 0 to 10% 

D No change in value 

S Increase from 0 to 10% 

F Increase more than 10% but less than 20% 

G Increase 20% or more 

  

  

1) How would you expect the average values of the RESIDENTIAL property within ONE block of the 
bookstore to be affected? 



2) How would you expect the average values of the COMMERCIAL property within ONE block of the 
bookstore to be affected? 

3) How would you expect the average values of RESIDENTIAL property located THREE blocks from the 
bookstore to be affected? 

4) How would you expect the average values of COMMERCIAL property located THREE blocks from the 
bookstore to be affected? 

5) Are you aware of the existence of adult entertainment businesses in Oklahoma City? 

6) What is your opinion as to the effect of these businesses on surrounding properties? 

7) Specifically, how do you think these businesses affect the surrounding property? 

  

Are you a member of: 

MAI 

ASA 

SREA 

other 

  

  

  

Your name or agency 

Thank you for your cooperation. Please return this questionnaire in the postage paid envelope provided for your 
convenience. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



METHODOLOGY 

On February 7, 1986, 100 questionnaires were mailed. All real estate appraisers in Oklahoma 
City listed in the Yellow Pages were included in the survey. As of March 1, 1986, 34 (34%) of 
the questionnaires had been completed and returned. Real estate appraisers do not receive 
certification from the State of Oklahoma; however, 26 of the respondents (76%) belonged to a 
professional organization. The table below summarizes the objective part of the questionnaire. 
Subjective comments are discussed in a separate section of this report. 

SCALE OUEST IONS 

1 2 3 4 

A 11 (32%) 7 (21%) 4 (12%) 4 (12%) 

Decrease 

20% or more 

B 8 (24%) 9 (26%) 3 (9%) 3 (9%) 

Decrease 

10% - 20% 

C 6 (18%) 10 (29%) 10 (29%) 7 (21%) 

Decrease 

0 - 10% 

D 9 (26%) 8 (24%) 17 (50%) 20 (59%) 

No change 

in value 

  

  

E,F, and G were positive 

values--not checked by anyone 

OKLAHOMA CITY REAL ESTATE APPRAISER SURVEY RESULTS 



  

  

The 100% survey of real estate appraisers in Oklahoma City produced results that were 
consistent in virtually all respects with the result of the national survey of appraisers 
carried out by the city of Indianapolis. 

Respondents overwhelmingly (74%) indicated that an adult bookstore would have a negative 
effect on residential property values in the hypothetical neighborhood described if they were 
within one block of the premises. 32%' felt that this depreciation would be in excess of 20%, 
wheras 42% foresaw a decrease in value of from 1% to 20%. (Comparative national figures are 
78tk, 19%' and 59% respectively.) 

Seventy-six percent saw a similar decrease in commercial property values within one block of 
the adult bookstore. As in the national survey, fewer (21%) felt that a devaluation of over 20% 
would occur. The majority, (55%) saw the depreciation as being in the 1% to 20% range. 
(Comparative national figures are 69%, 10% and 59% respectively.) 

  

  

The negative impact fell off sharply when the distance was increased to three blocks. As in the 
national survey, there appears to be more of a residual effect on residential properties than on 
commercial properties. 

50% of the appraisers felt that a negative impact on residential properties would still obtain at 
three blocks from the site. Only 12% felt that this impact would be in excess of 20%. The 
remaining 38% felt that depreciation would be somewhere in the 1% to 20% range. 50% saw no 
applicable effect at all at three blocks. (Comparative national figures are 39%, 3% and 61%.) 

  

  

Commercial property was judged to be negatively impacted at three blocks by 41% of the 
survey. 59% saw no change in value as a result of the bookstore. (Comparative national figures 
are 23% and 76% respectively.) 

  

  

 



In summary: 

- The great majority of appraisers ( about 75%) who responded to this survey felt 
that there is a negative impact on residential and commercial property values 
within one block of an adult bookstore. 

- This negative impact dissipates as the distance from the site increases, so that at 
three blocks,~half.of the appraisers felt that there is a negative impact on 
residential property and less than half felt that there is a negative impact on 
commercial property. 

  

  

  

  

  

  

RESULTS FROM SUBJECTIVE QUESTIONS 

  

  

Oklahoma City real estate appraisers were also asked for their opinions as to the 
effect of adult entertainment businesses on surrounding properties. Most of the 
respondents discussed a variety of negative effects. Only five respondents (14%) 
said that adult entertainment business had very little effect on surrounding 
properties. Of these, three appraisers felt that these types of businesses located in 
commercial areas that were already blighted. All respondents indicated their 
awareness of the existence of adult entertainment businesses in Oklahoma City; 
many referred to the 10th and MacArthur location as a prime example of an 
undesirable cluster situation. 

Opinions are summarized below: 

Not good. Attracts undesirables, threat to residents feeling of safety & security. 

- acts as a deterrent to home sales 

Would you wart your home or business next door? 

-Forces good businesses out 



-Tends to have a snowball effect 

-An immediate transition begins, with the better quality 
businesses moving out and a lower class business moving 
in (pawnshops, bingo parlors) 

-Embarrassment to other businesses and clientele - late 
hours, parking-trash and debris - vandalism 

-Children in the area in danger of adverse influence or by 
actual molestation by perverted people drawn to such 
establishments 

Typical shoppers and residents go elsewhere to shop, and, 
if ~ able to live. 

If there is a large concentration of this type of business, 
there can be a very large loss in property value. 

-Tends to prevent economic improvement in the area, 
effects the community as to attracting other businesses 

-Detrimental impact on rental rates 
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September 12, 1977 

PREFACE 

This report presents the findings of the Amarillo Planning Department regarding the adult 
entertainment industry within the confines of the Amarillo City Limits. These findings analyze 
the land use effects of adult entertainment businesses and alternatives for their regulation. Adult 
entertainment businesses are those that customarily are not open to the general public by the 
exclusion of minors by reason of age. 

Presently, the only authority available to a city for regulating adult businesses is the city's power 
to zone and license. These methods of control have been sanction by the Young v American 
Mini Theaters, Inc. case. 

The determination of what is or is not obscene is to be made by a jury on a case by case basis in 
accordance with the test described in the Marvin Miller v State of California decision.. The 
criminal offenses for dealing in obscenity, proscribed by the Texas Penal Code, are the exclusive 



province of the State, and the city may not invade this area by seeking to define obscenity or 
provide rebuff for its sale, display or distribution. 

A REPORT ON ZONING AND OTHER METHODS 

OF REGULATING ADULT ENTERTAINMENT IN AMARILLO 

Introduction 

This report on the current extent of pornography in Amarillo was initiated upon the request of the 
Amarillo Planning and Zoning Commission April 25, 1977. Accompanying the request was the 
desire for information concerning the possible zoning control of all businesses catering to adults 
only. For the purpose of this report, adult-only businesses have not been limited to those that 
display pornographic material, but include bars, lounges and any other business type which 
restricts entry, sale or viewing based upon a minimum age. 

This study is an attempt to briefly explore the national problem of adult-only businesses with a 
major emphasis on those which deal in pornographic material. The Amarillo situation was 
analyzed in relation to the extent of the national growth of the adult-only industry and the extent 
and limitations to which the City can control, through land use mechanisms, the proliferation of 
the industry outlets. No city ordinance regulating any type of adult business is included within 
this report and none will be drafted until discussion has occurred on the various options available 
for the control of adult businesses. 

In any consideration of whether or not to control and restrict adult-only outlets within the 
municipal jurisdiction, the following should be reviewed: 

1.         To prohibit these uses to locate anywhere in the municipality, three 
points must be considered: 

A. The Courts have generally invalidated legislation which attempts to prohibit a 
particular use altogether from a municipality. 

B.        Prohibiting the location of any pornographic use in 
the city could be contested on the grounds that it provides 
an individual engaged in such practice no means of 
livelihood within the City. 

C.        Such legislation could also be contested on the 
grounds that it infringes upon the right of freedom of 
speech. 

  

  



2.         If these uses are to be allowed and restricted within the 
municipality, the City must decide where such uses are to be located.1 

METHOD OF ANALYSIS 

In the preparation of this report several data sources were employed. Current weekly national 
news magazines were searched for references to the problems of major urban areas relative to 
this topic. Several individual cities known to be exploring methods of controlling the growth of 
the adult-only industry were contacted and adopted City Ordinances were reviewed. The 
American Society of Planning Officials provided advance information from an unreleased 
publication on Adult Entertainment which has since been published (copy included for your 
review). Several recent Supreme Court decisions were reviewed in order to determine the general 
mood of the law as handed down.2 

This information was synthesized into a form which details the national limitations placed upon a 
state and city in the land use control of adult-only businesses. The Texas obscenity law was then 
reviewed in order to determine the limitations of legislative regulation of adult-only businesses 
and the extent which Amarillo, as a city, may regulate the industry through land use and 
licensing mechanisms. 

DEFINITIONS 

            Obscenity is defined by the Supreme Court in the following excerpts from Marvin Miller 
v State of California: 

1.         "Obscene material is not protected by the First 
Amendment, Roth v. United States, 354, U.S. 476, 77 S Ct. 1307, 
1L. Ed. 2d 1498, reaffirmed. A work may be subject to state 
regulation where that work, taken as a whole, appeals to the 
prurient interest in sex; portrays, in a patently offensive way, 
sexual conduct specifically defined by the applicable state law; and 
taken as a whole, does not have serious literary, artistic, political, 
or scientific value." 

2. "The basic guidelines for the trier of fact must be: (a) whether the average person, 
applying contemporary community standards would find that the work, taken as a whole, 
appeals to the prurient interest, Roth, Supra, at 489, 77 S. Ct. at 1311; (b) whether the 
work depicts or describes, in a patently offensive way, sexual conduct specifically 
defined by the applicable state law, and (c) whether the work, taken as a whole, lacks 
serious literary, artistic, political, or scientific value. If a state obscenity law is thus 
limited, First Amendment values are adequately protected by ultimate independent 
appellate review of constitutional claims when necessary. 

3.         "The jury may treasure the essentially factual issues of prurient 
appeal and patent offensiveness by the standard that prevails in the forum 
community, and need not employ a 'national standard'." 



As stated above the basic guideline for determining what is obscene is through an evaluation of 
the material utilizing the forum community standard. In Smith v United States, 97 S. Ct. 1756 
(1977) the Court amplified its consideration of the community standard when it stated that 
community standards are required to be applied by the jury in accordance with its understanding 
of the tolerance of the average person in the community. The result being that the jury has the 
discretion to determine what appeals to the prurient interests and what is patently offensive in its 
community. "State law cannot define the contemporary community standards for appeal to the 
prurient Interest and patent offensiveness that under Miller v California are applied in 
determining whether or not material is obscene. Though state legislatures are not completely 
foreclosed from setting substantive limitations for obscenity cases, they cannot declare what 
community standards shall be . . . [Smith v United States (1759)] 

The conduct regulated by the Texas Legislature is defined in the Texas Penal Code Subchapter 
43B, "Obscenity". The following is that portion of chapter 43 which regulates the sale, 
distribution and display of obscene material: 

43.21.  Definitions 

In this subchapter: 

(1)        "Obscene" means having as a whole a dominant theme that: 

(A)       appeals to the prurient interest of the average 
person applying contemporary community standards; 

(B)       depicts or describes. sexual conduct in a patently 
offensive way; and 

(C)       lacks serious literary, artistic, political, or scientific 
value. 

2. "Material" means a book, magazine, newspaper, or other printed or written material; a 
picture, drawing. photograph, motion picture, or other pictorial representation; a play, 
dance, or performance; a statue or other figure; a recording, transcription, or mechanical, 
chemical, or electrical reproduction; or other article, equipment or machine. 

(3)        "Prurient interest" means an interest in sexual conduct that goes 
substantially beyond customary limits of candor in description or representation 
of such conduct. If it appears from the character of the material or the 
circumstances of its dissemination that the subject matter is designed for a 
specially susceptible audience, the appeal of the subject matter shall be judged 
with reference to such audience. 

(4)        "Distribute" means to transfer possession, whether with or without 
consideration. 



(5)        "Commercially distribute" means to transfer possession for valuable 
consideration. 

(6)        "Sexual conduct" means: 

            (A)       any contact between any part of the genitals of one 
person and the mouth or anus of another person; 

            (B)       any contact between the female sex organ and the 
male sex organ;  

            (C)       any contact between a person's mouth or genitals 
and the anus or genitals of an animal or fowl; or 

            (D)       patently offensive representations of masturbation 
or excretory functions.3 

43.22. Obscene Display of Distribution 

a. A person commits an offense if he intentionally or knowingly displays or distributes an 
obscene photograph, drawing, or similar visual representation or other obscene material 
and is reckless about whether a person is present who will be offended or alarmed by the 
display or distribution. 

(b)        An offense under this section is a Class C misdemeanor. 

43.23.  Commercial Obscenity 

(a)        A person commits an offense if, Knowing the content of the material: 

            (1)        he sells, commercially distributes, commercially exhibits, 
or possesses for sale, commercial distribution, or commercial exhibition 
any obscene material; 

            (2)        he presents or directs an obscene play, dance, or 
performance or participates in that portion of the play, dance, or 
performance that makes It obscene; or 

            (3)        he hires, employs, or otherwise uses a person under the age 
of 17 years to achieve any of the purposes set out in Subdivisions (1) and 
(2) of this subsection. 

(b)                    It is an affirmative defense to prosecution under this section that 
the obscene material was possessed by a person having scientific, educational, 
governmental, or other similar justification. 



(c)                    An offense under this section is a Class B misdemeanor unless 
committed under Subsection (a)(3) of this section, In which event it is a Class A 
misdemeanor. 

43.24. Sale, Distribution, or Display of Harmful Material to Minor 

(a)        For purposes of this section;- 

            (1)        "Minor" means an individual younger than 
17 years. 

            (2)        "Harmful material" means material whose 
dominant theme taken as a whole: 

                        (A) appeals to the prurient interest of a 
minor, in sex, nudity, or excretion; 

                        (B)       is patently offensive to prevailing 
standards In the adult community as a whole with respect to 
what Is suitable for minors; and 

A. is utterly without redeeming social value for minors. 
B.  

a. A person commits an offense if, knowing that the material is harmful: 

                        (1)        and knowing the person is a minor. he sells, distributes, exhibits, 
or possesses for sale, distribution, or exhibition to a minor harmful material ; 

            (2)        he displays harmful material and is reckless about whether 
a minor is present who will be offended or alarmed by the display; or 

            (3)        he hires, employs, or uses a minor to do or accomplish or 
assist in doing or accomplishing any of the acts prohibited in Subsection 
(b)(l) of (b)(2) of this section. 

(c)                    It is a defense to prosecution under this section that: 

            (1)        the sale, distribution, or exhibition was by a person having 
scientific, educational, governmental, or other similar justification; or 

            (2)        the sale, distribution, or exhibition was to a minor who was 
accompanied by a consenting parent, guardian, or spouse. 



(d)       An offense under this section is a Class A misdemeanor unless it is 
committed under Subsection (b) (3) of this section in which event it is a felony of 
the third degree.4 

The preceding has outlined the substantive limitations of that which can be found obscene in the 
State of Texas. The enforcement of those sections of the State Penal Code applying to obscene 
material is left to the discretion of the District and County Attorneys. 

The remainder of this report will concern the controls that the City may impose to regulate the 
adult-only industry through land use controls, licensing, and measures to assure that minors will 
not be allowed to purchase or view the display of pornographic material in commercial 
businesses. 

THE NATIONAL PROBLEM/CITIES 

Urban areas across the nation are beginning a crackdown on the growth of sex-oriented 
businesses. Recent public outcries and national exposes have been forcing new evaluations of 
existing pornography law. This renewed attack on pornography is partially founded upon the 
Supreme Court decision In Young v American Mini Theater. This decision, affirming the City of 
Detroit's police power ability to zone adult entertainment, redefined the standards the community 
can use to appraise that material which is found to be adult entertainment and protected by the 
1st and 14th Amendments of the U. S. Constitution. The following excerpt from Young v 
American Mini Theaters makes clear the Supreme. Court view of adult entertainment and 
zoning: 

Though the First Amendment protects communication in the area of adult motion 
pictures from suppression, the State may legitimately use the content of such 
pictures as the basis for placing theaters exhibiting them in a different 
classification from other motion picture theaters for zoning purposes. The City's 
interest in the present and future character of its neighborhoods adequately 
support the limitation imposed . . . on the place where adult films may be 
exhibited. 

As a result of Young v American Mini Theaters, several cities have initiated zoning ordinances 
similar to Detroit's to control the proliferation of sex industry outlets into incompatible areas of 
city development. Kansas City, Missouri and Atlanta, Georgia, are examples of cities recently 
implementing zoning ordinances to control the adult entertainment industry. These cities have 
accepted the fact that there is a large market for adult entertainment. By implementing and 
enforcing a zoning ordinance to control site location choices to those sites meeting certain 
minimum requirements, these cities have sanctioned the adult entertainment industry. However, 
this sanction does not entail a condonation of commercial sex activities outside the control of 
land use planning activities. 

The problems with the proliferation of adult businesses in major urban areas are growing, not 
only in the volume of outlets1 but also in new types of adult businesses. Cities that have 
attempted to use zoning ordinances to define explicitly each controlled adult entertainment 



business have found that the ordinances are subject to constant update as the adult entertainment 
industry implements flew techniques for the dissemination of its product. The following list 
illustrates some of the kinds of pornographic adult businesses that could have a blighting effect 
upon a neighborhood if allowed to grow uncontrolled. The list also points to the problem of 
attempting to define each new adult business. 

Pornographic Adult Businesses 

Adult bookstores 

Adult mini motion picture theater (peep shows) 

Adult motion picture theaters 

Artists body painting studios 

Eating places with adult entertainment 

Exotic photo studios 

Lounges and bars, topless 

Lounges and bars, bottomless 

Massage parlor 

Nude theater 

Nude wrestling parlor 

As cities strengthen laws dealing with certain listed businesses, new businesses providing the 
same or similar services have been invented by the industry. For example, in Birmingham, laws 
governing massage parlors were tightened forcing most to close.5 As a result, shoeshine shops, 
where you can lie down while getting your shoes shined and providing the same service as the 
message parlor, were opened. The City was then forced to adopt another ordinance requiring that 
a person could not lie down to get a shoeshine. Similar situations occurred in Boston when 
massage parlors were under attack. A quick metamorphosis was made of adult entertainment 
businesses under the guise of sensitivity training parlors, nude wrestling studios and 

exotic photography centers. These later generation businesses were clearly not massage parlors, 
even though similar services were offered, and were not subject to the massage parlor 
ordinances. 

Two distinctly different zoning techniques have been used to regulate the adult entertainment 
industry. They are: 



1.         The Boston, Massachusetts approach. In 1974 Boston was the first 
city in the nation to put its official stamp on the adult entertainment zone. 
Boston created a special zoning category for adult bookstores, peep shows, 
x-rated movies and strip joints. This zone was a special overlay district 
applying to only seven acres of the City's space. The overlay zone had two 
main purposes: (A) The City wanted to concentrate similar adult 
entertainment uses into a single small area; and (B) the City wanted to 
prevent the spread of these uses to other areas of the City. 

The district approach has certain advantages over a case by case zoning 
approach. Specific district boundaries are set and development standards 
are established. These two items when taken together reduce greatly the 
administrative cost when compared to a case by case conditional or 
specific use permit requirement. The limited confines of the district 
boundary reduces the potential for new development. The district 
approach also reduces the opportunity for arbitrary and subjective 
decisions. 

The overlay district offers the potential to evaluate the total public service 
impact of adult uses. The concentration in a single area allows for the 
review of relative cost and revenues to the City. Police costs will certainly 
be higher, as will related traffic and parking costs. These costs though can 
be determined. Permits can be required and the fees for these can reflect 
the true costs to the community. 

2.         The Detroit, Michigan approach. In 1972 Detroit implemented an 
ordinance designed primarily to prevent the development of additional 
"skid-rows." It was found that concentrations of various straight and 
pornographic uses were generally determinates of the deterioration of 
surrounding areas. 

Detroit has two objectives: (A) to separate typical "skid-row" uses from 
each other; and (B) to keep these same uses separate from residential 
areas. These objectives lead to a single policy of dispersing "skid-row" 
uses and spreading them throughout the commercial and industrial areas of 
the City. 

After "skid-row" uses had been determined, defined and subjected to a 

conditional permit process, they were allowed in only certain zones 

of the City and then only in sites meeting certain requirements. 

            These two techniques and adaptations to then are the only methods currently being used 
to control the location of adult entertainment activities. The Supreme Court in Young v 
American Mini Theaters has upheld the approach that Detroit has implemented. No test has yet 



been made of the Boston method of controlling the spread of adult businesses. Recently the 
Boston "Combat Zone" (the seven acre overlay district) has obtained some notoriety as being a 
failure, with social and administrative costs exceeding a tolerable level. 

Both Detroit and Boston have chosen land use controls as their primary method of regulating 
adult businesses. Both use coincidentally a licensing regulation. Other cities such as Santa Maria, 
California have chosen licensing as their primary approach to regulating adult businesses. 
Licensing approaches have been adopted in order to maintain certain minimum standards at 
places of adult entertainment. The licensing mechanism is designed to regulate entertainment 
businesses which also provide food, alcoholic beverages or exhibition of the human body. 
Licensing outlines required performance standards and sets fees and required deposits as 
guarantees of compliance with the standard. 

ADULT ENTERTAINMENT IN AMARILLO 

Several businesses in Amarillo cater either wholly or partially to the adult-only market. The 
attached map, LOCATION OF ADULT ENTERTAINMENT IN AMARILLO, illustrates the 
general location of the majority of businesses whose activities include catering to the adult-only 
market. As the attached map indicates, adult businesses in Amarillo have generally tended to 
congregate into several areas in a strip fashion along major thoroughfares. 

The Amarillo Police Department in a statistical analysis of street crimes 

(rape, robbery, all assaults, theft from persons, auto burglary, driving under the influence, public 
intoxication, vandalism and illegal weapons) found that the incidence of street crimes was 

significantly greater around the concentrations of adult-only businesses than the overall City 
average. The Police Department went further in their analysis and noted that these street crimes 

were two and a half times the City average in the immediate vicinity of alcohol only adult 
businesses, and one and a half times the City average immediately surrounding businesses 

featuring alcohol and semi-nude entertainment. In reviewing these facts relative to crime in the 
vicinity of adult businesses, the reader should be aware that adult-only establishments, especially  

  

 

alcohol only lounges, have tended to concentrate in several areas while lounges featuring semi-
nude entertainment are fewer in number and have tended to somewhat isolate themselves from 
other adult-only establishments. 

Outlets for adult-only material in the City include several book stores, drug stores, grocery 
stores, etc. with sections of books and magazines featuring nudity and non-explicit sexual 
activity. Pornographic publications featuring nudity with explicit sexual activity, are available 
within the City in only seven known locations, three being adult theaters with books, magazines, 
novelties and peep shows. These are dispersed lineally across the CBD and its fringe. There are 
also four book stores that devote space to publications featuring pornography with explicit sexual 



activity. No attempt has been made to locate all activities featuring minimal amounts of 
pornographic publications. 

As can be discerned from this overview of the extent of pornography distribution within the City, 
our current problem is not great. However, the following paraphrased statement concerning 
Mason City, Iowa, illustrates the potential for growth of the adult entertainment industry. 

  

Between 1963 and 1964 go-go dancers gradually began to appear in the lounges 
and bars of the town. By 1965 the dancers were topless. In 1973 the City received 
an application for its first adult movie house license. The license was refused 
(probably by an arbitrary and subjective decision). The applicant filed a judicial 
appeal and won the case forcing the City to grant the license. In 1973 an adult 
book store opened, complete with sex novelties and movies. Also in 1573 a 
popular lounge hired totally nude dancers. Four competitors soon followed suit. 
Finally the City gained its first massage parlor. 

  

There is no reason to assume that Amarillo will be exempt from a growth of adult oriented 
businesses similar to Mason City. The lack of any valid City mechanism to control and regulate 
the anticipated growth could lead to (a) concentrations of adult entertainment businesses creating 
a crime incidence condition equal to or greater than the current situation around concentrations 
of alcohol only businesses, and (b) a proliferation of adult entertainment businesses in and 
around residential areas and other family or juvenile oriented activities. 

POSSIBLE CONTROL MECHANISMS OF ADULT BUSINESSES IN 
AMARILLO 

Adult businesses in Amarillo are comprised of taverns, lounges, lounges with semi-nude 
entertainment, adult bookstores and adult theaters. Various state and local laws currently regulate 
to certain extents each of these uses. The Texas Liquor Control Act regulates all businesses 
selling alcoholic beverages after local option-approval, through a licensing procedure. These 
same businesses must also be licensed by the City and must conform to zoning and occupancy 
requirements. Those businesses that feature semi-nude entertainment are also controlled by 
Federal Code Section 21.07, 21.08, and 43.23 (Public Lewdness, Indecent Exposure, and 
Commercial Obscenity) and City Ordinance 13.29 (Operation Regulations; grounds for 
revocation, violations of Dance Establishments). Purveyors of adult printed and celluloid 
material are controlled only by Penal Code Sections 43.22, 42.23, and 43.24 and general zoning 
and occupancy requirements. 

While the above state and local ordinances work to regulate portions of the adult entertainment 
industry, they are at best a piecemeal approach. For example, the enforcement of chapters 21 and 
43B of the Penal Code through the appropriate court is generally a slow and tedious process 
requiring manpower that is not available for this type of low priority victimless crime. The 



maintenance of the minimum requirements of the Texas Liquor Control Act and the various local 
laws regulating the sale of alcoholic beverages are only a means to maintain certain standards of 
operation in taverns, lounges, etc. The general zoning regulations which currently restrict adult 
businesses are not designed for the particular land use impacts resulting from the adult 
businesses. These impacts range from late night hours of operation and resulting noise, traffic, 
lighting, etc. to increases in crime rates immediately surrounding the businesses. 

Bypassing the intrinsic limitations of enforcement of the Penal Code, an approach to a more 
definite control of these businesses is through a strengthening of zoning regulations specifically 
defined to moderate the land use impact of adult-only businesses. Coincidentally with the 
improved zoning regulations, a license and permit mechanism can be implemented. This 
mechanism can set and require compliance with minimum standards of operation for various 
adult businesses and recover actual or expected expenses incurred in their enforcement through 
annual permit fees. These fees can reimburse the City for the added costs of police patrols, 
improved streets, additional street lighting to reduce accident and crime potential, routine City 
Department inspection, etc. 

These measures would generally be applied to all adult-only businesses. No infringement upon 
their constitutional rights would result from compliance with a zoning and licensing mechanism 
designed to minimize the land use and social impacts of adult-only businesses. 

Zoning regulations specifically designed to restrict adult-only businesses can serve the following 
purposes: 

1.         Assure a land use compatibility between the adult use and the 
surrounding land use. 

  

1. Require that certain minimum density standards for adult uses are maintained. 

3.         Require the amortized termination of those adult uses not currently 
meeting either or both of the preceding zoning purposes. 

  

                        Licensing adult-only businesses can serve the following purposes: 

1.         Maintain a record of business, location, owner, etc. 

2.         Assure that certain performance requirements are met, such as 
hours of operation, maintenance of employment standards and compliance 
with all laws governing material sold or displayed by the business. 



            3.         Provide a method by which the City can recoup any 
expenditure for public services required above the city average exclusive 
of the licensed business type. 

  

Performance standards can include a provision for administrative revocation of an adult business 
license for any noncompliance with a performance standard. This revocation of license would 
not necessarily be supported by any conviction or state criminal charge against the license 
holder. The basis for the revocation would be for violation of the performance standards as 
defined explicitly in the City Code's standards for operations of an adult business. Performance 
standards would of course be required to vary in content relative to controlled adult business 
type. 

Adult business licenses should not attempt to regulate the land use effect of the use on the 
neighborhood or community, but should be utilized to assure performance at a certain standard, 
to maintain an accurate-record of business locatlons, and to provide fees to the City for services 
above the average. By maintaining a clear distinction between the requirements of a license and 
the zoning ordinance the entire control mechanism is strengthened. 

The preceding portion of this section has dealt with the regulation of businesses that totally 
restrict entry, sale, and viewing of products to adults only. Methods to control the ease of view of 
generally distributed pornographic material are numerous and not detailed explicitly in this 
report. Briefly though, methods to control the display of this material range from requiring the 
display to be in separate rooms with an enforceable and enforced restricted admittance, to simply 
covering the entire publication with an opaque slip cover with the publication's name printed on 
the cover. The control of the display and sale of pornographic material through a City Ordinance 
licensing mechanism would work to protect minors from harmful maternal (Section 43.24) and 
adults who would be offended by certain displays of pornographic material (Section 43.22) 
generally available for the public's view. 

  

SUMMARY AND FINDING 

  

The analysis of the impacts of adult-only businesses upon surrounding land uses indicates 
that these businesses do have effects that can be distinguished from other uses allowed in 
like zoning districts. The following identifies two causal factors isolated in this 
preliminary analysis: 

  

1.         The Amarillo Police Department's statistical survey of street crime 
in the vicinity of adult-only business indicates that crime rates are 



considerably above the City's average immediately surrounding the adult-
only businesses analyzed. 

2.         Concentrations of these adult-only activities have detrimental 
effects upon surrounding residential and commercial activities. These 
effects are caused by (a) the noise, lighting and traffic generated by the 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic frequenting these businesses whose 
primary hours of operation are from late evening to late night, (b) the 
increased opportunity for "street crimes" in areas with high pedestrian 
traffic, and (c) the tendency to avoid areas where adult businesses 
(especially pornographic) are established. This avoidance and other factors 
can lead to the deterioration of surrounding commercial and residential 
activities. 

  

Other cities have noted these effects of adult-only businesses and have attempted remedies to the 
problem. Boston, Massachusetts has concentrated all adult uses into a single area of the City. 
Detroit, Michigan has dispersed adult uses throughout the city to sites that meet certain minimum 
land use requirements. Both of these cities have adopted zoning ordinances that restrict location 
choices of adult book stores, theaters, cabarets, etc. Their ordinances are limited to those 
activities that definitely do not fall under penal code control. The City of Los Angeles study on 
adult entertainment includes a consideration for the zoning control of other adult oriented 
activities including massage parlors, nude modeling studios, adult motels, arcades, etc. Los 
Angeles has disregarded the question of legitimacy and has suggested zoning those adult 
businesses as recognized existing land uses. 

Detroit has implemented an ordinance which requires that adult entertainment businesses not be 
located within 5O0 feet of residentially zoned areas, or within 1000 feet of another regulated use. 
In Amarillo, adult uses are currently allowed in general retail and all less restrictive zoning 
districts. If Amarillo adopted an ordinance with space requirements between regulated uses and 
residential zones similar to that of Detroit, the number of potential sites for adult businesses 
would be severely limited. This method, limiting severely the potential site choices of adult 
businesses, would probably not be upheld by the Courts. The limitation of site choices would be 
caused by the narrow commercial strip developments less than 500 feet wide along most 
Amarillo’s major thoroughfares. Also, this approach would probably tend to concentrate adult 
activities into the central business district and a few industrial areas. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CONTROL OF ADULT-ONLY 

BUSINESSES IN AMARILLO 

  

If the Planning and Zoning Commission and City Commission should find from the data 
presented In this report that there exists sufficient need to control adult-only businesses and 



businesses which display generally circulated pornographic material, the Planning Department 
would recommend the following: 

A.        Any zoning ordinance amendments proposed to regulate adult businesses 
should not attempt to define individual activities but should instead regulate the 
site location choices of all businesses that restrict sale, display or entry based 
upon a minimum age, and not consider the legitimacy of the use. 

B.        The potential site location choices for adult-only uses should be dispersed 
rather than concentrated. This distance should be measured radially from property 
line to property line and should be at least 1,000 feet. Requirements designed to 
maintain the integrity of residential zones and other areas where the there is 
considerable traffic in juvenile or family oriented activities should be adequate for 
the purpose but should not be overly restrictive. 

C.        Should the City develop amendments to the Code of Ordinances designed to 
control the site location choices of adult entertainment businesses, it may be desirable to 
specify an amortized termination schedule for any existing adult business which does not 
meet the minimum site location standards as specified in the Ordinance. 

D.        Concurrent with any zoning ordinance revisions designed to control adult uses, a 
permit and license mechanism should also be developed. The minimum operational 
standards specified by the license will vary according to the type of business to be 
regulated. 

E.         Any zoning ordinance amendments concerned with adult businesses 
should provide provisions to regulate signs and similar forms of advertising. 

  

F.         The City Commission should encourage a vigorous enforcement of the 
State Penal Code to remove illegitimate uses. Especially important is that portion 
of the Penal Code which protects minors from all pornographic material. The City 
should impose specific amendments to the Code of Ordinances requiring 
businesses publicly displaying generally circulated pornographic material to 
prohibit minors, by an enforced physical barrier, from viewing or purchasing 
pornographic material. 

If the City Commission, following a recommendation from the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, finds the necessity to control adult-only businesses and the public display of 
generally circulated pornographic material all amendments to the Code of Ordinances should be 
prepared as a total package and submitted to the Planning and Zoning Commission for 
preliminary review, before action by the City Commission. The Planning and Zoning 
Commission review should have the Intention of assuring the purpose and continuity of each 
amendment to the overall goal of regulating these adult businesses and adult material displays. 



  

  

1Zoning for the Pornographic Arts, City Development Department, August, 1976, Kansas City, 
Missouri 

2The cases reviewed in depth were: 

  

A.        Young v American Mini Theaters, Inc., 96 S. Ct. 2440 (1976). This was 
the Supreme Court review of the City of Detroit zoning ordinance which 
regulated (a) the proximity of adult uses to residential zones, (b) the proximity of 
adult uses to other areas where heavy traffic or concentrations of minors were 
found and (C) the density of adult businesses. The Court held that a city has the 
authority to control the location and density of adult entertainment businesses 
based on its police power right and duty to protect the health, safety and welfare 
of its citizenry. 

  

B.        Miller v California, 93 S. Ct. 2607 (1973). This decision laid down the 
most recent standard for determining what is obscene. This decision is the basis 
for the Texas Penal Code Chapter 43, Public Indecency. 

  

C.        Smith v United States, 97 S. Ct. 1756 (1977), Paris Adult Theatre I v 
Slaton, 93 5. Ct. 2629 (1973), and Roth v United States, 77, 5. Ct. 1304 (1957). 
These earlier decisions were reviewed in order to determine the history of 
restrictions upon 1st Amendment guarantees. This review revealed that in effect 
the Court is ruling on the controversial problem of obscenity and state community 
standards determining prurient appeal and patent offensiveness on a case by case 
basis. 

  

3Amended by Act 1975, 64th Leg., p 372, Ch. 163, 1, eff. September 1, 1975. 

4Acts 1973, 63rd Leg. p 863, Ch. 399, 1, eff. January 1, 1974. 

5U.S. News & World Report, September 13, 1976, p. 76. 

6Time, April 5, 1976. 
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We do not believe that plaintiffs’ evidence, consisting solely of statistical analysis of police

dispatch records, “casts direct doubt” on the rationales or evidentiary support for the challenged

ordinances.  Plaintiffs’ focus too narrowly on law enforcement activity recorded in police dispatch

records, fail to “cast direct doubt” on the City’s supporting evidence outside the dispatch records,

and fail to even address much less “cast direct doubt” on other substantial interests affecting the

welfare and economic health of the City and its citizens.  Even if the court finds that plaintiffs’

evidence meets the “direct doubt” threshold of Alameda/ Peek-a-Boo, considering the entire record

as it now exists “credible evidence” supports a “reasonable” legislative conclusion that the

ordinances can combat negative secondary effects of adult entertainment in proximity to alcohol

in Daytona Beach;  therefore, the City’s legislative judgment must be upheld.

Each ordinance was supported by pre-enactment evidence, and the legislative records are

before the court.  That satisfied, there are two avenues by which to “cast direct doubt”: (1) by

showing that the facts in the legislative records do not reasonably support the rationales for the

ordinances; or (2) by introducing evidence showing that the City’s rationales are based on factual

findings so clearly incorrect that belief in them is unreasonable.  The first avenue is a path of logic;

the latter is a matter of factual proof;  and plaintiffs bear the burden of proof.  If the court finds

plaintiffs succeeded in casting “direct doubt,” the City’s additional trial evidence must be

considered to determine whether it renews “support for a theory that justifies” the ordinances. 

CITY’S EVIDENCE

Ordinance No. 81-334 prohibits certain sexual behavior and touching in establishments

where alcohol is served or consumed, and exposure of the genitals, buttocks, and female breasts.

(City’s Ex.1). The  purpose and intent is expressed in § 2: “to prohibit nudity, gross sexuality, and

the simulation and depiction thereof in establishments dealing in alcoholic beverages.”  
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1 This ordinance was considered concurrently with an adult use zoning ordinance
which is not at issue here and we discuss only those facts pertinent to alcohol establishments.

2

Also in § 2 of the ordinance, the City acknowledged receipt of evidence showing, and found

that, the prohibited acts of nudity and sexual conduct coupled with alcohol in public places: 

SECTION 2.  *** [1] encourage the conduct of prostitution, attempted rape, rape,
murder, and assaults on police officers in and around establishments dealing in
alcoholic beverages, [2] *** begets undesirable behavior, [3] that sexual lewd,
lascivious, and salacious conduct among patrons and employees within  establish-
ments dealing in alcoholic beverages results in violation of law and dangers to the
health, safety and welfare of the public ***.

Supporting evidence is found in California v. LaRue, cited in the preamble;  and testimony and

documents detailing the City’s own experience with a proliferation of topless bars operating in the

community.  The City’s evidence was considered at three public meetings. (Aug. 26, Sept. 30, Oct.

21, 1981).1  The August meeting included a bus tour of the sexually oriented businesses operating

in the City. (Min., LR Tab 3/C). The Police Chief discussed the documents prepared by his

department (Overview & List of SOBs, LR Tab 4/D), and answered questions.  He identified

prostitution in and around the businesses as a problem which was difficult for police to handle

effectively for numerous reasons including techniques used by prostitutes to avoid arrest;  high

turnover of prostitutes; inability to charge a business owner even where prostitution occurs on the

premises; and difficulties prosecuting charges. (Overview ¶¶A, D;  List ¶¶7, 8).  The Chief identi-

fied the area around the Shingle Shack (topless bar) as “a haven for prostitutes who are very aware

of our difficulties in making arrests,” and whose ranks swell during Race Weeks. (Id., List ¶8).  He

noted that they sometimes take customers to motels beyond the city limit;  and that in this area “five

homicides directly related to prostitution and drugs [occurred] in the past three years,” as well as

“numerous rapes and robberies.” (Id.).  At the Shingle Shack “[s]everal arrests have been made of
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the dancers for lewd and lascivious conduct,” and arrests of “customers who get carried away

during performances” (Id. at ¶7);  at Pandora’s Box (topless bar) there were arrests for prostitution

“inside as well as outside” and robberies and assaults occurred “at the business.” (Id. ¶9).  At

Masonova Features (“live nude models” and a beverage license) the Chief noted prostitution, lewd

and lascivious arrests, and a prolific rapist frequented the business. (Id. ¶10).  At six beachside top-

less bars patrons “frequently become incited to engage in lewdness.”  (Id. ¶¶ 13-18).  Memos by

the City Attorney and Police Chief were presented at the September 30 meeting. (LR Tab 6/F, 8/H).

The Chief’s memo is a “partial list of situations, offenses and incidents” related to the topless bars

which “can be substantiated by police reports and testimony of various officers” including:

1. Topless dancing encourages customers to solicit dancers for prostitution.  In
some cases dancers will arrange to meet prospective customers after their
performance. ***A large number of prostitution arrests have involved girls who
are employed or who have been employed as topless dancers.

2. Topless dancing has a tendency to incite customers to participate in immoral
conduct especially after they have had a few drinks.  Arrests *** have been
made where customers participated in lewdness with dancers *** dancers have
engaged in lewdness and other unlawful acts ***.

3. Some places of business using topless dancers have developed techniques which
encourage prostitution *** designed to make enforcement of prostitution laws
difficult or impossible.  They include the use of “police proof rooms”, intercom
systems, peep holes, etc.

4. *** dancers have been accosted and/or raped after getting off work.  

5. Topless establishments have a tendency to attract prostitutes as evidenced by the
number of arrests in the area of several such businesses.  It is common
knowledge among prostitutes that these places generate more business.2

6. In past years we have had seven homicides directly related to prostitution within
the areas surrounding these establishments.  Some of the cases involved victims
and suspects who were known to frequent topless establishments.
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7. There have been a number of robberies and assaults of clientele who frequent
these establishments.  These are usually committed by the prostitute or their
associates who frequent the area.

8. We presently have three reports on missing topless dancers who were last seen
in the area of their place of employment.

Also entered were computer printouts: police dispatch records from around the Shingle Shack and

other adult businesses around Ridgewood/Madison, the Playmate Club block, and the topless bar

block on Broadway; and one labeled “Prostitutes.” (Min., LR Tab 7/G; printouts Tabs 9-12/I-L).

The City implemented a computer aided dispatch (CAD) system in 1980. (2/23 Szabo 100). The

area printouts show dispatches around the Playmate and Broadway areas for 1/81-7/81 and around

the Shingle Shack for 11/80-7/81.  The “Prostitutes” printout shows arrest information and location

for 83 prostitution arrests in Daytona Beach. (See Appendix;  Overview ¶A, “Our records show a

total of 83 prostitution arrests for this [1981] year”).  There were 26 arrests on the mainland, all but

a few in the streets around the Shingle Shack (1981 street map, City’s Ex. 15);  five were at Con-

necticut /Ridgewood, on the south side of the Shingle Shack, and directly across the street.  (See

Appendix;  2/22 Prioletti 85).  At the final public hearing, speakers included  (LR Tab 20/T):

Leon Van Wert, an attorney who attended liquor license revocation hearings,  spoke
about drugs and prostitution occurring in topless bars throughout the state.  He
personally “observed obvious acts of solicitation going on at many of these places.”

Helen Flippo, owner of a family restaurant B&B Fisheries across the street from the
Shark and next door to Broadway Sam’s, described excessive behavior in the area
requiring her to hire a security guard.  She said both “had been bars before they
became topless and they were not a problem then.” Now she has break-ins at her
business; a dancer propositioned her busboy; a nearly naked dancer stood in front
of the bar at the dinner hour; violence between motorcycle gangs in the bars spilled
onto the street and her property in full view of customers;  a dancer at Sam’s was
selling dope from her car on the street in front of her dining room and was arrested.

This record was held by the Florida Supreme Court to be “replete with the legislative find-

ings of the city commission and supporting reports and documents provided by the police, indicat-
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ing that nude dancing in Daytona Beach contributes to criminal activities.”  Del Percio, 476 So. 2d

197, 204 (Fla. 1985);  see also Function Junction, 705 F.Supp. 544, 546-548 (M.D. Fla. 1987). 

Ordinance No. 02-496.  In December 2001 the City Code was being revised and the

Commission was notified that it should consider replacing the out-of-date public nudity regulations.

Also at that time, enforcement of the adult zoning ordinance was enjoined and two bars had divided

their premises to allow nude entertainment without alcohol in one area while continuing to serve

alcohol in the remainder of the premises.  The City Attorney recommended consideration of a

general nudity regulation “[i]n light of our community’s experiences with nudity occurring in public

during special events and the current exploitation of the ‘loophole’ in our nudity in bars regulation

by [businesses] segregating nudity and alcohol within a single structure***.” (LR Tab 3).  

Ord. No. 02-496 was considered on July 17,  Aug. 7, and Oct. 2, 2002.  (LR Tabs 6, 7, 17).

The Police Chief recommended adoption with a memorandum stating in part (LR Tab 4):

During special event periods which have a strong “street party” element, nudity has
been a recurrent problem.  Although both males and females have engaged in such
exposure, the most common occurrences of public nudity during special events is
in the form of women exposing their breasts and buttocks, such as:
 • The upper body is exposed with only “body paint” covering the breasts
 • “Chaps” which are cutout to expose the buttocks ***
 • During the student spring breaks, particularly this year, young women were

frequently encouraged to and did bare their breasts in exchange for beads
In addition to concerns engendered by public nudity, nudity on the streets and
sidewalks is a particular problem during these periods due to issues of crowd control
and traffic movement. 

The Chief also noted bars “evading the application” of the alcohol/nudity prohibition and stated:

Based on observations by my department, it appears that the incidence of  lewd and
lascivious activity prohibited by state law3 has increased in businesses where nude
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entertainment is offered, as well as in alcoholic beverage establishments which
violate §10-6.

The ordinance was enacted as a general nudity regulation applicable in all public places,

including adult theaters, with constitutionally  required exceptions.  After referring to nude enter-

tainment in the businesses circumventing § 10-6, City Code, the rationale and findings include: 

WHEREAS, lewd and lascivious activity prohibited by state law has been
observed on numerous occasions within the businesses presenting nude entertain-
ment; and
  WHEREAS, the propensity for lewd and lascivious behavior within
entertainment establishments, whether or not alcohol is being served, appears to
increase significantly when coupled with nudity; and
  WHEREAS, in addition to commercial nudity *** increasing problems in recent
years of nudity in City streets, parks, and other public places; and
  WHEREAS, the City is experiencing many problems which some have
attributed in whole or in part to lack of control during the special event periods of
Bike Week, Biketoberfest, Spring Break, and Black College Reunion, and the City
Commission is committed to addressing these problems, and has enacted and is
considering enactment of various ordinances aimed at curtailing activities which
exacerbate the adverse effects caused by special events; and
  WHEREAS, public nudity and near-nudity during Bike Week, Biketoberfest,
Spring Break and Black College Reunion has been a recurrent problem; and
  WHEREAS, public exposure of breasts was a pervasive problem during the
Spring Break period this year, including exposure engaged in and observed by the
many minors visiting the City during that period; 

***
SECTION 5.  [Nudity] in public places *** generally increases incidents of

lewd and lascivious behavior, prostitution, sexual assaults and batteries, attracts
other criminal activity to the community, encourages degradation of women, and
facilitates other activities which break down family structures and values.

***
SECTION 7.  The City of Daytona Beach is known as a tourist destination and

its economy is largely dependent upon tourism, but the City is experiencing
economic problems due to decline in year-round family tourism in recent decades
and costs associated with special event tourism.
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SECTION 8.  The City of Daytona Beach is struggling to improve its economic
situation and that of its citizens and businesses by returning to an emphasis on
family-oriented tourism.

SECTION 9.  Regulation of public nudity will protect and preserve the public
health, safety, and welfare of the people of The City of Daytona Beach ***.

SECTION 10.  Nonregulation *** would encourage entities and persons to
exploit nudity for profit or commercial gain and to advertise outside of The City of
Daytona Beach and the State of Florida the availability of and opportunity for nudity
in public places ***[and]  encourage the influx of persons seeking to observe and/or
participate in such nudity, and to participate in the disorderly, harmful, and illegal
conduct that is associated therewith, thereby damaging the economy and increasing
injuries and damages to the people of the City who will be the victims of such
increased disorderly, harmful, and unlawful conduct.

Local news articles describe the 2002 public nudity during collegiate events and its effect

on the community. (LR Tabs 11-13). A 49 year old tourist sharing the beach with collegians termed

it “disgusting.” Concern was expressed that “the atmosphere is ripe for an incident like the New

York City ‘wilding’ of 2000 during which women’s clothes were torn off their bodies.” (Tab 11).

Two sisters visiting from Pennsylvania found the experience “shocking”;  they “saw guys exposing

themselves” and drug use on the streets. (Tab 12).  The County Council Chair witnessed underage

girls drinking and flashing their breasts, and the Police Chief noted that these events “chase away

family tourism.” (Tab 13).  Narrative reports4 by various detectives and special unit officers

describing the behavior occurring in the bars offering female entertainers, both bars that continued

to serve alcohol through-out and those that segregated a portion for nudity without alcohol:

8-5-02:   Three undercover detectives visited the Pink Pony /Red-Eyed Jacks, a bar
offering alcohol with partial nudity on one side and nudity without alcohol on the
other.  In the alcohol area dancers were wearing G-strings and pasties. In the nude
area a dancer “removed her panties exposing her genitalia *** and several times lied
on her back, spread her legs and performed a simulated sex act, to wit:
masturbation.” The detectives returned to the alcohol area and ordered drinks. They
talked with a dancer wearing pasties: “Detective Oakley inquired about the VIP
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rooms.  The female stated that the VIP rooms [sic] very full nude and full contact.”
When asked what that meant she said “as long as you keep your fingers out of my
holes there won’t be a problem, that’s what I tell everyone.”

 
8-5-02:  Three undercover detectives visited Molly Brown’s, a ground floor bar with
alcohol and partial nudity, and Molly Brown’s II, nudity without alcohol on the
upper floor.  In the alcohol area a dancer was observed wearing “bikini top and
shorts. There were not any lewd acts observed.”  Upstairs in the no-alcohol area a
naked female dancer “played” with her breasts, inserted her “nipples into her
mouth,” and “pressed her female breasts against this detective’s face *** simulated
masturbation.”  One naked female “placed herself on top of another dancer and
simulated sex acts *** also simulated masturbation.”  

8-6-02:  The detectives returned to Molly Brown’s/MBII.  They observed no
violations on the lower floor.  On the upper floor nude dancers “would rub” their
breasts in the faces of male patrons “after receiving a tip.”  A “cocktail waitress had
the dancer lie back on the counter.  The waitress then kissed the vagina area of the
female dancer then simulated intercourse.”

3-8-02:  Non-field unit officers visited Lollipops, with alcohol served in all areas.
“Dancers were bare breasted [with] *** some sort of ‘g-string’ bottoms.”  They
“observed bare breasted dancers performing lap dances involving simulated inter-
course by the female dancer placing her buttocks in the lap of the patron and began
to manipulate her hips back and forth and up and down *** rub their bare breasts
in the faces of the patrons and allow the patrons to lick and suck the breasts.”  A
dancer approached one detective and stood between his legs. He told her “no I don’t
want a dance,” but she “proceeded to attempt to place her bare breasts in my face
*** dropped to her knees and placed her mouth directly on my crotch and bit down
on my pants.”  The same detective observed a “‘shooter girl’ climb onto the lap of
a female Detective.  The waitress proceeded to hold her arms in the air and began
to ‘hump’ the lap of the female detective *** this same waitress/dancer, pull[ed] up
the shirt of another female Detective.”  One dancer “was auctioning posters of
herself and*** would occasionally place the poster down the front of her ‘g-string’
simulating masturbation.”  Another detective reported: “30-40 female dancers were
walking around with their breast fully exposed *** wearing ‘g-string’ type panties
*** ‘table dances’ consisted of blatant acts of simulated sex acts, to include oral
copulation and masturbation.”  During a table dance, a dancer “knelt down between
the patron’s legs and placed her face on the patron’s groin area simulating oral sex.
On the stage, dancers straddled patrons that were sitting on the side of the stage and
spread their legs apart touching their crotches as to simulate masturbation.”  

3-6-02:  At Molly Brown’s (alcohol served), detectives observed:  a dancer “giving
a lap dance to another female and male patron*** simulating oral sex with the male
*** [both] were touching the dancer’s breasts and buttocks.  The female patron at
one point was kissing on the breasts of the dancer.  Female dancers simulating sex

Case 6:02-cv-01469-JA-KRS     Document 170     Filed 05/16/2005     Page 9 of 44




9

acts *** permitting patrons to touch their breasts and buttocks *** All female
dancers were wearing g-string underwear.”

3-6-02:  At Lollipops (alcohol served), “entertainers were wearing ‘thong’ type
bottoms” and were bare breasted or “wearing tape manipulated *** to simulate the
nipple. Entertainers also simulated sex acts on stage, and conducted full contact
‘lap’ dances.  Some of these dances included naked female breasts making contact
with male customers’ faces.” 

3-5-02:  At Lollipops (alcohol served), “there was total exposure of female breasts
*** [and] what could only be described as full contact between dancers and patrons.
Private dances were even more graphic.”

2-13-02:  At Lollipops (alcohol served), detectives observed: “Several dancers
completely topless, several dancers did wear tape *** manipulated to simulate a
nipple. *** also wearing G-string underwear.”  During table dances “dancers were
touching and rubbing on these patron’s groin area.”

2-1-02:  At Lollipops (alcohol served), two detectives observed dancers topless or
with “tape manipulated to simulate a nipple” and two dancers “simulating sex acts
in front of customers.”

1-18-02:  At Molly Brown’s (alcohol served), “all dancers” had flesh colored
pasties.  Two “engaged in simulated oral sex with one another at the same time.”

3-9-01:  At Pink Pony (alcohol served), a dancer in G-string and pasties was
observed in a VIP booth “simulating sexual conduct by rubbing her genital region
against the customer’s genital region.” A similarly clad dancer  “exposed her genital
region and massaged this region *** [and] simulated sex acts with a beer bottle by
deep throating said item.”

12-5-00:  The Chief of Police received a letter from Henry Harrison of Asheville,
North Carolina.  Mr. Harrison stated he had visited Lollipops and paid for a VIP
dance. The dancer got “totally nude” then “started opening my fly and removing my
pants *** and she said she wanted to give me a blow job and have sex.”

Also in the record are pictures of bottom coverings, permitted attire, Minutes, and materials

submitted by the bars’ attorneys. (LR Tab 15-18).  Some speakers at the hearing disputed the

wisdom of the ordinance, but significantly not one disputed the factual accuracy of the reported

behavior at the establishments detailed above or on the streets. 

Case 6:02-cv-01469-JA-KRS     Document 170     Filed 05/16/2005     Page 10 of 44




5    Peek-a-Boo, 337 F.3d 1251 (11th Cir. 2003), suggested that requiring dancers in
adult businesses to wear anything more than pasties and G-string might not pass “as applied”
constitutional analysis, but remanded that issue for further argument and fact finding.

10

Ordinance No. 03-375 was enacted after Peek-a-Boo.5  It amended the public nudity

regulation to grant an exception allowing legally operating adult theaters to offer “pasties and G-

string” entertainment provided the location is not close to an alcoholic beverage establishment.

(City’s Ex. 3). The purpose of the amendment was “to maintain a separation between adult theaters

and alcoholic beverage establishments.” (§ 62-184(b)(3)).  As explained in the preamble: 

WHEREAS, the City believes that adverse impacts caused by adult theaters,
whether or not alcohol is being served, increases significantly when the expressive
activity is conducted by persons who are completely or virtually nude, that the
adverse impacts support the application of the regulation within adult theaters as
previously adopted, and that the regulation as previously adopted and applied to
adult theaters does not significantly restrict first amendment protected expression,
however, in light of the uncertain state of the law and the significant costs of
litigation, at this time the City is desirous of limiting its public nudity regulations
as applied to adult theaters to the parameters expressly approved in Peek-a-Boo
Lounge provided such theaters are separate from alcohol.

The ordinance referred to previous evidence and findings, court decisions, and additional evidence

and findings supporting the need for a separation between alcohol and nudity and sexual conduct:

   SECTION 3.  The City has previously determined that nudity within alcoholic
beverage establishments causes adverse secondary effects in the City, and the City’s
prohibition against nudity in such establishments has been upheld including specific
findings that the City has a substantial government interest in preventing the
secondary effects caused by such uses.  [citing Del Percio, Geaneas v. Willets, and
Function Junction, describing and approving the legislative record].
   SECTION 4.  The City Commission has reviewed the legislative record
compiled in support of the City’s regulations providing zoning for adult businesses,
prohibiting nudity in alcoholic beverage establishments, and prohibiting nudity in
public places.  [Ord. Nos. 81-334 and 02-496].
   SECTION 5.  The City Commission has been advised of and received excerpts
from the testimony transcribed in Function Junction v. City of Daytona Beach,
describing the characteristics of the City and the adverse impacts experienced in the
City from adult businesses, including the testimony of an assistant State Attorney
[David Smith] describing criminal activity associated with alcoholic beverage
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establishments which featured nude or “topless” entertainment.
   SECTION 6.  The City Commission has been advised of and received a
transcript of the testimony given by Dr. William H. George, Ph.D., in McKee v. City
of Casselberry, *** and articles published by Dr. George concerning the effects of
viewing explicit erotica in combination with consumption of alcohol.  

David Smith’s testimony in the 1987 trial of Ord. No. 81-334 is at LR Tab 31 (hereafter

transcript page).  Prosecuting since 1977 primarily in Daytona Beach, Smith confirmed much of

Chief Willets information presented in 1981. (106).  Smith prosecuted misdemeanors in Daytona

Beach for a year, felonies covering the City’s entire beachside “all the way to Ponce Inlet” for three

years6 (106-07, 126-27); “vice***adult entertainment of the book-stores and prostitution***on the

mainland in Daytona Beach” and “RICO investigations of the adult entertainment in the whole

entire county which boiled down to Daytona Beach.” (107, 112, 126, 135).  After misdemeanors,

Smith “kept abreast of prostitution problems in Daytona *** beginning *** from ‘81 up to around

‘84, ‘85” (126), and it was getting worse. (127).  Smith knew of “only three areas that involved any

prostitution.” (109).  Masonova Features had “three or four prostitutes that were working out of the

second floor in connection with the business,” and “a couple of brothels on the side,” and he filed

RICO charges on it.7 (112-13).  “Practically any time of the day you could drive by and see prosti-

tutes on the streets” around the Shingle Shack. “The topless bar area on the beach side would be

one of the others***from*** Lovely Linda’s*** to Playmate Club/Sugar Shack.” (109-10).  Prosti-

tution is difficult to prosecute and most acts do not result in arrest. (117).  Arrests would not

necessarily be made on or around the site of the clubs because it was common for prostitutes to use
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a “motel or down on the beach *** North Ridgewood [prostitutes]***would go to some small

motels*** just perform the act right there in the car in a parking lot or on a back street” (110), and

also frequently used a secluded area by the City’s Yacht Club – the area was right across the street

from Smith’s office and he had “never seen a prostitute there that hadn’t been picked up somewhere

else.*** The pickups are made in the areas that I’ve already described.” (120-22).  Smith learned

“of the drugs involved with these bars” handling beachside felonies, mainland adult entertainment,

and  beachside “street level drug activity.” (111).  “Street level dealers would congregate in these

topless bars, make deals therein *** they were hangouts for the street level drug dealers [and] Beat

dope dealers.” (111).  ”There are several [mainstream] bars or places that sell liquor in the area that

didn’t have these congregations.” (111-12). Clientele attracted by topless bars were “involved in

the use of drugs, more so than other businesses.” (115).  “[I]t was generally my experience that the

sales were made mostly by the boyfriends and hangers on to the dancers.” (116).  In sum, it was

Smith’s opinion based on years of experience prosecuting vice, including prostitution, drugs, and

related RICO actions specifically in the City that there was “most definite-ly” more prostitution and

drug activity related to the topless bars in the City than mainstream bars (116-17);  and his

testimony was previously accepted by this court. 705 F. Supp. at 548.

Gerald Langston, Planning Director, also testified in 1987. 705 F. Supp. at 547-48 (LR Tab

31).  Langston described decaying conditions and high crime in the City’s blighted core areas where

the topless bars were located. (64-67, 75-76).  The City was labeled “City of Sleaze” in national

media. (68; 2/22 Prioletti 48).  The City needed new development, particularly new hotels on the

beachside, and one of the main impediments was the deplorable conditions there. (64-67).  Using

the tools in chapter 163, Fla. Stat., the City began a major redevelopment program, spending tax

money to improve infrastructure and to assist private developers. (68-69).  The topless bars were
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a disincentive to private investment. (78-79, 82, 99; 2/22 Prioletti 68-73, 74). Ordinances changing

permitted uses, requiring spacing between bars, and mandatory maintenance of exteriors were

enacted, including the adult zoning and alcohol/nudity ordinances. (69-70; 2/22 Prioletti 68-69).

The 2002 testimony of Dr. William George, Ph.D., in McKee v. Casselberry, and supporting

papers published in peer-reviewed journals were entered on the record. (LR Tabs 35-42).  George

is a psychologist and university professor who for over twenty years has conducted extensive re-

search through “controlled laboratory experiments on the consequences of alcohol consumption and

nudity;” he has been awarded four major federal grants in addition to state grants in this field after

rigorous peer-review; and 30-35 of his studies have been published. (676-77, 681, 697, 700).

[Lab experiments] demonstrate causality in a true way that most field research can-
not *** because in the lab you can tightly and rigorously control all the variables”
***  [Lab experiments] allow for what we in research methodology refer to as
internal validity. That is being able to show that these relationships, in this case
alcohol and nudity and the adverse consequences, that these are real. These are not
or these cannot be explained away by extraneous forces but they’re real.

(687-88). George studies effects caused by actual alcohol consumption, belief that one has consum-

ed alcohol, and belief that another person has consumed alcohol, and erotica. (686).  A major vari-

able in his studies is “belief in alcohol’s power to disinhibit.” (715).  He and others working in this

field have established that alcohol consumption with eroticized nudity can lead to behaviors con-

sistent with the secondary effects recognized by the courts. (691).  George steps through seven

research papers, each building on the others. (727). The first demonstrated that “exposure to erotic

material makes you drink more, can make you drink more.” (716).  Queried as to application of that

finding “to a licensed beverage establishment that combines nudity and alcohol,” George responded:

*** I can speak to two aspects of your question.  One aspect is does it generalize to
the real world, and I certainly think we do. I mean, I think all of science would be
in trouble if the work we did in the labs didn’t translate to the real world.
   And the second aspect that I could speak to is about the adverse consequences.
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I believe that it’s a bigger adverse consequence that’s a synergy that can balloon
from walking through these studies, but we’re not there yet.
***[O]n this one study, the contribution to the synergy is merely the fact that being
sexually aroused by erotic material makes you drink more and get more intoxicated.

(716, 717-18). The next study found that men who thought they were drinking, whether or not they

were,8 watched more erotica and more violent erotica, and “the drinking effect was much stronger

with the high deviant materials than with the low deviant materials.” (724). This established a “bi-

directional effect ***If you get people drinking, they want more erotica.”  A 1988 study9 measuring

how we view a person perceived to be drinking determined that women perceived as drinking were

viewed as more sexually available (729-30).  In a later study the belief variable strengthened this

finding.(734). George considered whether “beliefs and expectations ***about alcohol and sex do

they fit that biological reality or do they have a certain magical, inflationary quality that just comes

from more is better?” and found it was the latter. (736-37). He asked whether these perceptions

“translate into behavior” (739) and how is that explained. (740-41: “Until now you’ve demonstrated

an empirical effect, alcohol and nudity can and erotic nudity can cause these things [secondary

effects], but you haven’t explained it.”)  He found a behavior effect – “you show that person more

porn because you think that they are disinhibited” (745-46), and linked this behavior effect to belief

in alcohol’s power. (748-50).  The final paper reviewed is “a summary and synopsis of the findings

from my labs and from other labs about alcohol and erotica and sexual behavior” (751):   

[W]e now know empirically that alcohol in combination with erotica can have these
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effects that could be considered analogous to effects in the real world, and those
effects would include being interested in more erotica exposure, drinking more
causes sexual aggressiveness, being interested in not just sexual arousal, but being
interested in taboo sexual arousal and activity.

***There are two theories [explaining this].  One is called the alcohol expect-
ancy theory, and the other is called the alcohol myopia theory.***the key behind
both theories is that they offer a logical and compelling explanation for why it is that
alcohol ingestion would result in what for the purposes of this case would be
considered adverse secondary effects.

(752-53).  The idea of the expectancy theory is that “alcohol provides the excuse to deviate”

(discussed 753-55).  The alcohol myopia theory factors in biology, the cognitive impairment effect

of alcohol (756);  it is cognitive “myopia” in the sense that “you can’t retain appreciation for all the

reasons why you should or should not do something.” (757).  “[D]runk people are more inclined

to engage in excessive behavior *** be it sexual behavior, violent behavior *** They’re less able

to reign in their behavior, and they’re too focused on the green lights and the go signals.” (760).

Returning to the synergy created by the combination of alcohol and erotica (762): 

[W]hat you get in the synergy is you get the erotica exposure catalyzing more
alcohol consumption.  You get the alcohol consumption catalyzing more erotica
exposure, and you get the myopia and expectancy theory then expanding that, so that
the likelihood that you’re going to get what we would characterize in the lab as
excessive outcomes becomes greater, but what we would characterize in the real
world as adverse secondary consequences that are analogous to the ones in the lab.”

In Dr. George’s opinion, the findings discussed translate into adverse secondary effects from

combining alcohol and nudity, and those effects can be felt not just inside the bar but can carry  into

the wider community, depending on the “crime opportunity” available. (809-10, 821-23).

In a 1999 article from New Statesman magazine at LR Tab 43, the author graphically relates

his experiences with private or table dances at a no-contact nude bar: 

[T]he acts performed by the dancers are so intimate and explicit that they constitute
a halfway house to paying for sex. This is not just striptease: It is quasi-sex. ***  It
had the effect of persuading me that full, paid-for sex, something I had thought my
inhibitions and ethics would never permit, was a logical, acceptable next step.” 
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The author confesses that he paid for sex with a prostitute after visiting the nude bar.

The record also includes: prior judicial decisions, including California v. LaRue describing

the gross sexual conduct occurring in California bars; LR Ord. Nos. 81-334, 02-496 (incorporated

by reference); legal memo discussing Peek-a-Boo and supporting evidence; Minutes; documents

submitted by opponents. (LR 44-48, Vol II 50-52).  Two attorneys spoke in opposition and sub-

mitted letters, copies of articles criticizing the methodology of studies from other jurisdictions, and

copies of studies from other jurisdictions which purported to show no correlation between adult

businesses and adverse effects.  None of the opposition studies was of Daytona Beach.

CITY’S ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF ORDINANCES

Detective Oakley supplemented the police reports in the LR and the 1987 testimony of

Prosecutor David Smith. (2/22 152-177; 2/23 2-46; City Ex. 29).  Oakley  visited each of the clubs

“25 to 50 times” and found similar conduct, providing graphic descriptions.  In the VIP area at

Lollipops a nearly naked dancer simply laid on top of him without moving for a full $20 song (168-

69) talking about her boyfriend and buying drugs. (170, 4; City’s Ex. 29).  There were drug buys

at Lollipops (21, 43; City’s Ex. 20); oral sex between dancers in the Pink Pony VIP (10-11); Oakley

was quoted a price of $30 for oral sex at the Shark (17);  and his experience is that drug activity

and dealers are more prevalent at adult clubs than mainstream bars. (24-27).

A citizen, Joe Craig, gave police a sworn statement that he personally was offered sex at

Red-Eyed Jack’s numerous times, including “oral sex, hand job, and as I perceived vaginal sex.

They even had condoms with them. I believe it is an ongoing enterprise.”  (City’s Ex. 28).

Shawnna Redmond visited Lollipops with friends a few months after it opened  (2/23 47-69;

City’s Ex. 21).  She observed sex acts in the VIP area and what appeared to be drugs, then was

roughed up by bouncers and thrown out when they discovered her.  She solicited help from the
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bill disputes might be referred to civil court if not resolved by bouncers. (3/15 Beres 91-92).
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police, but they assessed her condition as drunk and ‘trespassed’ her from the club at the bouncers’

request.  She filed a complaint against the police officer, battery charges, and a civil suit.  Michael

Richards also filed a citizen complaint after he was beaten by Lollipops bouncers. (City’s Ex. 27,

App.).  Richards disputed a VIP bill of $360 (18 songs @ $20).  When police arrived he was intoxi-

cated and appeared disoriented;  bouncers claimed Richards was the aggressor and he was trespass-

ed.  An internal review found that no independent witnesses were interviewed. Bouncers choked

Emmanuel O’Neale, threatened to call police but then knocked O’Neale’s cell phone to the ground

when he tried to call, and took all the money out of his pockets. (City’s Ex. 26, App.). There are

many more such incidents recorded at Lollipops. (City’s Ex. 30; see App.). The records show they

are difficult to investigate effectively, typically boiling down to a patron’s word against that of

several employees. The incidents generally involve circumstances unique to the “strip club” opera-

tion; many erupt over disputed VIP bills, and some customers wake up on the ground outside the

back door or in the hospital.  They are not isolated incidents, show commonalities, their severity

is startling, and it is reasonable to believe there are many more unreported.10  (3/15 Beres 63, 69).

On 6/11/02 a man was found unconscious outside Red-Eyed Jack’s and died in the hospital

shortly after.  An initial witness statement by an employee alleged that the man had been refused

entry to the club because he was too drunk, that he then fell and hit his head leaving so the

employee called police, and the police arrived promptly.  But investigation revealed that the man’s

ATM card was used inside the club earlier in the evening, indicating that he was in fact a customer.

This case remains an open homicide investigation.  (City’s Ex. 31; 3/15 Beres 75-80).

Rick Prioletti supplemented Langston’s 1987 testimony.(2/22 34-151).  He pointed out that
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11    Actually, they said the records didn’t show a higher “crime rate,” but since they
didn’t study crime records, this clearly misrepresents the findings.  In their words:  for 1981
they found the adult business roadway sections “[o]verall *** show a somewhat higher rate of
crime, but the difference is not dramatic” (Pl’s Ex. 1 at 28); three of the six “do show
significantly higher rates of crime.” (Id. at 29-30).  For 2002 after controlling for various factors
believed to be associated with crime (e.g., retail alcohol sales outlets which Linz erroneously
identifies as bars), they found “statistically significant” but not “meaningful” correlation
between the adult bar census blocks and “crimes against persons” (79);  “technically statistically
significant” but “trivial” correlation with “other less serious offenses (79-80);  “statistically
significant” correlation with drug offenses, explaining 5% of variability (80); “statistically
significant” but  “meaningless” correlation with “total crime” (81); “statistically significant”
correlation with prostitution explaining 2% of variability (85).
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street prostitution in the City is concentrated on the beachside tourist and Ridgewood Avenue

corridors where the adult bars are located, and that there does not appear to be any prostitution in

other areas of the City. (87-94; City’s Ex. 16-18).  Prioletti discussed the economic history of the

City, its tourism heyday and decline, and lack of a diversified economy leading to reluctant reliance

on special event tourism.  He described the unique challenges of accommodating beachside tourists

and residents, ongoing redevelopment efforts, and the public funds committed. (City’s Ex. 8-12).

The City does not want a future dependent on special events for its survival; it is continually

striving to erase the image it has been saddled with, the problems associated with events, and to

remake itself as a family-friendly destination and attract new business and industry. (Ord. No. 02-

496, Preamble, §§7,8,10).  Prioletti, Lt. Beres, and Lt. Szabo also provided further information

about the specific areas and businesses studied by plaintiffs’ experts, relative to 1981 and now.

PLAINTIFFS’ EVIDENCE

Plaintiffs’ experts gathered the City’s records of police calls for service (computer aided dis-

patch or CAD) for 1979-81 and 1999-2002, performed statistical analysis of the records, and

determined there were not a meaningful statistically significant higher number of calls for service

at the 1981 topless bars, the 2002 “adult cabarets,” or the areas immediately adjacent to them.11
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12    The LaRue Court relied on the added weight of the 21st amendment.  In 1996 the
Court disavowed the 21st amendment analysis, but specifically reaffirmed LaRue’s outcome. 44
Liquormart v. RI, 517 U.S. 484, 515 (1996) (“the Court’s analysis in LaRue would have led to
precisely the same result if it had placed no reliance on the Twenty-first Amendment*** police
powers provide ample authority to restrict the kind of ‘bacchanalian revelries’ described in the
LaRue opinion”);  followed Sammy’s Ltd. v. City of Mobile, 140 F.3d 993, 996 (11th Cir.
1998);  Flanigan’s Enters. v. Fulton County, 242 F.3d 976, 985 (11th Cir. 2001).
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LEGAL ANALYSIS AND ARGUMENT

The ordinances are reviewed under O’Brien’s intermediate level of scrutiny.  This court

previously found that the first, third, and fourth O’Brien prongs are satisfied.  The only remaining

issue is whether the ordinances further a substantial government interest of the City.  

In California v. La Rue, 409 U.S. 109 (1972), the Supreme Court upheld an ordinance

identical to the City’s 1981 enactment, finding that evidence of gross sexual conduct in bars, and

prostitution and other crimes occurring around the bars, was sufficient to justify the regulation.12

In Erie v. Pap’s A.M., 529 U.S. 277 (2000), the city’s interest in applying a general nudity

regulation to an adult bar was challenged and the court stated:

Here, Kandyland has had ample opportunity to contest the council’s findings about
secondary effects – before the council itself, throughout the state proceedings, and
before this Court. Yet to this day, Kandyland has never challenged the city council’s
findings or cast any specific doubt on the validity of those findings. Instead, it has
simply asserted that the council’s evidentiary proof was lacking. In the absence of
any reason to doubt it, the city’s expert judgment should be credited. And the study
relied on by amicus curiae does not cast any legitimate doubt on the Erie city
council’s judgment about Erie.  [citing Br. 1st Am. Lawyers Assn. 16-23].

529 U.S. at 298 (“study relied on by amicus” refers to Dr. Linz’s paper “Debunking the Legal Myth

of Negative Secondary Effects”).  In City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct 1728 (2002),

the Court granted certiorari “to clarify the standard for determining whether an ordinance serves a

substantial government interest.”  The Court expanded upon the Erie passage, saying:

[W]e specifically refused to set such a high bar *** a municipality may rely on any
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evidence that is “reasonably believed to be relevant” for demonstrating a connection
between speech and a substantial, independent government interest.  [citations
omitted]  This is not to say that a municipality can get away with shoddy data or
reasoning.  The municipality’s evidence must fairly support the municipality’s
rationale for its ordinance.  If plaintiffs fail to cast direct doubt on this rationale,
either by demonstrating that the municipality’s evidence does not support its
rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the municipality’s factual findings,
the municipality meets the standard set forth in Renton.  If plaintiffs succeed in
casting doubt on a municipality’s rationale in either manner, the burden shifts back
to the municipality to supplement the record with evidence renewing support for a
theory that justifies its ordinance. (citing e.g., Erie).

122 S.Ct. at 1736.  In Peek-a-Boo Lounge v. Manatee County the11th Circuit attempted to fill in

the mechanics of this procedure for challenging the government interest.  The appellate panel found

that the plaintiffs had in fact successfully “cast direct doubt” on the government’s expressed interest

by introducing studies of local conditions when the county’s sole evidence had been foreign studies

and judicial opinions, and sought to assist the trial court on remand with the following instructions:

At trial, in keeping with Alameda Books’ burden-shifting analysis, the District Court
must determine whether the County’s additional evidence “renew[s] support for a
theory that justifies its ordinance.” 122 S. Ct. at 1736.  Stated otherwise, in light of
our finding that the Adult Lounges have managed to cast direct doubt on the
County’s rationale for adopting Ordinance 99-18, the District Court must decide by
a preponderance of the available evidence (including whatever additional evidence
the County places in the record) whether there remains credible evidence upon
which the County could reasonably rely in concluding that the ordinance would
combat the secondary effects of adult entertainment establishments in Manatee
County. The burden lies with the County in this regard.  However, the District Court
should be careful not to substitute its own judgment for that of the County.  The
County’s legislative judgment should be upheld provided that the County can show
that its judgment is still supported by credible evidence, upon which the County
reasonably relies. 

337 F.3d 1251, 1273 (11th Cir. 2003).  In interpreting this somewhat confusing passage, it helps

to remember the facts and procedural stance:   adult bars had been operating in the county for years;

the county adopted new regulations relying exclusively on foreign studies in the legislative process

with no reference to existing local bars;  on summary judgement motions the bars submitted local

Case 6:02-cv-01469-JA-KRS     Document 170     Filed 05/16/2005     Page 21 of 44




21

studies to the court which addressed the county’s expressed legislative concerns but the county

submitted only the existing legislative record with only foreign studies;  and the appeal court found

that the bars successfully “cast direct doubt.”  On remand, although it was the county’s burden –

or opportunity – to come forward with some additional evidence or support, upon receiving

supplementary evidence the trial court was instructed to apply the two lowest standards of proof:

preponderance of the evidence while granting deference to the legislative judgment.  

Ultimately, this is what we glean from Peek-a-Boo:  (1) Under O’Brien government must

support its legislation by pre-enactment evidence;  (2) pre-enactment evidence is open to challenge

in the courtroom;  (3) if evidence submitted to the court successfully refutes all pre-enactment

evidence, the government is entitled to introduce new evidence, including evidence which was not

considered at the time of enactment;  and (4)  if any single piece of credible evidence upon which

government could reasonably rely in concluding that the ordinances would combat secondary effects

remains at the conclusion of trial, it is sufficient to sustain the legislation.  

We already know from a host of cases applying O’Brien that empirical evidence is not

necessary and that the government’s evidentiary burden is not high, e.g.:

As we have said, so long as the regulation is unrelated to the suppression of
expression, “the government generally has a freer hand in restricting expressive
conduct than it has in restricting the written or spoken word.” Texas v. Johnson, 491
U.S. at 406. See, e.g., US v. O’Brien, supra, at 377; U S v. Albertini, 472 U.S. 675,
689, 86 L. Ed. 2d 536, 105 S. Ct. 2897 (1985) (finding sufficient the Government’s
assertion that those who had previously been barred from entering the military
installation pose a threat to the security of that installation); Clark v. Community for
Creative Non-Violence, 468 U.S. at 299 (finding sufficient the Government’s
assertion that camping overnight in the park poses a threat to park property).

Erie v. Pap’s A.M., 529 U.S. at 299, also 298-300;  Alameda, 122 S.Ct. at 1736-37, and 1743 (J.

Kennedy, concurring: “very little evidence is required *** if [the city’s] inferences appear

reasonable, we should not say there is no basis for its conclusion”);  see also Turner Broad. Sys.
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v. FCC, 520 U.S. 180, 193, 195-96, 199, (1997) (deference owed legislature);  World Wide Video

v. Spokane, 368 F.3d 1186, 1196 (9th Cir. 2004) (evidence of pornographic litter was not effectively

controverted by plaintiffs’ expert; elimination of pornographic litter, by itself, is a substantial

governmental interest;  “citizen testimony concerning pornographic litter and public lewdness,

standing alone, was sufficient to satisfy the “very little” evidence standard of Alameda [citations

ommitted]; cf. Stringfellow’s of N.Y., Ltd. v. City of New York, 694 N.E.2d 407, 417, 91 N.Y. 2d

382, 400, 671 N.Y.S.2d 406 (N.Y. 1998) (“Anecdotal evidence and reported experience can be as

telling as statistical data and can serve as a legitimate basis for finding negative secondary

effects”));  Grand Faloon v. Wicker, 670 F.2d 943 (11th Cir. 1982) (testimony of Police Chief

sufficient to sustain ordinance); G.M. Enters. v. Town of St. Joseph, 350 F.3d 631 (7th Cir.

2003)(city’s judgement reasonable dispute some conflicting evidence); Nat’l Amusem’ts v. Town

of Dedham, 43 F.3d 731, 742 (1st Cir. 1995), cert. den. 515 U.S. 1103 (1995);  N.W. Enters. v.

Houston, 352 F.3d 162, 180 (5th Cir. 2003) (“The point of deference is this: legislators cannot act,

and cannot be required to act, only on judicial standards of proof”);  Gammoh v. City of La Habra,

395 F.3d 1114, 1126 (9th Cir. 2005) (rejecting Dr. Linz’s opinion “that ‘systematically collecting

police call-for-service information’ and adhering to the Appellants' suggested methodological

standards were ‘the only reliable information’ that could have supported the City’s concern”);

Annex Books, Inc. v. Indianapolis, 333 F. Supp. 2d 773, 781 (D. Ind. 2004)(rejecting Linz’s study

methodology in favor of actual police experience).

The City’s substantial interests and evidence supporting a reasonable belief that the ordi-

nances will further that interest are articulated in the record reviewed supra.  Ord. No. 81-334 was

enacted “to prohibit nudity, gross sexuality, and the simulation and depiction thereof in establish-

ments dealing in alcoholic beverages.” (§ 2).  The 2002 regulation, as applied to adult theaters, was
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intended to close the loophole discovered by two bars offering nude entertainment in areas adjacent

to liquor.  The 2003 amendment was intended to maintain the effect of the original 1981 ordinance:

it adjusted application of the nudity regulation to adult theaters in light of Peek-a-Boo insuring an

opportunity for “pasties and G-string” erotic dance in permitted adult theaters under the zoning

ordinance, see Fly Fish, Inc. v. City of Cocoa Beach, 337 F.3d 1301, 1307-8 (11th Cir. 2003), while

still maintaining a separation from alcohol.  In sum, the ordinances act in concert and the intent of

all three as applied to adult theaters is as originally stated – to prevent gross sexual conduct and

nudity from occurring in conjunction with alcohol.

Why does the legislative body want to prohibit gross sexuality and nudity in proximity to

alcoholic beverage establishments?  Because the City actually experienced an influx of strip bars

in the 70’s when its economic outlook was dim and developed areas were deteriorating, and those

businesses exacerbated the challenges already facing the City.  In 1981 the City didn’t rely on police

dispatch records to determine whether there was a problem – they were one item in the record but

the City also looked at prostitution arrest locations, the Police Chief listed specific concerns includ-

ing murders and missing persons connected with the trade, lewd and lascivious behavior inside,

customers assaulted and robbed, dancers assaulted or raped, prostitution inside and out, and the

ineffectiveness of current law enforcement tools in curbing these problems. A citizen described the

impact on her family restaurant when two neighboring bars went topless, including exposure to

extreme violence and drugs.  While the “police reports and testimony” of officers from 1981which

the Chief referred to as substantiating the incidents in his memo are not available 25 years later,

plaintiffs have presented nothing to refute the Chief’s credibility.  Police dispatch records are not

on point.  Unreported incidents, activity by detectives, special units, State Attorney investigators,

none of that is recorded in CAD, and CAD designations often do not accurately reflect real crime.

Case 6:02-cv-01469-JA-KRS     Document 170     Filed 05/16/2005     Page 24 of 44




13    Numerous cases have recognized a city’s substantial interest in its economy and
aesthetics. See e.g., New Orleans v. Dukes, 427 U.S. 297, 299, 303; Fla. Pub. Telcoms. Ass'n v.
Miami Beach, 321 F.3d 1046, 1055 (11th Cir. 2003); One World Family Now v. Miami Beach,
175 F.3d 1282, 1288 (11th Cir. 1999).  Public, as opposed to private, morality also is an appro-
priate concern.  Lofton v. DCF, 358 F.3d 804, 819 (11th Cir. 2004) (“our own recent precedent
has unequivocally affirmed the furtherance of public morality as a legitimate state interest”).

14    If, indeed, any proof beyond common knowledge and sense is necessary.  See
Sammy's, 140 F.3d at 997: “The Supreme Court has itself noted that “common sense indicates
that any form of nudity coupled with alcohol in a public place begets undesirable behavior.”
Bellanca, 452 U.S. at 718 *** requirement that the dancers partially cover their breasts or cease
to serve alcohol is certainly the least restriction possible which would still further the city’s
interest in controlling the combustible mixture of alcohol and nudity.”
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(2/23 Szabo 101-108: the City’s CAD is a measure of patrol activity and response times, but not

of crime).  We do have 1987 testimony from the prosecutor handling vice crimes; he testified from

personal knowledge of prostitution and drug activity associated with the bars, his RICO cases in-

cluding one of the businesses operating brothels (a record not in CAD).  And finally, the City’s con-

cerns about its economic future and measures necessary to improve prospects were addressed by

Urban Planners in 1987 testimony and before this court.13  In 2002/3 the concern was not excessive

calls for service (if that were the concern, plaintiffs might be on to something);  no, concerns were

lewd behavior inside the clubs; nudity, lewdness, and disruptive behavior on the City’s streets; eco-

nomic harm from the City’s reputation as a town where anything goes; criminal behavior attracted

by the clubs; and others expressed in the LR. There is no doubt as to the lewd behavior in the clubs;

the CAD studies do not “cast direct doubt” on the credibility of the police reports (undercover

activity is not in CAD).  Dr. George provides a scientific explanation for behavior spiraling out of

control14 consistent with the effects observed by police, and supports the legislative judgment that

alcohol and nudity should be separated.  In addition, more serious crime concerns are evident

depending on the “crime opportunity” in the environment they create:  e.g., assaults and robberies
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their money? A. Yes, through tips, through gratuities, yes.”  (1/20 Bishop 73).

16    The court ruled the 500' separation from alcohol meets the fourth O’Brien prong.
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by bouncers at Lollipops intent on collecting dance fees;  a death at Red-Eyed Jack’s doorstep.

Exemption.  There is no exemption from the 1981 ordinance, but  plaintiffs claim a blanket

exemption from the 2002 nudity regulation under §62-184(a)-(b).  The code structure and trial evi-

dence negate this claim:  (1) § 184(b) is the specific exemption applicable to adult theaters and this

criteria must be met in order to claim exemption;  (2) zoned sites are available for adult theaters

using the exemption in (b), so such activity can constitutionally be prohibited in plaintiffs’ zoning

district under (a), see e.g. Wise Enters., 217 F.3d 1360 (11th Cir. 2000) (both zoning and alcohol

restrictions);  (3) even if an (a) exemption were available to an adult theater, Lollipops manager

testified that dancers take their clothes off for money making it inapplicable15 ; and (4) “blanket”

exemptions for a business are inappropriate under any circumstances, e.g. the ‘dancer’ lying on top

of Detective Oakley was not engaged in protected expression where nudity was necessary to convey

her message.  See, e.g., R.A.S. Enter’t v. Cleveland, 130 Ohio App. 3d 125, 129 (Ct. App. 1998)

(declaratory relief as to legality of future live nude dances not available because the nature of a live

performance means there is no way of knowing what form dances would take in the future).

The City’s ordinances should be upheld.  The 1981 ordinance is virtually identical to that

upheld in La Rue, 409 U.S. 109.  Applied to adult theaters, the City’s more recent enactments are

less restrictive16 and regulate only nudity not sexual conduct. Government has “ample authority to

restrict the kind of ‘bacchanalian revelries’ described in the LaRue opinion,” 517 U.S. 484, 515,

the Fla. Supreme Court held the evidence substantial, and plaintiffs’ CAD studies do not refute it.
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CITY’S EX. 1 TAB 12/L

57 BEACHSIDE PROSTITUTION ARREST LOCATIONS IN DAYTONA BEACH
(for street locations see City Street Map, City’s Ex. 15) 

ADDRESS Number of Arrests

2700 N ATLANTIC 1
1100 N ATLANTIC 1
HARVEY APPROACH 1
700 N Atlantic 2
GLENVIEW & N WILD OLIVE 1
600 BLK N WILD OLIVE 1
SEABREEZE & N ATLANTIC/600 N ATLANTIC 2  
00 BLK N GRANDVIEW 1
OAKRIDGE/OAKRIDGE & GRANDVIEW 2
400/1400 BLK N OCEAN BEACH 1
400 N ATLANTIC 10
ORA & N GRANDVIEW 1
ORA & N OCEAN/ORA APPROACH (BEACH) 4
EARL & HALIFAX 1
EARL & OCEAN 3
EARL & ATLANTIC 1
248 N ATLANTIC 1
AUDITORIUM & ATLANTIC 3
COATES & AUDITORIUM 1
COATES ST PARKING LOT 2
00 BLK N COATES 1
MAIN & ATLANTIC 1
103 N OCEAN 1
100 BLK N OCEAN 3
41 N OCEAN 1
101 S OCEAN 1 1
THUNDERBIRD HOTEL 3
BROADWAY APPROACH 1
BROADWAY & PENINSULA 1
WEST END OF HEWEN PL 2
RUGER PL (By Silver Bch) 2
___________________________________________________________________

229A CARDINAL ORMOND BEACH 4
   (rental unit in Elinor Village)
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CITY’S EX. 1, TAB 12/L
(for street locations see City Street Map, City’s Ex. 15)

26 MAINLAND PROSTITUTION ARREST LOCATIONS IN DAYTONA BEACH

BELLEVUE & RIDGEWOOD 1
571 1/2 SECOND AVE 1
HAZEL & RAILWAY 1  
BAY & N RIDGEWOOD 1
118 RIDGEWOOD 1
268 N RIDGEWOOD 1
MULLALLY & RIDGEWOOD/ST. PAUL’S PRK LOT 3
FAIRVIEW & N RIDGEWOOD 1
ARLINGTON & N RIDGEWOOD 1
TAYLOR & RIDGEWOOD 2
NORTH STR & N RIDGEWOOD 2
466 RIDGEWOOD 1
619 N RIDGEWOOD 1
CONNECTICUTT & RIDGEWOOD 5
308 MADISON 1
KINGSTON & N RIDGEWOOD 1
990 ORANGE (POLICE DEPT) 2
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ABSTRACT:   CITY’S EXHIBIT 26

Date: 6-24-04
Victim: Emmanuel O’Neale

Lollipops’ employees Jerry McMichael and Jay Bassett were charged with Robbery.

According to the Arrest Reports:    An employee told O’Neale a private dance was $10.
O’Neale “went to the area for a private dance and paid the ten dollars and went to the back area for
his private dance.”  Upon leaving the dancer said “you owe me $60.”  There was a verbal
altercation, then Bassett grabbed O’Neale “by his neck and pushed him against the wall” and
choked him.  McMichael “reached into V-1's [O’Neale] pockets to get the money.... [Bassett]
asked...”Do you have it.’”   O’Neale complained of neck pain and was looked at by paramedics.

O’Neale provided a sworn statement:     When he entered, O’Neale asked at the front door
desk “how much for a lap dance, he said 10$ (not 10 for the floor and 20 for the back).”  O’Neale
“got a stripper and pay the guy $10, I go inside to the back.”  After finishing with the dancer,
O’Neale tried to leave the back area and “the lady then says I owe her 60$.”  O’Neale said he didn’t
have it and explained that he had asked “at the front desk purposely so I would know how much
I could spend.”  The bouncer intervened and discussed it with the doorman.  O’Neale kept saying
he didn’t have it and the doorman said “bullshit I seen money in your pocket.  At that time they told
me something like butterfly your pocket.  I said again I didn’t have it.  The guy who choked me said
would you like me to call the cops and make it into something its not.  I said I’ll call the cops, took
my phone out the guy who took my money grabbed the phone and it fell to the floor.”  One of the
bouncers “grabbed my neck and put me against the wall banging the back of my head....... The other
guy ...reached in my pocket and took all the money from my left pocket.”  O’Neale thinks he had
at least $80 in the pocket.  He picked up his phone and called the police while walking out.  
O’Neale also states, “During the assault I was being choked as if he were going to kill me.   I was
in fear for my life because of the force of his grip .... I was scared three big guys surrounding me
was very intimidating...” 
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ABSTRACT:   CITY’S EXHIBIT 27

Date: 3-16-03
Victim: Michael Richards

Michael Richards received a Trespass Warning in this incident.  He filed a complaint with
the Police Department regarding the handling of the incident, and one of the responding officers
was counseled for failing to obtain information from witnesses who were not involved in the
incident.

According to the Incident Report:    Two officers were flagged down outside Lollipops
regarding a physical altercation.  The Richards told the officers they had been punched by a bouncer
in Lollipops “for no reason.”  The reporting officer states that he investigated by speaking with
three employees in Lollipops (two bouncers and a dancer).  He determined that Richards had
“charged up $360” for dances in the VIP room and “refused to pay.”  Two bouncers and the
manager “went to speak” with Richards about the bill.  Richards son “came up and then shoved Z-3
[bouncer Gabe Blanchard] back.”  Richards then started fighting and the bouncers “grabbed” him
and they fell to the floor, but Richards broke away and “ran through the club toward the bar where
he attacked a customer.”  The bouncers then “grabbed” Richards again and held him till police
arrived.  The employees attempted to locate the customer who was alleged to have been attacked
by Richards “but had negative results.”  Richards “had minor injuries to his face and fingers and
was treated” by paramedics.

Joseph Roces, Lollipops’ employee, provided a written statement:      “An intoxicated male
did not pay for any of the VIP dances which totaled $460.00.”  The male’s son “pushed ... security”
and security “pushed” back, “father started to fight security then father grabed [sic] customer and
fought the customer we grabbed him and settled him till police got there.”

Lisa Calapouski, Lollipops’ dancer, provided a written statement:      She came out of VIP
with Richards.  Roces told Richards he owed $360 (“18 songs .... $20 per song”).  Richards “got
mad .... started yelling at me saying he wouldn’t pay that because it wasn’t worth it.  Michael starts
to tell Joey [Roces] to call the cops because he wasn’t paying.”  They argued, then “Joey [Roces]
and I both told Michael [Richards] that since his sons sent him back there they should pay.
Richards went to talk to his sons and “Joey and some other bouncers and managers went with
him....... After he talked to his sons Michael [Richards] got mad and started running towards the
front he took off his shirt and started pushing the bouncers out of his way.  He started to hit a
bouncer.”  

Gabe Blanchard, Lollipops’ employee, provided a written statement:      “A patron owed
$460.”  One of them “shoved” Blanchard, the other “came at me in a fighting stance.  I was able
to block a punch and grab his shirt we fell.”  Richards “ran and attacked a patron at the bar they
started to fight.” 
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According to the Internal Investigation report:    Richards complained that the officers did
not properly investigate by not “contacting independent witnesses, taking statements from him and
his son and in not arresting those that Mr. Richards claimed battered him.” 

Officer Williams testified that he was flagged down in front of Lollipops, went in and
“observed Mr. Richards inside the club on his knees with his shirt off and appearing ‘disoriented
and confused.’  Richards advised ... that he was assaulted by one of the employees of the club.....
Williams advises that Mr. Richards did identify an individual who he claimed assaulted him,
however, statements provided by other club employees were consistent with one another’s and
inconsistent with Mr. Richards’ account...... Richards was ‘disruptive and loud’ and appeared to be
intoxicated.  Conversely, none of the club employees appeared to be intoxicated.” 

Officer Guglielmo was with Williams.  He recalled observing “Richards inside the club
kneeling down in the center of the club and refusing to leave at the employee’s request.”  Richards
left at the officers’ request.  Richards was “bleeding from the lip... appeared impaired and ... his
impairment affected his ability to comprehend questions and statements made to him.”  

The internal affairs investigator found that Officer Williams “limited his investigation to
involved parties, namely, Mr. Richards and his son and club employees,” and recommended that
the officer be counseled “regarding the necessity to contact uninvolved parties who may have
witnessed an incident in an effort to get impartial testimony.”
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ABSTRACT:   CITY’S EXHIBIT 30
RMS (Record Maintenance System) report and related records:

“Assault & Battery” at 643 No. Grandview Ave. (Lollipops Gentlemen’s Club)
Time Period:  Opening of business Oct 2001 through December 2004

Date: 11-13-04
Victim:  Robert Jackson

According to the Incident Report:   Jackson was talking with a bouncer.  Another man
walked up, argued with Jackson, walked away, then walked back and hit Jackson.  Jackson
identified the assailant as a bouncer, but the Club said he wasn’t;  the assailant left the premises
before police arrived.  The police officer and Jackson both viewed video of the incident recorded
by the club security camera.  The officer states that Jackson appeared intoxicated.

Date: 10-28-04
Victim: Jean Day

According to the Incident Report:   The officer was flagged down at the intersection of
Glenview and Grandview Avenue regarding a disturbance.  The officer found Jean Day in the
parking lot at that location, unconscious and bleeding from the mouth.  She was transported to the
hospital.  The officer took Day’s boyfriend, Sweatt, inside the club but they could not locate the
assailant.

Walaa Soliman, an employee of the Pizza restaurant across the street provided a sworn
statement:   Soliman observed Day being hit in the face by a large man and knocked to the ground,
and he observed the same assailant hit Day’s boyfriend when he tried to help her.  Solimon further
stated, “ I can identify the person who did it.”

Day’s boyfriend, John Sweatt, gave a sworn statement:    Day was working as a dancer at
Lollipops and “had too much to drink.”  Sweatt reported this to a doorman and requested that Day
be asked to leave with him.  The doorman called the manager over.  The manager said he would
“take her in the back to sleep it off.”  Sweatt said he wanted to take Day home, but the manager
“said he would kick my [Sweat’s] ass if I [Sweatt] didn’t leave his club.”  Sweat left the club and
tried to call Day repeatedly, but got no answer.  Approximately 1 1/2 hours later Day called Sweatt
to pick her up and told him she had been “beat up in the dressing room and the manager through
[sic] her stuff out of the club suitcase, clothes, phone and took her money 100/more dollars..”.
Sweat found Day outside the club “yelling at a bouncer ... 6' 2 to 4" tall 250 pounds” who “walked
up and punched her in the face and knocked her down.”  The same assailant punched Sweatt when
he tried to help Day then the assailant went inside Lollipops.  Sweatt said he could “identify said
individual and want to press charges.”
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Date: 9-12-04
Victim:  Walter Carr

According to the Incident Report:    Carr reported this incident on September 14, 2004, two
days after it occurred, by coming to the front desk at the Police Department.  The officer who took
Carr’s report observed the injuries and took a photo.  Carr could not identify the assailants.

Carr provided a sworn statement:  Carr went to Lollipops about 11:30 the night of
September 11, 2004.  He “had a thousand dollars cash” and a credit card, and was “highly
intoxicated.”  He doesn’t remember why, but he does remember “being pulled out by three or four
bouncers and being severely beaten while I was on the ground.”  He came to on the ground outside
the back door of Lolllipops sometime in the early morning of September 12.  His Rolex wristwatch
was smashed (showing time of 3:10), his cash was gone from his wallet, and he had an “unsigned
credit card receipt.”  A later check with his credit card company showed that three separate charges
had been made on the night of September 11 and early morning of September 12.  When he came
to Carr saw an employee leaving the club by the back door.  Carr asked the employee for help but
“he refused.”  Carr’s face was swollen, one eye was swollen shut, and he had bruised ribs and chest.

Date: 8-29-04
Victim/Defendant:    James Therrien

According to the Arrest Report:  Therrien, a patron at Lollipops, was charged with
Aggravated Battery for “striking V-1 [bouncer Brent Rose] with a beer bottle to the head causing
a small laceration.” 

Therrien was arrested on the scene and the two bouncers involved provided sworn
statements.  Therrien later came to the Police Station and filed his sworn written statement.

Brent Rose, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:    Rose was breaking up a
fight between other people when Therrien, who “wasn’t even involved in original fight approached
and hit me with a bottle.”

James Alexander, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement: Alexander asked a
customer to leave after the customer was “rude to a young ladie (Entertainer) [sic] about not
wanting a lap dance.”  The customer’s son “pushed” Alexander and the father “tried to jump over
the son and hit me so a fight started and I was trying to defend myself.”  Two more bouncers
assisted and they “escorted the father and son outside.”  As they returned to the area where the fight
had started Therrien, who wasn’t involved in the previous fight, “hit my doorman (bouncer) Brent
in the front of the face cutting him open and knocking him down.”  They took Therrien “out the
backdoor.  He had a motorcycle and tried to leave when the police arrived and arrested took him
away.”

Fred   [ ? ]  provided a sworn statement:    “I witnessed the man in custody throw a beer
bottle at a bouncer.”

Therrien provided a sworn statement:  Therrien “was standing by the main stage when the
staff grabbed the man next to me. They were beating him while he was unconios [sic].  I told them
stop it [was] way out of line,” the bouncers “grabed me, through me to the ground, and kick and
punched me out cold.”  [sic]  Therrien also alleged that money, his cell phone, and jewelry was
stolen from his person during the incident.
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Front Desk officer who took Therrien’s report:    This officer noted discrepancies between
Therrien’s initial oral statements to him about the money and property stolen and Therrien’s
handwritten statement.  The officer also noted that Therrien did not wish to press charges, “but
wanted documentation of ... his ‘side’ of the story.”

Date: 6-25-04
Defendant:   Steven Tovar

Tovar, a patron of Lollipops, was charged with Disorderly Conduct and Battery on a Law
Enforcement Officer.  

According to the Arrest Report:  Tovar was yelling and screaming outside Lollipops when
police arrived.  Tovar stated he called the police “about my friend getting slapped in the face by a
dancer”  Tovar calmed down and the Officer “completed [his] investigation” then “asked Tovar
‘Why he did not pay the dancer for the dances that he received from her.’”  Tovar started yelling
again and the Officer was unable to calm him.  Ultimately, Tovar pushed the Officer and made an
aggressive movement toward him, resulting in Tovar’s arrest..

Date: 3-6-04
Victim:    Tanya Barreto

Tanya Barreto flagged down two officers in the 600 block of North Glenview at 3:20 a.m..
Page 1 of the Incident Report identifies her as a “temporary dancer” at Lollipops, with her place
of residence in Lake Worth, Fla.  One officer filed an Incident Report;  there are no other
statements.

According to the Incident Report:  Barreto reported to the officers that she had been thrown
out of Lollipops by 5 or 6 bouncers, and that “while doing this they hit, kicked, and punched her
several times.”  She had some visible signs of injury.  She said she was thrown out after a “verbal
fight” with some other dancers in the dressing room, and admitted that she threw “two beers.”
Lollipops manager, Christopher Vorhees, advised the investigating officer that Barreto had been
“escorted out” after the verbal altercation in the dressing room, then she reentered “and started to
throw beer bottles at the dancers.”  Vorhees advised that there was video of the incident, and he
could supply a copy later in the day.  Later, the video was picked up and the reporting officer
viewed it.  The video showed Barreto entering and throwing “four glass beer bottles at unknown
subjects.”  Four bouncers then held her arms and legs, lifted her, and carried her outside.

Date: 2-24-04
Victim:    Oberist Lee Saunders

Lollipops employee Christopher Vorhees was charged with Battery in this incident. 
According to the Arrest Affidavit:  Vorhees first approached Saunders about a $10 bar tab

which Saunders disputed but agreed to pay.  Then Vorhees tried to collect “an additional $100 for
a lap dance [Saunders] received earlier in the night.”  When he refused to pay Saunders was “struck
several times” by Vorhees “and others.”  Saunders had minor cuts on his throat and abrasions to
his lower lip.  Photos were taken of the victim’s injuries.
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Saunders provided a sworn statement:  A dancer took him to the “VIP Room.”  She danced
3 times and he paid her.  Then [illegible]  said he “owed $100.”  When he “argued .. the bouncers
of Lollipop [sic] pushed me in the storage room & held me down and kicked and punched me in
the face then threw me out the back door.  I got severely beat up ... busted lips and cuts on my face
and bruised ribs.”

Sam Baker, Saunder’s friend, provided a sworn statement:  This statement is somewhat
unintelligible, but Baker states that his friend was kicked “in the face.” 

Vorhees, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:   Saunders owed money “for
a bar tab .... he finally paid... then was “told to leave.”  Saunders refused to leave, “took a swing”
at another employee, and two bouncers carried him out the door “kicking and fighting.”  Vorhees
states that Saunder’s “friend said he does this all the time.”  

Danny Basset, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:   Bassett says Saunders
tried to assault him, “took a swing, ripped my shirt,” then the bouncers escorted Saunders out.
Bassett was at his “desk” where is “a money holder.”  

Cory Minton, witness, provided a sworn written statement:  Minton saw the altercation
which he says started at “the VIP dance room.”  He saw the bouncers talking to a very intoxicated
patron, telling him he would have to leave.  The patron started fighting and continued fighting while
the bouncers carried him out.

Date: 11-28-03
Victim:   Brian Pingor/Dickerson

This is an Incident Report only, no witness statements.  The patrons were tourists.
According to the Incident Report;   Two officers were dispatched to Lollipop’s “in reference

to a person being held against their will.”  When the officers arrived, Lollipop’s manager, Sean
Bishop, advised them that a patron had owed money to a dancer and “had no money on him,” but
the patron had already left.  While the officer was talking to Bishop, Pingor came in and wanted
to talk to the officer.  Pingor said he and a friend (later identified as Dickerson) owed money to a
dancer and two bouncers, Gabriel Blanchard and Jarrod Alexander, were “questioning” Dickerson
about it.  Pingor tried to defend his friend.  The bouncers asked Pingor to leave.  Pingor refused and
the bouncers called Sean Bishop and Christopher Vorhees on the radio.  Bishop and Vorhees then
escorted Pingor out, and one of them “threw him to the ground.”  Dickerson didn’t pay all the
money, and he was “escorted” out a little later.  The business allowed the officer to view a video
of the incident, but the officer did not observe a battery on the video.  Pingor claimed that the
battery occurred out of view of the video when they threw him down outside.

Date: 11-22-03
Victim:   William Dunn

Lollipops’ employee Gabriel Blanchard was charged with Battery in this incident.
According to the Arrest Affidavit:   Blanchard punched Dunn in the head and Dunn fell to

the ground.  Dunn told the police officer that “when he attempted to call police, Def [Blanchard]
took his cell phone and threw it to the floor.  It was never retrieved.”  Dunn suffered a laceration
over his eye which was treated at the hospital.  The officers were unable to locate this incident on
the business’s security tape.  Blanchard told one officer that Dunn “took a swing at me [Blanchard]
and I hit him,” but the arresting officer noted that he did not hear that statement.
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“Narrative Continuation:”   Dunn was intoxicated at the scene.  He was unable to identify
the assailant.  Dunn went to the hospital and the officer spoke to him there a couple of hours later.
At the hospital, Dunn told the officer that his friend owed $480 for lap dances, and there was a
disagreement about the bill and who was responsible for paying it.  The officer also spoke to
Lollipops’ employee Jarrod Alexander.  Alexander told the officer that one of his dancers, Janet
Bassett, saw Dunn “reaching behind his back for something, and she reacted to it.”  Alexander told
the officer he would “review the tapes in the VIP section.”   The manager was given blank witness
statements for the business’s employees to fill out.  An officer returned to the business the next day
to witness the employees’ signatures and pick up the statements.  

Dunn provided a sworn statement:         “Gabriel attacked me and threw me to the floor.”
He also states that the staff “stole” his phone and told him they would give it back if he paid, and
his credit card and $250 cash were missing.

Heather Loupe, Dunn’s friend, provided a sworn statement:    “When I entered the vicinity
I witnessed ..... [Alexander]....  push William Dunn to the ground with extreme force injuring his
head.”    She tried to retrieve Dunn’s cell phone from the bouncers but was told it would be
returned “when they received the amount of money owed to them.”

Jennifer Geiger, Lollipops’ dancer, provided a sworn statement:   She and another dancer
took Dunn’s friend to the VIP room.  Dunn said that he would pay his friend’s bill when they were
done ($20 per song for each dancer, plus $10 for the VIP entrance fee).  Dunn tried to interrupt
them during the 11th song and again during the 12th song, but was denied admittance to the VIP
area.  They quit then and asked Dunn to pay the $480 due.  He was drunk and tried to walk away.

Jay Bassett, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:    Bassett was working the
VIP desk.  He “knew the guy Dr. Dunn ... since he frequents our club.”  Dunn was intoxicated but
first assured Bassett “it’s all good.”    But then Dunn and his friend argued over the bill and Dunn
told his friend to pay it himself.  “Extra security” was called at that point, and “Dr. Dunn and his
friend became abusive in language .. as if to antagonize security.”  Dunn then reached “to the back
of his jacket inside” and told his friend “to ‘Grabb it.’” [sic].  An entertainer, “Dani said she saw
a strap across his back and feared Dr. Dunn had a weapon” so she “put him in an arm bar” against
the wall.  “Security then searched him for weapons and escorted Dr. Dunn to VIP to isolate him
until police arrived.”

Jarrod Alexander, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement: “A customer came out
of the VIP Room .... swearing at the entertainers who danced for him and the doorman.”  Alexander
tried to calm the situation.  The customer and his friend argued over who would pay the bill.  “Both
men began to get irritated and very hostile when I told them that the police were coming and
someone had to pick up the bill.”  Then one of the customers “started to move in a hostile manner
and went to reach into his right rear pocket to pull some type of object out....” and a dancer, Danni,
“forced him against the wall.”  Alexander then allowed the customer’s girlfriend [Loupe] to speak
to him in the VIP room about paying the bill, but the customer “became outraged” and Alexander
and another employee, Gabe [Blanchard], “ran back there.... Once Gabe told the man to calm down
the police were on their way” he started to fight. 

Janet Bassett, Lollipops’ employee,  provided a sworn statement:     She observed Dunn and
his friend “dressed in Black Tuxedos causing a loud disturbance.”  They refused to pay their bill
for dances, used profanity, and “told the security ‘what are you gonna do beat us up, please do so
we can sue your asses.’”  They were intoxicated.  Then one of the men “stepped behind one of the
security guys and told his friend ‘Go under my jacket’ as he said this he lifted his coattails and the
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other white male went to reach under the back of his coat.”  Bassett feared they had a weapon so
she “grabbed the white male who was lifting his jacket and put him in an arm bar... and proceeded
to pat him down for a weapon”  [Bassett testified at trial that she was formerly employed in law
enforcement.]

Gabriel Blanchard, Lollipops’ employee [arrested], provided a sworn statement:    
Blanchard was paged to the VIP area and told that Dunn and his friend refused to pay their $480
bill.  Dunn told Blanchard “Not to ‘Fucken’ touch him.”  Blanchard told Dunn to “calm down that
the police were on the way.”  Dunn “clenched his fist took a forceful stance” and fought with him.

Date: 9-1-03
Incident Report

According to the Incident Report:    Officers were flagged down by a Lollipops’ employee
at 3:30 in the morning.  The employee pointed out a man, later identified as Anthony Gates,
standing on the corner who had been thrown out of Lollipops earlier and “threatened to shoot
them.”  Upon seeing the employee again, Gates had walked toward the employee and reached
behind his back.  The officers secured Gates in their vehicle then obtained the following
information from participants in the incident:

Sean Coggins, Lollipops’ employee [he also provided a sworn statement]:  He was walking
three dancers to their cars when Gates approached, started yelling about money, then grabbed
Cortese, one of the dancers, by the throat.  Coggins shoved Gates away.  Gates threatened to shoot
Coggins and left the area.  Cortese also left the area at that time.

Brian Gillespie  [he also provided a sworn statement]:  From across the street Gillespie saw
Gates grab Cortese, saw Coggins break it up, and saw Gates “act like he had a gun” then leave the
area.  Gillespie saw Gates return to the area and he warned Lollipops staff.    

Anthony Gates, customer of Lollipops:  He went to Lollipops earlier in the evening to see
Cortese, his “‘kind of’ girlfriend.  He had put his money, $180, on the table.  When Cortese’s dance
ended, she grabbed all of his money and ran into the locker room.”   When Gates approached
Cortese while she was leaving in an attempt to get his money back, Coggins grabbed him by the
throat.  Gates then got in a cab, went around the block, and returned to try to see Cortese again.
Gates told police he wanted to file a theft charge against Cortese.  

The officers “trespassed” Gates from Lollipop’s.  They never located Cortese.

Date: 6-1-03
Arrestee:   John Luke

John Luke, boyfriend of a dancer at Lollipop’s was arrested for Aggravated Battery and
Resisting Without Violence.

According to the Arrest Report:   The arresting officer observed Luke punch Cameron
Bender, a bouncer at Lollipops, in the head with a pair of brass knuckles in his hand.  Luke then
refused to follow the officer’s commands and resisted being handcuffed.  Bender was observed to
have a laceration above his left eye.

Alberta Pangourni, Lollipops’ dancer, provided a sworn statement:    Luke is her boyfriend.
Luke “ask why the[y] had to keep us lock in and Joey got in his face acting like he was going to
jump on him ...This whole thing happened because he [Luke] was trying to protect himself.”
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 Joseph Roces, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:    There was a
confrontation with a dancer’s boyfriend [Luke] outside the club.  Luke had brass knuckles and a
knife, and he hit Bender in the face.

Cameron Bender, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:  A “guy & girl start
fight” outside the club.  The doorman approached the girl, at which point the guy [Luke] pulled out
“what look like a knife.”  Bender then grabbed Luke’s hand and Luke hit him in the head.

Date: 3-22-03
Victim:  Michael Brignola

Brignola came to the front desk of the Police Department on 3/28/03 to report a battery that
occurred at Lollipop’s on 3-22-03.  

Brignola provided a sworn statement:  “There was a discrepancy with my bill so I would
not sign the credit card slip.”  He states that a male employee of Lollipops then aggressively told
him to sign it a few times, which he refused to do.  The employee then told him to leave, and
Brignola refused.  Then two bouncers “draged [sic] me  into a room that was well lit away from
everyone while one bouncer kicked me in the face three times.  While I was held down.  When I
came to I called 911 and a black bouncer gave me my credit card as if nothing had happened.  I had
5 stitches under my right eye and missed three days of work.” 

Brignola wanted to press charges but was not able to identify the bouncers.  The officer who
took the report checked with dispatch, and determined that there was a service call that night
indicating that “Brignola was trespassed from Lollipops” but no other information.

Date: 3-12-03
Incident Report/Jennifer Wharton

Wharton came to the front desk of the Police Department on 3/13/03 to report a battery the
previous night at Lollipops.  Wharton was working as a dancer when she argued with another
dancer “but would not say what about.”  The other dancer, whom she identified as Laurie Beth
Walters using a stage name “Celeste”, grabbed her and punched her twice in the face.  Lollipop’s
staff broke up the fight and sent Wharton home.  Wharton advised that she wanted to press charges
against Walters.

Date: 3-9-03
Victim: Daniel Davis

According to the Incident Report:   An officer responded to Lollipops after a call by Davis.
Davis, a customer, said that a dancer started a fight with him over a personal matter, punched him
a few times in the face, and he wanted to press charges against her.  Lollipops’ manager sent the
dancer home before the officer’s arrival, and told the officer that he could not provide identification
information for the dancer because “employee files were locked in the owner’s safe.”

Davis provided a sworn statement:  He was a customer in Lollipops.  One of the dancers,
Jeannie Powell, punched him three times in the face.  He did not retaliate because “then I would
have been in trouble.”  Instead, Davis called the police.  Davis wanted to press charges.  He states
that “the manager bought me a drink and said they were sorry that she did this and they sent her
home and said that they would take care of it.”
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Date: 3-6-03
Victim: Timothy Norling

Lollipops’ employee Mark Szarejko was charged with Aggravated Battery in this incident.
According to the Arrest Affidavit:  The officer responded to Lollipops and found Norling

bleeding from a head laceration.  Norling was too intoxicated to provide any information.  Norling’s
two friends advised that they had been customers in Lollipops when a Lollipops’ employee  later
identified as Szarejko confronted Norling about “a debt owed to a dancer.”  They argued, then
Szarejko struck Norling in the head with a beer bottle.  However, “several bystanders advised” the
officer that Norling was struck “by an unknown black male subject not by” Szarejko.

Nick Elrod provided a sworn statement:  He was with Norling.  He saw a man wearing “a
red tank top” hit Norling with an empty glass bottle “over a dispute.”  After Norling was hit “one
of the bouncers at Lollipops told me to stand back while my friend was laying on the ground
bleeding.  He acted like nothing happened.” 

Christopher James Werr provided a sworn statement:  Werr was with Norling.  He observed
Norling in an argument with “a bouncer and a kid in a red tank top.”  He saw the person in the red
tank top hit Norling with a bottle.  He states “the bouncer would not let me near him [Norling].
A minute later they kicked us all out they would not give us any help.”   

Date: 1-29-03
Victim: Gary Boatwright

The information is provided in an Incident Report with no sworn witness statements.
According to the Incident Report:   A police officer responded to a disturbance call at

Lollipops.  Gary Boatwright and Jack Graham met the officer “at the north side entrance.”  Graham
and Boatwright were both “highly intoxicated and Boatwright was additionally disoriented.”
Graham advised the officer that they had been in Lollipops and got into an argument “over
Boatwright’s failure to pay for a ‘lap dance.’”  Boatwright was pushed by “an unknown person” and
injured his head on the concrete floor.  The bouncers then removed Boatwright and Graham from
the club.  Boatwright and Graham told the officer they did not wish to pursue charges.  The officer
“interviewed several bouncers, who stated they never observed anyone push Boatwright.”

Date: 10-19-02
Victim: Henry Lima

According to the Incident Report:   Lima contacted a police officer outside of Lollipops.
He told the officer that “the club bouncers beat him up and knocked out three of his teeth, though
[he] did not know why.”  The officer then talked to Blanchard, a Lollipops’ employee.  According
to Blanchard, a bartender gave Lima three drinks and Lima refused to pay.  Blanchard intervened,
at which point Lima told Blanchard that “the club manager had given” him the drinks.  Blanchard
asked Lima to point out the manager, and Lima “and several of his friends led [Blanchard] to the
rear of the club.”  Lima and his friends then “began speaking to each other in spanish,” then
Blanchard was hit twice at which point he started fighting back until the fight ended.  Then
someone threw a chair at him, possibly breaking his nose.  “Lollipop’s staff advised that the video
system was not taping during the incident.”  Lollipops staff requested that Lima and his friends “be
trespassed only.”  Blanchard was not arrested due to lack of evidence.  Two customers witnessed
the incident.
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Blanchard provided a sworn statement:   A bartender told him Lima had not paid for his
drinks.  Blanchard followed him to the back where Lima refused to pay.  “I said it was time to go
then his friends surrounded me, something hit me...” and the fight started.

Lima provided a sworn statement:   A fight started and he went to see what was going on.
A bouncer hit him in the face.  He was kicked and punched, knocking out teeth.

Michael Hedrick, from South Carolina, provided a sworn statement:    He was standing
beside Lima.  He noticed that Lima was “looking nervous” and commented on it to his friend.
“Less than a minute later I turned around and saw ponytail [Lima] on the ground being kicked by
a bouncer with a big build and a red hat.  I told him to settle down;  he said I work here.”  Lima
got up and the bouncer told him to leave.  Lima’s friends came over and the bouncer told them all
to leave.  As Lima “turned away, a friend of his .... screamed at the bouncer... and turned to walk
away. The bouncer ... punched him in the back of the head.”  Then Lima threw a chair “across the
room.” 

Jason Carroll, from Georgia, provided a sworn statement:  He saw Lima throw the chair.
Before Lima threw the chair, Carroll saw “the bouncers were taking him [Lima] down.”  Lima was
walking away when the “bouncers started taking another man down.”  That’s when Lima threw the
chair and it hit one of the bouncers.

Date: 9-18-02
Victim: William Wooten

According to the Incident Report:    Wooten came to the front desk at the Police Department
on 9-26-02.  He stated that he had been beaten and robbed at Lollipops on 9-18-02.  Wooten had
gone to Lollipops, played pool, then talked to one of the dancers.  Wooten wasn’t “aware of any
problems that may have occurred; But was apparently the subject of a trespassing call made to the
DBPD at approx [sic] 7:32 pm that date.. That point the victim apparently had been beaten
unconscious and was taken to Halifax Hospital by EVAC.”  Wooten regained consciousness in the
hospital the next day.  He had a concussion, broken nose, multiple abrasions and bruises, and was
missing $200.  Wooten had no recollection of the beating.

Wooten provided a sworn statement:  After playing pool, he sat at the bar talking to a
dancer.  Late the next afternoon he woke up in the hospital. “Upon ‘victim’ [Wooten] questioning
what happened ... Apparently what happened was Dancer’s ‘boyfriend’ owner of club didn’t like
me talking to girl then I was drugged or hit real hard to the point of unconsciousness.  Hit with bar
stool on face and arms.  Bar stool marks on arms.  Beat up assaulted in club dragged outside and
left there unconscious until ambulance picked me up at approx 19:32.... $200 has been taken
apparently after I had been beating up.”  [sic]

Date: 7-15-02
Victim: Rocky Scivano

Scivano was involved in a physical altercation with Sean Coggins while Coggins was
working the VIP desk at Lollipop’s.  The only statement is that of Coggins, stating that Scivano
started yelling and pushing at him and “we started swinging at each other.”  A followup by the
police officer indicates that Scivano was not interested in pursing the matter.
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Date: 6-30-02
Victim: Hunter Alford

Lollipops’ bouncer Renato Alfredo Ramirez was charged with Felony Battery. 
According to the Arrest Report:    Ramirez asked a customer to leave at closing time and

a verbal altercation started.  Witnesses stated that Ramirez pushed the customer to the ground and
the customer resisted;  Ramirez then stuck the customer multiple times, dragged him to the front
door, slammed him into the door a few times even though the customer was no longer resisting.
then threw him outside apparently unconscious.

Hunter Alford provided a sworn statement:  He was leaving Lollipop’s around 2:30 am and
“exchanged words” with “Freddie R.”  He tried to walk away when Freddie “blind sided me with
a punch.  He then locked my arms behind my head and slammed my face into the steel exit door.
I blacked out after the strike.”

Jason Hanna, a customer, provided a sworn statement:   Hanna saw a bouncer “come up to
a guy and punch him in face.”  The victim resisted and the bouncer “punched him again” and got
him in a “full nelson move.”  The bouncer dragged the victim to front door and “slammed [him]
into front door 2-3 times with head.  Victim was bleeding badly from face and head.”  The bouncer
then “bragged about beating .. to fellow workers.”  He never saw a bottle.

Adam Haller provided a sworn statement:  Alford had his hands up and the bouncer pushed
him to the ground, put him in a “full nelson and slammed to the door 2-3 times.” Hanna never saw
a bottle.

Janet Bassett, Lollipops’ employee, provided a sworn statement:  Bassett saw “Freddie
asking a white male to leave several times.  The male refused, and she heard him “tell the security
‘Fuck you’ and ... swing a beer bottle at security guard’s face.  The security guard then pushed the
w/m through the front door of the bar.  It appears that the w/m hit his face on the door as he was
exiting.”

April Vicente, customer, provided a sworn statement:    “I saw the guy that works there slam
some guy up against the door about 4 or 5 times and throw him on the ground.  I think the guy who
works there name was ‘fredie’ [sic] the guy that worked there knoked [sic] him out cold, it was
messed up the guy could not even stand up for him self.”

Mandy Pease, customer, provided a sworn statement:   Pease was waiting for her boyfriend
at the front door when she saw “the bouncer slam a guys head into the door about 5 times and then
slammed him to the concrete.  It seemed the guy was out cold about the second slam to the door.”
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Date: 6-25-02
Victim: Jason Wood

Jason Wood provided a sworn statement:    “Two Doormen of LollyPops [sic] struck me
several times.  For no reason I was beat by these men at the Front door then in the street.  I called
the police and officer Bryan came to my home and spoke with me.”  Wood provided a brief
description of the men and wrote “Officer Bryan stated he knew one of the men then proceeded to
the club.”

Officer Bryan completed an Incident Report:     He went to Wood’s home at approximately
12:30 am.  Wood was “highly intoxicated” and stated that the staff of Lollipops had battered him
around midnight.  Bryan went to Lollipop’s location and spoke to a parking lot attendant working
across the street.  The parking lot attendant said that he saw the incident and that Lollipops staff
was not involved.  He said Wood was outside the club, “became belligerent with pedestrians in the
area,” and one of the pedestrians punched him, then another bystander broke it up.

Date: 6-11-02
Victim:  Elizabeth Stearns

Elizabeth Stearns provided a sworn statement:   Stearns was a dancer at Lollipops.  She was
talking to another dancer “‘Veronica’ by the VIP desk.  She punched me twice in the face.  Then
kneed me in the stomach.”  Stearns went to the manager but he refused to help and told her to
leave.  Stearns “got dressed, called the police and went to leave.”  She walked by Veronica, who
again kicked her in the stomach “with her heel which is spiked.”

John Morey, customer, provided a sworn statement:   Morey witnessed Veronica punching
the other dancer in the stomach, and heard Veronica say “something to the effect of ‘if she talks
shit, I’ll hit her.’”

Date: 7-22-01
Date: Charles Tackett

Sworn Witness Statement by Charles Tackett:    Tackett was in front of Lollipops when two
men “said something to one of the waitresses outside and she tried to slap him.  They tried to slap
her” and Tackett intervened and told them to leave.  They left, then came back 10 minutes later and
“one of the men reached in his pocket and pulled out what appeared to be a 25 semi automatic held
it up to me.  I grabbed his wrist, bent it back towards him and told him it was not worth it.”  The
men left.
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I.     INTRODUCTION 
  

Merchants Associations and the residents in the City of Newport News that have adult 
uses near them have expressed concerns over the lack of controls over these uses. 

  

This report identifies the need for an ordinance that would regulate Adult Uses in 
Newport News. Research in other cities on the impact of adult uses found that crime 
rates were higher and property values lower near adult uses. This report summarizes 
the findings of that research. 

  

This report also identifies the adult uses in the Newport News. The report gives the 
police calls for service for incidents that would concern adjoining areas. It also provides 
opinions from the Board of Directors and Governmental Affairs Committee of the 
Virginia Peninsula Association of Realtors about the impact of adult uses on the value of 
nearby properties. 

  

The report concludes with a proposed ordinance, Exhibits D-1 and D-2 in the Appendix, 
to control adult uses in the City. 

  

Background 

  



Cities which passed ordinances to regulate adult uses have been challenged in court 
over the violation of First Amendment and 14th Amendment rights. Courts have often 
struck down ordinances for various reasons: 

  

1.         The ordinances were motivated because of a distaste for the speech itself, and 
not on the desire to eliminate adverse effects. 

  

2.         The ordinances were not based on factual information that proved the existence 
of negative impacts on surrounding areas. 

  

3.         The ordinances severely restricted First Amendment Rights. 

  

4.         The ordinances placed arbitrary restrictions on legitimate businesses. 

  

5.         The licensing processes were confusing, and exorbitant license fees were 
punitive and bore little relation to the actual cost of the process or the public cost of the 
use. 

  

Cities that have been successful in defending adult regulations used their police powers 
under zoning to develop performance oriented standards. Most cities are using 
variations of the Detroit, Michigan ordinance, that encourages dispersion of adult uses. 
A few use the Boston, Massachusetts model, (e.g. Seattle and Renton, Washington), 
which concentrates adult uses in certain areas. 

  

The United States Supreme Court has upheld both types of zoning ordinances, (i.e. 
those ordinances that either disperse or concentrate adult uses). The Court is more 
likely to strike down an ordinance when…"cities attempt to regulate because they object 
to the sexually explicit messages conveyed by adult business. Courts will also void 
regulations that seek to exclude all adult uses through an outright ban, excessive 
locational requirements, or undue discretion placed in the hands of officials who review 
applications for special use permits or business licenses." 



  

Detroit, Michigan 

  

The Detroit Ordinance was challenged and upheld by the Supreme Court in 1976. In 
Young v. American Mini Theaters, 427 U.S. 50 (1976), 28 ZD 329, the Supreme Court 
held that "even though the First Amendment protects communication in this area 
(sexually explicit activities) from total suppression, we hold the State may legitimately 
use the content of these materials as a basis for placing them in a different classification 
from other movie theaters." 

  

The Detroit approach disperses adult uses. It separates adult use establishments from 
one another, keeps them separate from residential areas, and limits them to commercial 
and industrial zones. No adult uses are permitted within 500 feet of a residentially zoned 
area, or within 1,000 feet of any two other adult uses. 

  

Boston, Massachusetts 

  

The Boston approach, which concentrates adult uses, reflected an existing situation 
where adult uses were already clustered near each other in the city. The city created an 
"Adult Entertainment Zone," and provided urban renewal funding to upgrade the area. 
The objective was to concentrate the uses to a single, small area of the city, and 
prevent their spread to other parts of the city, especially residential areas. This 
technique to concentrate adult uses in a small part of the city was upheld by the 
Supreme Court in City of Renton v. Playtime Theaters, Inc., 475 U.S.41 (1986), 38 ZD 
310. 

  

Proposed Newport News Ordinance 

  

In Newport News, the adult uses are dispersed along major highway corridors in the 
City with clusters downtown, in the Hilton area and near Ft. Eustis. Adult uses usually 
are located in commercial zones: C2 Retail Commercial, C2-A General Commercial and 
RBD Regional Business District. 



  

The proposed ordinance in the Appendix has been drafted to regulate adult uses 
through a conditional use permit process. New adult uses will need a conditional use 
permit to limit adverse impacts on surrounding areas. The ordinance encourages 
dispersal of adult uses, except for downtown where concentrations would be permitted. 
Outside of downtown, the ordinance separates adult uses from each other and from 
residential areas, churches, libraries, parks, playgrounds and schools. The separation 
requirements are similar to the controls proposed and recommended by the City 
Planning Commission in the draft zoning ordinance. 

  

The ordinance has the following features: 

  

•          It defines adult entertainment establishments, adult uses, adult video stores, 
adult motion picture theaters, and night clubs. 

  

•          Locations for adult uses would be limited to the C2 Retail Commercial, C2-A 
General Commercial, and RBD Regional Business District zones. 

  

•          Conditional use permits would be required for adult uses. 

  

•          In the C2 and C2-A zoning districts, no adult use would be permitted closer than 
500 feet--which is the width of a typical city block--to: 

  

a.         Any school, church, park, playground, or library property; 

  

b.         Any other adult entertainment establishment; 

  

c.         Any residentially zoned property which fronts on the same street or 
which contains any school, church, park, playground or library. Otherwise, 



the minimum distance from such structures to a residential zone shall be 
200 feet. 

  

II.       ADULT USE FACILITIES IN NEWPORT NEWS 

  

Number and Type 

  

Based on the definitions in the proposed ordinance, there are 31 adult use 
establishments in Newport News. They include: 14 adult entertainment establishments 
(Go-Go Bars); eight adult book, merchandise or video stores; and, nine night clubs. 
These adult uses were identified by the Police Department, the Commissioner of 
Revenue, and the Department of Planning and Development. Their identification as 
adult uses confirmed in writing by most business owners. 

  

Table 1 lists the adult uses in Newport News and indicates the zoning districts in which 
they are located. 

  

Existing Zoning of Adult Uses 

  

The City has no special controls over adult uses in the existing zoning ordinance when 
they are in the C2-A General Commercial, M1 Light Industrial, or RBD Regional 
Business District zones. In the C2 Retail Commercial zone, night clubs and adult 
entertainment establishments require a special exception, recommended by the City 
Planning Commission and approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals, because they are 
considered enclosed recreational uses which require C2-A General Commercial Zoning. 
The zoning ordinance has no additional controls over adult book stores and adult video 
stores which are permitted without restrictions in C2 Retail Commercial zone. 

  

Of the 31 adult uses in the City, 17 are located in the C2-A General Commercial zone, 
five are in the RBD Regional Business District zone, seven are in the C2 Retail 
Commercial zone, and two are in the M1 Light Industrial zone. 



  

Location of Adult Uses 

  

The locations of adult uses in the City are shown on Map 1. For the most part, they are 
dispersed along Warwick Boulevard and Jefferson Avenue. 

  

However, there are clusters of adult uses in the City. Five adult uses--four adult 
entertainment establishments and one adult book store--are located in the RBD 
Regional Business District in downtown Newport News. There is a concentration of five 
adult uses--two adult entertainment establishments, one adult video store, one adult 
merchandise store, and one night club--in the vicinity of Hilton Village on Warwick 
Boulevard between Main Street and Mercury Boulevard in the C2-A General 
Commercial strip. Two adult entertainment establishments and one night club occur in 
the Lee Hall area on Warwick Boulevard across from Ft. Eustis. 

  

TABLE 1 

  

ADULT USES IN NEWPORT NEWS, NOVEMBER 1995 

  

ADULT ENTERTAINMENT ESTABLISHMENTS 

BUSINESS NAMES                                                       ADDRESS                                            ZONING 

  

1.         JB's Gallery of Girls                                          5825 Jefferson Ave.                              C2A 

2.         RD's Gallery of Girls                                          14872 Warwick Blvd.                              C2A 

3.         RB's Gentlemen Club (Debs Dollhouse)              9956 Warwick Blvd.                               C2A 

4.         The New Bluebeard/JB's Gallery of Girls #7        606 Dresden Dr.                                    C2A 

5.         The Flame II                                                      9921 Jefferson Ave.                              C2A 

6.         Bluebeard Go-Go II                                            15674 Warwick Blvd.                              C2A 



7.         The Katt                                                            7824 Warwick Blvd.                               C2A 

8.         Buck's Brand Steak and Seafood House                        16906 Warwick Blvd.                              
C2A 

9.         Solid Gold Restaurant                                       3416 Washington Ave.                           RBD 

10.        Bijou Cafe                                                         11312 Jefferson Ave.                            C2A 

13.        Marylee Restaurant                                            100 33rd Street                                      RBD 

14.        The Junction Restaurant                         16916 Warwick Blvd.                              C2 

15.        Moonlight Restaurant                                         3504 Washington Ave.                           RBD 

16.        JCR Social Club                                                3410 Washington Ave.                           RBD 

  

NUMBER OF BUSINESSES:      14 

  

  

ADULT BOOK STORE, MERCHANDISE, VIDEO STORE 

BUSINESS NAMES                                                       ADDRESS                                            ZONING 

20.        Arcade                                                              3404 Washington Ave.                           RBD 

21.        Mr. D's                                                             9902-A Warwick Blvd.                            C2A 

22.        The Video Store                                                9903-B Jefferson Ave.                           C2A 

23.        The Video Store II                                              11299 Jefferson Ave.                            C2A 

24.        Video XXXtra                                                    811 Old Oyster Point Rd.                       C2 

25.        Video X-Cel                                                      9509 Warwick Blvd.                               C2A 

26.        Newport Video                                                  13772 Warwick Blvd.                              C2 

27.        Video Quarter                                                    15320-E Warwick Blvd.                          C2 

            NUMBER OF BUSINESSES:      8 

  

NIGHT CLUBS 



BUSINESS NAMES                                                       ADDRESS                                            ZONING 

  

17.        DD Corral                                                         16912 Warwick Blvd.                              C2 

19.        Fox Den Lounge                                               6045 Jefferson Ave.                              C2A 

28.        Callabash                                                          11234 Jefferson Ave.                            C2A 

29.        Chi-Chi's                                                           12755 Jefferson Ave.                            C2 

30.        Cozzy's Comedy Club                                       9700 Warwick Blvd.                               C2A 

31.        Heartbreak Alley                                                100 West Newmarket Square                  C2A 

32.        Manhattan's                                                      601 Thimble Shoals Blvd.                      M1 

33.        Mitty's                                                              1000 Omni Blvd.                                    M1 

34.        Wipeout Eddy's                                                            11712-L & K Jefferson Ave.                   C2 

  

NUMBER OF BUSINESSES:      9 

             

TOTAL                                      31 

  

  

Exhibit A shows the locations of the adult uses in greater detail, the surrounding zoning, 
and a perimeter 500 feet from each adult use. Photographs of the adult uses in the City 
are in Exhibit C. 

  

  

III.      PUBLIC SAFETY IMPACTS 

  

Studies of adult uses in other cities have found that crime rates were higher for areas 
near adult uses. 



  

Indianapolis, Indiana 

  

The 1984 Indianapolis Study Adult Entertainment Businesses in Indianapolis: An 
Analysis looked at the period of 1978 through 1982. The study found that the average 
annual rate for major crimes in areas with adult uses was 23 percent higher than the 
corresponding rate for control areas. The average annual rate for sex related crimes 
was 77 percent higher in the study area than the control area. 

  

Los Angeles, California 

  

The 1977 report Study of the Effects of Adult Entertainment Establishments in the City 
of Los Angeles monitored major crimes, which increased 7.6 percent in the Hollywood 
Area between 1969 and 1975. This was double the citywide rate of 4.2 percent. Street 
robberies and purse snatching increased by 94 percent and 51 percent, compared to 
the citywide average of 26 percent and 37 percent. Minor crimes increased 46 percent 
in the Hollywood area, but only 3 percent citywide. Prostitution arrests in Hollywood 
increased 372 percent while the city showed a 25 percent increase. 

  

Austin, Texas 

  

The Austin, Texas report found that in study areas containing adult uses, sex related 
crimes were two to five times the citywide average, and 66 percent higher in study 
areas than control areas. In the four study areas, sex related crimes ranged from 4.97 to 
13.56 per 1,000 population, compared to the citywide rate of 2.81 per 1,000. The major 
crime rate was also higher. Major crimes ranged from 128.59 to 552.54 per 1,000 
compared to the citywide rate of 83.14 per 1,000. 

  

Other Cities 

  

Studies for Amarillo, Texas; Beaumont, Texas; Los Angeles County, California; 



and Phoenix, Arizona indicated that the crime rates were higher near adult businesses. 

  

Newport News, Virginia 

  

Of the more than 100 dispatch codes for the different types of police calls for service, 
the Police Department identified 32 dispatch codes for incidents that would impact an 
adjoining business or residential area. The Police Department researched police calls 
for service by address for the 31 adult uses between January 1, 1994 and October 31, 
1995. The police calls for service were cross checked to insure the calls were assigned 
to the correct address, and involved an incident at the address. 

  

Table 2 summarizes the police calls for service for adult uses in the City. The 31 adult 
uses had 425 police calls for service between January 1, 1994 and October 31, 1995. 
Adult entertainment establishments had the most police calls--over 65 percent of the 
calls for service--and averaged 23 calls per business. Adult book stores, merchandise 
and video stores had the lowest number of calls--4 percent of the calls for service--and 
averaged two calls per business. Night clubs had 30 percent of the calls and averaged 
fourteen calls per business. By comparison, a selected list of restaurants with ABC 
licenses averaged eleven police calls for service during the same period. 

  

TABLE 2 

  

ADULT USES IN NEWPORT NEWS, POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE 

(JANUARY 1, 1994 – 0CTOBER 31, 1995) 

  

  

TYPE OF BUSINESS 

POLICE CALLS 

FOR SERVICE 

1/94 – 10/95 

% OF 

TOTAL 

AVERAGE 

CALLS 

Adult Entertainment Establishments             280 65.88%             23

Adult Book Store, Merchandise, Video Store             17 4.00%             2 

Night Clubs             128 30.12%             14



TOTAL             425 100.00%             13

  

Exhibit B in the Appendix gives more information about the types of police calls. 

The most frequent incidents resulting in police calls were: disorderly conduct (151), 
fighting (60), intoxicated person (39), Assaults (25) and destroying property (18). 

  

Table 3 compares police calls for service by pairing selected adult entertainment 
establishments or night clubs with nearby restaurants with ABC licenses that are not 
adult uses. 

  

By comparing adult uses with nearby restaurants that are not adult uses, it can be 
determined if adult uses have higher rates of police calls. For example, downtown adult 
entertainment establishment #1 had 116.7 police calls per 100 occupancy compared to 
non-adult use restaurant #1, which is located across the street and had 50 police calls 
per 100 occupancy. Adult entertainment establishment #2 in downtown had 94 police 
calls for service per 100 occupancy compared to nearby non-adult use restaurant #2 
that had 27.5 police calls for service per 100 occupancy. Night club #3 in midtown had 
10.8 police calls for service per 100 occupancy compared to non-adult use restaurant 
#3 in the same business area which had 5.6 police calls per 100 occupancy. Night club 
#4 in Denbigh had 3.4 police calls per 100 occupancy compared to nearby non-adult 
use restaurant #4 which had 1.9 police calls per 100 occupancy. Therefore, when 
pairing businesses in nearby locations, it appears that adult uses will have more police 
calls for service than a non-adult use restaurant with an ABC license. 

  

TABLE 3 

PAIRED COMPARISON OF SELECTED ADULT ENTERTAINMENT 
ESTABLISHMENTS, NIGHT CLUBS, AND NON ADULT USE 

RESTAURANT WITH ABC LICENSES 

  

  

PAIRING 

POLICE CALLS 

FOR SERVICE 

1/94 – 10/95 

  

  

OCCUPANCY 

POLICE CALLS PER 100 

OCCUPANCY 



  

Downtown 

      

Adult Entertainment Establishment #1   

            35

  

            30

  

116.7 

  

Restaurant #1 

  

            15

  

            30

  

50 

  

DIFFERENCE 

  

            +20

    

+66.7 

  

  

Downtown 

      

Adult Entertainment Establishment #2   

            47

  

            50

  

94 

  

Restaurant #2 

  

            22

  

            80

  

27.5 

  

DIFFERENCE 

  

            +25

    

+66.5 

  

  

Midtown 

      

  

Night Club #3 

  

            27

  

            250

  

10.8 

  

Restaurant #3 

  

            10

  

            180

  

5.6 

  

DIFFERENCE 

  

            +17

    

+5.2 



  

  

Denbigh 

      

  

Night Club #4 

  

            12

  

            350

  

3.4 

  

Restaurant #4 

  

            4

  

            216

  

1.9 

  

DIFFERENCE 

  

            +8

    

+2.5 

  

  

Study Areas/Control Areas 

  

The effect of concentrations of adult uses were checked by comparing study areas with 
control areas. 

  

Study Area 1, which has four adult uses in police reporting areas 13 and 14 was 
compared with a control area 1 nearby. Study Area 1 had 81 percent more police calls 
for service and 61 percent more crimes than the control area. When the calls for service 
were adjusted for population differences, the police calls for service were 57 percent 
higher and the crimes were 40 percent higher. 

  

Study Area 2A is police reporting area 3, and Study Area 2B is police reporting area 4 in 
downtown Newport News. These were compared with Control Area 2A, which is police 
reporting area 2 in the vicinity of City Hall, the City Jail, Juvenile Detention Center, 
Police South Patrol Headquarters and the Courthouse. The population of Control Area 
2A was adjusted to remove inmate population in the City Jail and Juvenile Detention. 
Police calls for service were adjusted to eliminate requests to pick up detention orders 
or warrants, transfer juveniles to less secure facilities, and crimes reported at the Police 
Station that occurred outside of the reporting area. Study Area 2A has 42 percent more 
police calls for service and 7 percent more crime than the Control Area. Study Area 2B 



has 17 percent more police calls for service and crime than the Control Area. Also, the 
rate of police calls for service and Crime per 1,000 people is much higher in the Study 
Areas than the Control Area. 

  

Study Areas 2A and 2B were compared with Control Area 2B--police reporting area 6--
as a separate check. Control area 2B has more population, higher unemployment, 
higher poverty, and lower median family income than Study Areas 2A and 2B. In this 
comparison, the Control Area had 18 percent and 33 percent more police calls for 
service and 21 percent and 16 percent more crimes. But when adjusted for population, 
both Study Areas had 37 percent and 143 percent higher rates of police calls for service 
and 32 percent and 213 percent higher crime rates. 

  

STUDY AREA 1 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA 

  

AREA 1 

1990 

POPULATION

1990 

HOUSING UNITS 

  

  

  

AREA 

  

  

LAND 

(ACRES) 

  

  

  

PERSONS 

  

  

PERSONS/ 

ACRE

  

  

HOUSING 

UNITS

  

  

UNITS/ 

ACRE

1990 

UNEMPLOY-
MENT 

RATE* 

1989 

MEDIAN 

HOUSEHOLD 

INCOME* 

1990 

% BELOW 

POVERTY 

LEVEL*

  

Control Area 
1 

  

                
205 

  

                
1,357 

  

6.6 

  

                
632

  

                
3.1

  

2.4% 

  

                
$35,760 

  

                
4.4%

  

Study Area 1 

  

                
209 

  

                
1,561 

  

7.5 

  

                
775

  

                
3.7

  

2.1% 

  

                
$34,998 

  

                
3.1%

*Computed 

Source: 1990 Census Summary Tape File 3A/P70, P80A, P117 

  

  



STUDY AREA 1 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA 

(JANUARY 1, 1994 – OCTOBER 31, 1995) 

  

  

AREA 1 

POLICE 

CALLS FOR 

SERVICE

CALLS FOR 

SERVICE 

PER 1,000

  

PART I & II 

CRIMES 

PART I & II 

CRIMES 

PER 1,000

  

Control Area 1 

  

465

  

343

  

230 

  

169

  

Study Area 1 

  

842

  

539

  

370 

  

237

  

Study Area 1 

+% Above Control/-% Below Control 

  

  

+81%

  

  

+57%

  

  

+61% 

  

  

+40%

Source: Newport News Police Department Crime Analysis Unit 

  

  

  

CONTROL AREA 2A/STUDY AREA 2 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA 

  

AREA 2 

1990 

POPULATION

1990 

HOUSING UNITS 

  

  

  

AREA 

  

  

LAND 

(ACRES) 

  

  

  

PERSONS 

  

  

PERSONS/ 

ACRE

  

  

HOUSING 

UNITS

  

  

UNITS/ 

ACRE

1990 

UNEMPLOY-
MENT 

RATE* 

1989 

MEDIAN 

HOUSEHOLD 

INCOME* 

1990 

% BELOW 

POVERTY 

LEVEL*



  

Control Area 
2A 

  

                
98 

                
** 

                
646 

  

6.6 

  

                
456 

  

                
4.7 

  

5.5% 

  

                
$23,465 

  

                
12.1% 

  

Study Area 2A 

  

                
85 

  

                
332 

  

3.9 

  

                
111

  

                
1.3

  

3.6% 

  

                
$15,056 

  

                
28.5%

  

Study Area 2B 

                
                
78 

  

                
154 

  

2.0 

  

                
116

  

                
1.5

  

3.0% 

  

                
$12,522 

  

                
33.4%

*Computed 

**Does not include population in: City Jail (236) & Juvenile Detention (46) 

Source: 1990 Census Summary Tape File 3A/P70, P80A, P117 

  

  

STUDY AREA 2 

POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE AND PART I & II CRIMES 

(JANUARY 1, 1994 – OCTOBER 31, 1995) 

  

  

AREA 2 

POLICE 

CALLS FOR 

SERVICE

CALLS FOR 

SERVICE 

PER 1,000

  

PART I & II 

CRIMES 

PART I & II 

CRIMES 

PER 1,000

  

Control Area 2A 

  

622

  

963

  

373 

  

577

  

Study Area 2A 

  

886

  

2,669

  

398 

  

1,199

  

Study Area 2B 

  

725

  

4,708

  

438 

  

2,844

          



Study Area 2A 

+% Above Control/-% Below Control 

  

+42%

  

+177%

  

+7% 

  

+108%

  

Study Area 2B 

+% Above Control/-% Below Control 

  

  

+17%

  

  

+489%

  

  

+17% 

  

  

+393%

Source: Newport News Police Department Crime Analysis Unit 

  

  

CONTROL AREA 2B/STUDY AREA 2 

SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA 

  

AREA 2 

1990 

POPULATION

1990 

HOUSING UNITS 

  

  

  

AREA 

  

  

LAND 

(ACRES) 

  

  

  

PERSONS 

  

  

PERSONS/ 

ACRE

  

  

HOUSING 

UNITS

  

  

UNITS/ 

ACRE

1990 

UNEMPLOY-
MENT 

RATE* 

1989 

MEDIAN 

HOUSEHOLD 

INCOME* 

1990 

% BELOW 

POVERTY 

LEVEL*

  

Control Area 
2B 

  

                
104 

  

                
557 

  

5.4 

  

                
265

  

                
2.5

  

15.6% 

  

                $ 
8,198 

  

                
49.7%

  

Study Area 2A 

  

                
85 

  

                
332 

  

3.9 

  

                
111

  

                
1.3

  

3.6% 

  

                
$15,056 

  

                
28.5%

  

Study Area 2B 

                
                
78 

  

                
154 

  

2.0 

  

                
116

  

                
1.5

  

3.0% 

  

                
$12,522 

  

                
33.4%

*Computed 

Source: 1990 Census Summary Tape File 3A/P70, P80A, P117 

  



  

STUDY AREA 2 

POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE AND PART I & II CRIMES 

(JANUARY 1, 1994 – OCTOBER 31, 1995) 

  

  

AREA 2 

POLICE 

CALLS FOR 

SERVICE

CALLS FOR 

SERVICE 

PER 1,000

  

PART I & II 

CRIMES 

PART I & II 

CRIMES 

PER 1,000

  

Control Area 2B 

  

1,078

  

1,935

  

506 

  

908

  

Study Area 2A 

  

886

  

2,669

  

398 

  

1,199

  

Study Area 2B 

  

725

  

4,708

  

438 

  

2,844

  

Study Area 2A 

+% Above Control/-% Below Control 

  

  

-18%

  

  

+37%

  

  

-21% 

  

  

+32%

  

Study Area 2A 

+% Above Control/-% Below Control 

  

  

-33%

  

  

+143%

  

  

-16% 

  

  

+213%

Source: Newport News Police Department Crime Analysis Unit 

  

  

 

  

 

 



IV.     IMPACTS ON NEARBY PROPERTIES 

  

Studies in other cities indicate that adult uses have a negative effect on property values 
nearby. There also is evidence from the Austin, Texas study that mortgage lenders 
consider adult uses in a neighborhood to be evidence that an area is in decline, thus 
making financing more difficult. 

  

Indianapolis, Indiana 

  

The Indianapolis study concluded that residential properties in study areas appreciated 
in value at one-half the rate of control areas. Appraisers felt that there is a negative 
impact on residential and commercial property within one block of an adult bookstore. 
The negative impact decreased with distance from the bookstore. The negative impact 
was greater for residential properties than commercial properties. 

  

Los Angeles, California 

  

The Los Angeles report surveyed 400 real estate professionals with 20 percent 
responding. Eighty-eight percent felt that the concentration of adult businesses would 
decrease the market value of business property located in the vicinity. Sixty-eight 
percent felt the concentration would decrease the rental value of business property. 
Fifty-nine percent felt the concentration would decrease the rentability/salability of 
business property nearby. Seventy-three percent felt the concentration would decrease 
the annual income of businesses located in the vicinity. Ninety percent felt the 
concentration of adult uses would decrease the market value of private residences 
within 1,000 feet, 86 percent felt the concentration would decrease the rental value of 
residential property, and 90 percent felt the concentration would decrease the 
rentability/salability of residential property within 1,000 feet. 

  

St. Paul, Minnesota 

  



The study Effects on Surrounding Area of Adult Entertainment Businesses indicated 
there was a correlation between deteriorating housing values, crime rates and the 
location of adult businesses. It also concluded that there was a stronger correlation with 
neighborhood deterioration after the establishment of an adult business than before. 

  

Austin, Texas 

  

A survey of real estate appraisers and lenders in Austin, Texas found that 88 percent of 
the respondents believed an adult bookstore would decrease residential property values 
within one block. They noted adult businesses nearby made homes less attractive to 
families, which reduces demand and property values. 

  

Newport News, Virginia 

  

The Hilton Village Merchants Association, the Gateway Area Merchants, and the 
Citizens for the Hilton Area Revitalization have stated their desire for the City to regulate 
adult uses. These citizens fear that additional adult uses in Hilton Village and Rivermont 
will contribute to the deterioration of the area. They have advocated strengthening the 
City's control over adult uses. 

  

Realtors knowledgeable of local market conditions have indicated that having adult uses 
nearby can reduce the number of people interested in occupying a property by 20 to 30 
percent, and will hurt property values and the resale of property in adjacent residential 
neighborhoods. 

  

Members of the Virginia Peninsula Association of Realtors' Board of Directors and the 
VPAR Governmental Affairs Committee were surveyed on the impact adult uses have 
on property values. Of 38 questionnaires sent out, 14 (37 percent) responded. The 
responses are summarized in Table 4. 

  



A very high percentage of Realtors, 13 of 14 responding (93 percent), thought that 
having adult uses within one block of residential properties would most likely decrease 
residential property values. 

  

Five Realtors (36 percent) thought commercial property values within one block of adult 
uses would decrease. Another five (36 percent) thought there would be no change. One 
(7 percent) thought commercial property values would increase. Two (14 percent) were 
undecided--indicating commercial property values could either decrease, stay the same, 
or increase--and one (7 percent) did not respond because she was not a commercial 
broker. 

  

Those who thought commercial property values would decline cited concerns for 
personal safety, increased crime, noise, strangers in the neighborhood, and parking 
problems. One wrote that few residents or businesses would choose to be near any of 
the adult uses. Another indicated adult uses drove away family oriented businesses. 

  

Those who thought commercial property values would not change within one block of 
an adult use wrote that property values may decrease depending on the appearance of 
the store front, the type of adult use, or if there were concentrations in a small area. One 
wrote that the public perceived that these uses attracted undesirable people. 

  

Of the undecided responses, the Realtors indicated the effect on commercial property 
values depended on the type of adult use. 

  

There were other comments that the impact on property values is lessened when the 
adult use is two or three blocks away, and that adult uses generally locate in declining 
areas needing revitalization. 

  

  

Table 4 

Impact of Adult Uses on Property Values within one Block 



    

Decrease 

No 

Change 

  

Increase 

  

Undecided 

No 

Response 

Impact on 

Residential 

Property 

Value 

  

  

13 (93%) 

  

  

1 (7%) 

  

  

0 (0%) 

  

  

0 (0%) 

  

  

0 (0%) 

Impact on 

Commercial 

Property 

Value 

  

  

5 (36%) 

  

  

5 (36%) 

  

  

1 (7%) 

  

  

2 (14%) 

  

  

1 (7%) 

  

  

V.      CONCLUSION 

  

Studies in other cities indicate that having adult uses nearby leads to increased crime 
and declining property values. In Newport News, the police calls for service indicate 
adult uses experience crime problems that impact on nearby neighborhoods or 
businesses. Pairing comparisons of selected adult uses with restaurants that have ABC 
licenses but are not adult uses, indicate the adult uses have more police calls for 
service. Control area comparisons suggest that police calls for service and crimes are 
higher in areas with concentrations of adult uses. A survey of Realtors indicates that 
adult uses will lessen nearby residential property values, and may lessen nearby 
commercial property values depending on the type of adult use and the amount of 
concentration. These studies indicate that the regulation of adult uses is warranted. 

  

To better regulate adult uses, most cities use the Detroit, Michigan ordinance as a 
model. The Detroit ordinance encourages spatial separation of adult uses, and 
separation of these uses from residential areas. The amount of separation is 500 to 
1,000 feet which is the equivalent of one to two city blocks. 



  

The proposed Newport News ordinance defines adult uses and would limit their location 
to the C2 Retail Commercial, C2-A General Commercial, and RBD Regional Business 
District zones. Conditional use permits would be required for new adult uses. In the C2 
Retail Commercial zones and C2-A Commercial zones, new adult uses must maintain a 
separation of 500 feet from other adult uses, churches, schools, parks, libraries and 
playgrounds. The ordinance recommends that the separation from residentially zoned 
property fronting on the same street be 500 feet; otherwise, the separation shall be 200 
feet. Separation would not be required downtown in the RBD Regional Business District 
zone. 

  

  

EXHIBITS 

  

A.        Maps of Adult Uses 

  

B.        Dispatch Codes and Police Calls for Service 

  

C.        Photographs of Adult Uses 

  

0.         Proposed Adult Use Ordinance 

  

D-1      Article II. Definitions 

  

D-2      Article IV. Section 422. Adult Uses 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
 

  
 

  

  

EXHIBIT B 

  

  

DISPATCH CODES AND POLICE CALLS FOR SERVICE 

  

January 1, 1994 - October 31, 1995 

  



                        NO. OF                       NO. OF 

            CODES          CALLS           CODES          CALLS 

  

ABCV - Alcohol Violation   2          PARK - Parking Violation   12 

ASDW - Assault, Deadly Weapon            1          PBAS - Public Assistance  8 

ASLT - Assault         25        RAPE-Rape  0 

CODE - City Code Violation          1          ROBB. - Robbery, Business          1 

DEPR - Destroying Property          18        ROBI - Robbery Individual 1 

DISO - Disorderly Conduct            151     SHOT - Shooting     4 

DMAS - Domestic Assault  5          STAL - Stalking        1 

DMST - Domestic Problem            11        STLV - Stolen Vehicle        4 

DUIA - Driving Under the Influence         5          SUSP - Suspicious Person           16 

FOW – Fight/Riot     60        SUSV - Suspicious Vehicle           8 

GUNS - Gunshot Report    1          SXOF - Sex Offense           1 

HOMI – Homicide    0          TAMP - Tampering W/Auto            1 

IGUN - Individual W/Gun   15        TRAF - Traffic Problem       0 

INTX - Intoxicated Person  39        TRES - Trespassing            7 

JUVN - Juvenile Problems            1          UNSP - Unspecified            9 

NUIS – Nuisance     12        VDCA - Violation of Drug Control Act      5 

  

  

  

  



  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

EXHIBIT C 

  

  

1.         JB's Gallery of Girls, 5825 Jefferson Avenue 

  

2.         RD'S Gallery of Girls, 14872 Warwick Boulevard 

  

3.         RB's Gentlemen Club (Deb's Dollhouse), 9956 Warwick Boulevard 

  

4.         The New Bluebeard/JB's Gallery of Girls #7, 606 Dresden Drive 

  

5.         The Flame ll, 9921 Jefferson Avenue 

  

6.         Bluebeard Go-Go II, 15674 Warwick Boulevard 



  

7.         The Katt, 7824 Warwick Boulevard 

  

8.         Bucks Brand Steak and Seafood House, 16906 Warwick Boulevard 

  

9.         Solid Gold Restaurant 

  

10.       Bijou Cafe, 11312 Jefferson Avenue 

  

13.       Marylee Restaurant, 100 33rd Street 

  

14.       The Junction Restaurant, 16916 Warwick Boulevard 

  

15.       Moonlight Restaurant, 3504 Washington Avenue 

  

16.       JCR Social Club, 3410 Washington Avenue 

  

17.       DD Corral, 16912 Warwick Boulevard 

  

19.       Fox Den Lounge, 6045 Jefferson Avenue 

  

20.       The Arcade, 3404 Washington Avenue 

  



21.       Mr. D's, 9902A Warwick Boulevard 

  

22.       The Video Store, 9903B Jefferson Avenue 

  

23.       The Video Store II, 11299 Jefferson Avenue 

  

24.       Video XXXtra, 811 Old Oyster Point Road 

  

25.       Video X-CeI, 9509 Warwick Boulevard 

  

26.       Newport Video, 13772 Warwick Boulevard 

  

27.       Video Quarters, 15320E Warwick Boulevard 

  

28.       Callabash, 11234 Jefferson Avenue 

  

29.       Chi-Chi's, 12755 Jefferson Avenue 

  

30.       Cozzy's Comedy Club, 9700 Warwick Boulevard 

  

31.       Heartbreak Alley, 100 West Newmarket Square 

  

32.       Manhattan's, 601 Thimble Shoals Boulevard 



  

33.       Mitty's, 1000 Omni Boulevard 

  

34.       Wipeout Eddie's, 11712 L & K Jefferson Avenue 

  

  

EXHIBIT D-1 

ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

  

  

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REORDAIN APPENDIX A, ZONING ORDINANCE, 
OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA; ARTICLE II, 
DEFINITIONS, SECTION 201, DEFINITION OF CERTAIN WORDS AND TERMS. 

  

  

BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Newport News, Virginia: 

  

  

That Appendix A, Zoning Ordinance, of the Code of the City of Newport News, Virginia, 
Article II, Definitions, Section 201, Definition of Certain Words and Terms, be, and the 
same hereby is, amended and reordained to provide as follows: 

  

  

APPENDIX A 

  



ZONING ORDINANCE 

  

ARTICLE II. 

  

DEFINITIONS 

  

Section 201.             Definition of certain words and terms. 

  

  

A.        For the purpose of this ordinance, certain words and terms are herewith defined 
as follows: 

  

1.         Accessory building or use. A building or use subordinate to the main building or 
use on the same lot and serving a purpose customarily and naturally incidental to the 
main building or use. 

  

2.         Acreage. Any parcel of land described by metes and bounds and not shown on 
a plat of a recorded subdivision legally admitted to record. 

  

3.         Adult book store. Any commercial establishment having its stock and trade in 
books, films, video cassettes, (whether for viewing off premises or on premises), 
magazines and other periodicals, or sex aids or paraphernalia of which more than 25 
percent are distinguished or characterized by their emphasis on or having as its 
dominant theme or purpose, matters depicting, describing or relating to sexual activities. 

  

4.         Adult entertainment establishment. Any establishment where live performance, 
display or dance of any type, which has a significant or substantial portion of such 
activity or, when considered as a whole, has as its dominant theme, or purpose, any 



actual or simulated performance of sexual activity, removal of articles of clothing or 
appearing unclothed. 

  

5.         Adult motion picture theater. An establishment, which excludes minors by 
reason of age, and which is regularly used for presenting material distinguished or 
characterized by or, when considered as a whole having as its dominant theme or 
purpose, emphasis on matters depicting, describing or relating to sexual activities for 
observation by a patron therein. 

  

6.         Adult uses. Any adult book store, adult entertainment establishment, adult 
motion picture theater or nightclub. 

  

73.       Alley. A permanent service way providing a secondary means of access to 
abutting properties. 

  

84.       Alterations. Changes, improvements, and replacement of parts, in buildings or 
structures not affecting the supporting members of such buildings or structures. 

  

95.       Apartment house. See "Dwelling—multiple." 

  

106.    Basement. A story having not more than one-half (1/2) of its height below the 
level of a street grade or ground nearest the building. A basement shall not be counted 
as a story for the purpose of height regulation. 

  

117.    Block. The area fronting on the same side of a public street or road situated 
between two (2) street intersections, except that where the distance between such 
street intersections is greater than one thousand two hundred (1,200) feet, the area 
fronting on the same side of a public street or road not more than six hundred (600) feet 
on either side of the parcel, lot or tract of land being considered as a building site shall 
be considered to be a block for the purpose of this ordinance; provided further, that in 
case of a dead-end or cul-de-sac street, the intersection of the circular right-of-way with 
the extension of the street, the centerline shall be considered the terminus of the block. 



  

128.    Boardinghouse. Any dwelling, other than a hotel, where meals, or lodging and 
meals, for compensation, are provided for five (5) or more persons. 

  

139.    Boat basin. A place for launching, docking or storage of small pleasure boats. 

1410.  Building. Any structure for the shelter, support or enclosure or persons, animals, 
chattels, or property of any kind. 

  

1511.  Buildable width or buildable depth. The width or depth respectively of that part of 
the lot not included within the front, side or rear yard. 

  

1612.  Cellar. A story having more than one-half (1/2) of its height below the level of a 
street grade or ground nearest the building. A cellar shall not be included in computing 
the height or number of stories of buildings referred to in any section of this ordinance. 

  

1612.1            Commercial vehicles, large. A self-propelled or towed vehicle with a 
gross vehicle weight exceeding ten thousand (10,000) pounds and having one or more 
of the following characteristics: 

  

a.         Licensed for hire; 

  

b.         Lettering exceeding three (3) inches in height; 

  

c.         Tire rims larger than sixteen (16) inches; 

  

d.         Tandem axles; 

  



e.         Dual wheels; 

  

f.          Height greater than eight (8) feet; 

  

g.         Length greater than twenty-four (24) feet; 

  

h.         Lighting designed for emergency vehicles; 

  

i.          Air brakes; 

  

j.          Permanently affixed mechanical or construction equipment; 

k.         Designed to be used for or to be used 
to transport commercial, farm or construction 
equipment. 

The gross vehicle weight that is reflected on state vehicle registration documents shall 
be prima facie evidence of a vehicles gross weight. 

1612.2.           Commercial vehicles, small. A self-propelled or towed vehicle with a 
gross vehicle weight of ten thousand (10,000) pounds or less and having one or more of 
the following characteristics: 

  

a.         Licensed for hire; 

b.         External racks or other devices used to 
hang ladders, pipes or other equipment or 
materials; 

  

c.         Lettering exceeding three (3) inches in height; 

  



d.         Lighting designed for emergency vehicles; 

e.         Logos or three-dimensional sculptures, 
letters or numbers representing anything other 
than the manufacturer or model of vehicle. 

  

For purposes of this definition, any wrecker or tow truck with a gross vehicle weight of 
sixteen thousand five hundred (16,500) pounds or less shall be considered a small 
commercial vehicle, provided that the wrecker or tow truck owner is on the list of 
approved wrecker or tow truck operators maintained for use in emergency situations by 
the Newport News Police Department or the Virginia State Police. 

  

The gross vehicle weight that is reflected on state vehicle registration documents shall 
be prima facie evidence of a vehicles gross weight. 

  

1713.  Court, enclosed. An open, unoccupied space surrounded on all sides by walls or 
by walls and an interior lot line. 

  

1814.  Court, open. An open, unoccupied space surrounded by walls except that one 
side opens onto a street, alley or yard. 

  

1915.  Clinic. An establishment where persons who are not lodged overnight are 
admitted for examination and treatment by a group of physicians or similar professionals 
practicing together. 

  

2016.  Clubs. A building or portion thereof or premises owned or operated by a 
corporation, association, person or persons for social, educational or recreational 
purposes, but not primarily for profit or to render a service which is customarily carried 
on as a business. 

  



2117.  District, zoning. Any section of the City of Newport News, Virginia, for which 
regulations governing the use of buildings and land, the height of buildings, the size of 
yards and the intensity of use are uniform. 

  

2117.1.           Developed site. An area of improved property that independently meets 
all requirements of the site plan ordinance. 

  

2218.  Dwelling. Any building or portion thereof, designed or used exclusively for 
residential purposes. 

2218.1.           Dwelling--high rise. A multi-story dwelling building in which elevator 
service is provided for access to all floors. 

  

2319.  Dwelling--one family. A dwelling building designed for or occupied exclusively by 
one family. 

  

2420.  Dwelling--two family. A dwelling building providing housekeeping units for not 
more than two (2) families with no interconnection between the two (2) units except that 
it may have a single entrance; all other exterior characteristics shall be that of a one-
family dwelling. Two (2) single housekeeping units connected by a breezeway or 
corridor shall be classified as a two-family dwelling. 

  

2521.  Dwelling--multiple. A dwelling building or portion thereof which is occupied by or 
designed for occupancy by three (3) or more families occupying housekeeping units. 

  

2622.  Dwelling unit. See: "Housekeeping unit." 

  

2723.  Family. An individual or married couple and the children thereof with not more 
than two (2) other persons related directly to the individual or married couple by blood or 
marriage; or a group of not more than five (5) unrelated (excluding servants) persons, 
living together as a single housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit. 



  

2824. Farm. A tract of land used for the production of crops or for the raising of animals. 

  

2925.  Floor area ratio. The combined area exclusive of any space within the building 
used for parking or for recreational use defined in this ordinance, of all floors of all 
buildings on a premises expressed as a percent of the total lot area of the premises or 
in lieu of total lot area, the adjusted lot area as defined in this ordinance. 

  

3026.  Frontage. All the property on one side of a street between two (2) crossing or 
terminating intersecting streets measured along the line of the street, or if the street is 
dead-ended then all of the property abutting one side between an intersecting street 
and the dead-end of the street. For lots fronting on the turnaround portion of a cul-de-
sac, the frontage shall be that portion of the lot abutting upon the turnaround as 
measured along the circumference of the circular right-of-way. 

  

3127.  Garage, accessory. An accessory building designed or used only for the storage 
of self-propelled vehicles owned and used by the occupants of the building to which it is 
accessory. 

  

3228.  Garage, repair. Any premises, except those described as an accessory storage 
garage, used for the storage of self-propelled vehicles or where any such vehicles are 
equipped for operation, repaired, or kept for remuneration, hire or sale. 

  

3329.  Garage, storage. Any premises, except for those described as an accessory or 
repair garage, used exclusively for the storage or parking of self-propelled vehicles. 

  

3430.  Grade. The highest level of finished ground surface adjacent to the exterior walls 
of a building which faces a street. 

  



3430.1.           Gross leasable area. All floor area within a building or mall intended for 
lease, rent or use by tenants. Space in malls used exclusively for public ingress/egress 
shall not be included therein. 

  

3531. Height of building. The vertical distance measured from the established grade to 
the highest point of the roof surface for flat roofs; to the deck line of mansard roofs; and 
to the average height between eaves and ridge for gable, hip and gambrel roofs. 

  

3632.  Home for the aged, nursing home, convalescent home and rest home. A home 
for the aged or infirm in which one or more persons not of the immediate family are 
received, kept or provided with food, shelter and care for compensation; but not 
including hospitals, clinics or similar institutions devoted primarily to the diagnosis and 
treatment of the sick or injured. 

  

3733.  Home occupation. Any occupation or activity which is clearly incidental to the use 
of the premises for dwelling purposes that constitutes entirely or partly the livelihood of 
a member of a family residing on the premises. 

  

3834.  Hotel. Any building occupied as the abiding place of persons, who are lodged 
with or without meals, in which, as a rule, the rooms are occupied singly for hire, and in 
which there are more than ten ( 10) sleeping rooms, and from which ingress and egress 
are made through an inside lobby or office supervised by a person in charge at all 
hours. 

  

3935.  Housekeeping unit. A room or combination of rooms containing living, sleeping 
and kitchen facilities for one family. 

  

4036.  Kennel. Any premises, land or building, enclosed or unenclosed, wherein or 
whereon more than three (3) dogs, three (3) cats or other similar domesticated animals 
are housed or kept. When such animals are not raised or bred for sale, then in 
determining the number for the purposes of this ordinance, animals under the age of 
four (4) months shall not be considered. 

  



4137.  Lodginghouse. A dwelling other than a hotel where lodging for compensation is 
provided for five (5) or more persons. 

  

4238.  Institution. A nonprofit corporation or a nonprofit establishment for public use. 

  

4339.  Junkyard. Any lot used for the storage, keeping or abandonment of junk, 
including scrap metals or other scrap materials, or for the dismantling, demolition or 
abandonment of automobiles or other vehicles or machinery or parts thereof. "Junkyard" 
shall include automobile graveyard, as defined in the state laws. 

  

4440.  Loading space. A space within the main building or on the premises providing for 
the standing, loading or unloading of trucks. 

  

4541.  Lot. Any tract of land described by metes and bounds in a recorded deed or on a 
subdivision plat of record which possesses or is in the process of being assigned a 
number for tax assessment identification purposes. 

  

4642.  Lot area, adjusted. The total lot area plus any creditable additional area as 
prescribed in Article XXII which is used for offstreet parking, recreational or other open 
purposes. 

  

4743.  Lot area, open. Any portion of a lot or same premises not covered by a building 
or structure and which is open, usable and accessible to all persons who occupy 
dwelling units on the same premises. 

  

4844.  Lot area, total. The gross area of a lot or premises computed from the exterior 
horizontal lot dimensions. 

  



4945.  Lot, corner. A lot abutting upon two (2) or more streets at their intersection, the 
shortest side fronting upon a street shall be considered the front of the lot, and the 
longest side fronting upon a street shall be considered the side of the lot. 

  

5046.  Lot, double frontage. An interior lot having frontage on two (2) streets. 

  

5147.  Lot, interior. A lot other than a corner lot. 

  

5248.  Lot lines. Lines bounding a lot, as defined herein. 

  

5349.  Lot of record. A lot which has been recorded in the office of the clerk of the 
appropriate court prior to the passage of this ordinance. 

  

5450.  Lot width. The horizontal distance between the side lot lines at the minimum 
building setback line established by front yard requirements of this ordinance and/or by 
a recorded subdivision plat. 

  

5450.1.           Mall. An enclosed common pedestrian area serving more than one tenant 
located within a covered mall building. 

  

5450.2.           Mall building, enclosed. A single building or series of connected buildings 
having a total gross floor area in excess of four hundred thousand (400,000) square 
feet, enclosing a number of tenants and occupancies such as retail stores, drinking and 
dining establishments, entertainment and amusement facilities, offices and other similar 
uses wherein all tenants have a main entrance into one or more common enclosed 
malls. 

  

5551.  Manufacture and/or manufacturing. The processing and/or converting of raw, 
unfinished or finished materials, or products, or any or either of them, into an article or 



articles or substance of different character, of for use for a different purpose; industries 
furnishing labor in the case of manufacturing or the refinishing of manufactured articles. 

  

5652.  Marina. A place for the launching, docking, storage, repair and sale of fuel and 
accessory equipment for small boats. 

  

5753.  Motel. A building or group of buildings containing sleeping accommodations for 
ten (10) or more persons not members of a resident family and used for temporary 
occupancy of transients and containing cooking facilities in not more than fifty (50) 
percent of the individual units, and from which egress and ingress is made to rooms 
from individual outside entrances. 

  

57.175.           Extended stay motel. A building or group of buildings containing sleeping 
accommodations for ten (10) or more persons not members of a resident family and 
used for temporary occupancy of transients and containing cooking facilities in more 
than fifty (50) percent of the individual units, and from which egress and ingress is made 
to rooms from individual outside entrances. For the purpose of construction, the lot area 
and dimensional regulations of the R2-C multiple family dwelling district shall apply. 

  

58.       Nightclub. An establishment, excluding motion picture theaters, which provides 
entertainment (including but not limited to live bands, floor shows, comedians, solo 
artists, and/or a dance floor for patrons), more than two (2) times per month, stays open 
after 11:00 p.m., and has a capacity exceeding 100 patrons. 

  

5954.  Nonconforming use. Any lawful use, in existence at the time of the adoption of 
this ordinance and not prohibited by the zoning ordinances of the former cities of 
Newport News and Warwick, notwithstanding that such use does not conform with the 
regulations of the zoning district in which it is situated. 

  

6055.  Offstreet parking area. Space provided for vehicular parking outside the 
dedicated street right-of-way having a dimension of not less than nine (9) feet in width 
and twenty (20) feet in depth for each vehicle space, exclusive of any necessary area 
for ingress and egress. 



  

6156.  Outlots. Lots that do not meet the requirements of this ordinance as to minimum 
width and depth. 

  

6257.  Pen. A small enclosure used for the concentrated confinement and housing of 
animals or poultry; as a pig pen, a place for feeding and fattening animals; a coop, an 
enclosure within an enclosure. A pen is not to be construed to be a pasture or range. 

  

6358.  Premises. A parcel of land together with any building or structures occupying it. 

  

6358.1.           Shopping center. A developed site designed and developed as an entity 
and containing a variety of uses primarily oriented to retail and service commercial. 

  

6358.2.           Recreational vehicle. A self-propelled or towed vehicle, designed or 
constructed so as to transport people or property in connection with recreation and/or 
which may be used as a temporary dwelling. Such vehicles include, but are not limited 
to, travel trailers, utility trailers, pickup campers or coaches, motor homes, tent trailers, 
boats and boat trailers, amphibious houseboats, or similar recreational vehicles. 

  

6459.  [Reserved.] 

  

6560.  Stable, private. A stable with a capacity for not more than four (4) horses or 
mules. 

  

6661.  Service station (gasoline station). Any building, structure or land used for the 
dispensing, sale or offering for sale at retail of any automobile fuels, oils or accessories 
including lubrication or servicing of automobiles and replacement or installation or minor 
parts and accessories, but not including major repair work such a motor overhaul, body 
repair or spray painting 

  



6762.  Story. That portion of a building included between the surface of any floor and 
the surface of the floor next above it, or if there be no floor above it, then the space 
between such floor and the ceiling next above it. 

  

6863.  Story--half. A story immediately under a sloping roof, which has the point of 
intersection of the top line of the rafters and the face of the outside walls not to exceed 
three (3) feet above the top floor level, the floor area of which does not exceed two-
thirds of the floor area immediately below it, and which does not contain an independent 
apartment. 

  

6964.  Street. The principal means of access to abutting properties whether called 
place, avenue, boulevard, drive, lane, road, but not including alley. 

  

7065.  Street line. A dividing line between a lot, tract or parcel of land and a contiguous 
street. 

  

7166.  Structural alteration. A change in any of the supporting members of a building. 
(See also ''alterations.") 

  

7267.  Structure. Any construction or any production or piece of work artificially built or 
composed of parts joined together. The word "structure" specifically includes signs and 
billboards, but not paving such as driveways, walkways, patios, etc. 

  

7368.  Tourist home. A dwelling in which overnight accommodations are provided or 
offered for compensation for one or more transient persons. 

  

7469.  Trailer (mobile home). Any structure designed or constructed so as to permit 
occupancy as a temporary or permanent living or sleeping facility which is, has been or 
reasonably may be equipped with wheels or other devices for transporting the structure 
from place to place. 

  



7570.  Trailer park (mobile home park). An area designed, constructed, equipped, 
operated and maintained for the purpose of providing spaces for trailers or mobile 
homes intended to be used as temporary or permanent living facilities. 

  

7671.  Yard. An open space between a building or use and the adjoining lot lines, 
unoccupied or unobstructed by any portion of a structure or use from the ground 
upward, except as otherwise provided herein. In measuring a yard for the purpose of 
determining the width of a side yard, or the depth of a rear yard, the minimum horizontal 
distance between the lot line and the building or yard shall be applied. 

  

7772.  Yard, front. Open land area extending across the full width of a lot and lying 
between the front lot line and the principal building(s) or use(s). 

  

7873.  Yard, rear. Open land area extending across the full width of the lot and lying 
between the rear lot line and the principal building(s) or use(s). 

  

7974.  Yard, side. Open land area between the side lot line and the principal building(s) 
or use(s), and extended from the front yard to the rear yard. 

  

7974A.           Yard, required. The open land area between the minimum setback lines 
required in a zoning district, and the lot lines. 

  

  

EXHIBIT D-2 

  

  

ORDINANCE NO. ________ 

  



  

AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND AND REORDAIN APPENDIX A, ZONING ORDINANCE, 
OF THE CODE OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA, ARTICLE IV, 
GENERAL REGULATIONS APPLICABLE WITHOUT REFERENCE TO ZONING 
DISTRICTS, BY ADDING THERETO A NEW SECTION, DESIGNATED SECTION 422, 
ADULT USES. 

  

  

BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of the City of Newport News, Virginia: 

  

  

That Appendix A, Zoning Ordinance, of the Code of the City of Newport News, Virginia, 
Article IV, General Regulations Applicable Without Reference to Zoning Districts, be, 
and the same hereby is, amended and reordained by adding thereto a new Section, 
designated Section 422, Adult Uses, to provide as follows: 

  

APPENDIX A 

  

ZONING ORDINANCE 

  

ARTICLE IV. 

  

GENERAL REGULATIONS APPLICABLE WITHOUT 

REFERENCE TO ZONING DISTRICTS 

  

  

Section 422.             Adult uses. 



  

A.        Within the City, it is acknowledged that there are some uses, often referred to as 
adult uses, which because of their nature can have a negative impact on nearby 
property, particularly when several of them are concentrated under certain 
circumstances or located in direct proximity to a residential neighborhood, thereby 
having a deleterious effect upon the adjacent areas. Special regulation of these uses is 
necessary to insure that these adverse effects will not contribute to the blighting or 
downgrading of the surrounding neighborhoods. These special regulations are itemized 
in this section. The primary control or regulation is for the purpose of preventing the 
concentration or location of these uses in a manner that would create such adverse 
effects. The definition of adult uses is found in Section 201 of this Appendix. 

  

  

B.        No adult use shall be permitted except in RBD, C-2 and C-2A Districts. A 
conditional use permit, as provided for in Article XXA of this Appendix, is necessary for 
the establishment of an adult use. A conditional use permit may be issued by the City 
Council after recommendation by the Planning Commission and finding that the 
location, size, design and operating characteristics of the proposed adult use will be 
compatible with and will not adversely affect or be materially detrimental to neighboring 
uses. 

  

C.        No structure containing an adult use in the C-2 or C-2A districts shall be located 
nearer than 500 feet to: 

  

a.         Any school, church, park, playground or a library property; 

  

b.         Any other adult use; 

c.         Any residentially zoned property which 
fronts on the same street or which contains any 
school, church, park, playground or library; 
otherwise, the minimum distance from such 
structures to a residential zone shall be 200 
feet. 

  



For the purposes of this subsection, distances shall be measured on a straight line (1) 
from the structure containing the adult use to the nearest point of the property named in 
"a" or "C" above, or (2) between the structure containing the adult use and the structure 
containing any other adult use. 
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City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc. 
U.S.Wash.,1986. 
 

Supreme Court of the United States 
CITY OF RENTON, et al., Appellants 

v. 
PLAYTIME THEATRES, INC., et al. 

No. 84-1360. 
 

Argued Nov. 12, 1985. 
Decided Feb. 25, 1986. 

Rehearing Denied April 21, 1986. 
See 475 U.S. 1132, 106 S.Ct. 1663. 

 
Suit was brought challenging the constitutionality of a 
zoning ordinance which prohibited adult motion 
picture theaters from locating within 1,000 feet of any 
residential zone, single or multiple-family dwelling, 
church, park or school. The United States District 
Court for the Western District of Washington ruled in 
favor of the city. The Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit, 748 F.2d 527, reversed and remanded for 
reconsideration, and the city appealed. The Supreme 
Court, Justice Rehnquist, held that the ordinance was a 
valid governmental response to the serious problems 
created by adult theaters and satisfied the dictates of 
the First Amendment. 
 
Reversed. 
 
Justice Blackmun concurred in the result. 
 
Justice Brennan filed a dissenting opinion in which 
Justice Marshall joined. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 2227 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2224 Motion Pictures and Videos 
                      92k2227 k. Zoning and Land Use. Most 
Cited Cases 

      (Formerly 92k90.4(4)) 
City ordinance that prohibited adult motion picture 
theaters from locating from within 1,000 feet of any 
residential zone, single or multiple-family dwelling, 
church, park or school was properly analyzed as a 
form of time, place and manner regulation of 
speech. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[2] Constitutional Law 92 2227 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2224 Motion Pictures and Videos 
                      92k2227 k. Zoning and Land Use. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(4)) 
A zoning ordinance that prohibited adult motion 
picture theaters from locating within 1,000 feet of any 
residential zone, single or multiple-family dwelling, 
church, park or school was a valid governmental 
response to the serious problems created by adult 
theaters and satisfied the dictates of the First 
Amendment. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[3] Constitutional Law 92 2219 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2219 k. Theaters in General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(4), 92k90.1(4)) 
The First Amendment does not require a city, before 
enacting an adult theater zoning ordinance, to conduct 
new studies or produce evidence independent of that 
already generated by other cities, so long as whatever 
the evidence the city relies upon is reasonably 
believed to be relevant to the problem that the city 
addresses. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[4] Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
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            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Cities may regulate adult theaters by dispersing them 
or by effectively concentrating them. 
 

*41 Syllabus FN* 
 

FN* The syllabus constitutes no part of the 
opinion of the Court but has been prepared by 
the Reporter of Decisions for the 
convenience of the reader. See United States 
v. Detroit Lumber Co., 200 U.S. 321, 337, 26 
S.Ct. 282, 287, 50 L.Ed. 499. 

 
Respondents purchased two theaters in Renton, 
Washington, with the intention of exhibiting adult 
films and, at about the same time, filed suit in Federal 
District Court, seeking injunctive relief and a 
declaratory judgment that the First and Fourteenth 
Amendments were violated by a city ordinance that 
prohibits adult motion picture theaters from locating 
within 1,000 feet of any residential zone, single- or 
multiple-family dwelling, church, park, or school. The 
District Court ultimately entered summary judgment 
in the city's favor, holding that the ordinance did not 
violate the First Amendment. The Court of Appeals 
reversed, holding that the ordinance constituted a 
substantial restriction on First Amendment interests, 
and remanded the case for reconsideration as to 
whether the city had substantial governmental 
interests to support the ordinance. 
 
Held:   The ordinance is a valid governmental 
response to the serious problems created by adult 
theaters and satisfies the dictates of the First 
Amendment. Cf. **925 Young v. American Mini 
Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 49 L.Ed.2d 
310.   Pp. 928-933. 
 
(a) Since the ordinance does not ban adult theaters 
altogether, it is properly analyzed as a form of time, 
place, and manner regulation. “Content-neutral” time, 
place, and manner regulations are acceptable so long 
as they are designed to serve a substantial 
governmental interest and do not unreasonably limit 
alternative avenues of communication. Pp. 928-929. 
 
(b) The District Court found that the Renton City 
Council's “predominate” concerns were with the 
secondary effects of adult theaters on the surrounding 
community, not with the content of adult films 

themselves. This finding is more than adequate to 
establish that the city's pursuit of its zoning interests 
was unrelated to the suppression of free expression, 
and thus the ordinance is a “content-neutral” speech 
regulation. Pp. 928-930. 
 
(c) The Renton ordinance is designed to serve a 
substantial governmental interest while allowing for 
reasonable alternative avenues of communication. A 
city's interest in attempting to preserve the quality of 
urban life, as here, must be accorded high respect. 
Although the ordinance was enacted without the 
benefit of studies specifically relating to *42 Renton's 
particular problems, Renton was entitled to rely on the 
experiences of, and studies produced by, the nearby 
city of Seattle and other cities. Nor was there any 
constitutional defect in the method chosen by Renton 
to further its substantial interests. Cities may regulate 
adult theaters by dispersing them, or by effectively 
concentrating them, as in Renton. Moreover, the 
ordinance is not “underinclusive” for failing to 
regulate other kinds of adult businesses, since there 
was no evidence that, at the time the ordinance was 
enacted, any other adult business was located in, or 
was contemplating moving into, Renton. Pp. 930-932. 
 
(d) As required by the First Amendment, the 
ordinance allows for reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication. Although respondents argue that in 
general there are no “commercially viable” adult 
theater sites within the limited area of land left open 
for such theaters by the ordinance, the fact that 
respondents must fend for themselves in the real estate 
market, on an equal footing with other prospective 
purchasers and lessees, does not give rise to a 
violation of the First Amendment, which does not 
compel the Government to ensure that adult theaters, 
or any other kinds of speech-related businesses, will 
be able to obtain sites at bargain prices. P. 932. 
 
748 F.2d 527 (CA9 1984), reversed. 
 
REHNQUIST, J., delivered the opinion of the Court, 
in which BURGER, C.J., and WHITE, POWELL, 
STEVENS, and O'CONNOR, JJ., joined. 
BLACKMUN, J., concurred in the result. 
BRENNAN, J., filed a dissenting opinion, in which 
MARSHALL, J., joined, post, p. ---. 
 
**926 E. Barrett Prettyman, Jr., arguedthe cause for 
appellants. With him on the briefs were David W. 
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Burgett, Lawrence J. Warren, Daniel Kellogg, Mark 
E. Barber, and Zanetta L. Fontes. 
Jack R. Burns argued the cause for appellees. With 
him on the briefs was Robert E. Smith.* 
* Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for 
Jackson County, Missouri, by Russell D. Jacobson; 
for the Freedom Council Foundation by Wendell R. 
Bird and Robert K. Skolrood; for the National Institute 
of Municipal Law Officers by George Agnost, Roy D. 
Bates, Benjamin L. Brown, J. Lamar Shelley, John W. 
Witt, Roger F. Cutler, Robert J. Alfton, James K. 
Baker, Barbara Mather, James D. Montgomery, 
Clifford D. Pierce, Jr., William H. Taube, William I. 
Thornton, Jr., and Charles S. Rhyne; and for the 
National League of Cities et al. by Benna Ruth 
Solomon, Joyce Holmes Benjamin, Beate Bloch, and 
Lawrence R. Velvel. 
Briefs of amici curiae urging affirmance were filed for 
the American Civil Liberties Union et al. by David 
Utevsky, Jack D. Novik, and Burt Neuborne; and for 
the American Booksellers Association, Inc., et al. by 
Michael A. Bamberger. 
Eric M. Rubin and Walter E. Diercks filed a brief for 
the Outdoor Advertising Association of America, Inc., 
et al. as amici curiae. 
 
 *43 Justice REHNQUIST delivered the opinion of the 
Court. 
This case involves a constitutional challenge to a 
zoning ordinance, enacted by appellant city of Renton, 
Washington, that prohibits adult motion picture 
theaters from locating within 1,000 feet of any 
residential zone, single- or multiple-family dwelling, 
church, park, or school. Appellees, Playtime Theatres, 
Inc., and Sea-First Properties, Inc., filed an action in 
the United States District Court for the Western 
District of Washington seeking a declaratory 
judgment that the Renton ordinance violated the First 
and Fourteenth Amendments and a permanent 
injunction against its enforcement. The District Court 
ruled in favor of Renton and denied the permanent 
injunction, but the Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit reversed and remanded for 
reconsideration. 748 F.2d 527 (1984). We noted 
probable jurisdiction, **927471 U.S. 1013, 105 S.Ct. 
2015, 85 L.Ed.2d 297 (1985), and now reverse the 
judgment of FN1 the Ninth Circuit.  
 

FN1. This appeal was taken under 28 U.S.C. 
§ 1254(2), which provides this Court with 
appellate jurisdiction at the behest of a party 

relying on a state statute or local ordinance 
held unconstitutional by a court of appeals. 
As we have previously noted, there is some 
question whether jurisdiction under § 
1254(2) is available to review a nonfinal 
judgment. See South Carolina Electric & 
Gas Co. v. Flemming, 351 U.S. 901, 76 S.Ct. 
692, 100 L.Ed. 1439 (1956); Slaker v. 
O'Connor, 278 U.S. 188, 49 S.Ct. 158, 73 
L.Ed. 258 (1929). But see Chicago v. 
Atchison, T. & S.F. R. Co., 357 U.S. 77, 
82-83, 78 S.Ct. 1063, 1066-1067, 2 L.Ed.2d 
1174 (1958). 

 
The present appeal seeks review of a 
judgment remanding the case to the 
District Court. We need not resolve 
whether this appeal is proper under § 
1254(2), however, because in any event we 
have certiorari jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. 
§ 2103. As we have previously done in 
equivalent situations, see El Paso v. 
Simmons, 379 U.S. 497, 502-503, 85 S.Ct. 
577, 580-581, 13 L.Ed.2d 446 
(1965); Doran v. Salem Inn, Inc., 422 U.S. 
922, 927, 95 S.Ct. 2561, 2565, 45 L.Ed.2d 
648 (1975), we dismiss the appeal and, 
treating the papers as a petition for 
certiorari, grant the writ of certiorari. 
Henceforth, we shall refer to the parties as 
“petitioners” and “respondents.” 

 
 *44 In May 1980, the Mayor of Renton, a city of 
approximately 32,000 people located just south of 
Seattle, suggested to the Renton City Council that it 
consider the advisability of enacting zoning legislation 
dealing with adult entertainment uses. No such uses 
existed in the city at that time. Upon the Mayor's 
suggestion, the City Council referred the matter to the 
city's Planning and Development Committee. The 
Committee held public hearings, reviewed the 
experiences of Seattle and other cities, and received a 
report from the City Attorney's Office advising as to 
developments in other cities. The City Council, 
meanwhile, adopted Resolution No. 2368, which 
imposed a moratorium on the licensing of “any 
business ... which ... has as its primary purpose the 
selling, renting or showing of sexually explicit 
materials.”  App. 43. The resolution contained a 
clause explaining that such businesses “would have a 
severe impact upon surrounding businesses and 
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residences.”  Id., at 42. 
 
In April 1981, acting on the basis of the Planning and 
Development Committee's recommendation, the City 
Council enacted Ordinance No. 3526. The ordinance 
prohibited any “adult motion picture theater” from 
locating within 1,000 feet of any residential zone, 
single- or multiple-family dwelling, church, or park, 
and within one mile of any school. App. to Juris. 
Statement 79a. The term “adult motion picture 
theater” was defined as “[a]n enclosed building used 
for presenting motion picture films, video cassettes, 
cable television, or any other such visual media, 
distinguished or characteri[zed] by an emphasis on 
matter depicting, describing or relating to ‘specified 
sexual activities' or ‘specified anatomical areas' ... for 
observation by patrons therein.”  Id., at 78a. 
 
 *45 In early 1982, respondents acquired two existing 
theaters in downtown Renton, with the intention of 
using them to exhibit feature-length adult films. The 
theaters were located within the area proscribed by 
Ordinance No. 3526. At about the same time, 
respondents filed the previously mentioned lawsuit 
challenging the ordinance on First and Fourteenth 
Amendment grounds, and seeking declaratory and 
injunctive relief. While the federal action was 
pending, the City Council amended the ordinance in 
several respects, adding a statement of reasons for its 
enactment and reducing the minimum distance from 
any school to 1,000 feet. 
 
In November 1982, the Federal Magistrate to whom 
respondents' action had been referred recommended 
the entry of a preliminary injunction against 
enforcement of the Renton ordinance and the denial of 
Renton's motions to dismiss and for summary 
judgment. The District Court adopted the Magistrate's 
recommendations and entered the preliminary 
injunction, and respondents began showing adult films 
at their two theaters in Renton. Shortly thereafter, the 
parties agreed to submit the case for a final decision on 
whether a permanent**928 injunction should issue on 
the basis of the record as already developed. 
 
The District Court then vacated the preliminary 
injunction, denied respondents' requested permanent 
injunction, and entered summary judgment in favor of 
Renton. The court found that the Renton ordinance did 
not substantially restrict First Amendment interests, 
that Renton was not required to show specific adverse 

impact on Renton from the operation of adult theaters 
but could rely on the experiences of other cities, that 
the purposes of the ordinance were unrelated to the 
suppression of speech, and that the restrictions on 
speech imposed by the ordinance were no greater than 
necessary to further the governmental interests 
involved. Relying on Young v. American Mini 
Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 49 L.Ed.2d 
310 (1976), and United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 
367, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 L.Ed.2d 672 (1968), the court 
held that the Renton ordinance did not violate the First 
Amendment. 
 
 *46 The Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 
reversed. The Court of Appeals first concluded, 
contrary to the finding of the District Court, that the 
Renton ordinance constituted a substantial restriction 
on First Amendment interests. Then, using the 
standards set forth in United States v. O'Brien, supra, 
the Court of Appeals held that Renton had improperly 
relied on the experiences of other cities in lieu of 
evidence about the effects of adult theaters on Renton, 
that Renton had thus failed to establish adequately the 
existence of a substantial governmental interest in 
support of its ordinance, and that in any event Renton's 
asserted interests had not been shown to be unrelated 
to the suppression of expression. The Court of 
Appeals remanded the case to the District Court for 
reconsideration of Renton's asserted interests. 
 
In our view, the resolution of this case is largely 
dictated by our decision in Young v. American Mini 
Theatres, Inc., supra.   There, although five Members 
of the Court did not agree on a single rationale for the 
decision, we held that the city of Detroit's zoning 
ordinance, which prohibited locating an adult theater 
within 1,000 feet of any two other “regulated uses” or 
within 500 feet of any residential zone, did not violate 
the First and Fourteenth Amendments. Id., 427 U.S., 
at 72-73, 96 S.Ct., at 2453 (plurality opinion of 
STEVENS, J., joined by BURGER, C.J., and WHITE 
and REHNQUIST, JJ.); id., at 84, 96 S.Ct., at 2459 
(POWELL, J., concurring). The Renton ordinance, 
like the one in American Mini Theatres, does not ban 
adult theaters altogether, but merely provides that such 
theaters may not be located within 1,000 feet of any 
residential zone, single- or multiple-family dwelling, 
church, park, or school. The ordinance is therefore 
properly analyzed as a form of time, place, and 
manner regulation. Id., at 63, and n. 18, 96 S.Ct., at 
2448 and n. 18;   id., at 78-79, 96 S.Ct., at 2456 
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(POWELL, J., concurring). 
 
[1] Describing the ordinance as a time, place, and 
manner regulation is, of course, only the first step in 
our inquiry. This Court has long held that regulations 
enacted for the *47 purpose of restraining speech on 
the basis of its content presumptively violate the First 
Amendment. See Carey v. Brown, 447 U.S. 455, 
462-463, and n. 7, 100 S.Ct. 2286, 2291, and n. 7, 65 
L.Ed.2d 263 (1980); Police Dept. of Chicago v. 
Mosley, 408 U.S. 92, 95, 98-99, 92 S.Ct. 2286, 2289, 
2291-2292, 33 L.Ed.2d 212 (1972). On the other hand, 
so-called “content-neutral” time, place, and manner 
regulations are acceptable so long as they are designed 
to serve a substantial governmental interest and do not 
unreasonably limit alternative avenues of 
communication. See Clark v. Community for Creative 
Non-Violence, 468 U.S. 288, 293, 104 S.Ct. 3065, 
3069, 82 L.Ed.2d 221 (1984); City Council of Los 
Angeles v. Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 U.S. 789, 807, 
104 S.Ct. 2118, 2130, 80 L.Ed.2d 772 (1984); Heffron 
v. International Society for Krishna Consciousness, 
Inc., 452 U.S. 640, 647-648, 101 S.Ct. 2559, 
2563-2564, 69 L.Ed.2d 298 (1981). 
 
**929 At first glance, the Renton ordinance, like the 
ordinance in American Mini Theatres, does not appear 
to fit neatly into either the “content-based” or the 
“content-neutral” category. To be sure, the ordinance 
treats theaters that specialize in adult films differently 
from other kinds of theaters. Nevertheless, as the 
District Court concluded, the Renton ordinance is 
aimed not at the content of the films shown at “adult 
motion picture theatres,” but rather at the secondary 
effects of such theaters on the surrounding community. 
The District Court found that the City Council's 
“predominate concerns” were with the secondary 
effects of adult theaters, and not with the content of 
adult films themselves. App. to Juris. Statement 31a 
(emphasis added). But the Court of Appeals, relying 
on its decision in Tovar v. Billmeyer, 721 F.2d 1260, 
1266 (CA9 1983), held that this was not enough to 
sustain the ordinance. According to the Court of 
Appeals, if “a motivating factor ” in enacting the 
ordinance was to restrict respondents' exercise of First 
Amendment rights the ordinance would be invalid, 
apparently no matter how small a part this motivating 
factor may have played in the City Council's decision. 
748 F.2d, at 537 (emphasis in original). This view of 
the law was rejected in United States v. O'Brien, 391 
U.S., at 382-386, 88 S.Ct., at 1681-1684, the very case 

that the Court of Appeals said it was applying: 
 
 *48  “It is a familiar principle of constitutional law 
that this Court will not strike down an otherwise 
constitutional statute on the basis of an alleged illicit 
legislative motive.... 
 
 “... What motivates one legislator to make a speech 
about a statute is not necessarily what motivates scores 
of others to enact it, and the stakes are sufficiently 
high for us to eschew guesswork.”  Id., at 383-384, 88 
S.Ct., at 1683. 
 
The District Court's finding as to “predominate” 
intent, left undisturbed by the Court of Appeals, is 
more than adequate to establish that the city's pursuit 
of its zoning interests here was unrelated to the 
suppression of free expression. The ordinance by its 
terms is designed to prevent crime, protect the city's 
retail trade, maintain property values, and generally 
“protec[t] and preserv[e] the quality of [the city's] 
neighborhoods, commercial districts, and the quality 
of urban life,” not to suppress the expression of 
unpopular views. See App. to Juris. Statement 90a. As 
Justice POWELL observed in American Mini 
Theatres,“[i]f [the city] had been concerned with 
restricting the message purveyed by adult theaters, it 
would have tried to close them or restrict their number 
rather than circumscribe their choice as to 
location.”  427 U.S., at 82, n. 4, 96 S.Ct., at 2458, n. 4. 
 
In short, the Renton ordinance is completely 
consistent with our definition of “content-neutral” 
speech regulations as those that “are justified without 
reference to the content of the regulated 
speech.”  Virginia Pharmacy Board v. Virginia 
Citizens Consumer Council, Inc., 425 U.S. 748, 771, 
96 S.Ct. 1817, 1830, 48 L.Ed.2d 346 (1976) (emphasis 
added); Community for Creative Non-Violence, supra, 
468 U.S., at 293, 104 S.Ct., at 3069;   International 
Society for Krishna Consciousness, supra, 452 U.S., at 
648, 101 S.Ct., at 2564.   The ordinance does not 
contravene the fundamental principle that underlies 
our concern about “content-based” speech 
regulations: that “government may not grant the use of 
a forum to people whose views it finds acceptable, but 
deny use to those wishing to express *49 less favored 
or more controversial views.”  Mosley, supra, 408 
U.S., at 95-96, 92 S.Ct., at 2289-2290. 
 
It was with this understanding in mind that, in 
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American Mini Theatres, a majority of this Court 
decided that, at least with respect to businesses that 
purvey sexually explicit materials,FN2 zoning 
ordinances designed**930 to combat the undesirable 
secondary effects of such businesses are to be 
reviewed under the standards applicable to 
“content-neutral” time, place, and manner regulations. 
Justice STEVENS, writing for the plurality, concluded 
that the city of Detroit was entitled to draw a 
distinction between adult theaters and other kinds of 
theaters “without violating the government's 
paramount obligation of neutrality in its regulation of 
protected communication,”427 U.S., at 70, 96 S.Ct., at 
2452, noting that “[i]t is th [e] secondary effect which 
these zoning ordinances attempt to avoid, not the 
dissemination of ‘offensive’ speech,”id., at 71, n. 34, 
96 S.Ct., at 2453, n. 34.   Justice POWELL, in 
concurrence, elaborated: 
 

FN2. See American Mini Theatres, 427 U.S., 
at 70, 96 S.Ct., at 2452 (plurality opinion) 
(“[I]t is manifest that society's interest in 
protecting this type of expression is of a 
wholly different, and lesser, magnitude than 
the interest in untrammeled political debate 
...”). 

 
“[The] dissent misconceives the issue in this case by 
insisting that it involves an impermissible time, place, 
and manner restriction based on the content of 
expression. It involves nothing of the kind. We have 
here merely a decision by the city to treat certain 
movie theaters differently because they have markedly 
different effects upon their 
surroundings....  Moreover, even if this were a case 
involving a special governmental response to the 
content of one type of movie, it is possible that the 
result would be supported by a line of cases 
recognizing that the government can tailor its reaction 
to different types of speech according to the degree to 
which its special and overriding interests are 
implicated.   *50 See, e.g., Tinker v. Des Moines 
School Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 509-511 [89 S.Ct. 733, 
737-739, 21 L.Ed.2d 731] (1969); Procunier v. 
Martinez, 416 U.S. 396, 413-414 [94 S.Ct. 1800, 
1811, 40 L.Ed.2d 224] (1974); Greer v. Spock, 424 
U.S. 828, 842-844 [96 S.Ct. 1211, 1219-1220, 47 
L.Ed.2d 505] (1976) (POWELL, J., concurring); 
cf. CSC v. Letter Carriers, 413 U.S. 548 [93 S.Ct. 
2880, 37 L.Ed.2d 796] (1973).”  Id., at 82, n. 6,96 
S.Ct., at 2458

 
[2] The appropriate inquiry in this case, then, is 
whether the Renton ordinance is designed to serve a 
substantial governmental interest and allows for 
reasonable alternative avenues of communication. 
See Community for Creative Non-Violence, 468 U.S., 
at 293, 104 S.Ct., at 3069;   International Society for 
Krishna Consciousness, 452 U.S., at 649, 654, 101 
S.Ct., at 2564, 2567.   It is clear that the ordinance 
meets such a standard. As a majority of this Court 
recognized in American Mini Theatres, a city's 
“interest in attempting to preserve the quality of urban 
life is one that must be accorded high respect.”  427 
U.S., at 71, 96 S.Ct., at 2453 (plurality opinion); 
see id., at 80, 96 S.Ct., at 2457 (POWELL, J., 
concurring) (“Nor is there doubt that the interests 
furthered by this ordinance are both important and 
substantial”). Exactly the same vital governmental 
interests are at stake here. 
 
The Court of Appeals ruled, however, that because the 
Renton ordinance was enacted without the benefit of 
studies specifically relating to “the particular 
problems or needs of Renton,” the city's justifications 
for the ordinance were “conclusory and 
speculative.”  748 F.2d, at 537.   We think the Court of 
Appeals imposed on the city an unnecessarily rigid 
burden of proof. The record in this case reveals that 
Renton relied heavily on the experience of, and studies 
produced by, the city of Seattle. In Seattle, as in 
Renton, the adult theater zoning ordinance was aimed 
at preventing the secondary effects caused by the 
presence of even one such theater in a given 
neighborhood. See Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 
90 Wash.2d 709, 585 P.2d 1153 (1978). The opinion 
of the Supreme Court of Washington in Northend 
Cinema, which *51 was before the Renton City 
Council when it enacted the ordinance in question 
here, described Seattle's experience as follows: 
 
“The amendments to the City's zoning code which are 
at issue here are the **931 culmination of a long 
period of study and discussion of the problems of adult 
movie theaters in residential areas of the City....  [T]he 
City's Department of Community Development made 
a study of the need for zoning controls of adult 
theaters....  The study analyzed the City's zoning 
scheme, comprehensive plan, and land uses around 
existing adult motion picture theaters....”  Id., at 711, 
585 P.2d, at 1155. 

, n. 6.  
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“[T]he [trial] court heard extensive testimony 
regarding the history and purpose of these ordinances. 
It heard expert testimony on the adverse effects of the 
presence of adult motion picture theaters on 
neighborhood children and community improvement 
efforts. The court's detailed findings, which include a 
finding that the location of adult theaters has a harmful 
effect on the area and contribute to neighborhood 
blight, are supported by substantial evidence in the 
record.”  Id., at 713, 585 P.2d, at 1156. 
 
“The record is replete with testimony regarding the 
effects of adult movie theater locations on residential 
neighborhoods.”  Id., at 719, 585 P.2d, at 1159. 
 
[3] We hold that Renton was entitled to rely on the 
experiences of Seattle and other cities, and in 
particular on the “detailed findings” summarized in 
the Washington Supreme Court's Northend Cinema 
opinion, in enacting its adult theater zoning ordinance. 
The First Amendment does not require a city, before 
enacting such an ordinance, to conduct new studies or 
produce evidence independent of that already 
generated by other cities, so long as whatever 
evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to 
be relevant to the *52 problem that the city addresses. 
That was the case here. Nor is our holding affected by 
the fact that Seattle ultimately chose a different 
method of adult theater zoning than that chosen by 
Renton, since Seattle's choice of a different remedy to 
combat the secondary effects of adult theaters does not 
call into question either Seattle's identification of 
those secondary effects or the relevance of Seattle's 
experience to Renton. 
 
[4] We also find no constitutional defect in the method 
chosen by Renton to further its substantial interests. 
Cities may regulate adult theaters by dispersing them, 
as in Detroit, or by effectively concentrating them, as 
in Renton. “It is not our function to appraise the 
wisdom of [the city's] decision to require adult 
theaters to be separated rather than concentrated in the 
same areas....  [T]he city must be allowed a reasonable 
opportunity to experiment with solutions to admittedly 
serious problems.”  American Mini Theatres, 427 
U.S., at 71, 96 S.Ct., at 2453 (plurality opinion). 
Moreover, the Renton ordinance is “narrowly 
tailored” to affect only that category of theaters shown 
to produce the unwanted secondary effects, thus 
avoiding the flaw that proved fatal to the regulations 
in Schad v. Mount Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 101 S.Ct. 

2176, 68 L.Ed.2d 671 (1981), and Erznoznik v. City of 
Jacksonville, 422 U.S. 205, 95 S.Ct. 2268, 45 L.Ed.2d 
125 (1975). 
 
Respondents contend that the Renton ordinance is 
“under-inclusive,” in that it fails to regulate other 
kinds of adult businesses that are likely to produce 
secondary effects similar to those produced by adult 
theaters. On this record the contention must fail. There 
is no evidence that, at the time the Renton ordinance 
was enacted, any other adult business was located in, 
or was contemplating moving into, Renton. In fact, 
Resolution No. 2368, enacted in October 1980, states 
that “the City of Renton does not, at the present time, 
have any business whose primary purpose is the sale, 
rental, or showing of sexually explicit 
materials.”  App. 42. That Renton chose first to 
address the potential problems created *53 by one 
particular kind of adult business in no way suggests 
that the city has “singled out” adult theaters for 
discriminatory treatment. We simply have no basis on 
**932 this record for assuming that Renton will not, in 
the future, amend its ordinance to include other kinds 
of adult businesses that have been shown to produce 
the same kinds of secondary effects as adult theaters. 
See Williamson v. Lee Optical Co., 348 U.S. 483, 
488-489, 75 S.Ct. 461, 464-465, 99 L.Ed. 563 (1955). 
 
Finally, turning to the question whether the Renton 
ordinance allows for reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication, we note that the ordinance leaves 
some 520 acres, or more than five percent of the entire 
land area of Renton, open to use as adult theater sites. 
The District Court found, and the Court of Appeals did 
not dispute the finding, that the 520 acres of land 
consists of “[a]mple, accessible real estate,” including 
“acreage in all stages of development from raw land to 
developed, industrial, warehouse, office, and 
shopping space that is criss-crossed by freeways, 
highways, and roads.”  App. to Juris. Statement 28a. 
 
Respondents argue, however, that some of the land in 
question is already occupied by existing businesses, 
that “practically none” of the undeveloped land is 
currently for sale or lease, and that in general there are 
no “commercially viable” adult theater sites within the 
520 acres left open by the Renton ordinance. Brief for 
Appellees 34-37. The Court of Appeals accepted these 
arguments,FN3 concluded that *54 the 520 acres was 
not truly “available” land, and therefore held that the 
Renton ordinance “would result in a substantial 
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restriction” on speech. 748 F.2d, at 534. 
 

FN3. The Court of Appeals' rejection of the 
District Court's findings on this issue may 
have stemmed in part from the belief, 
expressed elsewhere in the Court of Appeals' 
opinion, that, under Bose Corp. v. Consumers 
Union of United States, Inc., 466 U.S. 485, 
104 S.Ct. 1949, 80 L.Ed.2d 502 (1984), 
appellate courts have a duty to review de 
novo all mixed findings of law and fact 
relevant to the application of First 
Amendment principles. See 748 F.2d 527, 
535 (1984). We need not review the 
correctness of the Court of Appeals' 
interpretation of Bose Corp., since we 
determine that, under any standard of review, 
the District Court's findings should not have 
been disturbed. 

 
We disagree with both the reasoning and the 
conclusion of the Court of Appeals. That respondents 
must fend for themselves in the real estate market, on 
an equal footing with other prospective purchasers and 
lessees, does not give rise to a First Amendment 
violation. And although we have cautioned against the 
enactment of zoning regulations that have “the effect 
of suppressing, or greatly restricting access to, lawful 
speech,”American Mini Theatres, 427 U.S., at 71, n. 
35, 96 S.Ct., at 2453, n. 35 (plurality opinion), we 
have never suggested that the First Amendment 
compels the Government to ensure that adult theaters, 
or any other kinds of speech-related businesses for that 
matter, will be able to obtain sites at bargain prices. 
See id., at 78, 96 S.Ct., at 2456 (POWELL, J., 
concurring) (“The inquiry for First Amendment 
purposes is not concerned with economic impact”). In 
our view, the First Amendment requires only that 
Renton refrain from effectively denying respondents a 
reasonable opportunity to open and operate an adult 
theater within the city, and the ordinance before us 
easily meets this requirement. 
 
In sum, we find that the Renton ordinance represents a 
valid governmental response to the “admittedly 
serious problems” created by adult theaters. See id., at 
71, 96 S.Ct., at 2453 (plurality opinion). Renton has 
not used “the power to zone as a pretext for 
suppressing expression,”id., at 84, 96 S.Ct., at 2459 
(POWELL, J., concurring), but rather has sought to 
make some areas available for adult theaters and their 

patrons, while at the same time preserving the quality 
of life in the community at large by preventing those 
theaters from locating in other areas. This, after all, is 
the essence of zoning. Here, as in American Mini 
Theatres, the city has enacted a zoning ordinance that 
meets these goals while also satisfying the dictates of 
the *55 **933 First Amendment.FN4   The judgment of 
the Court of Appeals is therefore 
 

FN4. Respondents argue, as an “alternative 
basis” for affirming the decision of the Court 
of Appeals, that the Renton ordinance 
violates their rights under the Equal 
Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment. As should be apparent from our 
preceding discussion, respondents can fare 
no better under the Equal Protection Clause 
than under the First Amendment itself. 
See Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 
427 U.S., at 63-73, 96 S.Ct., at 2448-2454. 

 
Respondents also argue that the Renton 
ordinance is unconstitutionally vague. 
More particularly, respondents challenge 
the ordinance's application to buildings 
“used” for presenting sexually explicit 
films, where the term “used” describes “a 
continuing course of conduct of exhibiting 
[sexually explicit films] in a manner which 
appeals to a prurient interest.”  App. to 
Juris. Statement 96a. We reject 
respondents' “vagueness” argument for the 
same reasons that led us to reject a similar 
challenge in American Mini Theatres, 
supra.   There, the Detroit ordinance 
applied to theaters “used to present 
material distinguished or characterized by 
an emphasis on [sexually explicit 
matter].”  Id., at 53, 96 S.Ct., at 2444.   We 
held that “even if there may be some 
uncertainty about the effect of the 
ordinances on other litigants, they are 
unquestionably applicable to these 
respondents.”    Id., at 58-59, 96 S.Ct., at 
2446.   We also held that the Detroit 
ordinance created no “significant deterrent 
effect” that might justify invocation of the 
First Amendment “overbreadth” 
doctrine. Id., at 59-61, 96 S.Ct., at 
2446-2448. 
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Reversed. 

, with whom Justice MARSHALL 

state regulation of other kinds of speech, I 
issent. 

 
I 

 
Justice BLACKMUN concurs in the result. 
Justice BRENNAN
joins, dissenting. 
Renton's zoning ordinance selectively imposes 
limitations on the location of a movie theater based 
exclusively on the content of the films shown there. 
The constitutionality of the ordinance is therefore not 
correctly analyzed under standards applied to 
content-neutral time, place, and manner restrictions. 
But even assuming that the ordinance may fairly be 
characterized as content neutral, it is plainly 
unconstitutional under the standards established by the 
decisions of this Court. Although the Court's analysis 
is limited to *56 cases involving “businesses that 
purvey sexually explicit materials,”ante, at 929, and n. 
2, and thus does not affect our holdings in cases 
involving 
d

 
“[A] constitutionally permissible time, place, or 
manner restriction may not be based upon either the 
content or subject matter of speech.”  Consolidated 
Edison Co. v. Public Service Comm'n of N.Y., 447 
U.S. 530, 536, 100 S.Ct. 2326, 2332, 65 L.Ed.2d 319 
(1980). The Court asserts that the ordinance is “aimed 
not at the content of the films shown at ‘adult motion 
picture theatres,’ but rather at the secondary effects of 
such theaters on the surrounding community,”ante, at 
929 (emphasis in original), and thus is simply a time, 
place, and manner regulation.FN1   This analysis is 

isguided. 
 
m

FN1. The Court apparently finds comfort in 
the fact that the ordinance does not “deny use 
to those wishing to express less favored or 
more controversial views.”  Ante, at 929. 
However, content-based discrimination is not 
rendered “any less odious” because it 
distinguishes “among entire classes of ideas, 
rather than among points of view within a 
particular class.”  Lehman v. City of Shaker 
Heights, 418 U.S. 298, 316, 94 S.Ct. 2714, 
2724, 41 L.Ed.2d 770 (1974) (BRENNAN, 
J., dissenting); see also Consolidated Edison 
Co. v. Public Service Comm'n of N.Y., 447 
U.S. 530, 537, 100 S.Ct. 2326, 2333, 65 
L.Ed.2d 319 (1980) (“The First 

Amendment's hostility to content-based 
regulation extends not only to restrictions on 
particular viewpoints, but also to prohibition 
of public discussion of an entire topic”). 
Moreover, the Court's conclusion that the 
restrictions imposed here were viewpoint 
neutral is patently flawed.  “As a practical 
matter, the speech suppressed by restrictions 
such as those involved [here] will almost 
invariably carry an implicit, if not explicit, 
message in favor of more relaxed sexual 
mores. Such restrictions, in other words, 
have a potent viewpoint-differential 
impact....  To treat such restrictions as 
viewpoint-neutral seems simply to ignore 
reality.”  Stone, Restrictions of Speech 
Because of its Content: The Peculiar Case of 
Subject-Matter Restrictions, 46 
U.Chi.L.Rev. 81, 111-112 (1978). 

 
The fact that adult movie theaters may cause harmful 
“secondary” land-use effects may arguably give 
Renton a compelling**934 reason to regulate such 
establishments; it does not mean, however, that such 
regulations are content neutral.   *57 Because the 
ordinance imposes special restrictions on certain kinds 
of speech on the basis of content, I cannot simply 
accept, as the Court does, Renton's claim that the 
ordinance was not designed to suppress the content of 
adult movies. “[W]hen regulation is based on the 
content of speech, governmental action must be 
scrutinized more carefully to ensure that 
communication has not been prohibited ‘merely 
because public officials disapprove the speaker's 
views.’ ”  Consolidated Edison Co., supra, at 536, 100 
S.Ct., at 2332 (quoting Niemotko v. Maryland, 340 
U.S. 268, 282, 71 S.Ct. 325, 333,95 L.Ed. 267 (1951) 
(Frankfurter, J., concurring in result)). “[B]efore 
deferring to [Renton's] judgment, [we] must be 
convinced that the city is seriously and 
comprehensively addressing” secondary-land use 
effects associated with adult movie 
theaters. Metromedia, Inc. v. San Diego, 453 U.S. 490, 
531, 101 S.Ct. 2882, 2904, 69 L.Ed.2d 800 (1981) 
(BRENNAN, J., concurring in judgment). In this case, 
both the language of the ordinance and its dubious 
legislative history belie the Court's conclusion that 
“the city's pursuit of its zoning interests here was 
unrelated to the suppression of free expression.”  Ante, 

 929. 
 
at
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A 
 
The ordinance discriminates on its face against certain 
forms of speech based on content. Movie theaters 
specializing in “adult motion pictures” may not be 
located within 1,000 feet of any residential zone, 
single- or multiple-family dwelling, church, park, or 
school. Other motion picture theaters, and other forms 
of “adult entertainment,” such as bars, massage 
parlors, and adult bookstores, are not subject to the 
same restrictions. This selective treatment strongly 
suggests that Renton was interested not in controlling 
the “secondary effects” associated with adult 
businesses, but in discriminating against adult theaters 
based on the content of the films they exhibit. The 
Court ignores this discriminatory treatment, declaring 
that Renton is free “to address the potential problems 
created by one particular kind of adult business,”ante, 
at 931, and to amend the ordinance in the *58 future to 
include other adult enterprises. Ante, at 932 
(citing Williamson v. Lee Optical Co., 348 U.S. 483, 
488-489, 75 S.Ct. 461, 464-465, 99 L.Ed. 563 
(1955)).FN2   However, because of the First 
Amendment interests at stake here, this 

ne-step-at-a-time analysis is wholly inappropriate. 
 
o

FN2. The Court also explains that “[t]here is 
no evidence that, at the time the Renton 
ordinance was enacted, any other adult 
business was located in, or was 
contemplating moving into, Renton.”  Ante, 
at 931. However, at the time the ordinance 
was enacted, there was no evidence that any 
adult movie theaters were located in, or 
considering moving to, Renton. Thus, there 
was no legitimate reason for the city to treat 
adult movie theaters differently from other 
adult businesses. 

 
“This Court frequently has upheld underinclusive 
classifications on the sound theory that a legislature 
may deal with one part of a problem without 
addressing all of it. See e.g., Williamson v. Lee Optical 
Co., 348 U.S. 483, 488-489, 75 S.Ct. 461, 464-465, 99 
L.Ed. 563 (1955). This presumption of statutory 
validity, however, has less force when a classification 
turns on the subject matter of expression. ‘[A]bove all 
else, the First Amendment means that government has 
no power to restrict expression because of its message, 
its ideas, its subject matter, or its content.’  Police 
Dept. of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 U.S., at 95 [92 S.Ct., 

at 2290].”  Erznoznik v. City of Jacksonville, 422 U.S. 
205, 215, 95 S.Ct. 2268, 2275, 45 L.Ed.2d 125 (1975). 

he content of the films shown in adult movie 
eaters. 

 
**935 B 

” of the ordinance strongly 
ggests otherwise. 

 
In this case, the city has not justified treating adult 
movie theaters differently from other adult 
entertainment businesses. The ordinance's 
underinclusiveness is cogent evidence that it was 
aimed at t
th

 
Shortly after this lawsuit commenced, the Renton City 
Council amended the ordinance, adding a provision 
explaining that its intention in adopting the ordinance 
had been “to promote the City of Renton's great 
interest in protecting and preserving the quality of its 
neighborhoods, commercial districts, and the quality 
of urban life through effective land *59 use 
planning.”  App. to Juris. Statement 81a. The amended 
ordinance also lists certain conclusory “findings” 
concerning adult entertainment land uses that the 
Council purportedly relied upon in adopting the 
ordinance. Id., at 81a-86 a. The city points to these 
provisions as evidence that the ordinance was 
designed to control the secondary effects associated 
with adult movie theaters, rather than to suppress the 
content of the films they exhibit. However, the 
“legislative history
su
 
Prior to the amendment, there was no indication that 
the ordinance was designed to address any “secondary 
effects” a single adult theater might create. In addition 
to the suspiciously coincidental timing of the 
amendment, many of the City Council's “findings” do 
not relate to legitimate land-use concerns. As the 
Court of Appeals observed, “[b]oth the magistrate and 
the district court recognized that many of the stated 
reasons for the ordinance were no more than 
expressions of dislike for the subject matter.”  748 
F.2d 527, 537 (CA9 1984).FN3   That some residents 
may be offended by the content of the films shown at 
adult movie theaters cannot form the basis for state 
regulation of speech. See Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 
U.S. 1, 69 S.Ct. 894, 93 L.Ed. 1131 (1949). 
 

FN3. For example, “finding” number 2 states 
that 

 
“[l]ocation of adult entertainment land 
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uses on the main commercial 
thoroughfares of the City gives an 
impression of legitimacy to, and causes a 
loss of sensitivity to the adverse effect of 
pornography upon children, established 
family relations, respect for marital 
relationship and for the sanctity of 
marriage relations of others, and the 
concept of non-aggressive, consensual 
sexual relations.”  App. to Juris. Statement 
86a. 

 
“Finding” number 6 states that 

 

e relationship between 
spouses.”  Ibid. 

“[l]ocation of adult land uses in close 
proximity to residential uses, churches, 
parks, and other public facilities, and 
schools, will cause a degradation of the 
community standard of morality. 
Pornographic material has a degrading 
effect upon th

 
Some of the “findings” added by the City Council do 
relate to supposed “secondary effects” associated with 
adult movie *60 theaters.FN4   However, the Court 
cannot, as it does, merely accept these post hoc 
statements at face value. “[T]he presumption of 
validity that traditionally attends a local government's 
exercise of its zoning powers carries little, if any, 
weight where the zoning regulation trenches on rights 
of expression protected under the First 
Amendment.”  Schad v. Mount Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 
77, 101 S.Ct. 2176, 2187, 68 L.Ed.2d 671 (1981) 
(BLACKMUN, J., concurring). As the Court of 
Appeals concluded, “[t]he record presented by Renton 
to support its asserted interest in enacting the zoning 

rdinance is very thin.”  748 F.2d, at 536o . 
 

FN4. For example, “finding” number 12 
states that 

 

ult entertainment land 
uses.”  Id., at 83a. 

“[l]ocation of adult entertainment land 
uses in proximity to residential uses, 
churches, parks and other public facilities, 
and schools, may lead to increased levels 
of criminal activities, including 
prostitution, rape, incest and assaults in the 
vicinity of such ad

 

The amended ordinance states that its “findings” 
summarize testimony received by the City Council at 
certain public hearings. While none of this testimony 
was ever recorded or preserved, a city official reported 
that residents had objected to having adult movie 
theaters located in their community. However, the 
official was unable to recount any testimony as to how 
adult movie theaters would specifically affect the 
schools, churches, parks, or residences “protected” by 
the ordinance. See App. 190-192. The City Council 
conducted no studies, and heard no expert testimony, 
on how the protected uses would be affected by the 
presence of an adult movie theater, and never 
considered whether residents' concerns could be met 
by “restrictions**936 that are less intrusive on 
protected forms of expression.”  Schad, supra, 452 
U.S., at 74, 101 S.Ct., at 2186.   As a result, any 
“findings” regarding “secondary effects” caused by 
adult movie theaters, or the need to adopt specific 
locational requirements to combat such effects, were 
not “findings” at all, but purely speculative 
conclusions. Such “findings” were not such as are 
required to justify the burdens*61 the ordinance 

posed upon constitutionally protected expression. im
 
The Court holds that Renton was entitled to rely on the 
experiences of cities like Detroit and Seattle, which 
had enacted special zoning regulations for adult 
entertainment businesses after studying the adverse 
effects caused by such establishments. However, even 
assuming that Renton was concerned with the same 
problems as Seattle and Detroit, it never actually 
reviewed any of the studies conducted by those cities. 
Renton had no basis for determining if any of the 
“findings” made by these cities were relevant to 
Renton's problems or needs.FN5   Moreover, since 
Renton ultimately adopted zoning regulations 
different from either Detroit or Seattle, these “studies” 
provide no basis for assessing the effectiveness of the 
particular restrictions adopted under the 
ordinance.FN6   Renton cannot merely rely on the 
general experiencesof *62 Seattle or Detroit, for it 
must “justify its ordinance in the context of Renton's 
problems-not Seattle's or Detroit's problems.”  748 
F.2d, at 536 (emphasis in original). 
 

FN5. As part of the amendment passed after 
this lawsuit commenced, the City Council 
added a statement that it had intended to rely 
on the Washington Supreme Court's opinion 
in Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 
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Wash.2d 709, 585 P.2d 1153 (1978), cert. 
denied sub nom. Apple Theatre, Inc. v. 
Seattle, 441 U.S. 946, 99 S.Ct. 2166, 60 
L.Ed.2d 1048 (1979), which upheld Seattle's 
zoning regulations against constitutional 
attack. Again, despite the suspicious 
coincidental timing of the amendment, the 
Court holds that “Renton was entitled to rely 
... on the ‘detailed findings' summarized in 
the ...Northend Cinema opinion.”    Ante, at 
931. In Northend Cinema, the court noted 
that “[t]he record is replete with testimony 
regarding the effects of adult movie theater 
locations on residential neighborhoods.”  90 
Wash.2d, at 719, 585 P.2d, at 1159.   The 
opinion however, does not explain the 
evidence it purports to summarize, and 
provides no basis for determining whether 
Seattle's experience is relevant to Renton's. 

 
FN6. As the Court of Appeals observed: 

 

er.”  748 F.2d, at 536

“Although the Renton ordinance purports 
to copy Detroit's and Seattle's, it does not 
solve the same problem in the same 
manner. The Detroit ordinance was 
intended to disperse adult theaters 
throughout the city so that no one district 
would deteriorate due to a concentration of 
such theaters. The Seattle ordinance, by 
contrast, was intended to concentrate the 
theaters in one place so that the whole city 
would not bear the effects of them. The 
Renton Ordinance is allegedly aimed at 
protecting certain uses-schools, parks, 
churches and residential areas-from the 
perceived unfavorable effects of an 
adult theat  (emphasis 
in original). 

 
In sum, the circumstances here strongly suggest that 
the ordinance was designed to suppress expression, 
even that constitutionally protected, and thus was not 
to be analyzed as a content-neutral time, place, and 
manner restriction. The Court allows Renton to 
conceal its illicit motives, however, by reliance on the 
fact that other communities adopted similar 
restrictions. The Court's approach largely immunizes 
such measures from judicial scrutiny, since a 
municipality can readily find other municipal 
ordinances to rely upon, thus always retrospectively 

justifying special zoning regulations for adult 
theaters.FN7   Rather than speculate about Renton's 
motives for adopting such measures, our cases require 
the conclusion that the ordinance, like any other 
content-based restriction on speech, is constitutional 
“only if the [city] can show **937 that [it] is a 
precisely drawn means of serving a compelling 
[governmental] interest.”  Consolidated Edison Co. v. 
Public Service Comm'n of N.Y., 447 U.S., at 540, 100 
S.Ct., at 2334;   see also Carey v. Brown, 447 U.S. 
455, 461-462, 100 S.Ct. 2286, 2290-2291, 65 L.Ed.2d 
263 (1980); Police Department of Chicago v. Mosley, 
408 U.S. 92, 99, 92 S.Ct. 2286, 2292, 33 L.Ed.2d 212 
(1972). Only this strict approach can insure that cities 
will not use their zoning powers as a pretext for 

ppressing constitutionally protected expression. 
 

FN7.

su

 As one commentator has noted: 
 

rative process.”  Stone, supra n. 1, at 
106. 

e effectively addressed by less intrusive restrictions. 
 

II 

“[A]nyone with any knowledge of human 
nature should naturally assume that the 
decision to adopt almost any content-based 
restriction might have been affected by an 
antipathy on the part of at least some 
legislators to the ideas or information 
being suppressed. The logical assumption, 
in other words, is not that there is not 
improper motivation but, rather, because 
legislators are only human, that there is a 
substantial risk that an impermissible 
consideration has in fact colored the 
delibe

 
 *63 Applying this standard to the facts of this case, 
the ordinance is patently unconstitutional. Renton has 
not shown that locating adult movie theaters in 
proximity to its churches, schools, parks, and 
residences will necessarily result in undesirable 
“secondary effects,” or that these problems could not 
b

 
Even assuming that the ordinance should be treated 
like a content-neutral time, place, and manner 
restriction, I would still find it 
unconstitutional.  “[R]estrictions of this kind are valid 
provided ... that they are narrowly tailored to serve a 
significant governmental interest, and that they leave 
open ample alternative channels for communication of 
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the information.”  Clark v. Community for Creative 
Non-Violence, 468 U.S. 288, 293, 104 S.Ct. 3065, 
3069, 82 L.Ed.2d 221 (1984); Heffron v. International 
Society for Krishna Consciousness, Inc., 452 U.S. 
640, 648, 101 S.Ct. 2559, 2564, 69 L.Ed.2d 298 
(1981). In applying this standard, the Court “fails to 
subject the alleged interests of the [city] to the degree 
of scrutiny required to ensure that expressive activity 
protected by the First Amendment remains free of 
unnecessary limitations.”  Community for Creative 
Non-Violence, 468 U.S., at 301, 104 S.Ct., at 3073 
(MARSHALL, J., dissenting). The Court “evidently 
[and wrongly] assumes that the balance struck by 
[Renton] officials is deserving of deference so long as 
it does not ap ear to be tainted by content 
discrimination.”  

p
Id., at 315, 104 S.Ct., at 

3080.   Under a proper application of the relevant 
andards, the ordinance is clearly unconstitutional. 

 
A 

st

 
The Court finds that the ordinance was designed to 
further Renton's substantial interest in “preserv[ing] 
the quality of urban life.”  Ante, at 930. As explained 
above, the record here is simply insufficient to support 
this assertion. The city made no showing as to how 
uses “protected” by the ordinance would be affected 
by the presence of an adult movie theater. Thus, the 
Renton ordinance is clearly distinguishable from *64 
the Detroit zoning ordinance upheld in Young v. 
American Mini Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S.Ct. 
2440, 49 L.Ed.2d 310 (1976). The Detroit ordinance, 
which was designed to disperse adult theaters 
throughout the city, was supported by the testimony of 
urban planners and real estate experts regarding the 
adverse effects of locating several such businesses in 
the same neighborhood. Id., at 55, 96 S.Ct., at 
2445;   see also Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 
Wash.2d 709, 711, 585 P.2d 1153, 1154-1155 (1978), 
cert. denied sub nom. Apple Theatre, Inc. v. Seattle, 
441 U.S. 946, 99 S.Ct. 2166, 60 L.Ed.2d 1048 (1979) 
(Seattle zoning ordinance was the “culmination of a 
long period of study and discussion”). Here, the 
Renton Council was aware only that some residents 
had complained about adult movie theaters, and that 
other localities had adopted special zoning restrictions 
for such establishments. These are not “facts” 
sufficient to justify the burdens the ordinance imposed 

pon constitutionally protected expression. 
 

B 

u

 
Finally, the ordinance is invalid because it does not 
provide for reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication. The District Court found that the 
ordinance left 520 acres in Renton available for adult 
theater sites, an area comprising about five **938 
percent of the city. However, the Court of Appeals 
found that because much of this land was already 
occupied, “[l]imiting adult theater uses to these areas 
is a substantial restriction on speech.”    748 F.2d, at 
534.   Many “available” sites are also largely unsuited 
for use by movie theaters. See App. 231, 241. Again, 
these facts serve to distinguish this case from 
American Mini Theaters, where there was no 
indication that the Detroit zoning ordinance seriously 
limited the locations available for adult businesses. 
See American Mini Theaters, supra, 427 U.S., at 71, n. 
35, 96 S.Ct., at 2453 n. 35 (plurality opinion) (“The 
situation would be quite different if the ordinance had 
the effect of ... greatly restricting access to ... lawful 
speech”); see also Basiardanes v. City of Galveston, 
682 F.2d 1203, 1214 (CA5 1982) (ordinance 
effectively banned adult theaters *65 by restricting 
them to “ ‘the most unattractive, inaccessible, and 
inconvenient areas of a city’ ”); Purple Onion, Inc. v. 
Jackson, 511 F.Supp. 1207, 1217 (ND Ga.1981) 
(proposed sites for adult entertainment uses were 
either “unavailable, unusable, or so inaccessible to the 

ublic that ... they amount to no locations”). p
 
Despite the evidence in the record, the Court reasons 
that the fact “[t]hat respondents must fend for 
themselves in the real estate market, on an equal 
footing with other prospective purchasers and lessees, 
does not give rise to a First Amendment 
violation.”  Ante, at 932. However, respondents are 
not on equal footing with other prospective purchasers 
and lessees, but must conduct business under severe 
restrictions not imposed upon other establishments. 
The Court also argues that the First Amendment does 
not compel “the government to ensure that adult 
theaters, or any other kinds of speech-related 
businesses for that matter, will be able to obtain sites 
at bargain prices.”  Ibid.   However, respondents do 
not ask Renton to guarantee low-price sites for their 
businesses, but seek only a reasonable opportunity to 
operate adult theaters in the city. By denying them this 
opportunity, Renton can effectively ban a form of 
protected speech from its borders. The ordinance 
“greatly restrict[s] access to ... lawful 
speech,”American Mini Theatres, supra, 427 U.S., at 
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BAS Enterprize, Inc. v. City of Maumee 
N.D.Ohio,2003. 
 

United States District Court,N.D. Ohio,Western 
Division. 

BAS ENTERPRIZE, INC., et al., Plaintiff, 
v. 

THE CITY OF MAUMEE, et al., Defendant. 
No. 3:02 CV 7583. 

 
Sept. 22, 2003. 

 
Lessor and lessee of business property brought action 
against city for declaratory, injunctive, and monetary 
relief, challenging both validity of city ordinance 
restricting locations in which sexually oriented 
businesses were permitted uses and city's application 
of that ordinance to lessee. Parties cross-moved for 
summary judgment. The District Court, Katz, J., held 
that: (1) O'Brien test for evaluating restrictions on 
symbolic speech was appropriate test for determining 
constitutionality of ordinance; (2) ordinance was 
content-neutral restriction designed to combat 
negative secondary effects associated with adult 
entertainment establishments, and thus was valid 
restriction on speech; (3) lessee was subject to 
ordinance amendment; (4) ordinance was valid 
exercise of municipal police power under Ohio law; 
(5) lessor and lessee were entitled to refund of bond 
posted in conjunction with temporary restraining order 
(TRO); and (6) city was entitled to award of attorney 
fees of $4,461.00 in connection with civil contempt 
proceedings. 
 
Summary judgment for city. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 

General. Most Cited Cases 
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O'Brien test for evaluating restrictions on symbolic 
speech was appropriate test for determining 
constitutionality of city zoning ordinance restricting 
locations in which sexually oriented businesses were 
permitted uses. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[2] Constitutional Law 92 1504 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(A) In General 
                92XVIII(A)1 In General 
                      92k1504 k. Exercise of Police Power; 
Relationship to Governmental Interest or Public 
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      (Formerly 92k90(3)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 1505 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(A) In General 
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Cited Cases 
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Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
To establish necessary link, under First Amendment, 
between concentrations of adult operations and 
asserted secondary impacts in support of ordinance 
restricting adult entertainment businesses, city need 
not conduct new studies, but rather may rely on those 
already generated by other cities, so long as whatever 
evidence city relies upon is reasonably believed to be 
relevant to the problem that city addresses, and may 
also rely on the previous findings in existing 
jurisprudence. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[4] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
In seeking to show requisite link between adoption of 
ordinance restricting locations in which sexually 
oriented businesses were permitted uses and adverse 
secondary effects associated with adult entertainment 
businesses, small municipality could rely on studies 
conducted in large cities, inasmuch as it was character 
of conduct in a study that determined its 
relevance. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[5] Constitutional Law 92 2212 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2212 k. Content Neutrality. Most 
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      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 

      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
City zoning ordinance restricting locations in which 
sexually oriented businesses were permitted uses was 
content-neutral restriction designed to combat 
negative secondary effects associated with adult 
entertainment establishments, and thus was valid 
restriction on speech. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[6] Zoning and Planning 414 376 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414VIII Permits, Certificates and Approvals 
            414VIII(A) In General 
                414k375 Right to Permission, and 
Discretion 
                      414k376 k. Change of Regulations as 
Affecting Right. Most Cited Cases 
Building permit application was not complete when it 
was submitted to city's zoning and buildings division, 
in that plans required corrections, and therefore 
applicant did not come within provision of ordinance 
that precluded application of amendment imposing 
restrictions on sexually oriented businesses to 
structures for which building permit had been granted 
or for which complete application with necessary 
plans were filed with zoning inspector prior to 
amendment's enactment. 
 
[7] Statutes 361 188 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Construction 
                361k187 Meaning of Language 
                      361k188 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
In interpreting legislation, words are given their plain 
and ordinary meaning absent evidence of legislative 
intent to the contrary. 
 
[8] Statutes 361 188 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Construction 
                361k187 Meaning of Language 
                      361k188 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
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When the text of a statute contains an undefined term, 
that term receives its ordinary and natural meaning. 
 
[9] Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
City ordinance restricting locations in which sexually 
oriented businesses were permitted uses was rationally 
related to public health, safety, morals, and general 
welfare of city and its residents, and thus was valid 
exercise of municipal police power under Ohio law. 
 
[10] Injunction 212 150 
 
212 Injunction 
      212IV Preliminary and Interlocutory Injunctions 
            212IV(A) Grounds and Proceedings to Procure 
                212IV(A)4 Proceedings 
                      212k150 k. Restraining Order Pending 
Hearing of Application. Most Cited Cases 
Movants were entitled to refund of bond posted in 
conjunction with temporary restraining order (TRO) 
when district court adopted parties' stipulation and 
proposed order rendering request for injunctive relief 
moot, notwithstanding opposing party's contention 
that proceeds were properly applied to any award of 
attorney fees or sanctions imposed pursuant to 
opposing party's motion to show cause why movants 
should not be held in contempt for violating adopted 
order, inasmuch as purpose of bond, under rule, was to 
provide payment for costs or damages incurred by 
party found to have been wrongfully enjoined or 
restrained. Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 65(c), 28 
U.S.C.A. 
 
[11] Contempt 93 68 
 
93 Contempt 
      93II Power to Punish, and Proceedings Therefor 
            93k68 k. Costs and Fees. Most Cited Cases 
City was entitled to award of attorney fees of 
$4,461.00 in connection with civil contempt 
proceedings in which district court found that building 
permit applicant had violated order that required city 
to grant applicant certificate of occupancy for business 
as long as that business operated in conformance with 
relevant zoning laws, notwithstanding applicant's 

contention that sanctions already imposed, which 
included its inability to use certain areas of business' 
premises so long as they remained closed areas and 
requirement that it pay city almost $8500 for 
monitoring business' operations, were sufficient and 
obviated need for further sanctions. 
 
[12] Contempt 93 68 
 
93 Contempt 
      93II Power to Punish, and Proceedings Therefor 
            93k68 k. Costs and Fees. Most Cited Cases 
Award of attorney fees is appropriate for civil 
contempt in situations in which court orders have been 
violated. 
 
*675 John P. Feldmeier, H. Louis Sirkin, Cincinnati, 
OH, for Plaintiffs/Counter-Defendants. 
Sheilah H. McAdams, Marsh McAdams Scharfy 
Brogan & Schaefer, Maumee, OH, Joan C. Szuberla, 
Spengler Nathanson, Toledo, OH, for 
Defendants/Counter-Claimants. 
 

MEMORANDUM OPINION 
 
KATZ, District Judge. 
This matter is before the Court on Plaintiffs' motion 
for summary judgment (Doc. No. 12) and Defendants' 
cross-motions for summary judgment (Doc. No. 20). 
Plaintiffs have filed a combined response and reply 
(Doc. No. 30) and Defendants have filed a reply (Doc. 
No. 31). Also pending before the Court is Plaintiffs' 
motion to refund TRO Bond (Doc. No. 13) as to which 
Defendants have filed a response (Doc. No. 18). 
Defendants have also filed a motion for attorney's fees 
(Doc. No. 26) as to which Plaintiffs have filed a 
response (Doc. No. 29) and Defendants have filed a 
reply (Doc. No. 32). 
 
The Court has jurisdiction to decide this matter 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331, 28 U.S.C. § 1343, 28 
U.S.C. § 2201 & 2202, *67642 U.S.C. § 1983 and 28 
U.S.C. § 1367. For the reasons stated below, Plaintiffs' 
motion for summary judgment will be denied. 
Defendant's cross-motion for summary judgment will 
be granted. Plaintiffs' motion to refund TRO bond will 
be granted. Defendants' motion for award of attorney's 
fees in connection with contempt proceeding will also 
be granted. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
On May 30, 2002, Plaintiff BAS Enterprize, Inc., d/b/a 
as Halo Ventures, Inc. (“Halo Ventures”) entered into 
a lease agreement with Plaintiff BAJA Investments 
LLC (“BAJA”) for the property located at 1500 
Holland Road (the “property”) in the City of Maumee, 
Ohio (“Maumee”). The lease agreement became 
effective on June 1, 2002. On that same day, Halo 
Ventures submitted an application for a building 
permit to Maumee's Division of Building and Zoning 
within the Department of Public Safety, which 
included blue prints that included a label “No Change 
In Use.” FN1At that point in time, the property was 
zoned by Maumee as a C-2 General Commercial 
District. 
 

FN1. Previously, the property had been used 
as a micro-brewery and restaurant. 

 
On June 3, 2002, the Maumee City Council (the “City 
Council”) unanimously voted to approve as an 
emergency amendment to its Zoning Code (the 
“Code”), Ordinance No. 88-2002 (the “Ordinance”), 
following the recommendation of the Municipal 
Planning Commission, to which it had previously 
referred the Ordinance.FN2   The Municipal Planning 
Commission had considered the Ordinance at a public 
hearing on May 28, 2002. The Ordinance added 
definitions to Section 1103.01 of Code for sexually 
oriented businesses, adult entertainment, and adult 
uses of land. 
 

FN2. Ohio law provides municipal planning 
commissions the authority to make zoning 
recommendations “in the interest of the 
public health, safety, convenience, comfort, 
prosperity, or general welfare ...”OHIO 
REV.CODE § 713.06. 

 
Moreover, the Ordinance also amended Section 
1127.02 of the Code to require that a sexually oriented 
business locate within the M-2 Industrial District, 
where such business would be a permitted use. The 
Ordinance does not completely ban adult 
establishments, but allows adult cabarets FN3 and other 
sexually oriented businesses featuring nude dancing, 
and display of specified anatomical areas FN4 and 
specified sexual activities FN5 to operate in the M-2 
Industrial District. (Doc. No. 12, Mohler Aff., Ex. 
*677 2(B), p. 7). The Ordinance also included several 

performance standards such as spacial and/or distance 
requirements and the limitation that no sexually 
oriented business may locate within one-thousand 
(1000) feet of a residential zoning district, library, 
education institution, park, recreational facility, 
religious place of worship, child day care facility, 
playground, swimming pool or any planned unit 
development that includes residential land uses. 
 

FN3. The Ordinance defines an Adult 
Cabaret to be: 

 
A nightclub, bar restaurant or other similar 
establishment that regularly features live 
performances characterized by the 
exposure of specified anatomical areas or 
by specified sexual activities, or films, 
motion pictures, video cassettes, DVD, 
slides, or other photographic reproductions 
in which a substantial portion of the total 
presentation time is devoted to showing of 
material characterized by the emphasis 
upon the depiction or description of the 
specified activities or specified anatomical 
areas. (Doc. No.12, Mohler Aff., Ex. 2(B), 
p. 2). 

 
FN4. The Ordinance defines specified sexual 
anatomical areas as to include: 

 
[L]ess than completely and opaquely 
covered human genitals, pubic region, 
buttocks, anus, or female breasts below a 
point immediately above the areola; or 
human male genitals in a discernable 
turgid state, even if completely and 
opaquely covered. Id. at 6. 

 
FN5. The Ordinance defines specified sexual 
activities to include: 

 
i. the fondling or other erotic touching of 
human genitals, pubic region, buttocks, 
anus, or female breasts; ii. sex acts, normal 
or perverted, actual or simulated, including 
intercourse, oral copulation, or sodomy; iii. 
masturbation, actual or simulated; [and] iv. 
excretory functions as part or in connection 
with any of the activities set forth in 
subdivisions. Id. 
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On July 18, 2002, Maumee provided Halo Ventures 
with the requested building permit (the “permit”). 
Prior to issuing the permit, however, Bruce Wholf 
(“Wholf”), Maumee's Building and Zoning Inspector, 
issued two Correction Letters dated June 12 and June 
26, 2002 due to deficiencies in the documents Halo 
Ventures had submitted on May 30, 2002. Pursuant to 
the permit, Halo Ventures began internal renovations 
to the property. A substantial amount of 
correspondence and conversations between Maumee 
and Halo Ventures then took place as Wholf tried to 
determine if the intended use of the property was for a 
sexually oriented business. 
 
Halo Ventures completed renovations to the property 
and applied for a Certificate of Occupancy on October 
17, 2002. The application described the intended use 
of the property as a “Restaurant, Bar, Nightclub, Live 
entertainment.”  (Doc. No. 21, Wholf Aff., Ex. 3(H)). 
On October 30, 2002, Wholf sent Halo Ventures a 
letter asserting that the reference to live entertainment 
on the Certificate of Occupancy application raised a 
concern that the property would be used for the 
purposes of a sexually oriented business, which was 
prohibited in the C-2 General Commercial District 
under the Code as amended by the Ordinance. He 
emphasized that this was not the first time this issue 
had arisen. Wholf maintained Halo Ventures needed 
to provide further information regarding the intended 
use to ensure compliance with the Code. 
 
On October 31, 2002, Halo Ventures responded that 
the intended use and operation of business as set forth 
in its application for a Certificate of Occupancy would 
be consistent with the prior use of the property, and 
again requested Maumee to make the necessary 
inspection. Wholf then responded on November 5, 
2002, reiterating his ongoing concerns about the 
nature of the intended use and its conformity withe 
Code, which he was responsible for enforcing. Halo 
Ventures sent further correspondence including a 
letter dated November 11, 2002, which maintained 
that “the live entertainment to be presented at 1500 
Holland Road will be in full compliance with the City 
of Maumee Zoning Code and will not constitute a 
‘sexually oriented business' as defined in the City 
Zoning Code.”Id. at Ex. 3(M). 
 
Though neither a Certificate of Occupancy nor a food 
service permit had been issued, Halo Ventures opened 

for business on November 21, 2002, operating as XO, 
presenting expressive entertainment and dance 
performances. That same evening, Wholf issued an 
administrative order closing XO and posted notices of 
illegal occupancy. On December 6, 2002, Plaintiffs 
filed a nine (9) count Verified Complaint seeking 
declaratory, injunctive and monetary 
relief.FN6   Plaintiffs also filed a motion *678 for a 
preliminary injunction, along with a motion for a TRO 
seeking to prevent Defendants' from enforcing the 
administrative order and the Ordinance. On June 9, 
2002, the Honorable John W. Potter held a hearing on 
Plaintiffs' motion for a TRO and ordered Defendants 
“to perform an inspection for the issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy to plaintiffs and to issue a 
ruling to plaintiffs regarding their application for a 
certificate of occupancy forthwith.”  (Doc. No. 4). The 
hearing on Plaintiffs' motion for a preliminary 
injunction was vacated as the parties entered into a 
stipulation that Maumee would issue a Certificate of 
Occupancy subject to Plaintiffs operating XO “in 
accordance with all applicable and relevant zoning 
laws for the C-2 General Commercial District, 
including amendments to the City of Maumee Zoning 
Ordinance enacted on June 3, 2002,” until the Court 
reached the ultimate merits of Plaintiffs' Complaint. 
(Doc. No. 8). 
 

FN6. Plaintiffs' Complaint alleges that 
Maumee's zoning ordinance is an illegal 
content-based restraint on freedom of 
expression in violation of the First and 
Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 
Constitution, and Article I, Section 11 of the 
Ohio Constitution (Count I); that Maumee's 
zoning ordinance fails to provide proper 
procedural safeguards including prompt 
judicial review and issuance of a license in 
violation of the First and Fourteenth 
Amendment of the United States 
Constitution, and Article I, Section 11 of the 
Ohio Constitution (Count II); Defendants 
have required information from Plaintiffs not 
sought from other applicants of Certificates 
of Occupancy in violation of the right to 
equal protection under the Fourteenth 
Amendment to the United States 
Constitution, and the Ohio Constitution 
(Count III); Plaintiffs' use of the property is a 
lawful non-conforming use (Count IV); the 
Ordinance represents an illegal 
content-based restraint on freedom of 
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expression in violation of the First, Fifth and 
Fourteenth Amendment of the United States 
Constitution, and Article I, Section 11 of the 
Ohio Constitution (Count V); the Ordinance 
is invalid because Defendants failed to 
provide notice and public hearings required 
by codified ordinances at the time the 
Ordinance was adopted (Count VI); the 
Ordinance constitutes an invalid exercise of 
the municipal police power (Count VII); 
application of the Ordinance to Plaintiffs has 
resulted in unrecouped profits in violation of 
the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the 
United States Constitution (Count VIII); and 
Defendants have unconstitutionally applied 
the Ordinance and abused their authority to 
grant a Certificate of Occupancy in violation 
of the First, Fifth and Fourteenth 
Amendments to the United States 
Constitution, and Article I, Sections 10 and 
11 of the Ohio Constitution (Count IX). 

 
Plaintiffs assert that they are entitled to summary 
judgment on the premise that the Ordinance represents 
a presumptively invalid content-based restriction on 
expressive conduct, their use of the property is a 
lawful non-conforming use and the Ordinance 
constitutes an invalid exercise of the municipal police 
power. Defendants' cross-motion for summary 
judgement is based on the same issues.FN7 
 

FN7. Defendants argue that this 
demonstrates Plaintiffs have consolidated the 
nine (9) counts in their complaint into three 
claims for purposes of summary judgment. 
While Plaintiffs do not concede this point, 
the bases of the parties' motions for summary 
judgment appear to address Counts I, II, III, 
IV, V, VII, and IX. Moreover, James Turner 
(“Turner”), President of Halo Ventures, was 
present and participated in the May 28, 2002, 
public hearing during which the Municipal 
Planning Commission considered the 
Ordinance prior to its enactment, which 
would obviate Count VI. Given the Court's 
disposition of the parties' motions for 
summary judgment infra, Plaintiffs' claims 
under Count VIII cannot survive. 

 
DISCUSSION 

 

A. SUMMARY JUDGMENT STANDARD 
 
Summary judgment is appropriate where “the 
pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any, 
show there is no genuine issue as to any material fact 
and that the moving party is entitled to judgment as a 
matter of law.”  FED.R.CIV.P. 56(c). The moving 
party bears the initial responsibility of “informing the 
district court of the basis for its motion, and 
identifying those portions of ‘the pleadings, 
depositions, answers to interrogatories, and 
admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if any,’ 
which it believes demonstrate the absence of a genuine 
issue of material fact.”  *679Celotex Corp. v. Catrett, 
477 U.S. 317, 323, 106 S.Ct. 2548, 2553, 91 L.Ed.2d 
265 (1986). The movant may meet this burden by 
demonstrating the absence of evidence supporting one 
or more essential elements of the non-movant's 
claim. Id. at 323-25, 106 S.Ct. 2548. Once the movant 
meets this burden, the opposing party “must set forth 
specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for 
trial.”  Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 242, 
250, 106 S.Ct. 2505, 2541, 91 L.Ed.2d 202 (1986) 
(quotingFED.R.CIV.P. 56(e)). 
 
Once the burden of production has so shifted, the party 
opposing summary judgment cannot rest on its 
pleadings or merely reassert its previous allegations. It 
is not sufficient “simply [to] show that there is some 
metaphysical doubt as to the material 
facts.”  Matsushita Elec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio 
Corp., 475 U.S. 574, 586, 106 S.Ct. 1348, 1356, 89 
L.Ed.2d 538 (1986). Rather, Rule 56(e)“requires the 
nonmoving party to go beyond the pleadings” and 
present some type of evidentiary material in support of 
its position. Celotex, 477 U.S. at 324, 106 S.Ct. at 
2553;   see also Harris v. General Motors Corp., 201 
F.3d 800, 802 (6th Cir.2000). Summary judgment 
must be entered “against a party who fails to make a 
showing sufficient to establish the existence of an 
element essential to that party's case, and on which 
that party will bear the burden of proof at 
trial.”  Celotex, 477 U.S. at 322, 106 S.Ct. at 2552. 
 
“In considering a motion for summary judgment, the 
Court must view the facts and draw all reasonable 
inferences therefrom in a light most favorable to the 
nonmoving party.”  Williams v. Belknap, 154 
F.Supp.2d 1069, 1071 (E.D.Mich.2001) (citing 60 Ivy 
Street Corp. v. Alexander, 822 F.2d 1432, 1435 (6th 
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Cir.1987)). However, “ ‘at the summary judgment 
stage the judge's function is not himself to weigh the 
evidence and determine the truth of the matter,’ 
”Wiley v. U.S., 20 F.3d 222, 227 (6th Cir.1994) 
(quoting Anderson, 477 U.S. at 249, 106 S.Ct. 
2505);   therefore, “[t]he Court is not required or 
permitted ... to judge the evidence or make findings of 
fact.”    Williams, 154 F.Supp.2d at 1071. The purpose 
of summary judgment “is not to resolve factual issues, 
but to determine if there are genuine issues of fact to 
be tried.”  Abercrombie & Fitch Stores, Inc. v. Am. 
Eagle Outfitters, Inc., 130 F.Supp.2d 928, 930 
(S.D.Ohio 1999). Ultimately, this Court must 
determine “whether the evidence presents a sufficient 
disagreement to require submission to a jury or 
whether it is so one-sided that one party must prevail 
as a matter of law.”  Anderson, 477 U.S. at 251-52, 
106 S.Ct. 2505;   see also Atchley v. RK Co., 224 F.3d 
537, 539 (6th Cir.2000). 
 
B. VALIDITY OF THE ORDINANCE 
 
1. Constitutional Validity 
 
[1][2] Plaintiffs' argue that the Ordinance represents a 
presumptively invalid content-based restriction 
designed to suppress the presentation of protected 
expressive conduct. In City of Erie v. Pap's A.M., 529 
U.S. 277, 289, 120 S.Ct. 1382, 146 L.Ed.2d 265 
(2000), the United States Supreme Court stated: 
 
Being in a “state of full nudity” is not an inherently 
expressive condition. As we explained in Barnes, 
however, nude dancing of the type at issue here is 
expressive conduct, although we think it falls only 
within the outer ambit of the First Amendment's 
protection.   See Barnes v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 
U.S. [560, 565-66, 111 S.Ct. 2456, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 
(1991) ] (plurality opinion); Schad v. Mount Ephraim, 
452 U.S. 61, 66, 101 S.Ct. 2176, 68 L.Ed.2d 671 
(1981). 
 
To determine what level of scrutiny applies ... we must 
decide “whether the *680 State's regulation is related 
to the suppression of expression.”(citations omitted). 
If the governmental purpose in enacting the regulation 
is unrelated to the suppression of expression, then the 
regulation need only satisfy the “less stringent” 
standard from [United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 
377, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 L.Ed.2d 672 (1968)] for 
evaluating restrictions on symbolic speech. If the 

government interest is related to the content of the 
expression, however, then the regulation falls outside 
the scope of the O'Brien test must be justified under a 
more demanding standard. (citation omitted). 
 
In Harris v. Fitchville Township Trs., 99 F.Supp.2d 
837, 842-43 (N.D.Ohio 2000), this Court, applied the 
O'Brien test to determine the constitutionality of an 
ordinance designed to regulate public nudity to 
combat the negative secondary effects due to the 
presence of adult establishments.   See City of Renton 
v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 49, 106 S.Ct. 
925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 (1986) (asserting that zoning 
ordinances employed to address negative secondary 
impacts of sexually explicit businesses “are to be 
reviewed under the standards applicable to 
‘content-neutral’ time, place and manner 
regulations”).   See also Barnes, 501 U.S. at 566, 111 
S.Ct. 2456 (describing the standards set forth in 
O'Brien as embodying the standards applicable to 
content-neutral time, place and manner 
regulations); DLS v. City of Chattanooga, 107 F.3d 
403, 410 n. 6 (6th Cir.1997) (noting that the standard 
for assessing time, place and manner regulations “is 
materially identical to the O'Brien test”). Accordingly, 
the validity of the Ordinance is analyzed using the 
four-factor O'Brien test, and will: 
meet[ ] constitutional muster if it: (a) is within the 
constitutional power of the government; and (b) 
furthers an important or substantial government 
interest that (c) is unrelated to the suppression of free 
expression; and (d) the incidental restriction on First 
Amendment freedoms is no greater than is essential to 
the furtherance of that interest. 
 
Harris, 99 F.Supp.2d at 842. 
 
[3] In City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 
U.S. 425, 437, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 152 L.Ed.2d 670 
(U.S.2002) (plurality opinion) the Supreme Court 
asserted that a municipality “certainly bears the 
burden of providing evidence that supports a link 
between concentrations of adult operations and 
asserted secondary impacts.”  A city need not conduct 
new studies, but may rely on those “already generated 
by other cities, so long as whatever evidence the city 
relies upon is reasonably believed to be relevant to the 
problem that the city addresses.”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 
51-52, 106 S.Ct. 925. A city may also rely on the 
previous findings in existing jurisprudence. Renton, 
475 U.S. at 50-51, 106 S.Ct. 925.   See also Erie, 529 
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U.S. at 297, 120 S.Ct. 1382. Nevertheless, “a 
municipality [cannot] get away with shoddy data or 
reasoning. The municipality's evidence must fairly 
support the municipality's rationale for its 
ordinance.”  Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 438, 122 
S.Ct. 1728. 
 
Plaintiffs assert that Defendants have failed to 
establish the requisite nexus between adoption of the 
Ordinance and the circumscription of potential 
adverse secondary effects associated with adult 
entertainment.FN8   Halo Ventures and BAJA direct the 
Court to Lakeland Lounge of Jackson v. City of 
Jackson, Mississippi, 973 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir.1992) 
and *681J & B Entm't v. City of Jackson, Mississippi, 
152 F.3d 362 (5th Cir.1998). In Lakeland, the court 
asserted that preambulatory language contained in a 
zoning ordinance expressing a purpose to address 
negative secondary effects may not in and of itself be 
sufficient to sustain its validity “without specific 
attention to secondary effects.”  Lakeland, 973 F.2d at 
1259. The Lakeland court, however, stated: 
 

FN8. Since this argument focuses on the 
second prong of O'Brien, for purposes of this 
motion the Court shall presume that 
Plaintiffs' are not challenging the Ordinance's 
validity under the other three prongs. 

 
Nevertheless, in context here, where (1) the drafters of 
the ordinance did rely upon studies of secondary 
effects, (2) a majority of the council members did 
receive some information about the secondary effects 
during an open hearing of the planning board, and (3) 
nothing in the record otherwise suggests 
impermissible motives on the part of the 
councilmembers, the language of the preamble shows 
the city council's awareness of the studies upon which 
the planning staff relied when framing the ordinance 
and reflects that a reasonable legislature with 
constitutional motives could have enacted the 
ordinance. 
Id. (citations omitted).   See also Encore Videos, Inc., 
v. City of San Antonio, 330 F.3d 288, 291 (5th 
Cir.2003). 
 
Notably, in Lakeland, the court asserted that the city 
council “could properly place some reliance upon 
others” to do requisite research, and need not even 
personally review the studies on which the drafters 
relied. Id. at 1258.   See also Threesome Entm't v. 

Strittmather, 4 F.Supp.2d 710, 719 (N.D.Ohio 1998) 
(asserting that municipal legislators need not review 
such studies themselves “so long as they receive 
recommendations from knowledgeable persons”) 
(citing Lakeland, at 1258-59). 
 
In J & B Entm't the court found that despite 
preambulatory language in the ordinance, the city 
could not satisfy the second prong of O'Brien as there 
was an “absence of any evidence suggesting that the 
city enacted the [o]rdinance with ‘specific attention to 
secondary effects.’ ”  J & B Entm't, 152 F.3d at 374. 
The J & B Entm't court noted that “[t]he record 
contains neither any deposition testimony nor any 
affidavit from any [c]ity council member or city 
employee that might clarify” the rationale for enacting 
the Ordinance. Id. at 373.   In fact “[n]o explanation of 
what specific secondary effects motivated Jackson to 
enact the [o]rdinance appear[ed] in its text, and the 
[c]ity [c]ouncil failed to make any specific legislative 
findings prior to enactment.”  Id. at 374. 
 
In the case sub judice, the preamble of the Ordinance 
unequivocally expresses the City Council's concern 
over negative secondary effects, especially on 
children, associated with adult entertainment 
businesses. In fact, the Preamble of the Ordinance 
states in pertinent part: 
 
WHEREAS, documentation regarding the negative 
secondary impacts of sexually oriented businesses on 
neighborhoods, property values, and quality of life 
issues is found in previously published studies for 
cities including: Denver, Colorado; New York, New 
York; Indianapolis, Indiana; Springfield, Missouri; 
Kansas City, Missouri; Boston, Massachusetts; copies 
of which studies are on file in the City offices; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is the desire of Council to protect the 
children of the City of Maumee from exposure to 
sexually oriented activities and materials. 
 
(Doc. No. 12, Mohler Aff., Ex. 2(B), p. 1). 
 
Moreover, Section 1127(a)(2) of the Code as amended 
by the Ordinance also reads: 
 
Purpose for Regulation of Sexually Oriented 
Business.   Additional regulations are imposed upon 
sexually oriented businesses because of the expected 
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secondary impacts on the residential neighborhoods 
and other specific land uses. 
 
Id. at 7. 
 
[4] The affidavits of Shielah McAdams, the Law 
Director of Maumee, Wholf and *682 Randy Mielnik, 
a senior Vice President of Poggemeyer Design Group, 
the drafters of the Ordinance, demonstrate that they 
discussed relevant case law from the United States 
Supreme Court and the Sixth Circuit Court of 
Appeals, and relied on studies of the secondary effects 
of adult businesses prepared by other cities.FN9   (Doc. 
No. 21, Ex. 2, McAdam's Aff., ¶ 6; Doc. No. 21, 
Wholf Aff., Ex. 3, ¶ 2; Doc. No. 21, Mielnik Aff., Ex. 
4, ¶¶ 6-7). These affidavits also establish that the focus 
of the drafters was not to prohibit adult business from 
operating in Maumee, but to limit the impact of 
expected negative secondary impacts. (Doc. No. 21, 
McAdams Aff., ¶ 13; Doc. No. 21, Wholf Aff., ¶ 2; 
Doc. No. 21, Mielnik Aff., ¶ 8). 
 

FN9. Plaintiffs also argue that Defendant 
cannot show that studies from large cities 
cited in the Ordinance's preamble, and relied 
on by the drafters, are relevant to a small 
municipality such as Maumee. The Court 
will not linger on this argument other than to 
note that it is the character of the conduct in a 
study that determines its 
relevance.   See Erie, 529 U.S. at 297, 120 
S.Ct. 1382 (maintaining that relevance is 
based on the character of the adult 
entertainment; Renton (expressing no 
concern, that Renton, a city of 32,000 
persons, could rely on the experience of 
Seattle and other cities, without reference to a 
disparity in size)); Bigg Wolf Disc. Video 
Movie Sales, Inc. v. Montgomery County, 
Md., 256 F.Supp.2d 385, 394-95 
(D.Md.2003) (asserting that under Erie the 
test is whether covered entities “are part of a 
category reasonably believed to cause some 
of the secondary effects referred to in [other] 
studies”). 

 areas, playgrounds, churches and juveniles. 
. at 28. 

cAdams also represents that: 

kely to be exposed to them.   (Emphasis added). 

oc. No. 21, Ex. 2, McAdam's Aff., ¶ 12). 

antly, a transcript excerpt of this meeting 
ates: 

 was in the 
mmittee as a whole. (Emphasis added). 

(Doc. No. 37, Ex. 2, pp. 3-4). 

 
Granted, the minutes of the Municipal Planning 
Commission's meeting of May 28, 2002, do not 
mention negative secondary impacts, and there is no 
evidence that any members of the City Council were 
in attendance. (Doc. No. 12, Feldmeier Aff., Ex. 3(B), 

p. 11). On the other hand, McAdams asserts that she 
made a presentation regarding the Ordinance to the 
Municipal Planning Commission at that meeting 
where “I identified our primary objective as the 
protection of children from exposure to the effects of 
such businesses.”  (Doc. No. 21, Ex. 2, McAdam's 
Aff., ¶ 9). She also maintains that the Municipal 
Planning Commission was informed of the applicable 
law. In addition, a transcript excerpt of the May 28 
meeting shows that concerns over negative secondary 
impacts associated with adult establishments were 
discussed as part of a public hearing on the Ordinance. 
(Doc. No. 37, Ex. 3, pp. 27-28, 35). Such concerns 
included the need to minimize the potential effects on 
residential
Id
 
M
 
The drafters of the [O]rdinance were well aware of the 
possible negative secondary effects of adult 
businesses on neighborhoods, property values and 
quality of life and most particularly, of the effects of 
exposure to such businesses on juveniles.   Members 
of the City Council were made aware of these 
concerns. The primary concern of the Council and my 
own in determining where adult businesses could 
operate in the City was to assure that these businesses 
would be remote from places where minors would be 
li
 
(D
 
While no member of City Council appears to have 
been present at the May 28 Municipal Planning 
Commission meeting, all members were in attendance 
at the City Council's February 18, 2002, meeting 
referring the Ordinance to the Municipal Planning 
Commission for its review and consideration. 
Signific
st
 
[I]f this goes to the Planning Commission, I think it 
should be related that our, our primary concern is 
this, these *683 be placed as far a distance as we can 
from child day care kids and schools, and that we've 
ask[ed] Ms. McAdams to look into how, how we can 
do that and that, that's what the discussion
co
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In addition, the City Council unanimously passed the 
Ordinance at its June 3 meeting with all members 
present. (Doc. No. 12, Feldmeier Aff., Ex. 3(C), pp. 1, 
3; Doc. No. 37, Ex. 1). 
 
[5] Plainly, Defendants have satisfactorily 
demonstrated that the Ordinance was designed and 
adopted to further a substantial government interest in 
accordance with the second prong of O'Brien.The City 
Council reasonably relied on McAdams, Wholf and 
Mielnik to perform the necessary research and draft 
the Ordinance, and accepted the recommendation of 
the Municipal Planning Commission which had, at 
least in part, relied upon the research and 
recommendation is of the drafters of the Ordinance. 
The record demonstrates unambiguously that 
throughout the process the rationale for adopting the 
Ordinance was to limit the negative secondary effects 
associated with adult entertainment establishments, 
especially the impact on juveniles. It is consistent with 
the language contained not only in the preamble but 
also the body of the Ordinance. The Ordinance is a 
“content-neutral” restriction designed to combat 
negative secondary effects associated with adult 
entertainment establishments. Accordingly, Plaintiffs' 
motion for summary judgment on the premise that the 
Ordinance is a content-based restriction on protected 
speech is denied. Defendants' cross-motion for 
summary judgment on the basis that the Ordinance is a 
valid content-neutral regulation is granted.FN10 
 

FN10. Defendants also note that Nightclubs, 
Inc. v. City of Paducah, 202 F.3d 884 (6th 
Cir.2000), cited for the proposition that prior 
restraints on speech are presumptively 
invalid, is distinguishable from the case sub 
judice.   They assert, and Plaintiffs do not 
dispute, that Nightclubs involved a licensing 
scheme, and the sole issue on appeal was 
whether there were sufficient procedural 
safeguards. Id. at 888-89. In contrast, the 
Ordinance sub judice is a zoning ordinance 
that allows adult establishments to operate in 
the M-2 Industrial District, and does not 
require the businesses or their employees to 
obtain licenses or permits. 

 
2. Lawful Non-Conforming Use 
 
[6] Since Halo Ventures submitted an application on 

May 30, 2002, which was prior to the City Council's 
enactment of the Ordinance on June 3 (Doc. No. 12, 
Ex. 1, Sayed Aff., ¶ 2, Doc. No. 1, ¶ 10), Plaintiffs 
argue that their use of the property is a lawful 
non-conforming use. Section 1105.09(d) of the Code 
provides: 
 
Nothing contained in this Zoning Ordinance shall 
require any change in the plans, construction, size or 
designated use of a building, structure or part thereof 
for which a building permit has been granted or for 
which a complete application with the necessary plans 
has been filed with the Zoning Inspector before the 
enactment of amendment of this Ordinance and the 
construction of which according to such permit or plan 
and specifications shall have been started within 
ninety days of the enactment of this or Ordinance or 
such amendment.   If any of the above requirements 
have not been fulfilled within the time stated above or 
if any building operations are discontinued for a 
period of ninety days, any further construction shall 
be in conformity with the provisions of the 
Ordinance.   (Emphasis added). 
 
(Doc. No. 12, Mohler Aff., Ex. 2(A), p. 2). 
 
Plaintiffs assert that the Code as it existed on May 30 
did not distinguish between*684 sexually oriented 
businesses and other forms of entertainment allowing 
bars, taverns, indoor theaters, night clubs, dance floors 
and similar establishments for the purpose of 
amusement and entertainment to operate in the C-2 
General Commercial District. 
 
While Defendants assert a number of arguments in 
support of their position that Section 1105.09(d) is 
inapplicable to the case sub judice, the Court need 
only focus on their argument that Plaintiffs' 
application was not complete as submitted on May 
30.FN11   Defendants contend that Halo Ventures' 
application was not complete having failed to satisfy 
two conditions for an application to be complete, the 
approval of submitted plans by a state certified 
examiner and payment of the filing fee. (Doc. No. 21, 
Ex. 3, Wholf Aff., ¶ 4).   See Gibson v. City of Oberlin, 
171 Ohio St. 1, 167 N.E.2d 651, 654 (1960) (holding 
that a property owner has a vested right in the issuance 
of building permit when all legislative requirements 
have been satisfied).   See also Harris v. Fitchville 
Township Trs., 154 F.Supp.2d 1182, 1188 (N.D.Ohio 
2001). The plans Halo Ventures submitted on May 30 
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were reviewed by a state certified plans examiner, and 
returned for corrections. Id. In fact, Wholf issued 
correction letters on June 12 and June 26, 2002 to 
which Plaintiffs responded.FN12   (Doc. No. 21, Wholf 
Aff., Ex. 3(B) & (C)). Moreover, the filing fee was not 
paid until July 17. (Doc. No. 21, Ex. 3, Wholf Aff., ¶ 
4). A building permit was issued on July 18, 2002. Id. 
 

FN11. Defendants also maintain that 
Plaintiffs are not entitled to the benefit of 
Section 1105.09(d), having failed to establish 
a lawful use prior to enactment of the 
Ordinance, to exhaust administrative 
remedies or file a mandamus action. 

 
FN12. The Court observes that Wholf issued 
another correction letter on July 30, 2002. 
(Doc. No. 21, Wholf Aff., Ex. 3(E)). 

 
[7][8] Plaintiffs assert that “complete” is not defined 
in the Code, and Wholf's interpretation would render 
Section 1105.09(d) meaningless by conferring 
unlimited discretion to delay an application until an 
Ordinance making the contemplated use unlawful can 
be enacted. In interpreting legislation, words are given 
their plain and ordinary meaning absent evidence of 
legislative intent to the contrary. Union Rural Elec. 
Coop., Inc. v. Public Util. Comm'n, 52 Ohio St.3d 78, 
555 N.E.2d 641, 643 (1990); Coventry Towers, Inc. v. 
City of Strongsville, 18 Ohio St.3d 120, 480 N.E.2d 
412, 414 (1985). Moreover, “[w]hen the text of a 
statute contains an undefined term, that term receives 
its ordinary and natural meaning.”    The Limited, Inc. 
v. Comm'n of Internal Revenue, 286 F.3d 324, 332 
(6th Cir.2002) (citations omitted). 
 
Plaintiffs argue the payment of the filing fee is not 
mentioned in Section 1105.09(d). They also contend 
that as a matter of logic payment of any fees is not 
required until the plans submitted with the application 
are approved. Accepting these arguments as true, 
however, demonstrates the validity of Defendants 
contention that an application is not complete before 
the accompanying plans are approved by a certified 
examiner. This is also consistent with the plain and 
ordinary meaning of the word 
“complete”.  “Complete” is defined as “possessing all 
necessary parts, items, or elements: not lacking 
anything necessary.”  WEBSTER'S THIRD NEW 
INTERNATIONAL DICTIONARY, Unabridged 465 
(1986). Since the plans Halo Ventures submitted on 

May 30 required corrections, they were not complete, 
and Plaintiffs are not entitled to the benefit of Section 
1105.09(d). Thus, Plaintiffs' motion for summary 
judgment *685 on the basis that a lawful 
non-conforming use of the property had been 
established prior to enactment of the Ordinance is 
denied. Defendants' cross-motion for summary 
judgment premised on the same issue is granted. 
 
3. Municipal Police Power 
 
[9] Halo Ventures and BAJA assert that the Ordinance 
constitutes an invalid exercise of the municipal police 
power by treating adult establishments differently 
from other commercial establishments without having 
established the requisite link between the Ordinance 
and the negative secondary impacts its seeks to 
circumscribe. In Goldberg Companies v. Council of 
the City of Richmond Heights, 81 Ohio St.3d 207, 690 
N.E.2d 510, 514-15 (1998), the Ohio Supreme Court 
stated: 
 
A municipality or other zoning body is justified under 
the police power to enact zoning for the public welfare 
and safety. The powers, not unlimited, need only bear 
a rational relation to the health, safety, morals or 
general welfare. Euclid v. Ambler, 272 U.S. 365, 47 
S.Ct. 114, 71 L.Ed. 303 [ (1926) ]. 
 
. . . . . 
 
[A] zoning regulation is presumed to be constitutional 
unless determined by a court to be clearly arbitrary 
and unreasonable and without substantial relation to 
the public health, safety, morals, or general welfare of 
the community. The burden of proof remains with the 
party challenging an ordinance's constitutionality, and 
the standard of proof remains “beyond fair 
debate.”    See Cent. Motors [Corp. v. City of Pepper 
Pike, 73 Ohio St.3d 581, 653 N.E.2d 639, 642 (1995) 
]. 
 
The Court observes that there exists ample precedent 
for locational requirements that treat adult 
establishments differently from other commercial 
entities.   See Renton and Lakeland supra.   In Napier 
v. City of Middletown, No. CA 98-06-128, 1998 WL 
857491, *5, 1998 Ohio App. LEXIS 5994 at *13 
(Ohio Ct.App. 12th Dist. Dec. 14, 1998) the court 
asserted: 
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[A] municipality is justified by its police power to 
enact zoning for the public welfare and safety, and [ ] 
these powers need only bear a rational relation to the 
health, safety, morals or general welfare. (citations 
omitted). Further, sexually explicit dancing, which is 
not obscene does enjoy a limited degree of protection 
under the First Amendment of the United States 
Constitution. Barnes v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 
560, 111 S.Ct. 2456, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991). 
However, such activity is subject to valid time, place, 
and manner restrictions. Renton v. Playtime Theatres, 
Inc. (1986) 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29. 
 
Although not central to its disposition of an appeal 
from an administrative zoning decision, the Court 
finds the Napier's discussion instructive. 
 
Given the Court's disposition of the parties' arguments 
as to the constitutional validity of the Ordinance, 
supra, the Court rejects Plaintiffs' contention that the 
Ordinance is not rationally related to the public health, 
safety, morals, or general welfare of Maumee and its 
residents. The Ordinance is a valid exercise of the 
municipal police power. Accordingly, Plaintiffs' 
motion for summary judgment on the basis that the 
Ordinance is an invalid exercise of the municipal 
police power is denied. Defendants' cross-motion for 
summary judgment based on the same issue is granted. 
 
C. PLAINTIFFS' MOTION TO REFUND TRO BOND 
 
[10] Plaintiffs' move the Court to refund the TRO 
bond in the amount of $ 500.00, posted in conjunction 
with the TRO issued on December 9, 2002. Halo 
Ventures and BAJA argue that a refund of the TRO 
bond is justified by the Court's Order (Doc. No. 8) 
adopting the parties' *686 stipulation and proposed 
Order. Under the terms of the Order, Defendants 
granted Plaintiffs a Certificate of Occupancy so long 
as XO operated in conformance with all applicable 
and relevant zoning laws for the C-2 General 
Commercial District, including amendments to the 
City of Maumee Zoning Ordinance enacted on June 3, 
2002. As a result, the need for injunctive relief became 
moot, and Plaintiffs' withdrew their motion for a 
preliminary injunction and the hearing was vacated. 
 
Defendants assert that the proceeds should not be 
refunded and be applied to any award of attorney's 
fees (or sanctions) imposed as a result of the Court's 

disposition, discussed infra, of Defendants' motion to 
show cause as to why Plaintiffs should not be held in 
contempt for violating the aforementioned Order. 
(Doc. No. 14). This argument is not well taken. Under 
the terms of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, the 
purpose of the bond is to provide “payment of such 
costs and damages as may be incurred by any party 
who is found to have been wrongfully enjoined or 
restrained.”  FED.R.CIV.P. 65(c). Accordingly, 
Plaintiffs' motion to refund the TRO bond is granted. 
 
D. DEFENDANTS' MOTION FOR AWARD OF 
ATTORNEY'S FEES IN CONNECTION WITH 
CONTEMPT PROCEEDING 
 
[11] Defendants' move the Court to award attorney's 
fees in the amount of $ 4,641.00 in connection with 
the contempt proceeding initiated as a result of their 
aforementioned motion to show cause.FN13   The Court 
held a hearing and issued a Amended Order granting 
Defendants' motion which stated: 
 

FN13. Defendants have supplied supporting 
data. (Doc. No. 28). 

 
Defendants' motion is granted; Plaintiffs are found by 
clear and convincing evidence to be in contempt of 
this Court's prior order. While the evidence adduced at 
the hearing failed to demonstrate an intent to violate 
said order, intent is not relevant in this civil contempt 
action. Further, it is clear that under the present 
configuration of the facility, compliance is not likely 
to occur. Good faith attempts to comply with the 
Court's prior Order is not a defense in a civil action. 
(Doc. No. 25). 
 
[12] Plaintiffs argue that the sanctions the Court 
imposed as a result of finding them in contempt, 
including the inability to use certain areas of XO so 
long as they remained closed areas and paying 
Maumee almost $ 8500.00 for monitoring Plaintiffs' 
operations, are sufficient and obviate the need for 
further sanctions. “[An] award of attorney's fees is 
appropriate for civil contempt in situations where 
court orders have been violated.”  McMahan v. Po 
Folks, Inc., 206 F.3d 627, 634 (6th Cir.2000).   See 
also Redken Lab., Inc. v. Levin, 843 F.2d 226, 230 (6th 
Cir.1988) (noting that propriety of awarding attorney's 
fees in connection with civil contempt proceedings). 
Thus, Defendants' motion for attorney's fees in the 
amount of $ 4,641.00 is granted. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
For the reasons stated above, Plaintiffs' motion for 
summary judgment (Doc. No. 12) is denied. 
Defendant's cross-motion for summary judgment 
(Doc. No. 20) on the same issues is granted. Plaintiffs' 
motion to refund TRO bond (Doc. No. 13) is granted. 
Defendants' motion for award of attorney's fees in 
connection with contempt proceeding (Doc. No. 26) is 
also granted. 
 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
N.D.Ohio,2003. 
BAS Enterprize, Inc. v. City of Maumee 
282 F.Supp.2d 673 
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Function Junction, Inc. v. City of Daytona Beach 
M.D.Fla.,1987. 
 

United States District Court,M.D. Florida, 
Orlando Division.. 

FUNCTION JUNCTION, INC., a Florida 
corporation, Pink Pussycat, Inc., a Florida 
corporation, and Del Percio, Inc., a Florida 

corporation, Plaintiffs, 
v. 

CITY OF DAYTONA BEACH, a Florida municipal 
corporation, Defendant. 

No. 86-117-CIV-ORL-18. 
 

Dec. 17, 1987. 
As Amended Jan. 27, 1988. 

 
Owners of adult theaters brought action to challenge 
constitutionality of city zoning ordinance on location 
of adult theaters. The District Court, G. Kendall Sharp, 
J., held that ordinance did not violate First 
Amendment. 
 
Judgment for city. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 2183 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2183 k. Nudity in General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3), 92k90.4(2)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2201 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2201 k. Nude Dancing in General. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3), 92k90.4(2)) 

 
 Constitutional Law 92 2239 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2236 Intoxicating Liquors 
                      92k2239 k. Nudity in General. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(2)) 
Nude dancing is protected expression under First 
Amendment, but merely nude conduct, such as nude 
sunbathing or topless cocktail waitressing, is devoid of 
constitutional protection. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[2] Constitutional Law 92 2219 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2219 k. Theaters in General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
 
 Obscenity 281 2.5 
 
281 Obscenity 
      281k2 Power to Regulate; Statutory and Local 
Regulations 
            281k2.5 k. Particular Regulations. Most Cited 
Cases 
City's zoning ordinance on location of adult theaters 
with nude dancing did not violate First Amendment; 
ordinance was governmental response to detrimental, 
secondary effects caused by adult theaters and served 
significant and substantial government interest in 
redevelopment of dilapidated and deteriorated areas of 
city; and ordinance allowed 400-foot distance between 
adult theaters and residential areas, churches, schools, 
and parks and permitted adult theaters in parts of 
city. West's F.S.A. § 163.01 et seq.; U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
*545 Richard L. Wilson, Orlando, Fla., for plaintiffs. 
Frank B. Gummey, III, Daytona Beach, Fla., for 
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defendant. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF 
LAW 

 
G. KENDALL SHARP, District Judge. 
This action, challenging the constitutionality of a City 
of Daytona Beach ordinance which regulates the 
location of adult theaters, was tried before the court 
without a jury. Based upon the testimony and evidence 
admitted at trial and the facts admitted in the joint 
pretrial stipulation, the court enters the following 
findings of fact and conclusions of law, pursuant 
to Rule 52 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
Plaintiffs are Florida corporations that operate 
lounges, which have provided nude or seminude 
(topless) dancing as entertainment within the City of 
Daytona Beach. Following the Florida Supreme Court 
decision in City of Daytona Beach v. Del Percio, 476 
So.2d 197 (Fla.1985), which upheld the ability of 
Daytona Beach to ban nudity in conjunction with the 
sale of alcohol under the Twenty-first Amendment, 
plaintiffs cannot offer topless dancing in their 
establishments because they sell alcohol. Plaintiffs 
seek to revive nude or seminude dancing in their 
lounges by ceasing to sell alcohol. 
 
The presentation of nude dancing would classify 
plaintiffs' establishments as adult theaters under 
Zoning Ordinance No. 78-400 of the City of Daytona 
Beach, Florida. Daytona Beach Ordinance No. 
81-292, incorporated in Zoning Ordinance No. 
78-400, precludes adult theaters from the zoning 
districts where plaintiffs' establishments presently are 
located and places them within specific BA zones 
throughout the city. Plaintiffs contend that Ordinance 
No. 81-292 poses an additional, prohibitive obstacle to 
their presentation of nonobscene nude dancing, 
protected under the First Amendment. 
 
Ordinance No. 81-292, adopted by the City 
Commission on September 16, 1981, is part of a 
redevelopment program in Daytona Beach. Sections 1 
through 4 of Ordinance No. 81-292 amend identified 
articles of Daytona Beach Zoning Ordinance No. 
78-400. Chapter 3 of Zoning Ordinance No. 78-400 
defines an adult theater: 

 
ADULT THEATRE. 
 
A use which exhibits any motion picture, exhibition, 
show, live show, representation, or other presentation 
which, in whole or in part, depicts nudity, sexual 
conduct, sexual excitement, or sadomasochistic abuse 
and is harmful to minors, all as defined in § 847.013, 
F.S., as may be amended, and admission of minors to 
which is unlawful in accordance with § 847.013, F.S., 
as may be amended. This includes any exhibition to 
one *546 or more persons, including facilities 
commonly known as peep booths or peep shows. 
 
Zoning Ordinance No. 78-400, chapter 3, Definitions, 
amended by Ordinance No. 82-67 (1982). Ordinance 
No. 81-292, section 4 amended Zoning Ordinance No. 
78-400 by adding section 51 to article 5, quoted below 
in pertinent part: 
 
Section 51.   Adult Bookstores and Adult Theaters. 
 
51.1 Purpose: To reduce the adverse impacts of adult 
bookstores and adult theaters upon the City's 
neighborhoods by: 
 
51.1.1 Avoiding the concentration of uses which cause 
or intensify physical and social blight. 
 
51.1.2 Improving visual appearance of adult uses. 
 
51.1.3 Reducing negative impacts on adult uses upon 
other business uses, neighborhood property values, 
residential areas, and public and semi-public uses. 
 
51.1.4 Insuring that adult uses do not impede 
redevelopment and neighborhood revitalization 
efforts. 
 
51.1.5 Avoiding allowing adult uses in heavily used 
public pedestrian areas. 
 
51.2 Location. 
 
51.2.1 Adult bookstores and adult theaters shall be 
permitted as a matter of right in BA, BA-1, and BA-2 
Districts. These adult uses shall not pyramid into or be 
allowed within the BW Districts. 
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51.2.2 It shall be unlawful to locate any adult theater 
and adult bookstore within 400 feet of any area of the 
City zoned R-1aa, R-1a, R-1a(1), R-1b, R-1c, R-2, 
R-2a, RA, R-2b, RP, R-3, PUD, T-1 or T-2. 
 
51.2.3 It shall be unlawful to locate any adult 
bookstore and adult theater within 1,000 feet of any 
other such adult bookstores or adult theaters. 
 
51.2.4 It shall be unlawful to locate any adult 
bookstore and adult theater within 400 feet of any 
church, school, public park or playground, or any 
other public or semi-public place or assembly where 
large numbers of minors regularly travel or 
congregate. 
 
51.2.5 Distances in 51.2.3 and 51.2.4 shall be 
measured from property line to property line, without 
regard to the route of normal travel.  
 
51.3 Waivers. The City Commission, after study and 
recommendation by the City Planning Board, may 
grant as a special exception after holding a public 
hearing, a waiver of the locational provisions for adult 
bookstores and adult theaters, upon a finding that all 
of the following requirements have been met: 
 
51.3.1 That the proposed use will not be contrary to 
the public interest and that the spirit and intent of the 
ordinance will be observed. 
 
51.3.2 That the proposed use will not enlarge or 
encourage the development or further development of 
a blighted area. 
 
51.3.3 That the establishment of an additional such 
regulated use in the area will not be contrary to any 
program of neighborhood conservation, or will 
interfere with any program of urban revitalization. 
 
51.4 Nonconforming Adult Bookstores and Adult 
Theaters: Adult bookstores and adult theaters which 
have been established at their existing locations prior 
to the effective date of this ordinance revision, and 
which are not in conformity with the requirements of 
this ordinance revision may continue to operate until 
January 1, 1992. If a nonconforming spacing situation 
can be eliminated by the abatement of one or more 
such establishments, the establishment which has been 
in business for the longest period of time shall be 

permitted. 
 
Zoning Ordinance No. 78-400, article 5, section 51. 
 
Gerald Langston, Director of Planning and 
Redevelopment for the City of Daytona Beach, who 
coordinated with the task study group in formulating 
Ordinance No. 81-*547 292, testified as an expert in 
the field of urban planning. He stated that Daytona 
Beach is an unusual Florida city because its structures 
are old in comparison to the proliferation of new 
communities. Thirty percent of Daytona Beach 
housing is pre-1940 and a substantial number are 
pre-1950. Furthermore, Daytona Beach exhibits the 
conditions prevalent in larger northern cities, such as a 
blighted core area, with the consequent problems of 
professionals residing outside the city, a high 
percentage of low income individuals and retirees 
living within the city, and difficulty in attracting 
quality housing. 
 
Langston testified that preparations for the 
redevelopment plan began two years prior to 
Ordinance No. 81-292, enacted in September, 1981. 
The study of Daytona Beach blight in early 1981, 
identified two blighted areas: 1) the old downtown 
area, and 2) the beachside area. The conditions that led 
to the conclusion of blight were a significant 
percentage of deteriorating structures; a large number 
of small, 1940 and 1950-sized lots, which did not 
allow cars; a notable parking problem; a high 
incidence of crime, particularly, on the beachside; and 
a large percentage of antiquated, underground utility 
systems, such as drainage, water and sewer systems. 
The changed neighborhoods, attributed to blight, 
deterred investment, and hotel development ceased in 
1975. In the late 1970's, Daytona Beach was 
denominated the “City of Sleaze.” 
 
Pursuant to Florida Statutes, chapter 163, a special 
board, the Redevelopment Design and Review Board 
(Redevelopment Board), was created in Daytona 
Beach to deal with the blight problem. Langston 
works with this board, which includes redevelopment 
of zoning districts, involving changes in permitted 
uses. For example, certain uses, such as bars, may be 
limited or spaced, while some uses, such as blood 
banks, may be prohibited in particular areas. The 
Redevelopment Board also considered studies of 
blight in Boston and Detroit by the American Society 
of Planning Officials in 1979-1980. These studies 
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show strong evidence that the central location of adult 
uses, like the “Combat Zone” in Boston, causes the 
blighted area to grow and creates blight in fringe 
areas. Furthermore, Langston testified that adult 
businesses have impacted on crime in the area 
surrounding Daytona Beach. 
 
Based upon his education, experience, knowledge of 
blight in Daytona Beach and his participation in 
drafting the subject ordinance, Langston testified that 
adult businesses that provide live nude and seminude 
entertainment promote and perpetuate urban decay. 
He explained, however, that a total ban was not 
considered because that would be unconstitutional. 
The Redevelopment Board merely limited placement 
of such establishments to particular zoned areas of 
Daytona Beach. Langston testified that the 
redevelopment program was “having a real visible 
impact on the city” in the core areas. 
 
Plaintiff Function Junction, Inc., d/b/a the Sugar 
Shack, owned by Leonard Del Percio and his brother, 
was located on North Atlantic Avenue when the 
subject zoning ordinance was enacted. Prior to filing 
this action, it was relocated to 22 South Ocean 
Avenue. Plaintiff Pink Pussycat, Inc., d/b/a the Red 
Garter, owned by Christie Geaneas, his wife and son, 
has been located at 1001 Main Street for nineteen 
years. The Sugar Shack and the Red Garter are in the 
officially designated beachside blighted area of 
Daytona Beach. 
 
Plaintiff Del Percio, Inc., d/b/a the Shingle Shack, 
owned by Leonard Del Percio, was located at 309 
Madison Avenue when the subject zoning ordinance 
was enacted. Following enactment of the ordinance, it 
relocated to 640 North Ridgewood Avenue. Since the 
Shingle Shack occupies a corner lot, the relocation 
was merely an address change. Del Percio testified 
that he demolished part of the structure, resulting in a 
changed entrance and address for the lounge. 
 
The Shingle Shack is not located in an officially 
designated blight area. It is, however, in a 
state-approved enterprise zone as defined by Florida 
Statutes, chapter 290, section 290.004(1)(a). 
Essentially, an enterprise zone is one in which there is 
a *548 predominance of deteriorating structures, 
causing conditions detrimental to public health, safety, 
morals or welfare, such as juvenile delinquency and 
crime. Through the Florida Enterprise Zone 

Act, Florida Statutes, chapter 290, sections 
290.001-290.015, the state has declared revitalization 
of enterprise zones to be a public policy and purpose 
and has established a process of identifying severely 
distressed areas through the local community. The 
state provides economic incentives by state and local 
governments to induce private investment in 
enterprise zones. 
 
Langston testified that the land uses around the 
Shingle Shack in the area of the Ridgewood Avenue 
intersection include an adult bookstore, older housing 
and light industry. Crime also has been reported in the 
vicinity. Furthermore, Langston testified that 
“absolutely” nonblighted areas may be more blighted 
than officially designated blight areas for 
redevelopment. He explained that there is limited 
money, staff and time that can be allotted to a blighted 
area of the city. An area is designated as blighted if the 
city determines that, because of market conditions, it 
can be improved if given the opportunity. In a 
nonblighted area, the opportunity for improvement is 
bleak. 
 
Langston also testified that an adult business impacts 
on crime in the surrounding area. David Smith, 
assistant state attorney, who has prosecuted 
prostitution and drug offenses in Daytona Beach, gave 
concurring testimony. Smith identified the beach area 
where the Sugar Shack and Red Garter are located as 
well as the area around the Shingle Shack as being 
areas of prostitution. He testified that “most 
definitely” there were more drug and prostitution 
offenses in topless bars than in other bars. 
 
Del Percio admitted that two of his dancers had been 
involved in cocaine offenses; that he and his manager 
had been charged with violations of the nudity 
ordinance; that approximately a dozen of his dancers 
had been charged with violations of the nudity 
ordinance, most recently in February or March, 1987; 
and that he had been fined $10,000.00 for both his 
actions and those of his employees. Geaneas admitted 
that the Red Garter was closed involuntarily from July 
8, 1983 through January 4, 1984 for drug offenses, 
which resulted in suspension of their alcoholic 
beverage license, and that a barmaid was charged with 
violation of the nudity ordinance. All three plaintiffs 
have been cited by the Florida Department of Business 
Regulation Division of Alcoholic Beverages and 
Tobacco in connection with drug violations at their 
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establishments. 
 
On August 26, 1981, prior to enactment of the subject 
ordinance in September, 1981, the Daytona Beach 
City Commission held a special meeting for the 
purpose of educating the community regarding the 
extent of pornography and prostitution in the city. 
Attached to the minutes is an investigation report and 
list of twenty sexually oriented businesses in Daytona 
Beach and their activities. The Shingle Shack is listed 
as being in the area with “our biggest problems,” 
which include drug and prostitution-related 
homicides, numerous rapes and robberies, with the 
area being known as “a haven for prostitutes.”  The 
Shingle Shack is described as “[t]opless dancing-wet 
T-shirt contest.”  Several arrests of dancers for lewd 
and lascivious conduct are noted and it is indicated to 
be a “[m]ajor prostitute hang-out” with arrests of 
customers, “who get carried away during 
performances.” 
 
Fred Holmes, Deputy Building Official for the City of 
Daytona Beach, whose department processes 
applications for occupational licenses, testified 
concerning the interpretation and application of 
Ordinance No. 81-292. Adult theaters, defined as 
involving exhibitions of nudity, are confined to BA 
zones. Holmes clarified that live, nude dancing or 
female breast exposure qualifies the establishment as 
an adult theater which must be located in a BA zone, 
although alcohol is excluded. While the amended 
zoning ordinance defines an adult theater, Florida 
Statutes, chapter 847, section 847.013 describes 
nudity, including breast exposure and activities 
harmful to minors. Holmes testified that even brief 
breast exposure would necessitate denying *549 an 
application for an establishment providing such 
display if it were not in a BA zone. 
 
Holmes testified that the preamble of the zoning 
ordinance allows the building officials to interpret and 
to enforce it. He interprets the portion of Ordinance 
No. 81-292, section 51.2.4, which states that it shall be 
unlawful to locate an adult theater within 400 feet of 
“any other public or semi-public place or assembly 
where large numbers of minors regularly travel or 
congregate” to mean places of public assembly of fifty 
or more people. This definition derives from the Life 
Safety Code, chapter 8, section 8-1.3, enacted as a 
Daytona Beach ordinance, which defines places of 
assembly to include “all buildings or portions of 

buildings used for gathering together 50 or more 
persons for such purposes as deliberation, worship, 
entertainment, dining, amusement, or awaiting 
transportation.”  Holmes uses the Life Safety Code 
definition because he considers it appropriate, and he 
expects his successors to follow his interpretation. 
 
Ordinance No. 81-292 makes it unlawful to locate an 
adult theater within footage distances of certain zones 
or uses. Specifically, Section 51.2.2 requires 400 feet 
between an adult theater and residential zones of the 
city; section 51.2.3 requires 1,000 feet between an 
adult theater and another adult theater or adult 
bookstore; and section 51.2.4 requires 400 feet 
between an adult theater and any church, school, 
public park or playground, or any other public or 
semi-public place or assembly where large numbers of 
minors regularly travel or congregate. When Holmes 
reviews a license application, he makes a physical 
measurement in a circle around the location. The 
designated zones or uses must not be within the 
specified footage from the potential adult theater. 
 
Holmes previously had identified in his deposition, 
interrogatory answers and an affidavit twelve potential 
sites for adult theaters in Daytona Beach. The Deputy 
Planning Director for the City of Daytona Beach 
photographed the sites as well as described the areas 
based on his personal inspection. These pictures and 
descriptions were admitted into evidence. While 
twelve sites potentially are available for adult theaters, 
Holmes testified that, because of compliance with 
spacing specifications of Ordinance No. 81-292, a 
total of eight adult theaters could operate under the 
present conditions. 
 
Plaintiffs brought this suit because they claim that they 
are effectively precluded from operating their 
respective adult theaters by the spacing requirements 
within BA zones of Ordinance No. 81-292. Both Del 
Percio and Geaneas testified that they have lost profits 
at their establishments when the dancers have had to 
perform more fully clothed. This has occurred twice: 
following the Florida Supreme Court decision in City 
of Daytona Beach v. Del Percio, 476 So.2d 197 
(Fla.1985), which held that the city could regulate 
nudity under the Twenty-first Amendment; and 
following the effective date of Ordinance No. 81-292, 
when plaintiffs' establishments could no longer 
operate as adult theaters in their current zoning 
districts. Plaintiffs presented the testimony of a private 
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investigator regarding the lack of locations for 
plaintiffs' establishments which meet the requirements 
of Ordinance No. 81-292. This witness admitted, 
however, that he was not a city zoning official, and 
that his site investigations were an attempt to 
coordinate the zoning ordinance with available sites in 
BA zones without any inquiries of the City of Daytona 
Beach as to whether or not a permanent adult theater 
was established at any particular location. 
 
Cledith Oakley, a Florida real estate broker, testified 
that the Daytona Beach marketplace is constantly 
changing in land use. He stated that part of an 
automobile dealership, which plaintiffs have 
contended is the only location meeting the ordinance 
specifications, is a potential site for an adult theater, 
provided plaintiffs are willing to purchase the 
property. Oakley explained that scarcity or availability 
of adult uses is not the appropriate inquiry, but rather, 
supply and demand. He testified that there are a 
number of adult theaters in Daytona Beach, and that 
many such uses result in less profit for individual 
proprietors. 
 
*550 Ordinance No. 81-292, section 51.3 permits the 
Daytona Beach City Commission to grant a waiver of 
the location provisions to an adult theater following 
review and recommendation of the City Planning 
Board, a public hearing and a finding that three 
requirements have been met. First, the proposed use 
will not be contrary to the public interest and the spirit 
and intent of the ordinance. Second, the proposed use 
will not further the development of a blighted area. 
Third, an additional regulated use will not be contrary 
to any programs of neighborhood conservation or 
urban revitalization. 
 
Holmes testified that he was not aware of any 
application by plaintiffs for utilization of the waiver 
provisions for the Sugar Shack, the Red Garter or the 
Shingle Shack. In denying plaintiffs' motion for 
preliminary injunction, the court noted that plaintiffs 
had not attempted to exhaust their administrative 
remedy of waiver, which would be particularly 
applicable if the result that they sought would not 
contravene public interest in neighborhood 
conservation. Plaintiffs' attorney stipulated that 
plaintiffs have not applied for waivers. The court also 
notes that Ordinance No. 81-292 allows 
nonconforming adult theaters and bookstores that 
were established prior to the effective date of the 

ordinance to continue to operate until January 1, 1992. 
If a nonconforming spacing problem can be 
eliminated by abatement of one such establishment, 
then the establishment which has been in business the 
longest shall be permitted. 
 
In this action, plaintiffs allege that Ordinance No. 
81-292 leaves insufficient or no locations for their 
adult theaters. They seek a final judgment declaring 
Ordinance No. 81-292 unconstitutional, a permanent 
injunction enjoining its enforcement, and attorneys' 
fees. Defendant contends that the subject ordinance is 
constitutional on its face and in application. Defendant 
argues that Ordinance No. 81-292 is a reasonable time, 
place and manner zoning restriction, enacted to 
counter the secondary effects caused by adult 
businesses and that there are adequate, alternative 
avenues of communication. 
 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The court has jurisdiction of this action pursuant to 28 
U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1343 and 42 U.S.C. § 1983. Plaintiffs 
claim attorneys' fees under 42 U.S.C. § 1988. The 
issue before the court is the constitutionality of 
Daytona Beach zoning Ordinance No. 81-292 as 
applied to the location of plaintiffs' establishments. 
 
[1] Nude dancing is protected expression under the 
First Amendment.   Schad v. Borough of Mount 
Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 66, 101 S.Ct. 2176, 2181, 68 
L.Ed.2d 671 (1981); International Food & Beverage 
Systems v. City of Fort Lauderdale, 794 F.2d 1520, 
1525 (11th Cir.1986). In contrast, merely nude 
conduct, such as nude sunbathing or topless cocktail 
waitressing, “is devoid of constitutional 
protection.”  International Food & Beverage Systems, 
794 F.2d at 1525;   South Florida Free Beaches, Inc. v. 
City of Miami, 734 F.2d 608, 610 (11th Cir.1984). 
Constitutionally protected expression, however, is not 
absolute and may be regulated reasonably as to time, 
place, and manner, provided that the regulation is 
content neutral, serves a significant governmental 
interest, and allows ample alternative channels for 
communication to exist. Clark v. Community for 
Creative Non-Violence, 468 U.S. 288, 293, 104 S.Ct. 
3065, 3068, 82 L.Ed.2d 221 (1984); Heffron v. 
International Society for Krishna Consciousness, Inc., 
452 U.S. 640, 647-55, 101 S.Ct. 2559, 2563-67, 69 
L.Ed.2d 298 (1981); International Food & Beverage 
Systems, 794 F.2d at 1525. The Supreme Court 
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recently has addressed time, place, and manner 
analysis in the context of a constitutional challenge to 
a Renton, Washington ordinance that prohibited the 
location of adult motion picture theaters within 1,000 
feet of any residential zone, single or multiple-family 
dwelling, church, park, or school, a case similar to and 
dispositive of this action. City of Renton v. Playtime 
Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 43, 106 S.Ct. 925, 926, 89 
L.Ed.2d 29 (1986). 
 
The Court found the Renton ordinance “completely 
consistent with our definition *551 of 
‘content-neutral’ speech regulations as those that ‘are 
justified without reference to the content of the 
regulated speech.’ ”    Renton, 475 U.S. at 48, 106 
S.Ct. at 929 (emphasis in original) (quoting Virginia 
State Board of Pharmacy v. Virginia Citizens 
Consumer Council, Inc., 425 U.S. 748, 771, 96 S.Ct. 
1817, 1830, 48 L.Ed.2d 346 (1976)). Recalling Young 
v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S.Ct. 
2440, 49 L.Ed.2d 310 (1976), the Court observed that 
the city could have attempted to close the theaters or to 
limit their number if it had been concerned with 
restricting the message conveyed. Renton, 475 U.S. at 
48, 106 S.Ct. at 929;   American Mini Theatres, 427 
U.S. at 82 n. 4, 96 S.Ct. at 2458 n. 4 (Powell, J., 
concurring). The Court also found that the ordinance 
did not contravene “the fundamental principle that 
underlies our concern about ‘content-based’ speech 
regulations:”  that the government may not select who 
may use a forum based upon its agreement with the 
views conveyed. Renton, 475 U.S. at 48-49, 106 S.Ct. 
at 929;   Police Department of Chicago v. Mosley, 408 
U.S. 92, 95-96, 92 S.Ct. 2286, 2289-2290, 33 L.Ed.2d 
212 (1972). Instead, the “predominate ” concern of the 
Renton City Council was with the “secondary effects ” 
of adult theaters on the surrounding community and 
not with the “content” of the films. Renton, 475 U.S. at 
47, 106 S.Ct. at 929 (emphasis in original). 
 
[2] The evidence in this case showed that the primary 
concern of the City of Daytona Beach in enacting 
Ordinance No. 81-292 as part of its redevelopment 
program was with the secondary effects caused by the 
proliferation of adult theaters in that community. 
Furthermore, Daytona Beach has not banned adult 
theaters, such as those operated by plaintiffs, but has 
regulated their location without reference to content of 
the exhibited expression. Renton, 475 U.S. at 46-48, 
106 S.Ct. at 928-929. The court concludes that 
Ordinance No. 81-292 is content neutral. 

 
The Supreme Court also found that the Renton 
ordinance was designed to promote a substantial 
governmental interest. “[A] city's ‘interest in 
attempting to preserve the quality of urban life is one 
that must be accorded high respect.’ ”    Id. at 50, 106 
S.Ct. at 930 (quoting American Mini Theatres, 427 
U.S. at 71, 96 S.Ct. at 2453).   Furthermore, the Court 
held that Renton was entitled to rely on the 
experiences of other cities, regarding neighborhood 
blight caused by the presence of adult theaters, in 
enacting its adult theater zoning ordinance. Renton, 
475 U.S. at 51, 106 S.Ct. at 930. In discussing the 
application of Renton, the Eleventh Circuit 
distinguished zoning cases from police action 
cases. International Food & Beverage Systems, 794 
F.2d at 1527;   cf. Krueger v. City of Pensacola, 759 
F.2d 851 (11th Cir.1985); Grand Faloon Tavern, Inc. 
v. Wicker, 670 F.2d 943 (11th Cir.), cert. denied,459 
U.S. 859, 103 S.Ct. 132, 74 L.Ed.2d 113 (1982) 
(police action cases as opposed to zoning cases). In 
contrast to actual police-type experience required by 
courts in police action cases, “[z]oning involves far 
wider interests and does not now depend for its 
validity on the experience of the chief of police or the 
blotter of the local station.”  International Food & 
Beverage Systems, 794 F.2d at 1527. 
 
Renton recognized two constitutionally permissible 
methods of regulating the location of adult theaters to 
effectuate substantial governmental interests: 
concentration, as in Renton, or dispersion, as in 
Daytona Beach.   Renton, 475 U.S. at 52, 106 S.Ct. at 
931. Like the Renton ordinance, Ordinance No. 
81-292 is “ ‘narrowly tailored’ to affect only that 
category of theaters shown to produce the unwanted 
secondary effects.”    Id. at 52, 106 S.Ct. at 
931;   cf. Schad, 452 U.S. at 76-77, 101 S.Ct. at 
2186-2187;   Erznoznik v. City of Jacksonville, 422 
U.S. 205, 217-18, 95 S.Ct. 2268, 2276-77, 45 L.Ed.2d 
125 (1975) (Ordinances, involving nude 
entertainment, were held to be offensive to the First 
Amendment because they were not precisely drafted 
to achieve substantial governmental interests.). 
Additionally, the Eleventh Circuit has explicated that 
a zoning ordinance should not be reviewed in isolation 
as a “whim of the commissioners” or as an imposition 
of “their notions of moral behavior on the 
community,” but rather that it *552 should be “tested 
by reference to the entire zoning 
scheme.”  International Food & Beverage Systems, 
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794 F.2d at 1527. 
 
In this case, the court was presented with extensive 
evidence and testimony, regarding the dilapidated and 
deteriorated state of many of the areas within the City 
of Daytona Beach. By means of its redevelopment 
plan, of which Ordinance No. 81-292 is a component, 
Daytona Beach is seeking to improve its city for the 
future. In that commendable effort, the city 
necessarily must make zoning decisions that involve 
lines of demarcation. The court concludes that 
Ordinance No. 81-292 serves a significant and 
substantial governmental interest and that plaintiffs' 
continued offering of nude dancing in their 
establishments at their present locations would 
seriously thwart, if not undermine and stymie the 
Daytona Beach redevelopment plan. 
 
Plaintiffs vehemently assert that there are few or no 
possible locations for their establishments within the 
areas of Daytona Beach zoned for their businesses. 
They also claim that they lost substantial profits 
during times when they have been prohibited from 
presenting nude dancing. The city has shown by 
affidavit, photographs, and testimony that twelve 
locations in Daytona Beach potentially could 
accommodate plaintiffs' lounges. 
 
The Supreme Court was not convinced by the Renton 
respondents' arguments that there were no practical or 
commercially viable locations for their adult theaters: 
 
That respondents must fend for themselves in the real 
estate market, on an equal footing with other 
prospective purchasers and lessees, does not give rise 
to a First Amendment violation. And although we 
have cautioned against the enactment of zoning 
regulations that have “the effect of suppressing, or 
greatly restricting access to, lawful speech,”American 
Mini Theatres, 427 U.S., at 71, n. 35, 96 S.Ct., at 2453, 
n. 35 (plurality opinion), we have never suggested that 
the First Amendment compels the Government to 
ensure that adult theaters, or any other kinds of 
speech-related businesses for that matter, will be able 
to obtain sites at bargain prices. See id., at 78, 96 S.Ct., 
at 2456 (POWELL, J., concurring) (“The inquiry for 
First Amendment purposes is not concerned with 
economic impact”). 
 
Renton, 475 U.S. at 54, 106 S.Ct. at 932. Recognizing 
that the First Amendment “does not guarantee anyone 

a profit,” the Eleventh Circuit explained that “[a]ll it 
[the First Amendment] requires is that 
‘speech,’ ‘expression,’ and ‘ideas' be allowed a 
physically adequate forum.”  International Food & 
Beverage Systems, 794 F.2d at 1526. While a city may 
limit alternative avenues of communication, it may not 
limit them “ ‘unreasonably,’ ” and “[w]hat is 
reasonable cannot be ascertained by reference to 
nothing except the wishes of the nude bar 
proprietors.”    Id. 
 
The court is satisfied that the City of Daytona Beach 
has provided areas of the city for the protected 
expression of nude dancing within the zoning 
regulations, which are part of its redevelopment plan. 
In fact, Ordinance No. 81-292, by allowing a 400-foot 
distance between adult theaters and residential areas, 
churches, schools, and parks is more generous in its 
spacing requirements than the Renton ordinance, 
requiring a constitutionally acceptable 1,000-foot 
separation. While the city must adequately and 
reasonably provide locations for the protected 
expression of nude dancing, it is not required to 
guarantee these particular plaintiffs a profit at the 
expense of the public interest and a municipal 
redevelopment program of which Ordinance No. 
81-292 is a part. 
 
The court concludes that Ordinance No. 81-292 is a 
valid governmental response to the detrimental, 
secondary effects caused by adult theaters and that it 
was not enacted to suppress protected 
expression. Renton, 475 U.S. at 54, 106 S.Ct. at 932. 
Daytona Beach “has sought to make some areas 
available for adult theaters and their patrons, while at 
the same time preserving the quality of life in the 
community at large by preventing those theaters from 
locating in other areas. This, after all, is the essence of 
oning.”    Id. z

 
*553 Finally, the court is cognizant that plaintiffs have 
made no effort to apply for the waiver provision of 
Ordinance No. 81-292 or to investigate the 
applicability of the nonconforming use provision. 
Plaintiffs cannot expect the court to create a special 
exception for them when they have made no attempt to 
comply with the appropriate, remedial provisions of a 
constitutionally sound zoning ordinance, responsive to 
the “ ‘admittedly serious problems' created by adult 
theaters.”    Id. (quoting American Mini Theatres, 427 
U.S. at 71, 96 S.Ct. at 2453).   The Clerk of Court will 
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in favor of defendant, the City of 
aytona Beach. 

 is SO ORDERED. 
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OPINION 
 
JANET T. NEFF, District Judge. 
*1 Plaintiff Little Mack Entertainment II, Inc. (“Little 
Mack”) operates a retail business involving sexually 
explicit materials, located in defendant Marengo 
Township (“the Township”). Little Mack filed this 
case in November 2005, challenging defendant's 
zoning of adult businesses as unconstitutional. Little 
Mack sought redress under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, and 
declaratory and injunctive relief. The Township 
thereafter amended its zoning ordinance and, 
additionally, enacted Township of Marengo 
Ordinance 2005-4, which established licensing 
requirements and regulations for sexually oriented 
businesses within the township. 
 
On February 20, 2006, Little Mack filed an amended 
complaint challenging the enactment of the amended 
zoning ordinance as invalid and further challenging 
the constitutionality of both the previous and the 
amended zoning ordinances and Ordinance 2005-4 
(Dkt.32). The Court, Quist, J., denied the Township's 
motions to dismiss and denied without prejudice Little 

Mack's motion for a preliminary injunction 
(Dkt.39).FN1 The case is now before the Court on the 
Township's motion for summary judgment. Having 
carefully considered the parties' oral argument, and 
the supplemental authority decided after this case was 
filed, the Court concludes that summary judgment is 
properly granted in favor of the Township. 
 

FN1. This case was transferred to the 
undersigned on August 10, 2007 pursuant to 
Administrative Order No. 07-091. 

 
I. Facts and Procedural Background 

 
Little Mack leases and operates a business located at 
18901 Partello Road in Marengo Township 
(Am.Compl.¶ 11). The business sells books, videos 
and novelties related to sexually explicit expression 
(Am.Compl.¶ 12). At the time this lawsuit was filed, 
sexually explicit materials comprised less than 35 
percent of the business's stock in trade and less then 35 
percent of its floor space (id.). Little Mack applied for 
a building permit for remodeling, which the Township 
denied, purportedly on the ground that Little Mack's 
business constituted an “adult business” under the 
zoning ordinance and, thus, required a variance. After 
this lawsuit was filed, the Township issued the 
building permit, but also enacted an amendment to the 
zoning ordinance and enacted Ordinance 2005-4 
specifically regulating the operation of sexually 
oriented businesses (Am.Compl.¶¶ 14, 19, 22). On 
January 9, 2006, the Township notified Little Mack 
that it would not be allowed to operate a sexually 
oriented business at its current location because the 
location was within 600 feet of a parcel that is zoned 
residential, in violation of § 21 of Ordinance 2005-4 
(Am.Compl.¶¶ 20-21, Ex. C). 
 
Little Mack states that it desires to operate an adult 
business as defined in the various township ordinances 
at issue, but has not done so because of the ordinance 
restrictions (Am.Compl.¶ 15). Little Mack challenges 
the former zoning ordinance, the amended zoning 
ordinance, and Ordinance 2005-4 on numerous 
grounds under the First, Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth 
Amendments and corollary provisions of the 
Michigan Constitution. 
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*2 It is Little Mack's contention that the Township's 
enactment of the amended zoning ordinance violated 
the procedural requirements of the Michigan 
Township Zoning Act (MTZA), and thus, the 
amended zoning ordinance is void ab initio 
(Am.Compl.¶ 24). Accordingly, Little Mack advances 
its constitutional challenges under the pre-amendment 
restrictions, as well as under the amended version of 
the zoning ordinance. Likewise, Little Mack contends 
that Ordinance 2005-4 is void ab initio because, 
although it is deemed a licensing restriction, it is in 
fact a zoning ordinance, but was not adopted in 
conformity with the MTZA (Am.Compl.¶ 25). 
 
Little Mack's complaint alleged five counts: (1) 
violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 on numerous grounds; 
(2) action for injunctive relief to enjoin enforcement of 
the ordinances at issue and compel the Township to 
issue permits to operate as an adult business at the 
current location; (3) action for declaratory relief, 
determining that the ordinances are unconstitutional 
facially or as applied; (4) state law violations under the 
MTZA and the Michigan Constitution; (5) action for 
attorney fees under 42 U.S.C. § 1988. The Township 
has moved for summary judgment of all counts. 
 

II. Summary Judgment Standard 
 
A motion for summary judgment is properly granted if 
“the pleadings, the discovery and disclosure materials 
on file, and any affidavits show that there is no 
genuine issue as to any material fact and that the 
movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of 
law.”FED. R. CIV. P. 56(c). The court must view the 
evidence and draw all reasonable inferences in favor 
of the nonmoving party.Hamilton v. Starcom 
Mediavest Group, Inc., 522 F.3d 623, 627 (6th 
Cir.2008); Harbin-Bey v. Rutter, 420 F.3d 571, 575 
(6th Cir.2005). 
 

III. Ordinance Enactment 
 
As a threshold matter, the Township contends that 
Little Mack's challenges to the enactment of 
Ordinance 2005-4 and the zoning ordinance 
amendment fail as a matter of law. The Court agrees. 
Plaintiff alleged in its amended complaint that both 
Ordinance 2005-4 and the amended zoning ordinance 
(AZO) were adopted in violation of the MTZA (Am. 
Compl. Count IV, ¶ 56). Contrary to plaintiff's 

assertions, the Court finds no basis for holding that the 
enactments are invalid. 
 

A. Validity of Ordinance 2005-4 
 
With respect to Ordinance 2005-4, plaintiff's 
challenge is based on § 21(a), which provides: 
 

It shall be unlawful to establish, operate, or cause 
to be operated a sexually oriented business in 
Marengo Township, unless said sexually oriented 
business is at least six hundred (600) feet from any 
parcel that is zoned for residential purposes. 

 
(Dkt.32-3, Ord.2005-4, § 21(a).) Little Mack asserts 
that this provision, despite it being clothed as part of a 
licensing ordinance, is clearly a zoning ordinance in 
that it regulates the use of land and buildings 
according to districts, areas, or locations. Accordingly, 
the Township was required to comply with the 
MTZA FN2 in enacting § 21(a), including provisions 
for notice of adoption, public hearings, and 
publication. Little Mack contends that because the 
Township failed to comply with the MTZA in 
adopting § 21, it is void ab initio. 
 

FN2. Little Mack notes that the MTZA has 
since been repealed and replaced with the 
Michigan Zoning Enabling Act, but that the 
MTZA applies to the enactments at issue. 
The Township does not dispute the 
applicability of the MTZA. 

 
*3 Little Mack's premise is correct. A local 
government may not avoid the substantive and 
procedural limitations of a zoning enabling act by 
merely claiming that a zoning ordinance is valid as an 
enactment pursuant to the general police 
power. Krajenke Buick Sales v. Hamtramck City 
Engineer, 322 Mich. 250, 33 N.W.2d 781 
(Mich.1948). However, the Court is not persuaded that 
§ 21(a) is a zoning ordinance as opposed to a 
regulation of activity, on the basis of the general 
authority cited by Little Mack. 
 
“A zoning ordinance is defined as an ordinance which 
regulates the use of land and buildings according to 
districts, areas, or locations.”Square Lake Hills 
Condo. Ass'n v. Bloomfield Twp., 437 Mich. 310, 471 
N.W.2d 321, 327 (Mich.1991) (Riley, J.) (citing 8 
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McQuillin, Municipal Corporations, § 25.53, p. 137). 
The question whether a particular ordinance is a 
zoning ordinance must be decided by considering the 
substance of its provisions and terms, and its relation 
to the general plan of zoning in the community.Square 
Lake, 471 N.W.2d at 326-327. 
 
In Square Lake (cited by both parties), the court 
considered whether an ordinance limiting riparian 
property owners with a minimum of 150 feet of lake 
frontage, to launching and docking one motor boat, 
was a “zoning ordinance.” The court held that the 
ordinance was not a zoning ordinance, noting that it 
did not regulate the use of land or lake frontage, but 
rather regulated an “activity” by limiting the number 
of boats that could be parked, or launched or docked in 
a given amount of frontage. Id. at 326. 
 
In this case, the 600-foot residential buffer is not 
readily classified as the regulation of activity as 
opposed to regulation of the use of land. Nevertheless, 
§ 21(a) does not regulate “the use of land and 
buildings accord ing to districts, areas, or 
locations.”Id. at 326 (emphasis added). The buffer in 
effect regulates sexually oriented business activity. 
Under their police powers, townships have authority 
to adopt ordinances regulating local matters, including 
but not limited to the public health, safety, and general 
welfare of persons and property. Id. 325.Accordingly, 
the Court finds no basis for concluding that the 
ordinance is an invalidly adopted “zoning 
ordinance.”  See People v. Strobridge, 127 Mich.App. 
705, 339 N.W.2d 531, 534 (Mich.Ct.App.1983) 
(contrasting zoning ordinances pertaining to land use 
which apply, by their own terms, to only specified 
zoning districts, with regulatory ordinances governing 
land use, but which are blind to zoning differences). 
 
Even if the Court found the 600-foot buffer in § 21(a) 
to be an invalid zoning provision, the invalidity of § 21 
would not be determinative of the issues in this case. 
The 600-foot buffer is also contained in the zoning 
ordinance amendment, which as discussed below, the 
Court finds was validly enacted. 
 

B. Validity of the Zoning Ordinance Amendment 
 
Little Mack alleged that the Township's adoption of 
the zoning amendment was invalid because it did not 
comply with statutory requirements under the MTZA. 
In particular, Little Mack contends that the Township 

failed to submit the proposed zoning amendment to 
the Calhoun County Metropolitan Planning 
Commission (CCMPC) as required. 
 
*4 The Township contends that the January 31, 2006 
passage of the amendment was valid despite the fact 
that it was not submitted to the CCMPC because there 
was no county zoning commission functioning in the 
county at the time. That is, the CCMPC had no 
functioning staff in December 2005 or January 2006; 
there was no regularly scheduled meeting for 
December 2005; and the January 2006 meeting of the 
CCMPC was cancelled. The Township contends that, 
moreover, any alleged deficiency concerning the 
CCMPC is moot because the zoning amendment was 
later submitted to the CCMPC and then enacted again. 
The Court agrees that Little Mack's procedural 
challenge to the zoning amendment fails. 
 
The Township twice adopted the zoning amendment, 
first on January 31, 2006, and again on March 13, 
2006. With regard to the January 2006 adoption, the 
CCMPC was not functioning in December 2005 or 
January 2006. That is, the CCMPC planning director 
position was vacant from November 30, 2005 to 
February 16, 2006, and no meetings were held in 
December 2005 or January 2006 (Def's. Ex. E, Joanna 
I. Johnson Aff.; Def's. Ex. H, Gregory Purcell Aff.). 
As the Township points out, the Michigan Supreme 
Court has held that a zoning ordinance is not invalid 
by reason of the failure to submit it to a nonexistent 
co-ordinating zoning committee. Ritenour v. 
Dearborn Twp., 326 Mich. 242, 40 N.W.2d 137, 139 
(Mich.1949). 
 
But even if the Township failed to submit the 
ordinance to the CCMPC prior to the January 
adoption, the Township nevertheless complied with 
the requirement to submit the ordinance to the 
CCMPC before the March 13, 2006 adoption of the 
zoning amendment, and the CCMPC waived its right 
to comment on the matter. Although Little Mack 
argues that the March submission cannot cure the fatal 
defect in procedure, pursuant to Davis v. Imlay Twp. 
Bd., 7 Mich.App. 231, 151 N.W.2d 370 
(Mich.Ct.App.1967), Little Mack's arguments are 
unavailing. Little Mack is correct that in Davis, the 
court concluded that the township could not 
retroactively cure the failure to submit the enacted 
ordinance to a coordinating zoning committee. Id. at 
372.However, Davis did not involve the combination 
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of a nonfunctioning committee at the time of adoption, 
subsequent submission of the amendment to the 
committee, waiver of comment by the committee, and 
subsequent adoption of the zoning amendment. 
Unlike in Davis, in this case, the zoning amendment 
was adopted a second time after submission to the 
committee. Under these circumstances, the Court 
finds no procedural defect in the adoption of the 
zoning amendment that renders the amendment void 
ab initio. The Township complied with the statutory 
requirement for submission to county zoning 
commission. 
 
Little Mack provides no basis for its remaining 
challenges to the zoning ordinance beyond merely 
asserting that the record contains no evidence that the 
Township followed the statutory requirements for 
notice and a public hearing. In responding to a motion 
for summary judgment, the nonmoving party may not 
merely rely upon its allegations, but must come 
forward with specific facts in support of the 
claim. Ciminillo v. Streicher, 434 F.3d 461, 464 (6th 
Cir.2006); Mulhall v. Ashcroft, 287 F.3d 543, 550 (6th 
Cir.2002). These additional challenges fail.FN3 
 

FN3. With regard to Little Mack's contention 
that the operation of its business should be 
permitted as a lawful and valid 
nonconforming land use, the Court finds no 
ground for sanctioning the operation of Little 
Mack's sexually oriented business on that 
basis. As the Township notes, because 
Ordinance 2005-4 is a regulatory ordinance, 
there is no exemption for nonconforming 
use. See King Enters., Inc. v. Thomas Twp., 
215 F.Supp.2d 891, 916 
(E.D.Mich.2002); Casco v. E. Brame 
Trucking Co., Inc., 34 Mich.App. 466, 191 
N.W.2d 506, 508 (Mich.Ct.App.1971). 
Moreover, since Little Mack's sexually 
oriented business had not been operational, it 
is questionable whether the business would 
constitute a lawful nonconforming land use 
even under the zoning ordinance. 

 
IV. Constitutional Challenges 

 
*5 Having concluded that Little Mack's procedural 
challenges to the enactment of the zoning amendment 
and Ordinance 2005-4 fail, the Court must determine 
whether Little Mack's challenges to the substantive 

provisions of the amended zoning ordinance and 
Ordinance 2005-4 have merit. Little Mack challenges 
the ordinances as unconstitutional under more than a 
dozen various doctrines. The Township contends that 
these same general challenges have been advanced in 
numerous other cases and rejected. The Court agrees 
and finds no constitutional infirmity on the grounds 
asserted by Little Mack. 
 
Little Mack's amended complaint alleges that the 
Township's regulation of sexually oriented businesses 
is unconstitutional on various grounds under the First, 
Fourth, Fifth, and Fourteenth Amendments to the 
United States Constitution and corollary provisions of 
the Michigan Constitution FN4 (Am.Compl.¶ 30). The 
Township contends that the ordinances are 
constitutional in their entirety. 
 

FN4. The parties do not dispute that the 
protections afforded by the Michigan 
Constitution are coextensive with, and not 
greater than, their federal counterparts, with 
respect to the claims asserted in this case. 
Accordingly, independent consideration of 
the claims under the Michigan Constitution is 
unnecessary. 

 
At the core of Little Mack's constitutional challenges 
are provisions for a 600-foot residential buffer zone, a 
prohibition on nudity, a six-foot rule between patrons 
and performers, a 24-hour no-touch rule between the 
same, “open-booth” requirements, and limited hours 
of operation for sexually oriented businesses. As the 
Court noted at oral argument, a majority of Little 
Mack's constitutional challenges have effectively been 
foreclosed by case law development in the 
two-and-a-half years that this case has been pending. 
During this time, the Sixth Circuit has definitively 
addressed and rejected challenges to the regulation of 
sexually oriented businesses on the same grounds 
raised by Little Mack in this case. See Sensations, Inc. 
v. City of Grand Rapids (Sensations II), 526 F.3d 291 
(6th Cir.2008); FN5729, Inc. v. Kenton County Fiscal 
Court, 515 F.3d 485 (6th Cir.2008); Deja Vu of 
Nashville, Inc. v. Metro. Gov't of Nashville & 
Davidson County (Deja Vu of Nashville III), 466 F.3d 
391 (6th Cir.2006), cert. den.,--- U.S. ----, 127 S.Ct. 
2088, 167 L.Ed.2d 765 (2007); FN6see also Sensations, 
Inc. v. City of Grand Rapids (Sensations I), Nos. 
1:06-cv-300 & 4:06-cv-60, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
77159, 2006 WL 5779504 (W.D.Mich. October 23, 
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2006). 
 

FN5. At the time of oral argument, the Sixth 
Circuit had not yet decided Sensations, 
which presented constitutional challenges 
nearly identical to those presented in this 
case. However, the well-reasoned district 
court decision left little doubt that those 
challenges would withstand subsequent 
appellate scrutiny. Sensations, Inc. v. City of 
Grand Rapids (Sensations I), Nos. 
1:06-cv-300 & 4:06-cv-60, 2006 U.S. Dist. 
LEXIS 77159, 2006 WL 5779504 
(W.D.Mich. October 23, 2006) (Bell, C.J.). 
The Sixth Circuit has now definitively ruled 
on these issues, and has affirmed the district 
court's rejection of the plaintiff's 
constitutional challenges to the ordinances 
regulating sexually oriented 
businesses. Sensations, Inc. v. City of Grand 
Rapids (Sensations II), 526 F.3d 291 (6th 
Cir.2008). (The Township filed a Notice of 
Supplemental Authority with respect to 
Sensations II; the parties have filed no other 
supplemental authority in support of their 
arguments.) 

 
FN6. Although this decision was referenced 
as Deja Vu of Nashville II by the district court 
in Sensations I, it is herein referenced as Deja 
Vu of Nashville III in accordance with the 
Sixth Circuit opinion in Sensations II, supra 
at 297 n. 4, in light of the intervening 
decision in Deja Vu of Nashville, Inc. v. 
Metro. Gov't of Nashville & Davidson 
County (Deja Vu of Nashville II), 421 F.3d 
417 (6th Cir.2005), cert. den.,547 U.S. 1206, 
126 S.Ct. 2916, 165 L.Ed.2d 917 (2006). 

 
Defendant moved for summary judgment on all counts 
alleged in Little Mack's amended complaint, 
categorizing Little Mack's numerous miscellaneous 
constitutional challenges into eight primary 
claims.FN7To the extent that the Sixth Circuit decisions 
or other authority provides controlling precedent for 
the disposition of the claims in this case, lengthy 
analysis is unnecessary. Where the legal or factual 
circumstances of this case differ or the issues have not 
been addressed, they are considered under the 
applicable governing doctrines (Def's.Br.22). Under 
either analysis, the Court concludes that the 

Township's motion for summary judgment is properly 
granted. 
 

FN7. As noted supra, Section I, Little Mack's 
amended complaint alleged five general 
counts: Violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (Count 
1); Action for Injunctive Relief (Count 2); 
Action for Declaratory Relief (Count 3); 
Violation of State Law (Count 4); Action for 
Attorney Fees under 42 U.S.C.1988 (Count 
5). However, the amended complaint 
contains a miscellany of constitutional claims 
throughout more than eighty paragraphs and 
subparagraphs. For purposes of its summary 
judgment motion, the Township filtered the 
claims for redundancy and classified them 
under appropriate legal doctrines. Little 
Mack does not dispute the Township's 
statement of the claims, and thus, the Court 
addresses the claims as presented by the 
Township. 

 
A. Sensations and Deja Vu of Nashville III 

 
The claims and issues in this case closely parallel 
those raised in Sensations I,FN8 based on similar, if not 
identical, ordinance provisions. The Sensations I 
decision was guided by the Sixth Circuit's resolution 
of similar challenges in Deja Vu of Nashville 
III.Further, Sensations I has now received the 
imprimatur of the Sixth Circuit.FN9It is thus clear that 
the regulation of sexually oriented businesses within 
the parameters examined in those cases is not subject 
to constitutional challenge. This Court need not 
explore this well-charted constitutional territory. A 
brief examination of these decisions suffices to 
resolve Little Mack's challenges to the regulations at 
issue here. 
 

FN8.Sensations, Inc. v. City of Grand 
Rapids, Nos. 1:06-cv-300 & 4:06-cv-60, 
2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 77159, 2006 WL 
5779504 (W.D.Mich. October 23, 2006), 
aff'd in part & rev'd in part, Sensations, Inc. v. 
City of Grand Rapids (Sensations II ), 526 
F.3d 291 (6th Cir.2008); see supra n. 5. 

 
FN9. The district court decision was reversed 
on the issue of attorney fees, which are not at 
issue here. 
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*6 In Sensations I, the court considered challenges to a 
City of Grand Rapids ordinance that contained 
regulations, language, and definitions similar to those 
at issue here: “(1) a prohibition on total nudity; (2) 
regulations on “semi-nudity” (defined in significant 
part as female performers wearing pasties and a 
G-string), including a six foot buffer zone between 
performers and patrons and a no-touch rule; (3) an 
open-booth rule for adult arcades; and (4) a restriction 
on the hours of operation between 2:00 a.m. and 7:00 
a.m.”Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 
*5-6, 2006 WL 5779504.The Grand Rapids ordinance 
incorporated “a 180-day grace period for existing 
businesses to modify and comply, as well as a scienter 
requirement for any violation.”Id. at *6. In this case, 
as in Sensations I, the local ordinance prohibits total 
nudity; requires a six-foot buffer zone between 
performers and patrons; and includes a no-touch rule 
(albeit a 24-hour no-touch rule), an open-booth 
requirement, and an hours-of-operation provision 
(must be closed between the hours of 12:00 midnight 
and 6 a.m.). Ord.2005-4, §§ 13, 14, 18(a)-(c). 
Additionally, the Marengo Township ordinance 
contains a scienter requirement, Ord.2005-4, § 19, and 
provides procedural protections for businesses subject 
to the licensing requirements, Ord.2005-4, §§ 5, 11. 
 
In a thorough and well-reasoned opinion, the district 
court in Sensations I rejected claims that the City of 
Grand Rapids ordinance provisions failed to pass 
constitutional muster with regard to challenges under 
the First Amendment, the Fifth Amendment, and the 
Due Process Clause. This Court concludes likewise 
with respect to the challenged provisions of the 
Marengo Township ordinance. 
 

B. First Amendment Challenges 
 
Defendant contends that the ordinances are 
constitutional under the First Amendment. The Court 
agrees. 
 
Applying the standards for adult entertainment 
regulation, the court in Sensations I addressed at 
length, under First Amendment principles, the same 
constitutional challenges raised in this case. That is, 
whether the ordinance: (1) acted as a prior restraint on 
constitutionally protected expression; (2) was not a 
content-neutral law of general applicability, but 
instead an impermissible content-based restriction; (3) 
was facially overbroad and unconstitutionally vague; 

(4) failed to meet the test of City of Los Angeles v. 
Alameda Books, 535 U.S. 425, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 152 
L.Ed.2d 670 (2002), and City of Renton v. Playtime 
Theaters, 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 
(1986), because the ordinance was not supported by 
reasonable evidence of adverse secondary effects and 
was not narrowly tailored to serve a legitimate 
governmental interest; and (5) violated the First 
Amendment to free association. Sensations I, 2006 
U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at * 14-15, 2006 WL 
5779504.The district court concluded that the City of 
Grand Rapids ordinance was not vulnerable to 
constitutional attack on any of the grounds advanced. 
 
First, despite Little Mack's lengthy briefing, there is 
little basis for argument concerning the applicable 
standards for evaluating First Amendment challenges 
to the regulation of sexually oriented businesses. 
Governmental regulation of adult theaters and adult 
entertainment is generally evaluated as “content 
neutral” since the regulation is aimed at the secondary 
effects on the surrounding community rather than at 
the content of the speech. Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. 
Lexis 77159 at * 15, 2006 WL 5779504.The 
applicable constitutional standards have been clearly 
enunciated in a number of decisions and were 
reaffirmed in the recent Sixth Circuit decision 
in Sensations II, 526 F.3d at 298-299: 
 

*7 Nude dancing is a form of expressive conduct 
protected by the First Amendment. Deja Vu of 
Nashville, Inc. v. Metro. Gov't of Nashville (Deja Vu 
of Nashville I), 274 F.3d 377, 391 (6th Cir.), cert. 
denied, 535 U.S. 1073, 122 S.Ct. 1952, 152 L.Ed.2d 
855 (2002). Nevertheless, in accordance with 
Supreme Court precedent, the Sixth Circuit treats 
laws such as the Ordinance, which regulate 
adult-entertainment businesses, as if they were 
content neutral. Richland Bookmart, Inc. v. Nichols, 
137 F.3d 435, 438-39 (6th Cir.1998). We have 
applied the test first set forth in United States v. 
O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 L.Ed.2d 
672 (1968), to regulations on the operation of 
sexually oriented businesses. See, e.g., Deja Vu of 
Cincinnati, L.L.C. v. Union Twp. Bd. of Trs., 411 
F.3d 777, 789-90 (6th Cir.2005) (en banc) (applying 
the O'Brien test to an hours-of-operation 
provision); Deja Vu of Nashville I, 274 F.3d at 396 
(applying the O'Brien test to a regulation requiring a 
specified buffer zone between the performer and 
audience); DLS, Inc. v. City of Chattanooga, 107 
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F.3d 403, 410 (6th Cir.1997) (same).... 
 

The O'Brien test requires us to determine whether 
[the government] enacted the Ordinance “(1) within 
its constitutional power, (2) to further a substantial 
governmental interest that is (3) unrelated to the 
suppression of speech, and whether (4) the 
provisions pose only an ‘incidental burden on First 
Amendment freedoms that is no greater than is 
essential to further the government interest.’”Deja 
Vu of Nashville I, 274 F.3d at 393. 

 
Contrary to Little Mack's arguments, this Court need 
not decide whether Ordinance 2005-4 is a total ban on 
speech or simply a time, place or manner restriction to 
determine whether the restrictions on speech are 
judged under a content-neutral or content-based 
standard. A government's attempt to regulate the 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses is 
treated as content-neutral, since the regulation is 
aimed at the secondary effects on the surrounding 
community rather than the content of the 
speech. Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 
*14, 2006 WL 5779504 (citing Renton, 475 U.S. at 
47). The regulations at issue here are judged as 
content-neutral restrictions under the O'Brien test 
based on intermediate-scrutiny.Sensations I, 2006 
U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at *14-15, 2006 WL 5779504. 
 

1. Application of the O'Brien Test 
 
Here, as in Sensations I, the government adopted a 
comprehensive licensing and regulatory ordinance to 
address the adverse secondary effects of sexually 
oriented businesses. The ordinance meets the four-part 
O'Brien test. First, there is no dispute that the 
Township has the authority to enact the ordinance. 
 
Second, the ordinance serves a substantial government 
interest. The Supreme Court has recognized that local 
governments have an undeniable important interest in 
combating the secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses.Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 
at *16 2006 WL 5779504 (citing City of Erie v. Pap's 
A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 296, 120 S.Ct. 1382, 146 L.Ed.2d 
265 (1977). A local government is not required to 
conduct its own studies of secondary effects, but 
instead may rely on any evidence “reasonably 
believed to be relevant,” including previous judicial 
opinions, land use studies, or anecdotal 
reports. Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 

*16-17, 2006 WL 5779504.“Secondary effects can 
include a diverse range of problems, including 
negative impacts on surrounding properties, illicit 
sexual behavior, litter, and urban blight.”Sensations I, 
2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at *17, 2006 WL 
5779504. 
 
*8 Section 1 of Ordinance 2005-4 sets forth ample 
findings and rationale to establish that the ordinance 
serves a substantial government interest. The 
Township asserts that in adopting the ordinance, it 
relied on judicial opinions, land use and crime impact 
reports, and anecdotal reports of illicit sexual behavior 
and unsanitary conditions in sexually oriented 
businesses (Def's.Br.26). The Township relied on 
more than 30 court decisions and 20 reports 
addressing the adverse secondary effects of such 
businesses and the constitutionality of regulations 
relevant thereto. Ord.2005-4, § 1(b) (citing legislative 
evidence). These sources are proper and adequate 
evidence of secondary effects. Sensations II, 526 F.3d 
298-299;Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 
*17-22 2006 WL 5779504. 

ence cited, Ord.2005-4, § 
(b), the Township found: 

 

light, litter, and sexual assault 
and exploitation. 

 

ion of sexually oriented 
businesses in one area. 

 

 
Based on the legislative evid
1

(1) Sexually oriented businesses, as a category of 
commercial uses, are associated with a wide variety 
of adverse secondary effects including, but not 
limited to, personal and property crimes, 
prostitution, potential spread of disease, lewdness, 
public indecency, obscenity, illicit drug use and 
drug trafficking, negative impacts on surrounding 
properties, urban b

(2) Sexually oriented businesses should be 
separated from sensitive land uses to minimize the 
impact of their secondary effects upon such uses, 
and should be separated from other sexually 
oriented businesses, to minimize the secondary 
effects associated with such uses and to prevent an 
unnecessary concentrat

(3) Each of the foregoing negative secondary 
effects constitutes a harm which the Township has a 
substantial government interest in preventing and/or 
abating. This substantial government interest in 
preventing secondary effects, which is the 
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Township's rationale for this ordinance, exists 
independent of any comparative analysis between 
sexually oriented and non-sexually oriented 
businesses. Additionally, the Township's interest in 
regulating sexually oriented businesses extends to 
preventing future secondary effects of either current 
or future sexually oriented businesses that may 
locate in the Township. The Township finds that the 
cases and documentation relied on in this ordinance 
are reasonably believed to be relevant to said 
secondary effects. 

 
The evidence and rationale meets the required 
standards for establishing that Ordinance 2005-4 
serves a substantial government interest. In Deja Vu of 
Nashville III, 466 F.3d at 398, the Sixth Circuit 
observed that it had “followed the Supreme Court in 
deferring to local governments' conclusions regarding 
whether and how their ordinances address adverse 
secondary effects of adult-oriented 
establishments.”The record establishes the 
Township's reasonable belief that the ordinance will 
help ameliorate the identified secondary effects. See 
id.Under the principles and analysis set forth 
in Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 16-27, 
2006 WL 5779504, there can no valid argument that 
the nearly identical rationale concerning secondary 
effects and the restrictions legislated in the Marengo 
Township ordinance are constitutionally infirm. 
Contrary to Little Mack's arguments, the affidavit of 
Daniel Linz, Ph.D., which concludes that the 
ordinances were based on shoddy data and flawed 
reasoning, does not undermine the legislative basis for 
adopting the ordinances 
(Pl's.Br.37-38).See Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 
77159 at *22-27, 2006 WL 5779504 (rejecting efforts 
and evidence that would effectively challenge the 
findings and decisions of controlling cases with regard 

 secondary effects evidence). to
 
*9 The third part of the O'Brien test requires a 
determination of whether the ordinance is unrelated to 
the suppression of speech. As discussed above and 
in Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 
*27-29, 2006 WL 5779504 the regulations at issue are 
properly viewed as content-neutral. The ordinance is 
aimed at suppressing the secondary effects of sexually 
oriented businesses and not the speech communicated 
by those businesses. See Sensations II, 526 F.3d at 
299. Nothing in the Marengo Township ordinance 
warrants a different conclusion from that reached in 

ensations. 

e hours of 12:00 midnight and 6:00 a.m. Id. at § 13. 

S
 
Finally, with regard to the fourth part of the O'Brien 
test, the Court is persuaded that the incidental burden 
on First Amendment freedoms is no greater than is 
essential to further the government interest. Ordinance 
2005-4 contains five key prohibitions at issue 
(Pl's.Br.36). It prohibits performers from appearing 
totally nude; it requires “pasties and a G-string.” 
Ord.2005-4 § 18(a). It requires an employee who 
appears semi-nude (“performers”) to remain on a 
stage that is at least six feet from patrons and in a room 
of at least 1000 square feet. Id. at § 18(b). It requires 
performers to refrain from knowingly or intentionally 
touching patrons on the premises within 24 hours after 
appearing semi-nude. Id. at § 18(c). It has an 
“open-booth” requirement requiring minimum interior 
lighting, signage and specific configuration for 
sexually explicit video viewing rooms. Id. at § 14. 
And further, it prohibits business operations between 
th
 
Regulations such as those above have been upheld by 
the courts as narrowly tailored and 
constitutional. Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 
77159 at *30-32, 2006 WL 5779504.In Sensations II, 
526 F.3d at 299, the Sixth Circuit reiterated its 
agreement with the district court's reasoning that such 

gulations meet the “narrowly tailored” requirement: 
 
re

The prohibition of full nudity has been viewed as 
having only a de minimis effect on the expressive 
character of erotic dancing. See City of Erie, 529 
U.S. at 301;Barnes v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 
560, 572, 111 S.Ct. 2456, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991) 
(plurality opinion). A plurality of the Supreme 
Court in Pap's A.M. rejected the argument that a ban 
on total nudity “enacts a complete ban on 
expression” and instead found that the ban “ha[d] 
the effect of limiting one particular means of 
expressing the kind of erotic message being 
disseminated.”529 U.S. at 292-93. In addition, the 
Sixth Circuit has upheld every one of the other 
regulatory provisions contained in the Ordinance: 
the six-foot distance requirement between 
performer and audience members and the 
no-touching rule; the open-booth requirement; and 
the limitation on hours of operation. See Deja Vu of 
Cincinnati, 411 F.3d at 789-91 (upholding an 
hours-of-operation limitation on adult 
businesses); Deja Vu of Nashville I, 274 F.3d at 396 
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(upholding a three-foot buffer/no-touching 
regulation); Richland Bookmart, 137 F.3d at 440-41 
(upholding limitations on the hours and days that an 
adult-entertainment business could operate); DLS, 
Inc., 107 F.3d at 408-13 (upholding a six-foot 
buffer/no-touching regulation); Bamon Corp. v. 
City of Dayton, 923 F.2d 470, 474 (6th Cir.1991) 
(upholding an open-booth requirement). 

r period renders the regulation 
nconstitutional. 

 
*10 In this case, as in Sensations II, the Court inquired 
of counsel for plaintiff [Little Mack], the grounds for 
challenge in light of the clear pronouncements in 
Sensations II (Tr. 3-5, 26). Little Mack argued, in 
particular, that the Township's 24-hour no-touch rule 
is excessive and does not reasonably combat the 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses (Tr. 
27-29). While no case precedent appears to sanction a 
24-hour no-touch rule as opposed to a no-touch rule 
merely during performance, the Court is not persuaded 
that the 24-hou
u
 
In DLS, 107 F.3d at 412, the court specifically 
addressed the standards for determining whether a 
regulation was not substantially greater than necessary 
to achieve the government's interest in the prevention 
of crime and disease, under part four of the O'Brien 

st. The regulation of speech: 
 

rved by some 
less-speech-restrictive alternative. 

te

must be narrowly tailored to serve the government's 
legitimate, content-neutral interests but [ ] it need 
not be the least restrictive or least intrusive means of 
doing so. Rather, the requirement of narrow 
tailoring is satisfied so long as the regulation 
promotes a substantial government interest that 
would be achieved less effectively absent the 
regulation. To be sure, this standard does not mean 
that a time, place, or manner regulation may burden 
substantially more speech than is necessary to 
further the government's legitimate interests. 
Government may not regulate expression in such a 
manner that a substantial portion of the burden on 
speech does not serve to advance its goals. So long 
as the means chosen are not substantially broader 
than necessary to achieve the government's interest, 
however, the regulation will not be invalid simply 
because a court concludes that the government's 
interest could be adequately se

 
DLS, 107 F.3d at 412 (quoting Ward v. Rock Against 

Racism, 491 U.S. at 798-99 (1989) (internal citations 
d quotation omitted)). 

 the premises and 
ee to have off-premises contact. 

 rules in the 
ntext of sexually oriented businesses: 

 

an
 
The Township's 24-hour no-touch rule prohibits an 
employee who appears semi-nude in a sexually 
oriented business from knowingly or intentionally 
touching a customer or the clothing of a customer, on 
the premises of a sexually oriented business, within 24 
hours of appearing semi-nude. Ord.2005-4, § 18(c). 
As the Township points out, the regulation merely 
limits physical contact, not expression, and then only 
on the premises of the sexually oriented business. 
Thus, the rule leaves performers and patrons free to 
communicate with one another on
fr
 
The courts have upheld various no-touch
co

we conclude that Arlington's “no touch” 
provision does not burden more protected 
expression than is essential to further substantial 
governmental interests. We perceive no material 
difference between Arlington's “no touch” 
provision and the “no touch” provision upheld 
against a similar attack in Kev, Inc. v. Kitsap 
County, 793 F.2d 1053 (9th Cir.1986). In Kitsap 
County, the Ninth Circuit upheld an ordinance that, 
in addition to prohibiting topless dancers and 
customers from fondling or caressing one another, 
required dancers to remain at least ten feet from the 
customers and prohibited patrons from tipping 
dancers. Referring to the “no touch” provision, the 
court concluded that “because of the County's 
legitimate and substantial interest in preventing the 
demonstrated likelihood of prostitution occurring in 
erotic dance studios, the County may prevent 
dancers and patrons from sexually touching each 
other while the dancers are acting in the scope of 
their employment.”Id. at 1061 n. 11.Arlington's “no 
touch  provision does not criminalize more conduct 
than Kitsap County's.We are persuaded that 
Arlington's ordinance burdens no more protected 
expression than is essential to further Arlington's 
interest i

”

n preventing prostitution, drug dealing, and 
assault. 

City of Arlington,
 
*11 Hang On, Inc. v.  65 F.3d 1248, 
1255 (5th Cir.1995). 
 
The courts have held that physical contact between 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998060374&ReferencePosition=440
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998060374&ReferencePosition=440
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=408
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=408
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=408
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1991025955&ReferencePosition=474
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1991025955&ReferencePosition=474
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1991025955&ReferencePosition=474
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=412
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=412
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=412
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1997054511&ReferencePosition=412
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986135020
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986135020
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986135020
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1995190767&ReferencePosition=1255


 Slip Copy Page 10
Slip Copy, 2008 WL 2783252 (W.D.Mich.)
  

employees of sexually oriented businesses and patrons 
is not “expressive conduct” falling within the 
strictures of the First Amendment. See, e.g., id. at 
1253 (noting that “patrons have no First Amendment 
right to touch a nude dancer”). But even if intentional 
contact was considered to be protected speech, the 
Court is not persuaded that the 24-hour no-touch rule 
fails the standards set forth in DLS, 107 F.3d at 412. It 
cannot be said that a substantial portion of the burden 
on speech does not serve to advance the Township's 
goals in the ordinance. The ordinance is intended to 
prevent “a wide variety of adverse secondary effects 
including, but not limited to, personal and property 
crimes, prostitution, potential spread of disease, 
lewdness, public indecency, obscenity, illicit drug use 
and drug trafficking ....” Ord.2005-4, § 1(b)(1). Any 
burden on speech would nevertheless advance the 
Township's goal of preventing these adverse 

condary effects. 

xual assault and 
ploitation.”Ord.2005-4, § 1(b)(1). 

 
2. Reasona venues of 

Communication 

se
 
Physical contact is the gravamen of the sexual and 
other illegal activity the regulations are aimed at 
preventing as adverse secondary effects of sexually 
oriented businesses. Contrary to Little Mack's 
arguments, the no-touch rule is precisely tailored to 
achieve the intended results, such as preventing the 
spread of disease. Although the no-touch rule is in 
effect for a longer period of time than a personal 
buffer zone of several feet generally is, the no-touch 
rule is narrower in application. The no-touch rule does 
not limit communication between performers and 
patrons. Accordingly, the Court is not persuaded that 
the 24-hour no-touch rule is substantially broader than 
necessary to achieve the Township's interests in 
addressing “personal and property crimes, 
prostitution, potential spread of disease, lewdness, 
public indecency, obscenity, illicit drug use and drug 
trafficking, negative impacts on surrounding 
properties, urban blight, litter, and se
ex

ble Alternatives A

 
Little Mack also maintains its challenge based on the 
number of available sites for sexually oriented 
businesses. Little Mack argues that the ordinance fails 
to meet the requirement for reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication because the amount of 
land available for adult uses is not constitutionally 
sufficient (Pl's.Br.40-41).See Renton, 475 U.S. at 47, 

50;Christy v. City of Ann Arbor, 824 F.2d 489, 491 
(6th Cir.1987). Contrary to Little Mack's argument, 

e Court finds no basis for upholding this challenge. 

ce 
ere are 24 commercial parcels in total (id.  ¶ 19). 

th
 
Under the amended zoning ordinance, sexually 
oriented businesses are permitted uses in the 
HS-Highway Service Commercial District and in the 
LI-Light Industrial District (Am.Compl., Ex. D). 
However, under the amended zoning ordinance and § 
21 of Ordinance 2005-4, a building containing a 
sexually oriented business must be at least 600 
hundred feet from any parcel that is zoned residential. 
The Township has presented evidence that Marengo 
Township contains eleven parcels of land that 
conform to these requirements, which are available 
sites for sexually oriented businesses (Def's. Ex C, 
Def's Ans. to Pl's. 2nd Interrs., Ex K, List of Legally 
Available Parcels). According to the Township's 
evidence, the eleven available sites comprise 
approximately 61.35 acres or approximately 58 
percent of the commercial land in Marengo Township 
(Def's. Reply, Ex. 5, Wicklund Aff. ¶¶ 17-19). 
Further, the eleven sites constitute nearly one-half of 
the commercially zoned parcels in the township, sin
th
 
*12 Little Mack disputes the figures cited by the 
Township on the ground that some of the acreage 
included in the Township's figures is not actually 
available.FN10Regardless, Little Mack applies a 
different calculus to determine site availability. Little 
Mack contends that the available acreage is only 
.00010329 percent of the total acreage of 22,848 acres 
in Marengo Township, which is far less than the five 
percent margin found sufficient in Renton, 475 U.S. at 
53, or the one percent margin suggested by Dia v. City 
of Toledo, 937 F.Supp. 673, 678 (N.D.Ohio 1996) 

l's.Br.42-43). 
 
(P

FN10. Little Mack also contends that it is 
entitled to additional discovery to determine 
the available acreage. The Court finds no 
basis for this argument given the history and 
length of time these proceedings have been 
pending. Little Mack has produced no 
evidence to persuade the Court that 
additional discovery would warrant a 
different result. 

 
Although the parties dispute certain aspects of site 
availability, the Court cannot conclude that these 
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disputes create a triable issue with regard to the 
constitutionality of the ordinances. The Court is 
persuaded that the availability of sites is 
constitutionally sufficient. As the Township points 
out, there is no evidence that the available sites exceed 
the demand for operating sexually oriented 
businesses. See N. Ave. Novelties v. City of Chicago, 
88 F.3d 441, 445 (7th Cir.1996) (considering whether 
an ordinance provided a “reasonable opportunity” for 
adult business). Given the modest size and population 
of Marengo Township, the number of available site 
provides reasonable alternative avenues for the 
communication of erotic expression. 
Compare Executive Arts Studio, Inc. v. City of Grand 
Rapids, 391 F.3d 783, 797 (6th Cir.2004) (a half dozen 
possible sites in a city with over 2,500 parcels of 
commercially useable real estate is wholly inadequate 
to provide for reasonable alternative avenues of 

mmunication). 
 

C. Remaining Challenges 

itutional 
allenges in Sensations I apply in this case. 

 
1. Freedom of Association 

co

 
The Court is persuaded that any remaining bases for 
challenge to the Marengo Township ordinances have 
been sufficiently addressed and foreclosed by prior 
precedent. As noted above, numerous constitutional 
challenges raised here were rejected in Sensations I. 
The legal and decisional basis of the const
ch

 
Little Mack has failed to allege a valid freedom of 
association claim. Little Mack contends that the 
ordinance violates the right of expressive association 
between the audience and entertainers. See Sensations 
I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at *35, 2006 WL 
5779504.Little Mack asserts that the no-touch rule 
unconstitutionally prohibits the right to associate 
based on the message that is delivered and received 
solely because the message is not viewed as 
encouraged communications. Little Mack further 
asserts that the rule “prohibits verbal expression, 
speech and even social contact, such as shaking 

other's hand” (Pl's Br. 45). 

for a shorter period of time as in 
ensations I. 

 
2. Overbreadth 

d to 
ow any basis for a different result in this case. 

 
3. Prior Restraint 

an
 
This same type of argument was made and rejected in 
Sensations I, id. at 34-37. Little Mack's arguments 
likewise fail. The Court finds no basis for a different 
conclusion merely because the no-touch rule is 
imposed for 24 hours, rather than coupled with a 

buffer zone 
S

 
*13 Likewise, Little Mack's overbreadth claim has 
been considered and rejected. Sensations I, id. at 
37-43.Contrary to Little Mack's argument, the 
ordinance's ban of all nude expression and the 
requirement to be clothed does not result in 
overreaching constraints on constitutionally protected 
speech. In Sensations I, id. at 41, the court found no 
overbreadth in the nearly identical provisions of the 
City of Grand Rapids ordinance, observing that the 
ordinance was narrowly tailored, and when read 
together, the provisions of the ordinance prevented 
any realistic chance that the prohibitions would be 
applied in a setting other than sexually oriented 
businesses or to a venue not associated with the 
identified secondary effects. Little Mack has faile
sh

 
As in Sensations I and Deja Vu of Cincinnati, 411 F.3d 
at 786-789, Little Mack has failed to allege an 
unconstitutional prior restraint. The prior restraint 
concept comes into play when licensing procedures 
exist that give unbridled discretion to authorities to 
grant or deny permits. Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. 
Lexis 77159 at 33 2006 WL 5779504.Further, 
licensing schemes regulating sexually oriented 
businesses may constitute a prior restraint if they fail 
to incorporate procedural safeguards, including: (1) 
“ ‘any restraint imposed in advance of a final judicial 
determination on the merits must ... be limited to 
preservation of the status quo for the shortest fixed 
period compatible with sound judicial resolution,’ ” 
and (2) “ ‘the procedure must also assure a prompt 
final judicial decision.””Deja Vu of Cincinnati, 411 
F.3d at 786 (quoting Freedman v. Maryland, 380 U.S. 
51, 59, 85 S.Ct. 734, 13 L.Ed.2d 649 (1965)). 
 
The Marengo Township ordinance engenders no 
notions of an unconstitutional prior restraint. The 
Township may deny a license only based upon 
objective criteria. Ord.2005-4, § 5. The ordinance 
provides for prompt decisionmaking and review. The 
Township must issue a license or a letter of intent to 
deny a license within 20 days. Id.  § 5(a). With respect 
to a denial, the applicant must be provided a hearing 
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within 20 days, and the Township must render a 
decision within five days thereafter. Id.  § 1 1(a). 
Moreover, a license applicant is immediately issued a 
Temporary License to operate until a final 
administrative decision is made, id.  § 5(a), and an 
aggrieved party is given a Provisional License that 
allows continued operation or employment pending 
judicial review, id.  § 11(b). Given these procedural 
provisions, which maintain the status quo pending a 
final judicial determination, Little Mack's prior 
restraint claims clearly fail.FN11Deja Vu of Cincinnati, 

11 F.3d at 788-7894 . 
 

FN11. To the extent that Little Mack raised 
questions at oral argument concerning 
whether a proper basis exists for the license 
fees set under Ordinance 2005-4, pursuant 
to 729, Inc., 515 F.3d 485, these questions do 
not impact summary judgment (Tr. 30). Little 
Mack's mere belief that the fee structure is a 
flaw in the ordinance that must be cured is 
insufficient to raise an issue of triable fact. A 
respondent must present affirmative 
evidence to defeat a properly supported 
motion for summary judgment. Street v. J.C. 
Bradford & Co., 886 F.2d 1472, 1479 (6th 
Cir.1989). 

 
4. Vagueness 

 
Little Mack's vagueness challenge also fails. Even 
assuming that Little Mack has standing to advance its 
vagueness claim, which the Township contests, the 
claim fails on its merits. Little Mack claims that the 
provision for a six-foot buffer zone and the definition 
of semi-nudity are vague. Similar challenges were 
summarily rejected in Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. 
Lexis 77159 at 45-48, 2006 WL 5779504.Little 
Mack's bare assertion that the language defining 
specified sexual activities, and thus, adult 
entertainment, is unconstitutionally vague, is 
insufficient to establish a claim, and thus does not 

arrant a different result. 
 

5. Taking 

w

 
*14 Little Mack claims that the Township's denial of 
operation of a sexually oriented business at its present 
location is an improper taking without just 
compensation and due process because it temporarily 
denied Little Mack the lawful use of its property. 

In Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 at 48-50, 
2006 WL 5779504, the court considered the merit of 
the plaintiffs' taking claims under similar 
circumstances. The court found such claims devoid of 
merit under the tests for a taking. The same analysis 
and result apply in this case. Little Mack's taking 

aim fails. 
 

6. Due Process 

cl

 
Little Mack broadly claims that enforcement of 
Ordinance 2005-4 violates due process. This claim is 
premised on Little Mack's contention that the 
ordinance eradicates businesses and the industry in 
whole without any procedural due process. Little 
Mack's due process challenge is essentially a 
reiteration of its failed secondary effects arguments. 
The Court finds no merit in this claim for the same 
reasons that the similar due process arguments were 
rejected in Sensations I, 2006 U.S. Dist. Lexis 77159 
at 50-53, 2006 WL 5779504. 
 

7. Equal Protection 

nge to the regulation of sexually oriented 
usinesses: 

 

 
Little Mack's complaint also alleged a claim under the 
Equal Protection Clause. This claim was not at issue in 
the proceedings on the motion for summary judgment. 
To the extent that Little Mack maintains any challenge 
to the ordinances on Equal Protection grounds, this 
claim fails. As the court stated in DLS, with regard to a 
similar challe
b

In cases such as this one, the Equal Protection 
Clause adds nothing to the First Amendment 
analysis; if a sufficient rationale exists for the 
ordinance under the First Amendment, then the City 
has demonstrated a rational basis for the alleged 
disparate treatment under the Equal Protection 
Clause. See Renton, 475 U.S. 41 at 55 n. 4, 106 
S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29;Young v. American 
Mini-Theatres, 427 U.S. 50, 63-73, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 
49 L.Ed.2d 310 (1976) (plurality opinion). 

LS,
 
D  107 F.3d at 412 n. 7. 
 

V. Conclusion 
 
Given the facts of this case and the ample precedent 
addressing analogous legal claims concerning the 
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regulation of sexually oriented businesses, the Court 
rejects Little Mack's challenges to the Township's 
zoning ordinance and Ordinance 2005-4. 
Accordingly, the Court GRANTS the Township's 
motion for summary judgment of Little Mack's 
complaint. An
th
 
W.D.Mich.,2008. 
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Illinois One News, Inc. v. City of Marshall, IL 
S.D.Ill.,2006. 
Only the Westlaw citation is currently available. 

United States District Court,S.D. Illinois. 
ILLINOIS ONE NEWS, INC. d/b/a the Gift Spot, 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

CITY OF MARSHALL, ILLINOIS, Defendant. 
No. 04 CV 4055 JPG. 

 
Feb. 22, 2006. 

 
Brett N. Olmstead, Roger B. Webber, Beckett & 
Webber, Urbana, IL, for Plaintiff. 
Laurel A. Haskell, Jamie A. Robinson, Ronald S. 
Cope, Michael Best & Friedrich, Chicago, IL, Richard 
J. Bernardoni, Meehling & Bernardoni, Marshall, IL, 
for Defendant. 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
GILBERT, J. 
*1 This is an action under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for 
declaratory and injunctive relief to prevent the 
defendant City of Marshall, Illinois (“Marshall”) from 
enforcing its zoning ordinance. Plaintiff Illinois One 
News, Inc. d/b/a The Gift Spot (“ION” or “The Gift 
Spot”), a purveyor of sexually explicit materials, 
alleges that Marshall will violate its free speech rights 
under the First Amendment and its due process rights 
under the Fourteenth Amendment by enforcing that 
ordinance. Specifically, ION alleges that Marshall's 
ordinance (1) is directed at suppressing protected 
speech and is not a reasonable time, place and manner 
restriction directed at reducing secondary effects, (2) 
is unconstitutionally vague and overbroad and (3) 
contains a site plan review process that amounts to an 
unlawful prior restraint on speech. 
 
The Court consolidated the proceedings involving 
ION's motion for a preliminary injunction and the trial 
on the merits, and conducted a two-day bench trial in 
Benton, Illinois, on September 6 and 7, 2005. ION was 
represented by Roger B. Webber and Brett N. 
Olmstead, and Marshall was represented by Ronald S. 
Cope, Jamie A. Robinson and Laurel A. Haskell. ION 
called Stacy Slowiak, Owen Makoroff and Bruce C. 

McLaughlin as witnesses in its case in chief, and 
called McLaughlin as a rebuttal witness. Marshall 
called John Trefz, John Welborn, Steve Calhoun, 
Robert Morris and Leslie S. Pollack in its case in 
chief. 
 
Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 52, the 
Court makes the following findings of fact and 
conclusions of law: 
 

I. FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
The stipulations and the evidence at trial establish the 
following relevant facts: 
 
The OrdinanceFN1 
 

FN1. Unless otherwise specified, further 
reference to the “Ordinance” will refer to the 
current version of Marshall's zoning 
ordinance, that is, Ordinance No.2002-O-16, 
Zoning No.2002-Z-2, as amended by 
Ordinance No.2005-O-16, Zoning 
No.2005-Z-4. 

 
1. The Preamble of the Ordinance states, in pertinent 
part: 
 
AN ORDINANCE to regulate the use of land, natural 
resources and structures; to regulate structures 
designed for trade, industry, residence or other 
specified uses; to regulate and limit the height, the 
area, the size and location of structures hereinafter to 
be erected or altered; to regulate and determine the 
yards, court or other open spaces; to control 
congestion in the streets, to secure safety in case of 
fire, to prevent the overcrowding of land, to bring 
about the gradual conformity of the uses of land and 
buildings and for such purposes to divide the city into 
districts and zones, to establish appeal procedures; to 
provide for the administration and enforcement of the 
provisions of this ordinance and to prescribe penalties 
for the violation thereof. 
 
* * * 
 

Specific Findings Concerning Adult Uses 
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WHEREAS, at the request of the City of Marshall, 
Robert Morris, AICP, of Champaign County Regional 
Planning Commission conducted research on the 
adverse impacts due to an existing Adult Use (“adult 
book store”) in the City and the development of 
standards for mitigating the adverse impacts from 
Adult Uses under the City's zoning ordinance; and 
 
WHEREAS, Robert Morris has presented the results 
of his investigation to the Plan Commission; and 
 
*2 WHEREAS, upon review of the Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report entitled “Report of the 
Attorney General's Working Group on the Regulation 
of Sexually Oriented Business,” which includes 
summaries of studies in Minneapolis, St. Paul, 
Indianapolis, Phoenix and Los Angeles regarding the 
impact of sexually oriented businesses on the 
community, as well as being informed of the findings 
of similar studies in other communities, the corporate 
authorities of the City of Marshall find that sexually 
oriented businesses are associated with: 
 
(1) high crime rate areas; 
 
(2) deteriorated commercial and residential areas; 
 
(3) depreciation of property values in the area; 
 
(4) dramatic changes in the character of the 
neighborhood when more than one sexually oriented 
business is operating in a given area; and 
 
(5) Sales tax revenues are extremely important to the 
economic well-being of the City of Marshall. Persons 
who use the regional shopping areas within the City of 
Marshall will shop elsewhere if these shopping areas 
are identified with adult uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the intent of the adult use regulations is 
to protect the public health, safety and welfare by 
limiting the deleterious effects of sexually oriented 
businesses on the use and enjoyment of property in 
adjacent areas and to protect the property tax and sales 
tax base of the City; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City recognizes that the First 
Amendment to the United States Constitution requires 
that the City of Marshall “refrain from effectively 

denying” expressive adult use operations a reasonable 
opportunity to open and operate within the City. Adult 
use regulations are meant as a narrow means to 
eliminate, or at least limit, the deleterious effects of 
adult uses on the health, safety and welfare of the 
residents, business owners and property owners in the 
City of Marshall. The Adult use regulations leave 
approximately 256.75 acres available for adult uses 
constituting approximately 11.66% of the entire City 
of Marshall and 46.16% of industrial areas in said 
territory; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Adult use regulations limiting the 
areas available for adult uses have been narrowly 
drafted to separate adult uses from residential areas 
and from each other. Further, the regulations have 
been drafted to keep such uses from defining the 
character of the commercial areas within the City of 
Marshall. It is the intent of the corporate authorities 
that these regulations be as strict as constitutionally 
permissible and that they shall be severable, where 
necessary, to insure their constitutionality[.] 
 
2. The first paragraph of the Ordinance sets forth its 
purpose as: 
 
“promoting and protecting the public health, safety, 
peace, comforts, convenience and general welfare of 
the inhabitants of the City of Marshall by protecting 
and conserving the character and social and economic 
stability of the residential, commercial, industrial, and 
other use areas, by securing the most appropriate use 
of land; preventing over-crowding; and facilitating 
adequate and economical provision of transportation, 
water, sewers, schools, recreation, and other public 
requirements.” 
 
*3 3. Article II, § 1 of the Ordinance provides the 
following definitions: 
 
(3) Adult bookstore: An establishment having as a 
substantial or significant portion of its sales or stock in 
trade, books, magazines, films for sale or for viewing 
on premises by use of motion picture devices or by 
coin operated means, and periodicals which are 
distinguished or characterized by their emphasis on 
matter depicting, describing or relating to “specified 
sexual activities,” or “specified anatomical areas;” or 
an establishment that holds itself out to the public as a 
purveyors [sic ] of such materials based upon its 
signage, advertising, displays, actual sales, presence 
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of video preview or coin operated booths, or exclusion 
of minors from the established's premises or any other 
factors showing the establishment's primary purpose 
is to purvey such material. 
 
* * * 
 
(7) Adult use: Adult bookstores, adult motion picture 
theaters, adult entertainment cabarets, adult novelty 
stores and other similar uses. 
 
* * * 
 
(34) Incompatible use: The transfer over a property 
line of negative economic or environmental effects, 
including but not limited to, traffic, noise, vibration, 
odor, dust, glare, smoke, pollution, mismatched land 
uses or density, height or mass, mismatched layout of 
adjacent uses, loss of privacy, and/or unsightly views. 
 
4. Article VII, § 8 of the Ordinance states: 
 
Adult Uses are permitted uses in I-1 Light Industrial 
District and I-2 Heavy Industrial District and subject 
to the conditions set out below: 
 
1. Prior to the issuance of any permit for the 
construction or occupancy of an adult use, the 
applicant for said permit(s) must first proceed through 
a site plan review at a public meeting before the 
zoning commission and city council. 
 
2. No adult use shall be located within 1,000 feet of 
any property which is zoned or used for a school, day 
care center, cemetery, public park, forest preserve, 
public housing, place of religious worship, other adult 
use or any property which is zoned B-3 [regional 
shopping center district]. Said distance shall be 
measured from the property line of the property upon 
which the adult use is located or proposed to be 
located to the property line of the other zoned or used 
properties described herein. 
 
* * * 
 
4. The zoning commission may recommend and the 
city council may place conditions on the development 
and operation of the adult use related to site plan floor 
plan, construction materials, lighting, parking, and 
circulation, ingress and egress, landscaping and 

screening, and signage in order to assure that the 
design is compatible with surrounding uses and the 
operation of the adult use is in conformance with all 
city ordinances. No adult use shall be conducted in 
any manner that permits the observation of any 
material depicting, describing or relating to “specified 
sexual activities” or “specified anatomical areas”, as 
defined in this zoning ordinance from any public way 
or from any property not registered as an adult use. 
This provision shall apply to any display, decoration, 
sign, show window or other opening. 
 
*4 5. Article XV, § 8 of the Ordinance provides 
businesses that become non-conforming as a result of 
the Ordinance are entitled to an amortization period of 
one year if it applies for a certificate of 
non-conformance and of six months if it does not 
apply for such a certificate. 
 
6. Article XVIII-A of the Ordinance states: 
 
Section 1. Purpose. 
 
The site plan review process promotes orderly 
development and redevelopment in the city, and 
ensures such development or redevelopment occurs in 
a manner that is harmonious with surrounding 
properties, is consistent with the comprehensive plan, 
and promotes the general welfare of the city. This 
section provides standards by which to determine and 
control the physical layout and design to achieve the 
following purposes: 
 
(1) Compatibility of land uses, buildings, and 
structures. 
 
(2) Protection and enhancement of community 
property values. 
 
(3) Efficient use of land. 
 
(4) Minimization of traffic, safety hazards, and 
overcrowding problems. 
 
(5) Minimization of environmental problems. 
 
Section 2. Applicability. 
 
Certain uses and certain areas designated for more 
intensive use require additional regulation to protect 
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the public health, safety and welfare. A site plan 
review shall be required for every application for a 
building permit as required by this ordinance as a 
condition for approval of a use located in [an] ... I-1 or 
I-2 zoned district.... 
 
Section 3. Procedure. 
 
(1) Applications for site plan review shall be 
submitted to the zoning officer and forwarded to the 
zoning commission for review. 
 
(2) After an application for a site plan review has been 
submitted to the zoning commission, the zoning 
commission shall hold a duly advertised public 
hearing as prescribed by statute and made [sic ] a 
recommendation to grant or deny the site plan within 
sixty (60) days of filing of the complete application. 
The zoning commission recommendation must be 
based on the standards listed in section 4 below and 
compliance with any additional standards of this 
ordinance. In making its recommendation, the zoning 
commission may also recommend such additional 
conditions and requirements as are appropriate or 
necessary to protect the public health, safety, and 
welfare and to carry out the purpose of this ordinance. 
 
(3) The city council shall make the decision to grant or 
deny a site plan within sixty (60) days of receiving the 
zoning commission recommendation, based on the 
standards listed in section 4 below and any additional 
standards of this ordinance. The city council may 
impose any conditions or requirements, including but 
not limited to, those recommended by the zoning 
commission, which it deems appropriate or necessary 
in order to accomplish the purpose of the ordinance. If 
the city council approves a site plan, a building permit 
may then be issued, provided that all other 
requirements of all other applicable city codes and 
ordinances are satisfied. 
 
*5 Section 4. Standards for site plan review. 
 
The scope of the site plan review includes the location 
of principal and accessory structures, infrastructure, 
open space, landscaping, exterior lighting, traffic 
movement and flow, number of parking spaces, design 
of parking lots, location of landscaping and screening, 
and compliance with the provisions of this ordinance. 
In reviewing site plans, the relationship of the site plan 
to adopted land use policies, and the goals and 

objectives of the comprehensive plan shall be 
evaluated. In addition to any other requirements of this 
ordinance, the following characteristics shall also be 
considered: 
 
(1) The arrangement of the structures and building on 
the site to: 
 
(a) Respond to off-site utility and service conditions, 
and minimize potential impacts on existing or planned 
municipal services, utilities, and infrastructure. 
 
(b) Conform to the requirements of this ordinance and 
other applicable regulations. 
 
(2) The arrangement of open space or natural features 
on the site to: 
 
(a) Provide adequate measures to preserve existing 
healthy, mature trees wherever practically feasible. 
 
(b) Break up large expanses of asphalt with plant 
material. 
 
(c) Buffer adjacent incompatible uses. 
 
(d) Screen unsightly activities from public view. 
 
(e) Create a logical transition to adjoining lots and 
developments. 
 
(f) Avoid unnecessary or unreasonable alterations to 
existing topography. 
 
(g) Minimize the visual impact of the development on 
adjacent sites and roadways. 
 
(h) Provide plant materials and landscaping designs 
that can withstand the city's climate, and the 
microclimate on the property. 
 
(3) The organization of circulation systems to: 
 
(a) Provide adequate and safe access to the site. 
 
(b) Minimize potentially dangerous traffic 
movements. 
 
(c) Achieve efficient traffic flow in accordance with 
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standards in the “Institute of Traffic Engineers 
Transportation and Traffic Engineering Handbook.” 
 
(d) Provide the required number of parking spaces. 
 
(e) Separate pedestrian and auto circulation. 
 
(f) Minimize curb cuts. 
 
(4) The design and location of site illumination to 
minimize adverse impacts on adjacent properties. 
 
(5) Conformance of the proposed development with 
the goals and policies of the comprehensive plan and 
all city codes and regulations. 
 
* * * 
 
Section 6. Site Plan Requirements. 
 
Submission requirements for site plan review shall be 
as follows: 
 
* * * 
 
(5) Any other supporting documents to indicate 
intentions and/or any other items required by the 
zoning officer. 
 
7. Article III, § 1 provides that the Ordinance only 
applies within Marshall's city limits. 
 
The Parties 
 
8. Marshall is an Illinois municipality located in Clark 
County, Illinois, with a population of approximately 
3,771 people. 
 
9. Marshall is a rural community that is located 
approximately 15 miles from Terre Haute, Indiana. 
 
*6 10. Clark County does not have any zoning 
regulations that regulate adult uses at the present time. 
 
11. ION is an Illinois corporation duly formed and 
incorporated on September 14, 2001. 
 
12. Since November 1, 2002, ION has leased the 

property at 1802 North Illinois, Highway One, in 
Marshall, from 1002 North Illinois One, L.L.C.. 
 
The Passage of the Ordinance 
 
13. On November 1, 2002, Marshall published notice 
of a public hearing on the recodification of the 
Marshall zoning ordinance in the Marshall 
Advocate.Prior to enacting Ordinance No.2002-0-16 
and Zoning No.2002-Z-2 (“2002 Ordinance”), 
Marshall obtained a report authored by Robert Morris 
(“Morris”), of the Champaign County Regional 
Planning Commission (“Morris Report”). 
 
14. On November 18, 2002, Marshall's Plan 
Commission held a public hearing on the 2002 
Ordinance, the recodification of Marshall's zoning 
ordinance (“Plan Commission hearing”). 
 
15. The following exhibits were introduced into 
evidence at the Plan Commission hearing: 
 
a. City Ex. 1-Report of the Attorney General's 
Working Group on the Regulation of Sexually 
Oriented Businesses (“Minnesota Attorney General's 
Report”) 
 
b. City Ex. 2-Report of Robert Morris-6/27/02 
 
c. City Ex. 3-Proposed Zoning Ordinance 2002-Z-2 
 
d. City Ex. 4-Proposed Zoning Ordinance 2002-Z-3 
 
e. City Ex. 5-Proposed Zoning Ordinance 2002-Z-4 
 
f. City Ex. 6-Affidavit of Service of Notice of Hearing 
on 1002 North Illinois One, L.L.C. 
 
g. City Ex. 7-Affidavit of Service of Notice of Hearing 
on 1002 North Illinois One, L.L.C. 
 
h. City Ex. 8-Affidavit of service of Notice of Hearing 
on Communications Sites of America, Inc. 
 
i. City Ex. 9-Strohm Newspapers, Inc.'s Affidavit of 
Publication 
 
j. City Ex. 10-Strohm Newspapers, Inc.'s Affidavit of 
Publication 
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k. Gift Spot Ex. 11-Letter from Webber to Zoning 
Commission dated 11/18/02 
 
l. Glosser Ex. 12-“Fighting Sex Oriented Businesses 
Through Regulation, Zoning and Licensing” 
 
16. At the November 18 Plan Commission meeting, 
the Plan Commission was informed by James 
Schwartz, who served on the committee that drafted 
the 2002 Ordinance, that there were approximately 
256.75 acres, approximately 11.66% of the land in 
Marshall, available for adult uses under the 
Ordinance. 
 
17. At the November 18 Plan Commission meeting, 
the Plan Commission heard testimony from Morris. In 
his testimony, he acknowledged that sexually-oriented 
businesses are protected by the First Amendment and 
that studies have found that negative secondary effects 
result from adult uses such as adult bookstores. Morris 
gave specific examples of such negative effects in 
Marshall, namely, 
 
i. the fact that TRW, Inc., a local manufacturing 
company, had refused to locate a plant in the vicinity 
of Hy Way News in 1993 because of the store, 
 
ii. anecdotal evidence that the incidence of police 
reports involving drunken and disorderly conduct was 
considerably higher around Hy Way News than other 
local business districts, leading to the inference that 
the resulting nuisance would discourage shoppers 
from patronizing the nearby retail shops and hotels, 
and 
 
*7 iii. the incompatibility of adult bookstores with the 
planned development of a regional shopping center 
district in that area. 
 
Morris indicated that the Ordinance would make it 
more difficult for impulse patrons of adult bookstores 
to act on those impulses and actually visit the adult 
bookstores. He also acknowledged that the Ordinance 
would offer ION the options of changing the content 
of its stock in trade or moving. He testified that the 
Plan Commission considered the amount of land that 
would be available for an adult bookstore if it was 
restricted to industrial zones (I-1 or I-2) and was 
subject to a 1,000 foot barrier or a 1,500 foot barrier 

from certain sensitive uses such as schools, day care 
centers, cemeteries, pubic parks, forest preserves, 
public housing units, places of religious worship, 
other adult uses and property zoned as regional 
shopping center districts. He testified that the Plan 
Commission found that a 1,500 foot barrier did not 
leave sufficient alternate space available for the 
bookstore but that a 1,000 foot barrier did because it 
left approximately 12% of Marshall open to an adult 
bookstore. Morris testified that he had consulted the 
Minnesota Attorney General's Report and a 1996 
report by Len Munsil entitled “Protecting 
Communities from Sexually Oriented Businesses” 
(“Munsil Report”) in preparing the Morris Report and 
his testimony. 
 
18. In addition to Morris's testimony at the November 
18 hearing, the Plan Commission considered the 
Morris Report. The Morris Report echoes Morris's 
testimony and includes a description of one other 
incident: the 1990 kidnaping and rape of a young girl 
by a truck driver who had viewed and been excited by 
sexually oriented material from Hy Way News prior to 
abducting the girl from a nearby residential 
neighborhood. The Morris Report contains no 
first-hand, scientific studies relating to adult uses in 
Marshall. 
 
19. The Plan Commission considered the Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report. That report describes 
efforts in Minnesota “to assist public officials and 
private citizens in finding legal ways to reduce the 
impacts of sexually oriented businesses.”Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report, Introduction. The report 
“discusses evidence that sexually oriented businesses, 
and the materials from which they profit, have an 
adverse impact on the surrounding communities” and 
suggests ways of decreasing those adverse impacts. Id. 
The report authors reviewed evidence from other 
studies conducted in Minneapolis (1980), St. Paul 
(1978) and other studies and concluded that “sexually 
oriented businesses are associated with high crime 
rates and depression of property values.”Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report, Impacts of Sexually 
Oriented Businesses. The report authors also heard 
testimony and concluded therefrom that “the character 
of a neighborhood can dramatically change when 
there is a concentration of sexually oriented 
businesses adjacent to residential property.”Id. 
 
*8 20. Other witnesses testified at the November 18 
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Plan Commission hearing in favor of the Ordinance. 
Some complained that adult bookstores produced 
sexually oriented litter (including novelties, lingerie 
and blow-up dolls) in areas where children could find 
it, facilitated sexual predators, discouraged businesses 
and retail shoppers from coming to the area, 
discouraged people from moving to Marshall, and 
caused negative secondary effects as documented in 
studies of other communities. Some speakers urged 
passage of the Ordinance to suppress the speech 
purveyed by ION. 
 
21. ION's attorney testified and presented a letter at 
the November 18 Plan Commission hearing against 
passage of the Ordinance. He asserted that the 
Ordinance was targeting the content of the speech Hy 
Way News and The Gift Spot provide. He also 
informed the Plan Commission that the studies cited in 
the Morris Report were faulty and unreliable. 
 
22. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Plan 
Commission recommended that Marshall Council 
pass the Ordinance. The recommendation cited 
Morris's research, the Minnesota Attorney General's 
Report, and other studies in other communities. It also 
made findings that sexually oriented businesses are 
associated with certain negative phenomena, yet 
recognized the First Amendment protections due to 
such businesses. 
 
23. On November 25, 2002, Marshall passed the 2002 
Ordinance, which, among other things, regulates adult 
uses. 
 
24. Prior to November 25, 2002, Marshall did not have 
any adult use regulations either in its zoning ordinance 
or otherwise. 
 
25. On July 11, 2005, Marshall amended its Zoning 
Ordinance, including those sections which relate to 
adult uses, by passing Ordinance No.2005-O-16, 
Zoning No.2005-Z-4. 
 
The Gift Spot 
 
26. On or about November 22, 2002, ION opened its 
doors doing business as The Gift Spot. At this 
location, The Gift Spot offers various items for sale or 
rent, including adult magazines, adult video tapes, 
adult DVDs and adult novelty items. 

 
27. The Gift Spot also has fifteen (15) private booths 
in which a customer may view adult videos and/or 
DVDs. 
 
28. The Gift Spot is located on a two-acre site. 
 
29. Under the Ordinance, The Gift Spot, as currently 
operated, is an adult bookstore because “a substantial 
or significant portion of its sales or stock in trade” is 
made up of “books, magazines, films for sale or for 
viewing on premises by use of motion picture devices 
or by coin operated means, and periodicals which are 
distinguished or characterized by their emphasis on 
matter depicting, describing or relating to specified 
sexual activities,' or ‘specified anatomical areas.” ' 
 
30. Under the Ordinance, The Gift Spot, as currently 
operated, is a nonconforming use as it is in an area that 
is not zoned where adult uses are permitted. 
 
31. On March 17, 2003, Marshall notified The Gift 
Spot that it was a non-conforming use subject to 
amortization and that it would have to file for a 
certificate of non-compliance. 
 
*9 32. On May 12, 2003, The Gift Spot applied for an 
adult use license and continued to operate. 
 
33. The amortization period defined in the Ordinance 
has elapsed. 
 
34. The Gift Spot is not in compliance with the 
Ordinance and has not applied for a certificate of 
non-compliance. 
 
35. The Gift Spot is presently open and operating 
pursuant to an informal agreement between the parties 
that Marshall would not enforce the Ordinance 
pending resolution of the pending legal action. 
 
36. If the Ordinance is enforced against The Gift Spot 
it will change the content of its inventory so that it is 
no longer an adult bookstore as opposed to moving to 
another location within Marshall where an adult 
bookstore would be permitted. 
 
Hy Way News 
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37. Hy Way News was an adult bookstore that was 
also located at the interchange of Interstate 70 and 
Illinois Highway One, but it was not located within 
Marshall. 
 
38. The property on which Hy Way News was located 
was annexed by Marshall at the landlord/property 
owner's request on March 10, 2003. 
 
39. On May 12, 2003, Hy Way News applied for an 
adult use license and continued to operate. 
 
40. Hy Way News was owned and operated by the 
same owners as The Gift Spot. 
 
41. Hy Way News ceased operations within one year 
after The Gift Spot opened and has not sought to 
reopen in Marshall. 
 
42. Hy Way News was in business for eighteen years, 
from approximately 1985 to 2004. 
 
Secondary Effects 
 
43. When Hy Way News opened in the mid-1980s, 
calls to the Marshall Police Department about the area 
where Hy Way News was located increased to a daily 
or weekly basis and exceeded the calls from other 
areas of town. The calls reported such things as 
batteries, assaults, traffic accidents, and thefts of 
motor vehicles. There was somewhat conflicting 
evidence on this point. John Trefz (“Trefz”), a former 
Marshall police officer, police chief and mayor, 
testified to the foregoing primarily based on his 
memories of his experience in the police department 
from 1977 to 1997, both before and after Hy Way 
News opened. On the other hand, Robert Bruce 
McLaughlin (“McLaughlin”), ION's expert witness, 
testified that from July 21, 2001, to October 6, 2004, 
there were only twenty calls to the police department 
from the vicinity of Hy Way News or The Gift Spot. 
Based on his demeanor while testifying, his 
intelligence, his basis for knowledge and the 
reasonableness of his testimony in light of all the 
evidence in the case, the Court finds Trefz to be 
credible. The Court further finds that McLaughlin's 
testimony, even if true, does not cast serious doubt on 
Trefz's testimony because it does not cover the time 
period about which Trefz testified. 
 

44. Litter of sexually oriented material was plentiful in 
a field near Hy Way News and has been found in a 
children's soccer field near The Gift Spot. 
 
45. In October, 1991, David Thompson abducted and 
sexually assaulted a little girl from Marshall after 
viewing sexually oriented material from Hy Way 
News. 
 
*10 46. When TRW was considering expanding its 
Marshall facility in the early 1990s, its preferred 
expansion site was in the vicinity of Hy Way News. 
TRW officials rejected that site because it did not want 
directions to the plant to include, “Turn left at the adult 
bookstore sign.”TRW selected another site in 
Marshall. There was somewhat conflicting testimony 
on this issue. John Welborn (“Welborn”), a former 
facilities maintenance manager at TRW, testified to 
the foregoing. McLaughlin testified that by examining 
newspaper reports and talking to librarians he was 
unable to verify that TRW was considering a site near 
Hy Way News but rejected the site because of the 
adult bookstore. Based on his demeanor while 
testifying, his intelligence, his basis for knowledge 
and the reasonableness of his testimony in light of all 
the evidence in the case, the Court finds Welborn to be 
credible on this point. On the other hand, 
McLaughlin's basis for knowledge-newspaper reports, 
librarians and a brief conversation with a City 
employee-was not as reliable as Welborn's direct 
knowledge of TRW's decisionmaking process. 
McLaughlin's testimony is therefore not sufficient to 
call into question Welborn's credible testimony. 
 
47. TRW's current site requires truck traffic to pass 
through the center of Marshall and residential areas. 
 
48. Between 1998 and 2003, the assessed values of the 
properties on the block containing Hy Way News and, 
for at least a year, The Gift Spot increased an average 
of approximately 28%. This number reflected the 
average of one new construction property that 
increased in assessed value by approximately 90% and 
seven other properties that increased in assessed value 
by approximately 7%. In the same time period, the 
assessed values of the properties on a similar block 
without an adult use in a similar community in Clark 
County increased by approximately 17%. This 
number reflects the average of thirteen assessed 
property values ranging from approximately 58% to 
approximately -26. 
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49. The presence of an adult use would deter 
approximately 10 to 15% of commercial investors or 
retail stores from locating in the vicinity of the adult 
use and would deter 10 to 15% of potential shoppers 
from visiting retail stores in the vicinity of the adult 
use. 
 
50. McDonald's opened a new restaurant in the 
immediate vicinity of Hy Way News while Hy Way 
News was in operation. 
 
Expert Evidence 
 
51. In making its decision to regulate adult uses 
through zoning and in drafting and enacting the 
Ordinance, Marshall used materials, research findings, 
zoning and planning principles and standards that are 
generally acceptable in the field of urban planning. 
One of those materials, the Minnesota Attorney 
General's Report, is a good, but not perfect, summary 
of prior studies and, under generally acceptable 
planning standards, a community could use and rely 
on the report in establishing adult use zoning criteria. 
There was considerable conflicting testimony on these 
points. Leslie S. Pollock (“Pollock”), a city planner 
and zoning consultant, testified to the foregoing at trial 
as an expert witness for Marshall. McLaughlin 
testified to the contrary and noted numerous flaws in 
the studies relied on by Marshall in enacting the 
Ordinance. The Court finds Pollock's opinion more 
persuasive than McLaughlin's. Pollock's testimony 
was reasonable and consistent with the record and 
with other judicial decisions. McLaughlin's analysis 
was not as complete as Pollock's. For example, 
McLaughlin did not examine as thoroughly all the 
information used by Marshall, did not cast serious 
doubt on a major thrust of the Minnesota Attorney 
General's Report as a whole-the correlation between 
predominantly sexually oriented businesses and 
negative secondary effects-and did not acknowledge 
the judicially recognized value generally of 
non-empirical, non-scientific studies and specifically 
of the Minnesota Attorney General's Report to urban 
planning for adult uses. It did not therefore 
significantly detract from Pollock's opinion. In 
addition, Pollock's demeanor while testifying was 
more convincing. 
 
*11 52. Under the Ordinance, 94.1 acres, or 4.1% of 
Marshall, is available for adult uses. This figure 

considers a 1,000-foot buffer zone from residential 
zones in addition to other sensitive uses specifically 
listed in the Ordinance. Three areas containing a total 
of 33 sites are available to accommodate an adult use 
occupying two acres, as The Gift Spot currently does. 
Sewer and water is available at all the sites. Some of 
those sites would require road construction and all 
would require subdivision to meet the 1,000-foot 
property-line-to-property-line buffer zone 
requirement. Pollock testified credibly to the 
foregoing. McLaughlin's estimate of acreage outside 
the 1,000-foot buffer zone was lower, but he admitted 
that his map and calculations omitted one area of land 
zoned for industrial use that contained three two-acre 
sites. His estimate was in all relevant aspects 
substantially consistent with Pollock's estimate. 
 
53. Under the Ordinance, Marshall has received no 
other applications for adult uses or requests for sites 
other than ION's. 
 
54. The Ordinance's site plan review process reflects 
the procedures and standards commonly accepted and 
regularly applied in urban planning. 
 

II. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
 
The Court has jurisdiction over this case under 28 
U.S.C. § 1331. 
 
ION brought this action pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 1983 
alleging that Marshall violated ION's First 
Amendment rights. The First Amendment to the 
United States Constitution provides “Congress shall 
make no law ... abridging the freedom of speech ... or 
the right of the people peaceably to assemble....”U.S. 
Const. amend. 1. The Due Process Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment makes First Amendment free 
speech and assembly guarantees applicable to states 
and their municipal subdivisions as well as the federal 
government. Gitlow v. New York, 268 U.S. 652, 666, 
45 S.Ct. 625, 69 L.Ed. 1138 (1925); Ben's Bar, Inc. v. 
Village of Somerset, 316 F.3d 702, 707 (7th Cir.2003). 
ION also alleges direct violations of its Fourteenth 
Amendment due process rights. 
 
A. Restraint of Speech: Enactment of Ordinance 
 
ION”s first theory-that the enactment of the Ordinance 
was an unconstitutional restrain on speech-is governed 
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by a three-step, sequential inquiry set forth by the 
Supreme Court in Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 
475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 (1986), 
and City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 
U.S. 425, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 152 L.Ed.2d 670 (2002). 
The Seventh Circuit has recently applied this inquiry 
in RVS, L.L.C. v. City of Rockford, 361 F.3d 402 (7th 
Cir.2004). 
 
1. Total Ban or Time, Place and Manner Regulation 
 
The threshold issue is whether the regulation amounts 
to a total ban on speech or a time, place and manner 
restriction. See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 434 
(plurality); Renton, 475 U.S. at 46;RVS, 361 F.3d at 
407. A total ban calls for the Court to apply strict 
scrutiny, that is, to ask whether the regulation is 
necessary to serve a compelling state interest. A time, 
place and manner regulation, on the other hand, may 
call for the Court to apply intermediate instead of strict 
scrutiny, that is, to ask whether the regulation is 
designed to serve a substantial state interest without 
unreasonably limiting alternative avenues of 
communication. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 434 
(plurality); Renton, 475 U.S. at 47;RVS, 361 F.3d at 
408. A regulation that appears on its face to be a time 
place and manner restriction but that in practice is 
effectively a total ban will receive strict scrutiny. 
See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 443 (plurality). 
 
*12 All parties in this case agree that the Ordinance is 
a time, place and manner restriction as opposed to a 
total ban on sexually oriented establishments. Rather 
than limiting the speech itself, the Ordinance restricts 
the location in which the speech can occur. The Court 
therefore moves to the next step in the three-part 
inquiry to determine whether strict or intermediate 
scrutiny applies. 
 
2. Predominant Concern Motivating the Regulation 
 
The second stage of the inquiry asks what Marshall's 
predominant concern was when it passed the 
Ordinance. If the predominant purpose of a zoning 
regulation is to decrease speech, the Court applies 
strict scrutiny. RVS, 361 F.3d at 407. However, if the 
predominant purpose is to decrease the secondary 
effects of the speech, but not the speech itself, the 
Court applies intermediate scrutiny. RVS, 361 F.3d at 
407-08;Ben's Bar, 316 F.3d at 723;see Alameda 
Books, 535 U.S. at 440-41 (plurality); Alameda Books, 

535 U.S. at 448-49 (Kennedy, J., concurring); Renton, 
475 U.S. at 47. In making the decision about the 
predominant purpose of the regulation, the Court can 
consider “a wide variety of materials including, but 
not limited to, the text of the regulation or ordinance, 
any preamble or express legislative findings 
associated with it, and studies and information of 
which legislators were clearly aware.”RVS, 361 F.3d 
at 410 n. 5 (internal quotations and citations omitted). 
 
The predominant purpose of the Ordinance was to 
decrease the secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses in order to protect the public health, safety 
and welfare of Marshall's citizens and to protect the 
property tax and sales tax base of Marshall. The 
Preamble clearly reflects this intention. It 
demonstrates that Marshall officials believed, based 
on the Morris Report and the Minnesota Attorney 
General's Report, that there was a connection between 
negative secondary effects and speech purveyed by 
adult bookstores and that zoning was an appropriate 
and effective means to reduce those negative 
secondary effects. The connection between negative 
secondary effects and speech was reinforced by 
testimony at the Plan Commission hearing relating 
specifically to Marshall and to negative secondary 
effects connected to Hy Way News and The Gift Spot, 
including but not limited to the rape and abduction of a 
young girl by an individual who had viewed sexually 
oriented materials at Hy Way News prior to the 
incident, litter of a sexually oriented nature (novelties, 
lingerie) on children's soccer fields adjacent to The 
Gift Spot, TRW's refusal to locate near an adult 
bookstore and a higher rate of police reports from the 
vicinity of Hy Way News compared to other business 
districts. The Preamble further reflects that Marshall 
officials were aware that the speech purveyed by adult 
bookstores is protected by the First Amendment and 
that Marshall was attempting to provide adequate 
alternative sites for that speech by ensuring that 
approximately 12% of the land within Marshall was 
available for adult uses. This effort to provide 
adequate alternative channels belies ION's allegation 
that the Ordinance was a mere pretext for suppression 
of protected speech, although whether the alternative 
channels provided were, in fact, adequate is a matter 
discussed later in this order. 
 
*13 It is true that some testimony presented to the Plan 
Commission reflected a desire on the speakers' part to 
suppress speech, and one part of the Morris Report 
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expressed an intent to decrease speech by making it 
more difficult for impulse patrons driving by on the 
interstate to access the adult bookstore. However, the 
Court finds that neither the Plan Commission nor the 
City Council relied on those desires or goals in any 
substantial way in recommending or enacting the 
Ordinance but instead relied predominantly on the 
other aspects of the Morris Report, the Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report and the references cited 
therein to address the deleterious secondary effects of 
protected speech, as stated in the Preamble. 
 
There was also testimony at the Plan Commission 
meeting that the Morris Report, the Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report and the studies they cite are 
flawed and unreliable. That testimony, however, was 
not presented to the Plan Commission or the City 
Council in sufficient detail or with enough support to 
cause a reasonable person to seriously doubt the 
validity of those studies and reports. Furthermore, 
although the Minnesota Attorney General's Report 
may have contained some errors in summarizing prior 
studies connecting adult uses with negative secondary 
effects, the Court accepts Pollock's testimony that the 
report is generally accepted in the urban planning 
community as a valid basis for making zoning 
decisions. It is clear, in fact, that Marshall officials 
were not convinced by the representation that the 
reports were flawed and unreliable and that they 
continued to reasonably rely on those reports for the 
purpose of combating the negative secondary effects 
of protected speech, not censoring speech itself. 
Therefore, intermediate scrutiny applies. 
 
3. Intermediate scrutiny 
 
When the Court applies intermediate scrutiny, it asks 
whether the regulation is narrowly tailored to serve a 
substantial government interest while not 
unreasonably limiting alternative avenues of 
communication. Renton, 475 U.S. at 47, 50;RVS, 361 
F.3d at 408-09. 
 
a. Substantial Government Interest: Connection 
Between Secondary Effects and Speech 
 
Substantial government interests can include 
preserving the quality of urban life and reducing 
crime. See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 435 (plurality) 
and 444 (Kennedy, J., concurring). It also includes the 
types of interests for which the Ordinance were passed 

in this case. However, in order to withstand 
intermediate scrutiny, there must be a connection 
between the negative secondary effects and the 
regulated speech. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 441 
(plurality); RVS, 361 F.3d at 408. A sufficient 
connection is established “if the evidence upon which 
the municipality enacted the regulation ‘is reasonably 
believed to be relevant for demonstrating a connection 
between [secondary effects producing] speech and a 
substantial, independent government interest.” ’  RVS, 
361 F.3d at 408 (quoting Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 
438 (plurality) (internal quotations omitted)). 
 
*14 In Alameda Books, Justice Kennedy's concurrence 
breaks this inquiry into two separate questions: (1) 
What is the proposition that a city needs to advance in 
order to sustain a secondary effects ordinance? and (2) 
How much evidence is required to support the 
proposition? Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 449-50 
(Kennedy, J., concurring); RVS, 361 F.3d at 408-09. 
 
i. The Proposition that Must Be Advanced 
 
The proposition must be that the regulation of the 
speech will significantly reduce the secondary effects 
without substantially reducing the speech or causing it 
to cease. Alameda Books, 535 U .S. at 449 (Kennedy, 
J., concurring) (“[A] city may not assert that it will 
reduce secondary effects by reducing speech in the 
same proportion.”); RVS, 361 F.3d at 411-12. 
Fundamental to this proposition is that the regulated 
aspect of the speech (e.g., the location or the 
concentration of the speech) causes, or is reasonably 
believed to cause, the secondary effects. See, 
e.g., RVS, 361 F.3d at 411 (noting that the ordinance's 
premise must be that locating the speech in certain 
areas will significantly reduce secondary effects 
without diminishing the availability of the speech). 
 
In this case, the proposition is that the proximity of 
adult uses such as The Gift Spot to schools, day care 
centers, cemeteries, public parks, forest preserves, 
public housing units, places of religious worship, 
other “adult uses” or property zoned as a regional 
shopping center district causes negative secondary 
effects and that relegation of adult uses to industrial 
zones that are more than 1,000 feet from those 
sensitive uses will reduce those secondary effects 
without unreasonably limiting the protected speech. 
 
ii. The Evidence to Support the Proposition 
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A municipality “may rely on any evidence that is 
‘reasonably believed to be relevant’ for demonstrating 
a connection between speech and a substantial, 
independent government interest.”Alameda Books, 
535 U.S. at 438 (plurality) (citing Renton, 475 U.S. at 
51-52). This standard is not particularly demanding; 
the municipality need produce “very little” evidence 
to satisfy its burden. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451 
(Kennedy, J., concurring); RVS, 361 F.3d at 411. “The 
Supreme Court has consistently held, ‘a city must 
have latitude to experiment, at least at the outset, and 
... very little evidence is required [to support an 
ordinance's proposition].” ’ RVS, 361 F.3d at 411 
(quoting Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451 (Kennedy, 
J., concurring)); accord Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 
439 (plurality); Renton, 475 U.S. at 52. If a city's 
conclusions appear reasonable, the Court should not 
find that they are unsupported. Alameda Books, 535 
U.S. at 452 (Kennedy, J., concurring)). 
 
The evidence can include, among other things, studies, 
judicial opinions and experience-based 
testimony. RVS, 361 F.3d at 411. Furthermore, it is not 
necessary that the rule-makers actually have 
considered the evidence when they passed the subject 
regulation so long as it supports the necessary 
proposition. RVS, 361 F.3d at 411 n. 
6;compare Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 442 (plurality) 

eaving question open). (l
 
*15 Shoddy data or reasoning, however, is 
insufficient, and a party opposing the regulation can 
cast doubt on the rationale for the ordinance “either by 
demonstrating that the municipality's evidence does 
not support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that 
disputes the municipality's factual findings.”Alameda 
Books, 535 U.S. at 438-39 (plurality). If the party 
opposing the regulation is able to cast doubt on the 
rationale, the burden shifts back to the municipality to 
supplement the record with further evidence. Id. at 
439. 

a reliable basis for 
lanning to regulate adult uses. 

ignificantly reduce or 
oid those secondary effects. 

 
In this case, Marshall relied on evidence that it 
reasonably believed to be relevant to demonstrate a 
connection between adult uses and negative secondary 
effects on public health, safety and welfare, including 
preserving the quality of life, increasing the economic 
welfare and reducing crime in Marshall. The reports 
and anecdotal evidence relied on by Marshall in 
enacting the Ordinance provide sufficient evidence to 

support the necessary proposition. While the 
Minnesota Attorney General's Report may not be a 
study carried out with scientific precision and may 
contain some inaccuracies or misstatements, it and the 
studies upon which it relies clearly establish some 
connection between adult uses and negative secondary 
effects. That connection is sufficiently strong for the 
urban planning community to regard the Minnesota 
Attorney General's Report as 
p
 
That connection was bolstered in this case by 
anecdotal evidence that in Marshall itself, the existing 
adult uses contribute to litter of a sexual nature in 
areas that are frequented by numerous children, have 
discouraged industrial development in the vicinity, 
have played a role in the abduction and rape of a small 
girl and, at a minimum, appear to correlate generally 
to increased police reports. It is further a reasonable 
inference from the Minnesota Attorney General's 
Report and the anecdotal evidence presented to 
Marshall that residential and commercial values 
around adult uses would decline; people are unlikely 
to want to live or establish retail businesses in 
relatively high crime areas or where litter of a sexual 
nature is regularly found. That McDonald's chose to 
open a restaurant near Hy Way News after it opened 
does not negate this reasonable inference relating to 
peoples' preferences in general. In fact, ION's expert 
witness admitted that 10 to 15% of commercial 
investors would be deterred from locating near adult 
uses. The material considered by Marshall provided 
sufficient evidence upon which a reasonable 
municipal governing body could find a connection 
between adult uses and negative secondary effects and 
could experiment with restricting the location of adult 
uses to industrial zones at least 1,000 feet from 
sensitive uses in an effort to s
av
 
ION argues that Marshall used shoddy data and 
reasoning in enacting the Ordinance. First, 
McLaughlin alleged inaccuracies and unscientific 
methods in the Minnesota Attorney General's Report 
and asserts that it is therefore unreliable as a basis for 
Marshall's zoning decisions. Those inaccuracies, 
however, even if they exist, only weaken the strength 
of the report and may have allowed Marshall to reach 
an opposite and equally reasonable conclusion. They 
do not, however, totally negate the report's general 
conclusion that adult uses are connected to negative 
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secondary effects. Furthermore, Pollock 
acknowledged that the report may contain some 
inaccuracies but testified that it was still the type of 
report generally accepted in the urban planning 
community to guide zoning decisions. As noted 
earlier, the Court has found Pollack's assessment of 
what is generally acceptable to urban planners to be 
more credible than McLaughlin's. Thus, any flaws or 
lack of scientific certainty in the report do not destroy 
its relevance as a reasonably reliable planning 
document that a municipality can use to experiment 
with ways to curb negative secondary effects. G.M. 
Enters. v. Town of St. Joseph, 350 F.3d 631, 640 (7th 
Cir.2003) (rejecting the “suggestion that the 
municipality be required to present empirical data in 
support of its contention”), cert. denied,543 U.S. 812, 
125 S.Ct. 49, 160 L.Ed.2d 16 (2004). 

n 
etween adult uses and negative secondary effects. 

ause it does not address all of those 
fects equally. 

the study 
gnificantly probative of property values. 

sition upon which 
arshall's Ordinance was based. 

 
*16 ION and McLaughlin also fault Marshall for 
failing to consider other studies that found no evidence 
of any negative secondary effects correlating with 
adult uses. However, especially in the absence of any 
glaring red flags in the reports it considered, Marshall 
was not required to scour the nation to find reports that 
contradict the reliable documentary and testimonial 
evidence before it. The evidence it considered was 
reasonably reliable and supported a connectio
b
 
ION further argues that the locations available for 
adult uses are on either on the extreme southern end of 
town or farther from the Interstate 70 exit, from which 
most of ION's customers come, than the current 
location of The Gift Spot. ION argues that these 
locations would create more traffic in residential and 
downtown areas where children are, a result contrary 
to the Ordinance's stated purpose. Marshall counters 
that the locations selected are served by major roads, 
which would not necessarily cause an increase in 
traffic on smaller downtown or residential streets, 
where children are most likely to be. The Court finds 
no logical inconsistency in Marshall's rationale and 
the Ordinance. It is clear that Marshall has chosen the 
available locations primarily to reduce negative 
secondary effects other than increased traffic on main 
roads. If Marshall has chosen to address those other 
effects at the expense of creating more traffic on its 
main roads, it is free to do so as a part of its experiment 
with addressing those secondary effects. Again, 
Marshall must be given wide latitude to experiment 
with ways of combating negative secondary effects, 

and the Court will not find their experiment 
unsupported bec
ef
 
ION also points to McLaughlin's study of assessed 
land values to show that adult uses do not decrease 
property values in the vicinity of the adult use. 
McLaughlin's studies are not persuasive. First, 
assessed property values are not as accurate indicators 
of land value as appraised property values, which 
McLaughlin did not study. Second, and more 
importantly, McLaughlin's study only compared two 
areas and, in Marshall, contained an outlier value 
based on new construction that tended to skew the 
results away from the median assessed value. The 
small size of the study and the outlier make the study 
less reliable as a basis to draw general conclusions. As 
a consequence, the Court does not find 
si
 
The Court also notes that ION did not negate the 
connection between adult uses and all the negative 
secondary effects recognized by Marshall. For 
example, there was no credible evidence to contradict 
that sexually oriented businesses correlate with 
increased litter of a sexual nature in areas frequented 
by children or with increased crime. The connection 
between adult uses and these negative effects alone is 
sufficient to support the propo
M
 
*17 Finally, ION notes that the reports and studies 
relied on by Marshall were based on adult use 
establishments that were comprised of nearly 100% 
adult uses. These studies, it argues, cannot provide the 
connection between negative secondary effects and 
adult use establishments that are comprised of less 
than 100% adult uses, that is, that those establishments 
that have only a “substantial or significant” but not 
100% adult use business. First, the Court notes that 
ION does not have standing to raise such an argument 
as it admits that its business is virtually 100% adult 
use. Second, the Alameda Books' evidentiary test is 
not so demanding. It does not demand perfect 
scientific studies of the exact path a municipal body 
chooses to take, but only demands evidence that is 
reasonably believed to be relevant. It is reasonable to 
believe that studies of 100% adult use establishments 
would be relevant to “substantial or significant” adult 
use establishments, even if they do not perfectly 
correlate. Thus, it was reasonable in this case for 
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Marshall to make the inference that the studies were 
relevant to regulating “substantial or significant” adult 

se establishments. 

een adult uses and negative 
condary effects. 

u
 
In sum, the Court finds that Marshall relied on 
evidence reasonably believed to be relevant to 
demonstrate a connection between adult uses and 
negative secondary effects, and ION has not cast 
doubt on Marshall's rationale for the ordinance such 
that the burden is shifted to Marshall to supplement 
the record with further evidence. Even if ION had 
shifted the burden, the evidence submitted at trial from 
Pollack and other witnesses was sufficient to establish 
a connection betw
se
 
The Court now turns to the question of whether the 
Ordinance leaves the “ ‘quantity and accessibility of 
speech substantially intact.” ’  RVS, 361 F.3d at 408 
(quoting Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 449 (Kennedy, 
J., concurring)), that is, whether it is narrowly tailored 
and whether it leaves adequate alternative avenues of 

mmunication. 

. Narrow Tailoring 

co
 
b
 
An ordinance is narrowly tailored if it “advance[s] a 
substantial interest that would be achieved less 
effectively absent the restrictions, and the restrictions 
do not ‘burden substantially more speech than is 
necessary’ for such advancement.”Pleasureland 
Museum, Inc. v. Beutter, 288 F.3d 988, 1002 (7th 
Cir.2002) (quoting Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 
U.S. 781, 799, 109 S.Ct. 2746, 105 L.Ed.2d 661 
(1989)); see, e.g., RVS, 361 F.3d at 413 (holding that 
regulation is not narrowly tailored because it could be 
applied to cover mainstream speech). Narrow tailoring 
does not require the least restrictive means of serving 
the interest at issue. Pleasureland, 288 F.3d at 1002. 
The Court should also consider whether the regulation 
targets the expressive conduct itself or the 
non-expressive aspects of the speech such as location 
or signage. See, e.g., G.M. Enterps. v. Town of St. 
Joseph, 350 F.3d 631, 638 (7th Cir.2003) (ordinance 
aimed at minimizing non-expressive factors that 
heightened the probability of adverse secondary 

fects, not the speech itself). 

strictive 
eans of serving that interest is immaterial. 

esses those 
guments in a later section of this order. 

lternative avenues of communication are 
ailable. 

 Alternative Avenues of Communication 

ef
 
*18 In this case, the Ordinance is narrowly tailored. It 
does not prohibit adult uses but instead targets the 
non-expressive aspects of adult use establishment-the 

proximity to areas where children, families and retail 
businesses are. Furthermore, the prohibitions advance 
the substantial government interest of curtailing 
negative secondary effects by certain adult businesses. 
That the Ordinance may not be the least re
m
 
To the extent that ION argues the ordinance is 
overbroad in its coverage, the Court addr
ar
 
The Court turns now to the question of whether 
adequate a
av
 
c.
 
The Court must consider whether the Ordinance 
allows ION reasonable adequate alternative avenues 
of communication. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 434 
(plurality) (citing Renton, 475 U.S. at 50). A 
regulation cannot effectively deny an adult bookstore 
 reasonable opportunity to operate. Id.a  at 54. 

 
The Court finds that the Ordinance provides adequate 
alternative avenues of communication to Marshall's 
population. Under the Ordinance, 94.1 acres, or 4.1% 
of the land in Marshall, is available for ION to open an 
adult bookstore. Assuming ION cannot operate its 
business on a lot smaller than its current two-acre lot, 
those 94.1 acres provide three possible areas of land 
divisible into 33 possible sites for ION to locate an 
adult bookstore; if it can operate on a lot smaller than 
two acres, even more sights would be available. That 
ION may have to subdivide the property or have roads 
built to some of the new sites does not render the land 
unavailable for constitutional purposes. See Renton, 
475 U.S. at 54 (noting that the First Amendment does 
not require a city to relieve adult use establishments of 
ordinary hurdles presented by the real estate market). 
The Court further notes that ION is the only adult use 
entity showing any interest in locating in Marshall, so 
no lots would be unavailable because of the location of 

other adult use. an
 
ION does not really contest that the sites available in 
Marshall are inadequate to communicate to Marshall's 
population.Instead, it argues that the sites are 
inadequate to enable it to communicate to ION's main 
source of patrons-Interstate 70 travelers-who ION 
believes will not want to drive through town or far 
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distances from the interstate highway exit to visit an 
adult bookstore. In this context, however, there are 
certainly numerous alternative avenues of 
communication to interstate highway travelers. There 
is a multitude of available sites outside Marshall's city 
limits, not subject to the Ordinance, and close to 
interstate highway exits. These sites must be 
considered as alternative avenues of communication 
because they would be equally, if not more, effective 
than the sites available in Marshall at communicating 
ION's speech to its target audience. In this specific 
situation-a rural community with substantial amounts 
of undeveloped land in the surrounding area and a 
target audience located in an extreme end of the 
community near that undeveloped land-it would serve 
no purpose to limit the universe of available land to 
those parcels within Marshall's city limits. While the 
Constitution may entitle ION to alternative avenues of 
communication, it does not require that the Court 
disregard the reality that land is indeed available in 
areas that meet ION's main criterion for 

evelopment-proximity to an Interstate 70 exit. 

ues are truly 
ailable is discussed later in this order. 

. Vagueness and Overbreadth 

d
 
*19 In light of the available avenues of 
communication in and outside Marshall, the Court 
finds that ION has adequate alternative avenues of 
communication. The impact of the site plan review 
process on whether these alternative aven
av
 
B
 
ION makes a facial challenge to the vagueness and 
overbreadth of the definition of “adult bookstore. 
Specifically, ION argues that the first part of the 
definition of an adult bookstore violates the due 
process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment because 
the phrase “substantial or significant” does not specify 
how or what to measure in order to determine if it is 
“substantial or significant” and therefore does not give 
fair notice of what is permitted and proscribed. Village 
of Hoffman Estates v. Flipside, Hoffman Estates, Inc., 
455 U.S. 489, 497-98, 102 S.Ct. 1186, 71 L.Ed.2d 362 
(1982); Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 
108-09, 92 S.Ct. 2294, 33 L.Ed.2d 222 (1972) (“an 
enactment is void for vagueness if its prohibitions are 
not clearly defined”). ION further argues that the 
definition of “adult bookstore” is overbroad because it 
could apply to mainstream bookstores and 
undoubtedly would apply to some businesses for 
which there is no evidence to show that they produce 

negative secondary effects. Grayned, 408 U.S. at 114 
(“A clear and precise enactment may nevertheless be 
‘overbroad’ if in its reach it prohibits constitutionally 
protected conduct.”). For example, the second part of 
the definition would apply to a mainstream bookstore 
that mentions in an advertisement that it has an adult 
section, even the adult section is minuscule and 

tually has no sales. ac
 
ION does not seriously contest that it does not have 
standing to raise a challenge on its own behalf. It 
admits that it qualifies as an adult bookstore, so it is 
unable to complain that the Ordinance's allegedly 
vague or overbroad definition of “adult bookstore” is 
causing it any harm that would be redressed by 
favorable decision in this litigation. See Hoffman 
Estates, 455 U.S. at 495;Young v. American Mini 
Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 59, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 49 
L.Ed.2d 310 (1976) (plurality opinion) (holding that 
where ordinance is unquestionably applicable to a 
litigant, any vagueness has not affected them and does 
not violate due process); Harp Advertising Ill., Inc. v. 
Village of Chicago Ridge, 9 F.3d 1290, 1292 (7th 
Cir.1993); Basiardanes v. City of Galveston, 682 F.2d 
1203, 1210 (5th Cir.1982). ION's challenge, then, 
must be on behalf of third parties not before the Court 
who may be deterred from engaging in protected 
speech by the Ordinance's alleged vagueness or 
overbreadth. This exception to traditional rules of 
standing “is justified by the overriding importance of 
maintaining a free and open market for the interchange 

f ideas.”Young,o  427 U.S. at 60. 

. Vagueness 
 
1
 
A plaintiff may raise a vagueness due process 
challenge on behalf of third parties “when the effect of 
a vague ordinance on legitimate expression is real and 
substantial and the language of the ordinance is not 
readily subject to a narrowing construction by state 
courts.”Basiardanes, 682 F.2d at 1210 (citing Young, 

27 U.S. at 604  (plurality opinion)). 
 
*20 In this case, the Court finds that any vagueness in 
the Ordinance's definition of “adult bookstore” is not 
so real and substantial as to have a significant 
deterrent effect on others wanting to engage in the 
type of protected speech purveyed by adult 
bookstores. First, there is no real ambiguity in the 
phrase “substantial or significant” that cannot be 
readily cured by a narrowing construction provided by 
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state courts. In fact, many federal statutes use terms 
like substantial or significant without terrible 
problems. See 15192 Thirteen Mile Rd., Inc. v. 
Warren, 626 F.Supp. 803, 820-21 (E.D.Mich.1985). 
Furthermore, the evidence established that Marshall 
was prepared to give further guidance to businesses 
seeking to determine how to construe the Ordinance. 
The same is true for other words and phrases in the 
“adult bookstore” definition that ION believes are 
vague. Second, the Supreme Court has recognized a 
less vital interest in sexually oriented speech than in 
speech conveying ideas of social and political 
significance. Young, 427 U.S. at 61 (plurality 
opinion). Third, the alleged vagueness in the 
Ordinance is not a qualitative restriction. It does not 
have the potential of misleading anyone about the 
speech that is allowed or not allowed. Instead, it 
addresses the amount of speech that will bring one 
under the Ordinance's restrictions. Such a definition is 
unlikely to totally suppress any specific type of 
communication, although it may have an impact on 
the quantity someone chooses to purvey. In 
combination, these factors convince the Court that the 
Ordinance's definition of “adult bookstore” does not 
threaten the free market in ideas and expression in 
such a way that justifies hearing a vagueness challenge 

n behalf of third parties. o
 
Even if the Court were to entertain such a challenge, it 
would find that the ordinance is not unconstitutionally 
vague. The Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals has 
decided that ordinances defining businesses by 
whether a “substantial portion of its stock and trade” is 
devoted to the certain activities are not 
unconstitutional. See Pleasureland Museum, Inc. v. 
Beutter, 288 F.3d 988, 997 n. 4 (7th Cir.2002) 
(citing Young, 427 U.S. at 53 n. 5);see also 15192 
Thirteen Mile Rd., 626 F.Supp. at 820-821. 

. Overbreadth 
 
2
 
A plaintiff may raise a First Amendment overbreadth 
challenge on behalf of third parties if he can “establish 
‘a realistic danger that the statute itself will 
significantly compromise recognized First 
Amendment protections of parties not before the 
Court.” ’  Pleasureland Museum, Inc. v. Beutter, 288 
F.3d 988, 996 (7th Cir.2002) (quoting City Council of 
Los Angeles v. Taxpayers for Vincent, 466 U.S. 789, 
801, 104 S.Ct. 2118, 80 L.Ed.2d 772 (1984)); Genusa 
v. City of Peoria, 619 F.2d 1203, 1210 (7th Cir.1980). 

If the challenged ordinance does not reach a 
substantial amount of protected conduct, it is not 
overbroad. Village of Hoffman Estates v. Flipside, 
Hoffman Estates, Inc., 455 U.S. 489, 494, 102 S.Ct. 
1186, 71 L.Ed.2d 362 (1982). “[T]he mere fact that 
one can conceive of some impermissible applications 
of a statute is not sufficient to render it susceptible to 
an overbreadth challenge.”  Vincent, 466 U.S. at 800. 
 
*21 In this case, the Court finds that any conceivable 
impermissible application of the definition of “adult 
bookstore”-specifically, applying to mainstream 
bookstores the second part of the definition regarding 
establishments that “hold themselves out” as 
purveying adult material-is not likely to inhibit free 
expression so as to justify entertaining a facial 
challenge on behalf of third parties not before the 
Court. First, the Court finds it unlikely that there 
would be a substantial number of establishments in 
Marshall that would be encompassed by the “holding 
out” category that would not also be encompassed by 
the first part of the definition. Second, the Court notes 
that the “holding out” phraseology would tend not to 
effect the content or the quality of the actual speech 
purveyed by an establishment as much as the way it 
represents itself to the public, that is, its commercial 
speech. Commercial speech does not demand the same 
level of protection from overbreadth as speech of 
social or political significance. See Hoffman Estates, 
455 U.S. at 497 (“[T]he overbreadth doctrine does not 
apply to commercial speech.”) In sum, the Court finds 
that the “holding out” portion of the Ordinance's 
definition of “adult bookstore” poses no real threat to 
the free market in ideas and expression and is unlikely 
to significantly effect the protected speech of third 
parties not before the Court. Therefore, it is 
inappropriate for this Court to entertain a facial 
challenge from ION. To the extent that a third party 
believes that the Ordinance is impermissibly applied 
to it, the Court will entertain an “as applied” 

verbreadth challenge at that time. 

. Restraint of Speech: Site Plan Review Process 

o
 
C
 
ION argues that the Ordinance's site plan review 
provisions operate as an impermissible prior restraint 
and therefore violate its due process rights in two 
specific ways. First, ION argues that city officials 
have unbridled discretion when deciding whether a 
site plan conforms with the “goals and policies of the 
comprehensive plan,” Art. XVIII-A, § 4, ¶ 5, and 
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whether to impose conditions that “it deems 
appropriate or necessary in order to accomplish the 
purpose of the ordinance,” Art. XVIII-A, § 3, ¶ 3. 
Second, ION notes that the deadlines for prompt 
decision and review of an application are triggered by 
a completed application but that the Ordinance allows 
a zoning officer to indefinitely delay the completion of 
an application by demanding unlimited “other items,” 

rt. XVIII-A, § 6, ¶ 5. 

from the Ordinance, which should remain in 
rce. 

A
 
Marshall contends, on the other hand, that the 
Ordinance sufficiently restrains city officials' 
discretion and that Illinois law provides adequate due 
process because it allows for judicial review if a 
zoning decision is unduly delayed. Alternatively, 
Marshall argues that if any of the site plan review 
provisions are unconstitutional, they should be 
severed 
fo
 
“Prior restraints provide public officials with the 
power to deny the use of a forum in advance of actual 
expression.”Pleasureland Museum, Inc. v. Beutter, 
288 F.3d 988, 999 (7th Cir.2002). While not per se 
unconstitutional, prior restraints are highly disfavored 
and presumed invalid. Weinberg v. City of Chicago, 
310 F.3d 1029, 1045 (7th Cir.2002) (citing New York 
Times Co. v. United States, 403 U.S. 713, 714, 91 
S.Ct. 2140, 29 L.Ed.2d 822 (1971)); see Freedman v. 
Maryland, 380 U.S. 51, 57, 85 S.Ct. 734, 13 L.Ed.2d 
649 (1965). For this reason, a prior restraint is 
presumed to be constitutionally invalid, and the 
proponent of a prior restraint bears a heavy burden to 
show the restraint is justified. Schultz v. City of 
Cumberland, 228 F.3d 831, 851 (7th Cir.2000). 
 
*22 Both parties agree that the licensure framework is 
the appropriate context to analyze the site plan review 
process. Licensing prior restraints come in two forms: 
(1) the placement of “unbridled discretion in the hands 
of a government official” that might result in 
censorship and (2) a licensing procedure that does not 
place time limits on the decision-making 
process.Weinberg, 310 F.3d at 1045. Both types are 
raised in ION's objection to the site plan review 

rocess. 

. Unbridled Discretion 

p
 
1
 
“An ordinance that gives public officials the power to 
decide whether to permit expressive activity must 

contain precise and objective criteria on which they 
must make their decisions; an ordinance that gives too 
much discretion to public officials is invalid.”Lady J. 
Lingerie, Inc. v. City of Jacksonville, 176 F.3d 1358, 
1361 (11th Cir.1999) (citing Shuttlesworth v. City of 
Birmingham, 394 U.S. 147, 89 S.Ct. 935, 22 L.Ed.2d 
162 (1969)); Weinberg v. City of Chicago, 310 F.3d 
1029, 1044 (7th Cir.2002) (prior restraints on speech 
must have narrow, objective, and definite standards to 
guide the licensing authority). A regulation or law 
simply may not give public officials “unbridled 
discretion” to deny permission to engage in 
constitutionally protected expression. Lady J., 176 
F.3d at 1361;see Shuttlesworth, 394 U.S. at 150-51. 
However, regulations need not have “perfect clarity 
and precise guidance,”  Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 
491 U.S. 781, 794, 109 S.Ct. 2746, 105 L.Ed.2d 661 
(1989), as long as they “provide principled limits to 
guide the decisions of government officials.”DeBoer 
v. Village of Oak Park, 267 F.3d 558, 573 (7th 
Cir.2001). 
 
Exactly how much guidance on an official's discretion 
is required to avoid unconstitutionality is not crystal 
clear. The extreme presents an easy case. For example, 
it is clear that a regulation that is devoid of any 
standards governing whether an officials should issue 
peddling permits is too broad.Weinberg, 310 F.3d at 
1046. It has also been long-established that a parade 
permit regulation that allows the issuing official to 
decide whether to issue the permit based on his 
judgment of whether the “public welfare, peace, 
safety, health, decency, good order, morals or 
convenience require that it be refused” is an 
unconstitutional prior restraint. Shuttlesworth, 394 
U.S. at 149-50. Similarly, an ordinance allowing a 
mayor to determine whether newsracks on public 
property were “in the public interest” and allowing the 
official to impose “necessary and reasonable” 
conditions on the permits to place such newsracks 
provides insufficient limitations on the official's 
discretion and raises the threat of self-censorship. City 
of Lakewood v. Plain Dealer Publ'g Co., 486 U.S. 750 
769-73, 108 S.Ct. 2138, 100 L.Ed.2d 771 (1988).See, 
generally, DeBoer, 267 F.3d at 573 (policy allowing 
municipality to limit activities in city building to those 
that “benefit[ ] the public as a whole” granted 
impermissible unfettered discretion); Lady J., 176 
F.3d at 1362 (noting that zoning ordinance allowing a 
city to place unspecified “more restrictive 
requirements” than those specifically listed in the 
zoning ordinance allows too much discretion). 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002274488&ReferencePosition=999
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002274488&ReferencePosition=999
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002274488&ReferencePosition=999
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1045
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1045
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1045
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1971127113
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1971127113
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1971127113
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1971127113
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1965125026
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1965125026
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1965125026
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1965125026
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000533712&ReferencePosition=851
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1045
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1045
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1969132928
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1969132928
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1969132928
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1969132928
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1044
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1044
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1044
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1361
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=780&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1969132928&ReferencePosition=150
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=780&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1969132928&ReferencePosition=150
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2001798487&ReferencePosition=573
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2001798487&ReferencePosition=573
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1046
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1046
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002730095&ReferencePosition=1046
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=780&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1969132928&ReferencePosition=149
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=780&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1969132928&ReferencePosition=149
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=780&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1969132928&ReferencePosition=149
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988078738
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988078738
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988078738
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1988078738
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2001798487&ReferencePosition=573
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2001798487&ReferencePosition=573
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1362
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1362
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1999130268&ReferencePosition=1362


 Not Reported in F.Supp.2d Page 18
Not Reported in F.Supp.2d, 2006 WL 449018 (S.D.Ill.)
  

 
*23 On the other hand, the Seventh Circuit Court of 
Appeals upheld a parade permit ordinance requiring a 
city to issue a permit unless it determined that the 
parade would “unnecessarily interfere with traffic in 
the area contiguous to the route,” that there was not “a 
sufficient number of peace officers” available for the 
event, or that the activity would “prevent proper fire 
and police protection or ambulance 
service.”MacDonald v. City of Chicago, 243 F.3d 
1021, 1024, 1028 (7th Cir.2001). In McDonald, the 
Court of Appeals held that, even though the ordinance 
allowed some flexibility to officials, it specified 
“legitimate safety concerns in as precise a manner as 
such concerns can reasonably be articulated.”Id. 
(quoting McDonald v. City of Chicago, 1998 WL 
673652, at *7 (N.D.Ill. Sep.23, 1998)). 
 
McDonald relied heavily on Graff v. City of Chicago, 
9 F.3d 1309 (7th Cir.1993) (en banc ), which also 
upheld an ordinance against a challenge alleging 
unbridled discretion. In that case, an ordinance 
contained six criteria to guide an official's discretion 
whether to issue a newstand permit: 
 
(1) Whether the design, materials and color scheme of 
the newspaper stand comport with and enhance the 
quality and character of the streetscape, including 
nearby development and existing land uses; (2) 
Whether the newspaper stand complies with this code; 
(3) Whether the applicant has previously operated a 
newspaper stand at that location; (4) The extent to 
which services that would be offered by the newspaper 
stand are already available in the area; (5) The number 
of daily publications proposed to be sold from the 
newspaper stand; and (6) The size of the stand relative 
to the number of days the stand will be open and 
operating. 
 
Id. at 1317-18.The Graff court, hearing the case en 
banc, held that these factors adequately limited the 
city official's discretion because they gave “adequate 
and specific guidance to the [official] as well as 
reasons for the applicant to anticipate the basis for 
granting or denying a particular permit” and were 
sufficient to allow meaningful review of the official's 
decision. Id. at 1318.The Graff court further found that 
the ordinance did not have a sufficient nexus to 
expression to pose a real or substantial threat of 
censorship. Id. 
 

Courts also differ on whether zoning standards that 
allow a city to require a site plan, for example, to be 
consistent with a city's comprehensive plan or the 
character of the neighborhood pass constitutional 
muster. See Lady J., 176 F.3d at 1362;Casanova 
Entm't Group, Inc. v. City of New Rochelle, 375 
F.Supp.2d 321, 336-37 (S.D.N.Y.2005), aff'd,2006 
WL 238434 (2d Cir. Jan.31, 2006). The Lady J. court 
held that such requirements “empower the zoning 
board to covertly discriminate against adult 
entertainment establishments under the guise of 
general ‘compatibility’ or ‘environmental’ 
considerations.”Lady J., 176 F.3d at 1362. The 
Casanova court, on the other hand, in deciding to deny 
a preliminary injunction, held that an ordinance 
requiring the exterior appearance of a building to be 
consistent with the character of the neighborhood and 
allowing the municipality to impose additional terms 
and conditions on the site plan that furthered the aims 
of the ordinance imposed reasonably objective, 
nondiscretionary criteria. Casanova, 375 F.Supp.2d at 
336-37. The Casanova court noted that such 
regulations addressed concrete topics that are well 
known to be within local governments' traditional land 
use authority and did not “ ‘allow[ ] the 
decisionmaking body to manipulate such malleable 
concepts as welfare, decency, and good order.” ’  Id. at 
337 (quoting Steakhouse, Inc. v. City of Raleigh, 166 
F.3d 634, 639 (4th Cir.1999)). 
 
*24 The Court finds that the site plan review process 
in the Ordinance does not give impermissible 
unbridled discretion to Marshall officials by referring 
to the standards set forth in § 4, including 
comformance with the “goals and policies of the 
comprehensive plan”, Art. XVIII-A, § 4, ¶ 5, and by 
allowing the officials to impose conditions that “it 
deems appropriate or necessary in order to accomplish 
the purpose of the ordinance,” Art. XVIII-A, § 3, ¶ 3. 
First, to the extent that ION is challenging the 
standards in § 4, ¶¶ 1-4, the Court finds that those 
standards are the same type of standards as those 
approved in McDonald and Graff.They do not contain 
“malleable concepts” like welfare, decency and good 
order, but instead focus officials' attention on 
concrete, content-neutral matters that are legitimate 
municipal planning concerns and that provide 
sufficient guidance to put applicants on notice of the 
requirements and provide for meaningful review of 
Marshall's decisions. Despite inconsistent findings in 
Lady J. regarding similar types of provisions, the law 
in this circuit holds that such criteria are 
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constitutionally acceptable. 
 
As for § 4, ¶ 5 and § 3, ¶¶ 2 and 3, all three sections 
reference the goals, policies and purposes of the 
Ordinance. Therefore, they must be considered in the 
context of the Ordinance's purposes as stated in the 
first paragraph of the Ordinance's Preamble, the first 
paragraph of the body of the Ordinance as well as the 
purposes of the site plan review process as stated in 
Article XVIII-A, § 1. In this context, the Court finds 
that the subject provisions do not provide 
unconstitutionally broad discretion to Marshall 
officials. Had the purposes of the Ordinance as a 
whole merely been “promoting and protecting the 
public health, safety, peace, comforts, convenience 
and general welfare of the inhabitants of the City of 
Marshall,” Ordinance, ¶ 1, or had officials simply 
been given discretion to impose any additional 
conditions, the Court might have found city officials' 
discretion to be unbridled. However, the Ordinance 
lists the specific ways in which the “public health, 
safety, peace, comforts, convenience and general 
welfare” are to be served by the Ordinance. 
Furthermore, Article XVIII-A, § 1 and Article VII, § 
8, ¶ 4 clarify that the site plan review process is limited 
to governing the physical layout and design aspects of 
establishments subject to those provisions and, by 
implication, that any condition imposed by city 
officials are limited to physical layout and design 
aspects to achieve the specific purposes listed in those 
provisions. To the extent that Marshall officials 
possess flexibility in imposing additional conditions 
on site plans, that flexibility is limited by the purposes 
of Ordinance. Similarly, the determination of whether 
a proposed site plan conforms to those goals cannot 
realistically be said to be subject to the whim of a city 
official. Furthermore, whether a plan conforms to 
those purposes or whether additional conditions 
imposed by city officials are necessary or appropriate 
to achieve those purposes can be readily reviewed by a 
court. Therefore, the Court finds that these provisions 
provide sufficient guidance to render the site plan 
review provisions constitutional. 
 
2. Opportunity for Delay 
 
*25  “Licensing ordinances must also require prompt 
decisions. An ordinance that permits public officials to 
effectively deny an application by sitting on it 
indefinitely is also invalid.”Lady J. Lingerie, Inc. v. 
City of Jacksonville, 176 F.3d 1358, 1361 (11th 

Cir.1999) (citing Freedman v. Maryland, 380 U.S. 51, 
85 S.Ct. 734, 13 L.Ed.2d 649 (1965)); see FW/PBS, 
Inc. v. City of Dallas, 493 U.S. 215, 223-24, 110 S.Ct. 
596, 107 L.Ed.2d 603 (1990) (plurality opinion). 
 
ION's only gripe with the Ordinance is that its time 
limits are triggered by a completed application, but an 
application is only complete once it has provided any 
“other items” requested by a zoning officer. 
 
The Court finds that this part of the Ordinance is not 
sufficiently precise and therefore provides an 
intolerable opportunity for delay. This situation differs 
from the case where there is a defined list of items that 
must be submitted to complete an application, and the 
time limits for decision-making are not triggered until 
the application is complete, which is acceptable. 
See Casanova Entertainment Group, Inc. v. City of 
New Rochelle, 375 F.Supp.2d 321, 336-37 
(S.D.N.Y.2005), aff'd,2006 WL 238434 (2d Cir. 
Jan.31, 2006). In this case, there is no defined list of 
items that must be submitted precisely because of the 
last, open-ended requirement that an applicant submit 
“any other items required by the zoning officer.”There 
are simply no limits to the zoning officer's discretion 
about what else he can demand before an application 
is complete. The Court can imagine a situation where 
never-ending requests for further documents would 
mean an application would never be complete and 
would amount therefore to an indefinite delay in a site 
plan review decision. For this reason, the Court finds 
that Article XVIII-A, § 6, ¶ 5 confers too much 
discretion on city officials and cannot be 
constitutionally applied to applicants who purvey 
speech protected by the First Amendment. 
 
This flaw, however, will not by itself invalidate the 
entire Ordinance. The Ordinance contains a 
severability clause declaring that if any clause or 
provision of the Ordinance is declared invalid by a 
court, the remainder of the ordinance remains in full 
force and effect. A severability clause can save the 
constitutionally viable portions of an ordinance if the 
invalid portions are not “an integral part of the 
statutory enactment viewed in its entirety.”Zbaraz v. 
Hartigan, 763 F.2d 1532, 1545 (7th Cir.1985), quoted 
in Pleasureland Museum, Inc. v. Beutter, 288 F.3d 
988, 1005 (7th Cir.2002). The Court finds that the 
second part of Article XVIII-A, § 6, ¶ 5-“and/or any 
other items required by the zoning officer”-is not 
integral to the Ordinance as a whole and can be 
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severed workably from the remainder of the 
Ordinance. It simply defines another category of 
material to be submitted with an application and will 
not impact in any way on the continued application of 
the remainder of Article XVIII-A or the Ordinance as 
a whole. The Court further finds that Marshall's intent 
was to review all relevant items in the site plan review 
process and merely left this open-ended category in 
case an item of an unanticipated type appeared to be 
relevant in a particular situation. The Court believes 
that Marshall would rather have the Ordinance and its 
site plan review provision in place without the second 
part of Article XVIII-A, § 6, ¶ 5 than to have the entire 
Ordinance stricken. Accordingly, the Court will 
declare invalid, strike and enjoin the enforcement of 
the following language from Article XVIII-A, § 6, ¶ 5 
of the Ordinance: “and/or any other items required by 
the zoning officer.” 
 
*26 In the absence of this provision, the Court finds 
that the site plan review process does not amount to an 
unconstitutional prior restraint that renders 
unavailable the otherwise available alternative sites 
for an adult bookstore in and around Marshall. 
 

III. CONCLUSION 
 
For the foregoing reasons, the Court DECLARES that 
the following language from Article XVIII-A, § 6, ¶ 5 
of the Ordinance violates the First and Fourteenth 
Amendments: “and/or any other items required by the 
zoning officer.”The Court ENJOINS Marshall from 
enforcing that provision of the Ordinance. The 
remainder of the ordinance is constitutionally sound, 
and the Court DIRECTS the Clerk of Court to enter 
judgment accordingly. ION's motion for a preliminary 
injunction (Doc. 6) is rendered MOOT by this order. 
 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
S.D.Ill.,2006. 
Illinois One News, Inc. v. City of Marshall, IL 
Not Reported in F.Supp.2d, 2006 WL 449018 
(S.D.Ill.) 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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D.G. Restaurant Corp. v. City of Myrtle Beach 
C.A.4 (S.C.),1991. 
 

United States Court of Appeals,Fourth Circuit. 
D.G. RESTAURANT CORPORATION, d/b/a PT's 

Show Club, a South Carolina Corporation, 
Plaintiff-Appellee, 

v. 
The CITY OF MYRTLE BEACH; Francis M. 

Sauvageau, as Acting Director for Construction 
Services Department for the City of Myrtle Beach; 
Thomas E. Leath, as City Manager for the City of 

Myrtle Beach; J. Stanley Bird, as Chief of Police for 
the City of Myrtle Beach, Defendants-Appellants. 

No. 90-1509. 
 

Argued May 9, 1991. 
Decided Dec. 30, 1991. 

As Amended Jan. 7, 1992. 
 
Restaurant brought challenge to city's enactment of 
ordinance prohibiting business from offering nudity 
within 500 feet of residential areas, other regulated 
adult businesses, churches, schools and public parks. 
The United States District Court for the District of 
South Carolina, C. Weston Houck, J., found that the 
ordinance suppressed protected speech, and city 
appealed. The Court of Appeals, Niemeyer, Circuit 
Judge, held that: (1) ordinance was narrowly tailored 
so as not to unnecessarily impinge upon conduct's 
communicative element; (2) ordinance was valid 
content-neutral time, place and manner of restriction; 
and (3) ordinance did not zone nude dancing out of 
existence. 
 
Reversed and remanded. 
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When government legally adopts regulation of 
physical conduct to serve a substantial governmental 
interest, it will not be found to violate First 
Amendment, despite incidental intrusion upon 
expressive aspect of that conduct, if regulation is not 
aimed at conduct's expressive element, and regulation 
is narrowly tailored so as not to impinge unnecessarily 
on expressive element, but if governmental regulation 
is focused upon message sought to be communicated 
by conduct, then the regulation succumbs to 
overriding interest in protecting freedom of 
speech. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
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            92XVIII(A) In General 
                92XVIII(A)1 In General 
                      92k1497 k. Conduct, Protection 
Of. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.1(1)) 
When governmental regulation of conduct is 
challenged on First Amendment grounds, the court 
analysis must resolve whether the regulation is in fact 
the regulation of an intended message of the actor 
rather than a legitimate attempt to regulate physical 
conduct for some other important governmental 
purpose. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[5] Constitutional Law 92 1497 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(A) In General 
                92XVIII(A)1 In General 
                      92k1497 k. Conduct, Protection 
Of. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.1(1)) 
An otherwise constitutional restriction on conduct will 
not be invalidated if the conduct is normally regulated 
but has been turned from its ordinary course to be 
performed for a communicative purpose. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[6] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 

92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
It is within constitutional power of municipality to 
adopt zoning regulations that omit areas in which adult 
entertainment enterprises may operate. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[7] Constitutional Law 92 2187 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2187 k. Public Nudity or 
Indecency. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(2)) 
Regulation of nudity in public places advances 
substantial governmental interest in maintaining order 
and morality. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[8] Constitutional Law 92 2209 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2209 k. Geographic Restrictions in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(2)) 
 
 Obscenity 281 2.5 
 
281 Obscenity 
      281k2 Power to Regulate; Statutory and Local 
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Regulations 
            281k2.5 k. Particular Regulations. Most Cited 
Cases 
Ordinance prohibiting business from offering nudity 
within 500 feet of residential areas, other regulated 
adult businesses, churches, schools and public parks 
was narrowly tailored so as not to unnecessarily 
impinge upon conduct's communicative element, 
despite contention that circumstances of enactment of 
ordinance indicated true intent to restrict message 
conveyed by nude dancing; ordinance prohibited 
public nudity in specified locations out of concern for 
otherwise deleterious effect that such establishments 
would have on city's neighborhoods, and ordinance 
limited only exposure of most private parts of 
body. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[9] Constitutional Law 92 2209 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2209 k. Geographic Restrictions in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(2)) 
 
 Obscenity 281 2.5 
 
281 Obscenity 
      281k2 Power to Regulate; Statutory and Local 
Regulations 
            281k2.5 k. Particular Regulations. Most Cited 
Cases 
Ordinance prohibiting business from offering nudity 
within 500 feet of residential areas, other regulated 
adult businesses, churches, schools and public parks 
allowed for reasonable alternatives to any asserted 
regulation of speech, and thus was not 
unconstitutional; ordinance appeared to leave room 
for any form of erotic dancing in which dancers wore 
the minimum of G-string and pasties to cover 
specified anatomical areas. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[10] Constitutional Law 92 2209 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 

Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2209 k. Geographic Restrictions in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(2)) 
 
 Obscenity 281 2.5 
 
281 Obscenity 
      281k2 Power to Regulate; Statutory and Local 
Regulations 
            281k2.5 k. Particular Regulations. Most Cited 
Cases 
Ordinance prohibiting business from offering nudity 
within 500 feet of residential areas, other regulated 
adult businesses, churches, schools and public parks 
was valid content-neutral time, place and manner 
restriction. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[11] Constitutional Law 92 2242 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2242 k. Restaurants and Other Eating 
Establishments. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
 
 Obscenity 281 2.5 
 
281 Obscenity 
      281k2 Power to Regulate; Statutory and Local 
Regulations 
            281k2.5 k. Particular Regulations. Most Cited 
Cases 
Ordinance prohibiting business from offering nudity 
within 500 feet of residential areas, other regulated 
adult businesses, churches, schools and public parks 
did not effectively zone topless dancing out of 
existence, even if it did limit topless dancing to 
locations which were not commercially desirable; 
there was no evidence that the restriction would 
impede restaurant's ability to convey its message to 
those listeners who desired to be enlightened by 
it. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
*141 James Barr Van Osdell, Cynthia Graham Howe, 
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Van Osdell, Lester, Howe & Rice, P.A., Myrtle 
Beach, S.C., argued (Michael W. Battle, Lovelace & 
Battle, P.A., Conway, S.C., on brief), for 
defendants-appellants. 
Howell V. Bellamy, Jr., Bellamy, Rutenberg, 
Copeland, Epps, Gravely & Bowers, P.A., Myrtle 
Beach, S.C., argued (Henrietta U. Golding, Myrtle 
Beach, S.C., Lawrence R. Goldberg, Lawrence R. 
Goldberg, P.C., St. Louis, Mo., on brief), for 
plaintiff-appellee. 
 
Before WIDENER and NIEMEYER, Circuit Judges, 
and MURRAY, Senior U.S. District Judge for the 
District of Maryland, sitting by designation. 
 

OPINION 
 
NIEMEYER, Circuit Judge: 
In response to the anticipated establishment of an adult 
entertainment business offering topless dancing in 
Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, the city council 
adopted an ordinance that prohibits a business from 
offering nudity within 500 feet of residential areas, 
other regulated adult businesses, churches, schools 
and public parks. An affected business filed suit to 
challenge the ordinance on the ground that it 
improperly regulates free speech as secured by the 
First and Fourteenth Amendments.   *142 The district 
court agreed and enjoined Myrtle Beach from 
enforcing the ordinance, concluding that the ordinance 
is not “content neutral,” but rather was enacted “to 
restrict the message purveyed by topless dancing.” 
 
We reverse because the ordinance is narrowly tailored 
to serve the sufficiently important governmental 
interest of regulating the location of businesses 
offering nudity and therefore justifies the incidental 
limitation on First Amendment freedoms. 
 

I 
 
Myrtle Beach is a coastal resort city located along the 
Atlantic Ocean in South Carolina. D.G. Restaurant 
Corporation operates a nightclub in Myrtle Beach at 
1008 South King's Highway. When the drinking age in 
South Carolina was raised from 18 to 21 and business 
at the nightclub declined, the principals of D.G. 
Restaurant decided to convert their relatively old bar 
known as Dixie Electric to a “Las Vegas-style” 
nightclub offering topless dancing, to be known as 
PT's Show Club. 

 
In May 1989, D.G. Restaurant applied to the city for a 
building permit to make the necessary renovations and 
advised city officials of its plans to provide adult 
entertainment on the premises. These officials brought 
the plans to the attention of the city manager who, four 
days later, announced them at a city council meeting. 
On receipt of the information, the city council 
hurriedly scheduled a special council meeting, to be 
held three days later on May 26, 1989, for a first 
reading of a proposed ordinance that would regulate 
the location of adult entertainment businesses. 
Because of the short notice of this meeting, no studies 
or reports were presented to the city council about the 
effects that adult entertainment would have on the 
community, and the required recommendation of the 
planning and zoning commission was not obtained. 
Nonetheless, within the next month a staff report 
supporting the ordinance was reviewed and 
recommended by the planning and zoning commission 
and was presented to the council for its review in 
connection with the second reading of the ordinance. 
The report explained the justifications for and the 
legality of the proposed ordinance. It stated that 
“topless or otherwise nude entertainment in several 
large areas of the City ... would be incompatible with 
residential or family-oriented tourist uses.”  The report 
added: 
 

Like the Renton ordinance and similar code 
requirements adopted in Dallas, Boston, Seattle, 
Indianapolis, Los Angeles, Chicago, Kansas City, 
Oakland, and Detroit, among others, the Myrtle 
Beach proposal is intended to protect the quality of 
life in its neighborhoods without violating first 
amendment concerns; not unlike numerous other 
existing land use and development restrictions. 

 
The same evening, on June 27, 1989, the city council 
passed the measure as Ordinance 89-20. 
 
The preamble to Ordinance 89-20 recites the city 
council's concerns with adult entertainment 
businesses: 
 

[T]he Council is concerned that the location of such 
establishments within the City of Myrtle Beach 
without adequate time, place and manner 
regulations could have a deleterious effect on the 
quality of city neighborhoods; and ... the Council 
finds in particular that the use of property for adult 
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entertainment establishments is not compatible with 
residential, religious, and educational uses of 
property in the City of Myrtle Beach. 

 
The ordinance provides that any business which 
permits nudity shall not be established within 500 feet 
of residential uses, other regulated adult businesses, 
churches or other houses of worship, schools, and 
public playgrounds, swimming pools and parks. 
Nudity is defined to be the exposure of “human 
genitals, pubic regions, buttocks and female breasts 
below a point immediately above the top of the 
areola.” 
 
D.G. Restaurant's application for a building permit to 
renovate the nightclub was approved in June 1989 and 
construction was completed the following January. 
When, however, it applied for a business license as 
PT's Show Club on February 8, 1990, the city denied 
the application because*143 the proposed use would 
violate Ordinance 89-20. 
 

II 
 
D.G. Restaurant contends that Ordinance 89-20 is 
directed specifically at topless dancing, which it 
claims is an expressive and communicative activity 
protected by the free speech clause of the First 
Amendment. In support of the argument that the 
public nudity statute was specifically intended to 
frustrate D.G. Restaurant's plans to establish a club 
which featured topless dancing, D.G. Restaurant notes 
that Myrtle Beach never took action to regulate adult 
entertainment until after its plans to open a topless 
club were announced, and that once the city became 
aware of the plans, it rushed the enactment process to 
adopt a responsive ordinance. D.G. Restaurant does 
not, however, allege that the hurried enactment 
process rendered the ordinance illegal. Instead, it 
urges the simple point that topless dancing conveys a 
message with which the City of Myrtle Beach 
disagreed, and when confronted with D.G. 
Restaurant's plans, the city quickly enacted a law with 
the narrow purpose of regulating D.G. Restaurant's 
proposed establishment of a forum for that message, 
thereby restraining D.G. Restaurant's right to free 
speech in violation of the First and Fourteenth 
Amendments. 
 
The district court conducted a trial on the First 
Amendment issues and concluded that the timing of 

the enactment of Ordinance 89-20, combined with the 
ultimate effect of the ban on public displays of nudity, 
created a strong inference that Myrtle Beach's primary 
concern was “to restrict the message purveyed by 
topless dancing.”  The court found that the city went to 
great lengths to prevent the opening of even one club 
offering adult entertainment in the city, and that such 
conduct established that the city's predominant 
concern was the “suppress[ion] of the plaintiff's 
protected speech.”  Finally, the court concluded: 
 

Ordinance 89-20 was directed specifically against 
the plaintiff and was intended to prevent the 
plaintiff from opening and operating its place of 
business as planned because the City disagreed with 
the plaintiff's message....  Because the city of Myrtle 
Beach was attempting to restrict the message 
purveyed by topless entertainment by preventing 
D.G.'s from opening, Ordinance 89-20 as applied to 
the plaintiff is a content-based rather than 
content-neutral regulation of speech. As such, it 
presumptively violates the First Amendment. 

 
[1][2] While it has long been held that the protection 
afforded by the free speech provision of the First 
Amendment extends, to some extent, beyond the 
written or spoken word to the communication of ideas 
through conduct, the courts have not applied the same 
First Amendment protections to physical conduct as is 
afforded to purer modes of communicative 
speech.   Compare Cohen v. California, 403 U.S. 15, 
26, 91 S.Ct. 1780, 1788, 29 L.Ed.2d 284 (1971) 
(holding that display of invective is speech, not 
conduct, and may not be made criminal without a 
“particularized and compelling reason”), with Barnes 
v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 560, 111 S.Ct. 2456, 
2461, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991) (plurality opinion) 
(according less than full First Amendment protection 
to the expressive aspect of nude dancing). Although 
conduct may contain inherent expressive elements or 
may be undertaken for a particular communicative 
purpose, an important governmental interest in 
regulating the activity itself, without regard to the 
expressive element, can justify a necessary incidental 
restriction on the expressive aspects of the 
conduct.   See United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 
376-77, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 1678-79, 20 L.Ed.2d 672 
(1968). The Constitution does not require that 
otherwise unacceptable conduct become immunized 
from regulation when it is wrapped in a claim that the 
conduct was intended to convey a message. 
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[3][4] The tension between society's two diverging 
interests, one in regulating otherwise unacceptable 
conduct and the other in protecting speech, is resolved 
by application of the analysis provided in 
O'Brien.   There the Court instructed that when a 
government legally adopts a regulation of *144 
physical conduct to serve a substantial governmental 
interest, it will not be found to violate the First 
Amendment, despite an incidental intrusion upon an 
expressive aspect of that conduct, if (1) the regulation 
is not aimed at the conduct's expressive element, and 
(2) the regulation is narrowly tailored so as not to 
impinge unnecessarily on the expressive 
element.   O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 377, 88 S.Ct. at 1679. 
If, on the other hand, the governmental regulation is 
focused upon the message sought to be communicated 
by the conduct, then the regulation must succumb to 
the overriding interest in protecting the freedom to 
speak.   See, e.g., Texas v. Johnson, 491 U.S. 397, 420, 
109 S.Ct. 2533, 2547, 105 L.Ed.2d 342 (1989) 
(prohibition of flag burning held to aim at protest 
message rather than at maintenance of peace or 
protection of public symbols); Tinker v. Des Moines 
Indep. Community Sch. Dist., 393 U.S. 503, 509-10, 
89 S.Ct. 733, 737-38, 21 L.Ed.2d 731 (1969) 
(prohibition of wearing arm bands held to aim at 
squelching protest rather than at prevention of school 
disruption); Stromberg v. California, 283 U.S. 359, 
369, 51 S.Ct. 532, 535, 75 L.Ed. 1117 (1931) 
(prohibition of red flag display held to aim at protest 
message rather than at maintenance of public order). 
In the end, the core analysis must resolve whether the 
governmental regulation of conduct is in fact the 
unconstitutional regulation of an intended message of 
the actor rather than a legitimate attempt to regulate 
physical conduct for some other important 
governmental purpose. 
 
[5] A variation on the O'Brien inquiry into whether a 
governmental regulation targets the expressive 
element of a particular type of conduct is the degree to 
which the First Amendment protects normally 
regulated conduct which has been turned from its 
ordinary course to be performed for a communicative 
purpose. When this is the case, the courts will not 
invalidate an otherwise constitutional restriction on 
conduct. For example, a statutory prohibition against 
the destruction of draft cards, which was adopted to 
serve an important governmental interest, is not 
rendered violative of the First Amendment when 

applied to defendants who burned their draft cards for 
the expressed purpose of protesting a 
war.   See O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 376-78, 88 S.Ct. at 
1678-80. The mere existence of a potential for 
expression through conduct simply does not result in a 
wholesale immunization of what would otherwise be a 
legitimately regulated activity. As Justice Scalia 
summarized in his concurring opinion in Barnes: 
 

But virtually every law restricts conduct, and 
virtually any prohibitive conduct can be performed 
for an expressive purpose-if only expressive of a 
fact that the actor disagrees with the 
prohibition....  [W]e have never invalidated the 
application of a general law simply because the 
conduct that it reached was being engaged in for 
expressive purposes and the government could not 
demonstrate a sufficiently important state interest. 

 
Barnes, 111 S.Ct. at 2466 (Scalia, J., concurring). 
 
Before attempting to apply the O'Brien analysis to the 
conduct in this case, we must determine whether the 
performance of nude or topless dancing contains an 
expressive element at all, as opposed to pure conduct 
to which the First Amendment offers no protection. 
 
The nature and degree to which dancing 
communicates a message has been frequently 
debated.   See, e.g., Glen Theatre, Inc. v. Pearson, 802 
F.2d 287, 290-91 (7th Cir.1986) (discussing various 
opinions on whether nude dancing is a form of 
expression protected by the First Amendment). It has 
been held that recreational dancing, although 
containing a “kernel” of expression, is not conduct 
which is sufficiently communicative to bring it within 
the protection of the First Amendment. Dallas v. 
Stanglin, 490 U.S. 19, 25, 109 S.Ct. 1591, 1595, 104 
L.Ed.2d 18 (1989). And the message of nude dancing 
has been said to lie only marginally “within the outer 
perimeters of the First Amendment.”  Barnes, 111 
S.Ct. at 2460 (plurality opinion). In this particular 
case, when pressed at oral argument to articulate the 
content of the message that topless dancing 
conveys,*145 counsel could advance none. It would 
seem quite difficult for D.G. Restaurant to 
demonstrate that the city's focus in enacting Ordinance 
89-20 was the eradication of the message conveyed by 
nude dancing, when the proponent of the dancing, 
itself, is unable to describe the nature of the message 
which the city's regulation is alleged to have targeted. 
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In considering an Indiana statute which generally 
prohibited nudity (the term “nudity” being defined in 
the Indiana statute in a manner similar to that in the 
Myrtle Beach ordinance), a plurality of the Supreme 
Court stated that nude dancing may convey an “erotic 
message.”    See Barnes, 111 S.Ct. at 2463 (plurality 
opinion). As Justice Scalia noted in his concurring 
opinion, however, the Indiana law was “regulating 
conduct, not expression, and those who choose to 
employ conduct as a means of expression must make 
sure that the conduct they select is not generally 
forbidden.”    Id. at 2468 (Scalia, J., concurring). 
Undoubtedly, topless dancing in a bar, which is 
designed to entertain and promote other products and 
services of the bar, can convey an erotic stimulus, but, 
as such, that “message” would appear to be more 
analogous to a physical stimulus than to the 
communication of ideas through speech. 
 
Nevertheless, if we assume that the Myrtle Beach 
ordinance does incidentally restrict the so-called 
“erotic message” purveyed by the act of dancing in the 
nude, we must proceed with application of the test 
enunciated in O'Brien, i.e., to pass constitutional 
muster, an ordinance must be lawfully enacted to 
serve an important non-speech related governmental 
interest and be narrowly tailored to minimize the 
incidental intrusion on the message 
conveyed. O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 377, 88 S.Ct. at 1679. 
 
[6][7] The threshold inquiries under O'Brien, whether 
Myrtle Beach had the authority to adopt a zoning 
ordinance and whether it did so to address a 
substantial government interest, are not in 
controversy. It is well within the constitutional power 
of a municipality to adopt zoning regulations that limit 
the areas in which adult entertainment enterprises may 
operate.   See City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, 
Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 
(1986). It is also well-established that the regulation of 
nudity in public places advances a substantial 
governmental interest in maintaining order and 
morality. With regard to the regulation of public 
nudity, the Court in Barnes stated: 
 

[T]he statute's purpose of protecting societal order 
and morality is clear from its text and history. Public 
indecency statutes of this sort are of ancient origin, 
and presently exist in at least 47 States. Public 
indecency, including nudity, was a criminal offense 

at common law and this Court recognized the 
common-law roots of the offense of “gross and open 
indecency” in Winters v. New York, 333 U.S. 507, 
515, 68 S.Ct. 665, 670, 92 L.Ed. 840 (1948). Public 
nudity was considered an act malum en se. Le Roy v. 
Sidley, 1 Sid. 168, 82 Eng.Rep. 1036 (K.B. 1664). 
Public indecency statutes such as the one before us 
reflect moral disapproval of people appearing in the 
nude among strangers in public places. 

 
Barnes, 111 S.Ct. at 2461 (plurality opinion).   See 
also Renton, 475 U.S. at 50, 106 S.Ct. at 930 (“[A] 
city's ‘interest in attempting to preserve the quality of 
urban life is one that must be accorded high respect’ 
”). (quoting Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 
427 U.S. 50, 71, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 2453, 49 L.Ed.2d 310 
(1976)). As Justice Souter noted in his concurring 
opinion in Barnes, a government can legitimately act 
on the belief that adult entertainment establishments 
may encourage prostitution and lead to increases in 
sexual assault and other criminal 
activity.   See Barnes, 111 S.Ct. at 2469 (Souter, J., 
concurring). The state's interest in combatting these 
secondary effects is substantial.   See id.   Thus, the 
dispute in this case does not focus upon whether the 
interest in morality and order underlying the city's 
regulation of public nudity is a sufficiently compelling 
governmental interest to override some incidental 
effects of the communicative aspects of topless 
dancing. Instead, this case centers on the question of 
whether the Myrtle Beach ordinance actually serves 
these well *146 established substantial interests or is 
merely a pretext for getting at the communicative 
element of nude dancing. 
 
Given the difficulty we have expressed in finding a 
message purveyed by the performance of topless 
dancing, the argument that Myrtle Beach enacted a 
statute which was aimed at that message is dubious. 
Nevertheless, our examination of the record discloses 
no evidence to support a conclusion that that message 
was the target of the Myrtle Beach ordinance. In 
contrast to D.G. Restaurant's unsupported assertions 
that Ordinance 89-20 was aimed at the expressive 
element conveyed by nude dancing, the ordinance, by 
its terms, states that adult entertainment businesses 
could have a “deleterious effect on the quality of city 
neighborhoods” and that “the use of property for adult 
entertainment establishments is not compatible with 
residential, religious, and educational uses of property 
in the City of Myrtle Beach.”  The testimony of 
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council members and the report considered by the city 
council confirm the stated purposes. They cite the 
incompatibility of adult entertainment with 
“residential or family-oriented tourist uses.”  Nowhere 
in the ordinance is there any suggestion that the city 
had an interest in regulating dancing or, more 
importantly, that any message conveyed by dancing 
was intended to be regulated. This is the most telling 
signal that Myrtle Beach was not concerned with the 
communicative aspects of nude dancing. Indeed, adult 
entertainment businesses are defined by the ordinance 
as those which offer nudity, not erotic dancing. 
 
[8] The interest of D.G. Restaurant in the conveyance 
of a message through the performance of dance 
remains open for fulfillment anywhere in Myrtle 
Beach so long as nudity is not involved within 500 feet 
of other specified land uses, and presumably even in 
those areas if the dancers don pasties and G-strings. 
We fail to see how the message that D.G. Restaurant 
intends to impart, assuming a message exists at all, is 
frustrated by the ordinance. 
 
D.G. Restaurant contends that the real purpose of the 
statute is not obvious from its terms and that the 
circumstances of the enactment of the ordinance 
reveal the true intent to restrict the message conveyed 
by topless dancing. The record does fairly support the 
conclusion that the city enacted Ordinance 89-20 in 
response to the announced plans of D.G. Restaurant to 
bring topless dancing to Myrtle Beach. That 
conclusion, however, does not establish the 
eradication of any erotic message as a motive for the 
enactment of the city's regulation of public nudity. 
Indeed, the only evidence offered with respect to the 
legislative purpose demonstrates the city council's 
concern over the secondary effects on family-oriented 
uses that adult entertainment establishments, 
including D.G. Restaurant, might have. That it took 
D.G. Restaurant's announced plans to spur the city to 
this realization does not in any way impute illicit or 
unconstitutional motives to the Myrtle Beach city 
council. 
 
Moreover, the individual motives of legislators, even 
if those motives are demonstrated to conflict with the 
expressed purpose of the enacted legislation, are rarely 
relevant to a court's consideration of the legitimacy of 
the legislation. For good reason, courts have not as a 
general rule found legislation unconstitutional based 
on the motive of the voting legislators when the 

legislation is facially constitutional. As stated in 
O'Brien, this principle is of long standing: 
 

It is a familiar principle of constitutional law that 
this Court will not strike down an otherwise 
constitutional statute on the basis of an alleged illicit 
legislative motive. 

 
 * * * * * * 
 

What motivates one legislator to make a speech 
about a statute is not necessarily what motivates 
scores of others to enact it, and the stakes are 
sufficiently high for us to eschew guesswork. 

 
O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 383-84, 88 S.Ct. at 1682-83.   See 
also Renton, 475 U.S. at 47-48, 106 S.Ct. at 928-929 
(focusing on the clear terms of the statute rather than 
the alleged legislative motives). The courts will 
sometimes look to statements by legislators when the 
issue before the court is *147 the interpretation of an 
otherwise ambiguous statute.   See generally United 
Steelworkers of America v. Weber, 443 U.S. 193, 99 
S.Ct. 2721, 61 L.Ed.2d 480 (1979). And even where a 
statutory purpose is facially explicit, the courts will 
look behind the express language of the law in a few 
rare circumstances.   See O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 383 & n. 
30, 88 S.Ct. at 1682 & n. 30 (recognizing that courts 
should look at legislators' actual motives in 
determining whether a statute is a bill of 
attainder); South Carolina Educ. Ass'n v. Campbell, 
883 F.2d 1251, 1259 (4th Cir.1989) (recognizing that 
courts must look to actual motive where such an 
inspection is a substantive element of the very 
constitutional test being applied), cert. denied,493 
U.S. 1077, 110 S.Ct. 1129, 107 L.Ed.2d 1035 (1990). 
 
Such rare circumstances are not present in this case. 
By its plain language Ordinance 89-20 unambiguously 
regulates adult entertainment businesses through the 
prohibition of public nudity in specified locations out 
of a concern for the otherwise deleterious effect that 
such establishments would have on the city's 
neighborhoods. Presumably the courts and law 
enforcement officials will read the ordinance in light 
of this plain language and the statute's effect will reach 
no further than its expressed prohibitions and concerns 
will dictate. 
 
Finally, in completing our O'Brien analysis we also 
note that Myrtle Beach's public nudity law is narrowly 
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tailored so as to avoid impinging upon the expressive 
elements of the regulated conduct, nude dancing. The 
ordinance prohibits nudity by limiting only the 
exposure of the most private anatomical parts of the 
male and female body. D.G. Restaurant makes no 
argument that this particular degree of nudity 
prohibited by the law is the communicative aspect of 
the message that it is seeking to convey. 
 

III 
 
[9][10] Myrtle Beach's ordinance survives 
constitutional scrutiny also because it expressly allows 
for reasonable alternatives to any asserted regulation 
of speech. Not only does the ordinance appear to leave 
room for any form of erotic dancing in which the 
dancers wear the minimum of a G-string and pasties to 
cover the specified anatomical areas, but also it should 
be noted that if the restaurant feels compelled to 
spread its erotic message through total nudity it can do 
that without violating the ordinance. D.G. Restaurant 
simply cannot, in compliance with the ordinance, 
make its “statement” with nudity within a limited 
distance from other specified land uses. The ordinance 
is thus a valid time, place, and manner 
restriction.   See Renton, 475 U.S. at 50, 106 S.Ct. at 
930 (The appropriate inquiry about a regulation 
confining adult theaters to specified locations within 
the city is whether it “is designed to serve a substantial 
governmental interest and allows for reasonable 
alternative avenues of communication.”). 
 
[11] D.G. Restaurant claims that the ordinance 
effectively “zones” topless dancing out of existence in 
Myrtle Beach. It is argued that this restriction leaves 
an opportunity to operate adult businesses only in the 
C-9 zone, which is limited to a few poorly lit sites in 
industrial areas, far from the tourist-oriented 
businesses. While D.G. Restaurant may not find it as 
commercially desirable to operate in such locations, it 
has not been demonstrated that the restriction to the 
C-9 zone will impede the restaurant's ability to convey 
its message to those listeners who desire to be 
enlightened by it. The decision to restrict adult 
businesses to a specific area does not oblige the city to 
provide commercially desirable land.   See Renton, 
475 U.S. at 54, 106 S.Ct. at 932. 
 

IV 
 
Thus we conclude that Myrtle Beach's ordinance 

serves a substantial governmental interest and does 
not by its terms regulate dancing or any 
communicative element alleged to have been 
conveyed by nude or topless dancing, and that any 
incidental restriction on erotic dancing is permitted 
since the regulation by the ordinance is narrowly 
tailored so as not unnecessarily to impinge upon the 
conduct's communicative *148 element. Furthermore, 
we determine that the decision to limit displays of 
nudity in public to certain designated areas of the city 
is a content-neutral time, place, and manner restriction 
which also supports the conclusion that Ordinance 
89-20 passes constitutional muster. Accordingly, we 
reverse and remand with instructions to dissolve the 
injunction entered by the district court prohibiting 
enforcement of the ordinance. 
 
REVERSED AND REMANDED. 
 
C.A.4 (S.C.),1991. 
D.G. Restaurant Corp. v. City of Myrtle Beach 
953 F.2d 140, 60 USLW 2440 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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Bronco's Entertainment, Ltd. v. Charter Tp. of Van 
Buren 
C.A.6 (Mich.),2005. 
2005 FED. APP. 0752N. 

United States Court of Appeals,Sixth Circuit. 
BRONCO'S ENTERTAINMENT, LTD., and 

Rawsonville Land Co., Inc., Plaintiffs-Appellants, 
v. 

CHARTER TOWNSHIP OF VAN BUREN, 
Michigan Liquor Control Commission, and Jacqueline 

Stewart, Defendants-Appellees. 
No. 03-2242. 

 
Aug. 25, 2005. 

As Amended on Rehearing Sept. 23, 2005. 
 
Background:   Prospective operators of topless bar 
brought civil rights action against township and state 
liquor-control agency, alleging that certain licensing 
and zoning ordinances violated First and Fourteenth 
Amendments. Following remand, 29 Fed.Appx. 310, 
the United States District Court for the Eastern District 
of Michigan entered judgment for defendants, and 
prospective operators appealed. 
 
Holdings:   The Court of Appeals, David A. Nelson, 
Circuit Judge, held that: 
(1) township's site plan approval procedure was not a 
prior restraint; 
(2) requirement for “special” approval for sexually 
oriented businesses comported with First 
Amendment; but 
(3) ordinance governing licensing of sexually oriented 
businesses violated First Amendment by authorizing 
discretionary denial of license application without 
providing for accelerated judicial review; 
(4) invalid portions of ordinance would be severed; 
(5) prospective operators lacked standing to assert 
First Amendment challenge to state “topless activity 
permit” statute; 
(6) zoning ordinance that placed geographic 
restrictions on permissible locations for sexually 
oriented business comported with First Amendment; 
and 
(7) township's 182-day moratorium on submission of 
rezoning petitions, special approval uses and the like 
did not violate prospective operators' due process and 
First Amendment rights. 

  
Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 1527 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(A) In General 
                92XVIII(A)1 In General 
                      92k1525 Prior Restraints 
                          92k1527 k. Presumption of 
Invalidity. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90(3)) 
Prior restraints on speech are presumptively invalid 
under First Amendment. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[2] Constitutional Law 92 2208 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2208 k. Licenses and Permits in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
Scheme for licensing sexually oriented businesses 
must incorporate two procedural safeguards in order 
to overcome presumptive invalidity of prior restraint: 
(1) decision whether to issue license must be made 
within specified, brief time period, and status quo 
must be maintained during that period and during 
course of any judicial review, and (2) there must be 
assurance that judicial decision, if sought by applicant, 
can be obtained seasonably. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 
1, 14. 
 
[3] Constitutional Law 92 2208 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
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                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2208 k. Licenses and Permits in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
No special rules for accelerated judicial review are 
required in order to satisfy judicial-review safeguard 
required of scheme for licensing sexually oriented 
businesses; rather, scheme must apply reasonably 
objective, nondiscretionary criteria, and must not seek 
to censor content. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 1, 14. 
 
[4] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 86 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k86 k. Permits and Certificates. Most 
Cited Cases 
Township's site plan approval procedure, as applied to 
prospective operators of sexually oriented business, 
was not a prior restraint on speech and did not require 
safeguards applicable to schemes carrying risk of 
censorship; procedure applied to all new land uses 
other than detached family dwellings, and was routine, 
nondiscretionary function concerned with traffic 
circulation and essential services. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amends. 1, 14. 
 
[5] Constitutional Law 92 2208 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2208 k. Licenses and Permits in 

General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 86 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k86 k. Permits and Certificates. Most 
Cited Cases 
Township's requirement for “special” approval for 
sexually oriented businesses comported with First 
Amendment; maximum time of 135 days from 
township's receipt of completed application and its 
decision was not unduly lengthy, status quo was 
preserved during special approval process and any 
subsequent judicial proceedings, and zoning 
requirements that had to be satisfied for special 
approval to be granted were objective and 
nondiscretionary. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 1, 14. 
 
[6] Constitutional Law 92 2208 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2208 k. Licenses and Permits in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Public Amusement and Entertainment 315T 

9(1) 
 
315T Public Amusement and Entertainment 
      315TI In General 
            315Tk4 Constitutional, Statutory and 
Regulatory Provisions 
                315Tk9 Sexually Oriented Entertainment 
                      315Tk9(1) k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
Township ordinance governing licensing of sexually 
oriented businesses violated First Amendment by 
authorizing discretionary denial of license application 
without providing for accelerated judicial review; 
specific provisions permitted denial of application if 
applicant had “demonstrated an inability to operate or 
manage [sexually oriented business] in a peaceful and 
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law-abiding manner,” and also required assessment of 
applicant's “fitness” by chief of police, both of which 
called for subjective assessments, but ordinance did 
not provide accompanying special rules guaranteeing 
speedy judicial decision. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 
1, 14. 
 
[7] Municipal Corporations 268 111(4) 
 
268 Municipal Corporations 
      268IV Proceedings of Council or Other Governing 
Body 
            268IV(B) Ordinances and By-Laws in General 
                268k111 Validity in General 
                      268k111(4) k. Effect of Partial 
Invalidity. Most Cited Cases 
Invalid portions of township ordinance governing 
licensing of sexually oriented businesses, which 
violated First Amendment by authorizing 
discretionary denial of license application without 
providing for accelerated judicial review, would be 
severed, leaving remainder of ordinance intact; 
ordinance contained severability clause, invalid 
portions were easily severable, and remainder of 
ordinance after severance satisfied requirements of 
First Amendment. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 1, 14. 
 
[8] Constitutional Law 92 874 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92VI Enforcement of Constitutional Provisions 
            92VI(A) Persons Entitled to Raise 
Constitutional Questions; Standing 
                92VI(A)9 Freedom of Speech, Expression, 
and Press 
                      92k873 Licenses 
                          92k874 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 92k42.2(1)) 
Prospective operators of topless bar lacked standing to 
assert First Amendment challenge to state “topless 
activity permit” statute that, by its terms, did not apply 
to them; prospective operators were asserting 
challenge based on lack of procedural safeguards, not 
vagueness and overbreadth claim. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amends. 1, 14; M.C.L.A. § 436.1916(3). 
 
[9] Constitutional Law 92 2209 
 
92 Constitutional Law 

      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2209 k. Geographic Restrictions in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
Ordinance that imposes geographic restrictions on 
sexually oriented businesses comports with First 
Amendment if: (1) restrictions are aimed at secondary 
effects of such businesses rather than content of 
expression occurring there; (2) restrictions are 
narrowly tailored to serve substantial government 
interest; and (3) alternative channels of expression 
remain available. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[10] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
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General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Township zoning ordinance that placed geographic 
restrictions on permissible locations for sexually 
oriented businesses comported with First 
Amendment; township relied on relevant evidence of 
secondary harms from such businesses, and had 
important interest in combating those secondary 
harms, ordinance was narrowly tailored, and 
ordinance preserved substantial number of channels 
for expression including 48 sites available for sexually 
oriented businesses, 27 of which were “easily 
developed.”  U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 1, 14. 
 
[11] Constitutional Law 92 2237 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2236 Intoxicating Liquors 
                      92k2237 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(5)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 4093 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XXVII Due Process 
            92XXVII(G) Particular Issues and 
Applications 

                92XXVII(G)3 Property in General 
                      92k4091 Zoning and Land Use 
                          92k4093 k. Particular Issues and 
Applications. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k278.2(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 86 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k86 k. Permits and Certificates. Most 
Cited Cases 
Township's 182-day moratorium on submission of 
rezoning petitions, special approval uses, and the like 
did not violate due process and First Amendment 
rights of prospective operators of topless bar, who 
were prevented by moratorium from submitting 
application for bar's license prior to effective date of 
more restrictive licensing requirements; moratorium, 
instituted to allow township to revise its master plan 
and zoning regulations, was generally applicable, was 
not intended to suppress speech, and was of 
reasonably short duration, and township was unaware 
of prospective operators' plans at outset of 
moratorium. U.S.C.A. Const.Amends. 1, 14. 
 
*442 ARGUED: Robert D. Horvath, Troy, MI, for 
Plaintiffs-Appellants.David J. Szymanski, Sommers, 
Schwartz, Silver & Schwartz, Southfield, MI, Linda P. 
McDowell, Department of Attorney General, 
Farmington, MI, for Defendants-Appellees. ON 
BRIEF: Robert D. Horvath, Troy, MI, for 
Plaintiffs-Appellants. David J. Szymanski, Sommers, 
Schwartz, Silver & Schwartz, Southfield, MI, Linda P. 
McDowell, Department of Attorney General, 
Farmington, MI, for Defendants-Appellees. 
 
Before: NELSON and COOK, Circuit Judges; 
WEBER, District Judge.FN* 
 

FN* The Honorable Herman J. Weber, 
United States District Judge for the Southern 
District of Ohio, sitting by designation. 

 
DAVID A. NELSON, Circuit Judge. 
This appeal represents the latest round in a 
long-running dispute over the regulation of sexually 
oriented businesses in the Charter Township of Van 
Buren, Michigan. The plaintiffs sued the township and 
the Michigan Liquor Control Commission on the 
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theory that certain licensing and zoning regulations 
adopted by these governmental bodies violate the First 
and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution. The district court initially dismissed the 
action for lack of standing, but our court reversed the 
dismissal. On remand the district court entered 
judgment for the defendants; again the plaintiffs have 
appealed. We shall affirm*443 the district court's 
judgment in part and reverse it in part. 
 
We are not persuaded that the township's site plan and 

e are satisfied, moreover, that the township's 

e conclude, however, that the township's system of 

I 
 

he pertinent factual background is outlined in our 

“special” approval requirements operate as prior 
restraints that violate the First Amendment. Site plan 
approval is a generally applicable requirement that 
does not seek to limit speech, and the “special” 
approval process is subject to procedural safeguards 
that adequately protect against censorship. Nor are we 
persuaded that the Liquor Control Commission's 
requirement of a “topless activity permit” affects this 
case. 
 
W
geographic restrictions on sexually oriented 
businesses are aimed at the secondary effects of such 
businesses, are narrowly tailored to serve a substantial 
government interest, and leave open alternative 
channels for erotic expression. And we see nothing 
unconstitutional about a 182-day land use moratorium 
adopted by the township; the moratorium was put in 
place for a proper purpose and not for suppression of 
the plaintiffs' speech. 
 
W
licensing sexually oriented businesses is 
unconstitutional insofar as it authorizes discretionary 
denial of a license without providing for accelerated 
judicial review. Absent an appropriate judicial review 
procedure, we are compelled to sever and invalidate 
the discretionary-denial feature of the licensing 
ordinance. The rest of the ordinance will be left intact. 
 

T
earlier opinion. See Bronco's Entertainment, Ltd. v. 
Charter Township of Van Buren, 29 Fed.Appx. 310, 
311-12 (6th Cir.2002). In brief, the plaintiffs want to 
open a topless bar on a site that is ineligible for such 
use under the township's current zoning regulations. 
The plaintiffs sued the township, the Liquor Control 
Commission and the Chair of the Commission on the 

theory that the township's zoning regulations and the 
state and local procedures for licensing sexually 
oriented businesses are unconstitutional. The plaintiffs 
also challenged the constitutionality of the township's 
182-day moratorium on the acceptance of new site 
plans-a moratorium that prevented the plaintiffs from 
seeking approval under a more favorable zoning 
scheme. 
 
After this court's reversal of the ruling on standing, the 
district court entered judgment on the merits in favor 
of the defendants.FN1   The court held (1) that the 
township's zoning regulations allow operation of 
sexually oriented businesses at an adequate number of 
alternative sites within the township; (2) that the 
township's zoning and licensing regulations are 
narrowly tailored to protect the public from harmful 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses; (3) 
that the township's licensing requirements (including 
requirements for site plan approval and “special” 
approval) do not constitute unlawful prior restraints on 
protected speech; (4) that the state's procedure for 
issuing a “topless activity permit” is constitutional; 
and (5) that the township's moratorium on 
consideration of new site plans did not violate the First 
or the Fourteenth Amendment. The plaintiffs 
perfected a timely appeal. 
 

FN1. The plaintiffs refer to the district court's 
decision as a summary judgment, but the 
court did not in fact act under Rule 56, 
Fed.R.Civ.P. The court declined to hold an 
evidentiary hearing only because the parties 
agreed that the existing record was sufficient. 
The court ordered the parties to file proposed 
findings of fact, and it resolved disputed 
issues by making its own factual findings. 

 
II 

 
he challenged regulations can be grouped into three 

A 
 

]

T
categories: (a) licensing*444 and approval regulations 
at the state and local levels; (b) geographic zoning 
regulations; and (c) the township's moratorium on 
consideration of new site plans. We shall address these 
categories seriatim. 
 

[1  The plaintiffs maintain that the challenged 
licensing and approval regulations constitute unlawful 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 
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prior restraints on protected speech.FN2   “A ‘prior 
restraint’ exists when the exercise of a First 
Amendment right depends on the prior approval of 
public officials.”  Deja Vu of Nashville, Inc. v. 
Metropolitan Government of Nashville, 274 F.3d 377, 
400 (6th Cir.2001), cert. denied,535 U.S. 1073, 122 
S.Ct. 1952, 152 L.Ed.2d 855 (2002). Prior restraints 
are presumptively invalid because of “the risk of 
censorship associated with the vesting of unbridled 
discretion in government officials” and “the risk of 
indefinitely suppressing permissible speech when a 
licensing law fails to provide for the prompt issuance 
of a license.”    Nightclubs, Inc. v. City of Paducah, 
202 F.3d 884, 889 (6th Cir.2000) (internal quotation 
marks omitted). 
 

FN2. The defendants have not challenged the 
proposition that the commercial display of 
bare-breasted women involves 
constitutionally protected “speech.”  Such a 
challenge, as reasonable as it might 
otherwise seem, would fly in the face of 
binding precedent. See Barnes v. Glen 
Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 560, 566, 111 S.Ct. 
2456, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991) (plurality 
opinion) (“nude dancing ... is expressive 
conduct within the outer perimeters of the 
First Amendment”). 

 
][2  To overcome the presumption of invalidity, a 

scheme for licensing sexually oriented businesses 
must incorporate two procedural safeguards. See Deja 
Vu of Nashville, 274 F.3d at 400-01;   Nightclubs, Inc., 
202 F.3d at 890. First, the decision whether to issue a 
license must be made within a specified-and 
brief-time period, and the status quo must be 
maintained during that period and during the course of 
any judicial review. See Deja Vu of Nashville, 274 
F.3d at 400-01. Second, there must be an assurance 
that a judicial decision, if sought by the applicant, can 
be obtained seasonably. See City of Littleton v. Z.J. 
Gifts D-4, L.L.C., 541 U.S. 774, 124 S.Ct. 2219, 2224, 
159 L.Ed.2d 84 (2004); Deja Vu of Nashville, 274 
F.3d at 400-01. 
 
[3] The latter safeguard does not require special rules 
for accelerated review if the licensing scheme “applies 
reasonably objective, nondiscretionary criteria” and 
“does not seek to censor content.”  Littleton, 124 S.Ct. 
at 2225-26;   see Deja Vu of Cincinnati, L.L.C. v. 
Union Township Board of Trustees, 411 F.3d 777, 

787-88 (6th Cir.2005). In those circumstances, 
“ordinary court procedural rules and practices ... 
provide reviewing courts with judicial tools sufficient 
to avoid delay-related First Amendment 
harm.”    Littleton, 124 S.Ct. at 2224-25, 2226;   Deja 
Vu of Cincinnati, 411 F.3d at 787. 
 
If a licensing scheme involves the application of 
subjective standards, rules requiring a speedy judicial 
decision may be necessary. See Freedman v. 
Maryland, 380 U.S. 51, 59-60, 85 S.Ct. 734, 13 
L.Ed.2d 649 (1965). In Freedman the Supreme Court 
“considered a [motion picture permitting] scheme 
with rather subjective standards ... where a denial [of a 
permit] likely meant complete censorship.”  Littleton, 
124 S.Ct. at 2225. The characteristics of that scheme 
“necessitated that strict time limits be placed on 
judicial review.”  Deja Vu of Cincinnati, 411 F.3d at 
787. 
 
With these principles in mind, we turn to the licensing 

1 
 

]

and approval regulations that are challenged in the 
case at bar. The local regulations require site plan 
approval, “special” approval, and issuance of *445 a 
sexually oriented business license. The state 
regulation requires issuance of a “topless activity 
permit” under certain circumstances. 
 

[4  Except for detached one- and two-family 

he record contains uncontroverted evidence that 

dwellings, site plan approval is required for all new 
land uses in the township. See Zoning Ordinance, 
Charter Township of Van Buren, Michigan § 20.341. 
After an administrative review to ensure completeness 
and consistency with zoning requirements, site plans 
are placed “on the Planning Commission agenda for 
review and action at the earliest available 
meeting.”    Id. Section 20.343 of the township's 
zoning ordinance gives a detailed list of the data that 
must be included in a site plan, and § 20.347 sets forth 
factors that “the Planning Commission shall consider” 
when reviewing a plan. The factors enumerated in § 
20.347 include such matters as “[t]he location and 
design of driveways,”“traffic circulation features 
within the site and location of parking areas,” and 
“[t]he installation, erection, and construction of 
transmission systems for essential services.”    Id.  § 
20.347. 
 
T
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review and approval of a site plan is a routine, 
nondiscretionary function. Gary Wilson, a member of 
the Planning Commission's staff, testified as follows: 
 
“[O]nce a completed application is received and 

 

s stated in the ordinance, the ordinance requirements 

he township's requirement of site plan approval does 

aws of general application that are not aimed at 

reviewed, it has to appear before the planning 
commission. We have to, by state statute, grant or 
deny approval, and if the site plan meets the 
requirements of the ordinance we must grant approval. 
We have no discretion in that. It's essentially an 
administrative function. 
 
 * * * * * *
 
A
for site plan review are very specific, very, it's laid out 
in a section, a clear section in the ordinance. The 
information is normal and common. It's factual 
information that has to be in a plan and if it's on there 
and it meets the ordinance, it has to be approved.” 
 
T
not, in our view, constitute a prior restraint on speech, 
and it need not incorporate the procedural safeguards 
described above. The ordinance is applicable to all 
commercial uses, not just those that involve protected 
speech, and it does not grant government officials 
discretion to allow or forbid expressive activity. As 
the Supreme Court has explained, 
 
“l
conduct commonly associated with expression and do 
not permit licensing determinations to be made on the 
basis of ongoing expression or the words about to be 
spoken, carry with them little danger of censorship. 
For example, a law requiring building permits is rarely 
effective as a means of censorship.... [S]uch laws 
provide too blunt a censorship instrument to warrant 
judicial intervention prior to an allegation of actual 
misuse.”  City of Lakewood v. Plain Dealer 
Publishing Co., 486 U.S. 750, 760-61, 108 S.Ct. 2138, 
100 L.Ed.2d 771 (1988). 
 
Given Mr. Wilson's testimony, we are satisfied that 

2 

 
]

the township's procedure for site plan approval poses 
little, if any, risk of censorship. It does not, therefore, 
warrant the protections that must accompany a scheme 
directly regulating speech. 
 

[5  “Special” approval is required for sexually 

he Planning Commission's recommendation is 

hese special approval procedures are modified in two 

oriented businesses and other uses that are enumerated 
in the township's zoning ordinance. See Zoning 
Ordinance, *446 Charter Township of Van Buren, 
Michigan §§ 20.653, 20.763, 20.792a. An application 
for “special” approval must accompany the applicant's 
site plan. See id.  §§ 20.390(C), 20.878(c). The 
Planning Commission is required to publish notice, 
hold a public hearing on the application, and then 
recommend denial, approval, or approval with 
conditions. See id.  § 20.390(D), (E). Ordinarily, a 
special use must satisfy nine enumerated criteria 
before the Commission may recommend its approval. 
See id.  § 20.390(F). 
 
T
forwarded to the township's Board of Trustees. See 
id.  § 20.390(E). At least five but no more than 15 days 
before the Board considers the matter, it must publish 
notice of the application. See id.  § 20.878(d). Notice 
must also be sent by mail or delivered in person to the 
owner of the property under consideration and to 
owners and occupants of property located within 300 
feet of that property. See id.   At the request of any of 
these persons, or upon the Board's own initiative, a 
public hearing will be held. See id.  § 20.878(e). The 
Board is forbidden to approve the special use unless 
the nine enumerated criteria are met. See id.  §§ 
20.390(F), 20.878(f). 
 
T
ways when the proposed use is a sexually oriented 
business. First, more restrictive time limits apply. The 
Planning Commission must conduct its public hearing 
within 60 days of receiving the completed application, 
and it must make a recommendation at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting after the hearing. See 
id.  § 20.420(1)(d). (The record reflects that the 
Planning Commission meets twice each month.) The 
Commission must forward its recommendation to the 
Board of Trustees within 60 days, and the Board must 
grant or deny special approval “at this meeting.”  See 
id.   It seems to us that the phrase “this meeting” refers 
to a Board meeting at which the Planning 
Commission's recommendation is considered, and we 
interpret the ordinance as requiring such a meeting to 
occur within 60 days of the Commission's making its 
recommendation. Failure of the township to comply 
with any of these time limits “shall be deemed to 
constitute granting of special approval.”    Id. 
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Second, the nine criteria that must normally be met for 
special approval do not apply to sexually oriented 
businesses. See id.  §§ 20.763(h), 20.792a(a), 
20.878(g). Instead, the Board may only consider 
whether the proposed sexually oriented business 
complies with geographic requirements set forth in the 
zoning ordinance. See id.  §§ 20.878(g), 20.420(3).FN3 
 

FN3. These modifications of the township's 

 
s we have said, special approval is not required for 

e think that the time limits for special approval of a 

special approval procedures were made after 
a Michigan appellate court determined that 
the ordinary procedures were 
unconstitutional when applied to sexually 
oriented businesses. See BRK, Inc. v. Charter 
Township of Van Buren, Nos. 163835, 
170704 (Mich.Ct.App. Mar. 15, 1996) 
(unpublished). The principal defects in the 
unmodified procedures were the lack of 
specified time limits and the subjectivity of 
the criteria for granting approval. See id., slip 
op. at 9-11. 

A
all commercial uses. Insofar as it directly regulates 
expressive activity, the township's special approval 
requirement poses a risk of censorship. The procedural 
safeguards described above-a brief time limit for the 
administrative determination, preservation of the 
status quo, and a mechanism to assure availability of a 
prompt judicial decision-must therefore be in place. 
 
W
sexually oriented business are short enough to pass 
constitutional *447 muster. The maximum allowable 
time between the township's receipt of a completed 
application and the Board's decision is 135 days 
(assuming a maximum of 15 days between the hearing 
before the Planning Commission and the 
Commission's making a recommendation). This 
strikes us as a reasonable length of time, given the 
nature of the decision to be made and the type of 
speech that is at issue. Special approval depends on 
compliance with zoning regulations, as mentioned 
above, and surveying or other fieldwork might 
therefore be necessary before the Board can approve a 
proposed site. Moreover, public hearings must be 
held. The resulting delays do not, in our view, impose 
an undue hardship on the “speakers” who are awaiting 
approval. The “speech” that is being temporarily 
silenced, after all, is a type of expression in which 

“society's interest ... is of a wholly different, and 
lesser, magnitude than the interest in untrammeled 
political debate.”  City of Erie v. Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 
277, 294, 120 S.Ct. 1382, 146 L.Ed.2d 265 (2000) 
(plurality opinion) (internal quotation marks omitted). 
 
The status quo is preserved during the special approval 
process and any subsequent judicial proceedings. 
See East Brooks Books, Inc. v. City of Memphis, 48 
F.3d 220, 225 (6th Cir.) (“The status quo for a 
business seeking a permit to begin operating a 
sexually oriented business ... is non-operation.”), cert. 
denied516 U.S. 909, 116 S.Ct. 277, 133 L.Ed.2d 198 
(1995). 
 
The ordinance does not establish special rules for an 
accelerated judicial decision, but such rules are 
unnecessary under Littleton.   As we shall see in 
section II.B, the zoning requirements that must be 
satisfied for special approval to be granted are 
objective and nondiscretionary. Ordinary court rules 
are constitutionally sufficient, therefore, “as long as 
the courts remain sensitive to the need to prevent First 
Amendment harms and administer those procedures 
accordingly.”  Littleton, 124 S.Ct. at 2224. Michigan 
has rules that provide for expeditious granting of 
injunctive relief, M.C.R. 3.310, “speedy hearing[s]” in 
actions seeking declaratory relief, M.C.R. 2.605(D), 
expedited trials, M.C.R. 2.501(B), and accelerated 
appellate review, M.C.R. 7.101(N)(4). The plaintiffs 
have not shown that Michigan courts fail to apply 
these procedures when necessary to protect First 
Amendment rights. Accordingly, we are not 
persuaded that the township's special approval 
requirement is constitutionally deficient. 
 

3 
 
[6] In addition to the requirements for site plan 
approval and special approval, the township requires 
the owner or operator of a sexually oriented business 
to obtain a license before commencing operations. See 
Code of Ordinances, Charter Township of Van Buren, 
Michigan § 22-402. To obtain a license, the 
owner/operator must submit an application to the 
township clerk. See id.  § 22-403. The clerk has 10 
business days to determine whether the application is 
complete. See id.   If it is, the clerk has four business 
days to forward the application to any two of the three 
elected township officials. See id.   These officials 
must decide within 30 business days whether to 
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approve a license. See id.   Within that 30-day period, 
“written reviews shall be prepared by the chief of 
police, fire department, and building 
department.”  See id. 
 
Subsection 22-403(i) of the township's code of 
ordinances identifies nine bases on which a license to 
operate a sexually oriented business may be denied. 
These bases are as follows: 
 
“(1) An applicant is under 18 years of age. 
 
*448 (2) An applicant is overdue in his or her payment 
to the Township of taxes, fees, fines, or penalties 
assessed against or imposed in relation to a sexually 
oriented business. 
 
(3) An applicant has failed to provide information 
reasonably necessary for the issuance of the license or 
has falsely answered a question or request for 
information on the application forms. 
 
(4) An applicant has been convicted of a violation of a 
provision of this section, other than the offense of 
operating a sexually oriented business without a 
license, within 2 years immediately preceding the 
filing of the application.... 
 
(5) The premises to be used for the sexually oriented 
business has not been approved by the health 
department, fire department, or building official; or 
the premises is not in compliance with applicable laws 
and ordinances. 
 
(6) The license fee required by this section has not 
been paid. 
 
(7) An applicant has owned, operated, or been 
employed in a sexually oriented business in a 
managerial capacity within the preceding 12 months 
and has demonstrated an inability to operate or 
manage a sexually oriented business premises in a 
peaceful and law-abiding manner. 
 
(8) An applicant has a record of conviction for an 
offense involving gambling, narcotics, prostitution, 
pandering, pornography, public indecency, sexual 
assault, or any violation of any provision of this article 
within the preceding 2 years.... 
 

(9) The applicant is not in compliance with applicable 
zoning ordinances.”    Id.  § 22-403(i). 
 
In addition, subsection 22-403(j) authorizes denial of a 
license if “the chief of police determines that the 
applicant is presently unfit to operate a sexually 
oriented business due to the applicant's overall 
criminal record, regardless of the date of any criminal 
conviction.”    Id.  § 22-403(j). In making this 
determination, “the chief of police shall consider the 
following factors: 
“(1) The extent and nature of past criminal activities; 
 
(2) The age at the time of the commission of the crime; 
 
(3) The amount of time that has elapsed since the last 
illegal activity; 
 
(4) The conduct and work activity prior to and 
following the illegal activity; 
 
(5) Evidence of any rehabilitation or rehabilitative 
effort while incarcerated or following release; and 
 
(6) Other evidence of present fitness, including letters 
of recommendation from prosecution, law 
enforcement, and correctional officers who 
prosecuted, arrested, or had custodial responsibility 
for that person, the sheriff and chief of police in the 
community where the applicant resides, and any other 
persons in contact with the applicant.”    Id. 
 
If the township denies an application for a license, the 
township has 30 business days within which to seek a 
declaratory judgment approving the denial. See id.  § 
22-406. The applicant “may, at any time, seek prompt 
judicial review of any act or failure to act by the 
Township” in connection with an application for a 
license.   Id. 
 
We believe that the time period within which the 
township must grant or deny an application for a 
license-a total of 44 business days, if the clerk uses the 
maximum allowable time to review and forward the 
application-is sufficiently brief. As with *449 special 
approval, the status quo is preserved for an applicant 
seeking to open a new sexually oriented business.FN4 
 

FN4. The licensing ordinance might not 
preserve the status quo for some other 
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applicants. We can find no provision 
allowing sexually oriented businesses that 
were in operation at the time the ordinance 
became effective to continue operating while 
applying for a license. Nor is there a 
provision allowing continued operation 
during judicial review of a decision to 
suspend or revoke, or not to renew, a license. 
These issues are not before us here, 
obviously. 

 
We are not satisfied, however, that the licensing 
ordinance assures the requisite availability of a prompt 
judicial decision. Although most of the bases for 
denial of an application are objective, two of them call 
for an exercise of discretion by government officials. 
First, § 22-403(i)(7) requires a judgment as to whether 
an applicant who has been connected with a sexually 
oriented business during the past year “has 
demonstrated an inability to operate or manage a 
sexually oriented business premises in a peaceful and 
law-abiding manner.”  (In the case at bar the plaintiffs' 
principal has operated other sexually oriented 
businesses.) In East Brooks Books, Inc. v. City of 
Memphis, 48 F.3d 220 (6th Cir.1995), we held that an 
almost identical provision “vest[ed] unbridled 
discretion in the hands of” the official making that 
judgment. See id. at 227. Second, § 22-403(j) requires 
an assessment of the applicant's “fitness” by the chief 
of police. The ordinance lists factors that the police 
chief must consider; but the assessment is ultimately a 
subjective one. 
 
It follows from this that ordinary court rules are not 
sufficient “to prevent undue delay resulting in the 
unconstitutional suppression of protected 
speech.”  Deja Vu of Cincinnati, 411 F.3d at 787 
(internal quotation marks omitted). Because of the 
discretion it grants to governmental officials, the 
township's licensing scheme requires special rules that 
guarantee an “unusually speedy judicial 
decision.”  Littleton, 124 S.Ct. at 
2226;   see Freedman, 380 U.S. at 59-60, 85 S.Ct. 
734;   Deja Vu of Cincinnati, 411 F.3d at 787. No such 
rules are provided in the ordinance or by state law. 
 
[7] But this does not mean that the township's 
licensing ordinance should be struck down in its 
entirety. The ordinance contains a severability clause, 
under which “[e]very word, sentence, clause and 
provision ... is hereby declared to be severable, and if 

any word, sentence, clause, provision or part thereof is 
declared to be invalid by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, the remaining provisions shall not be 
affected.”  Code of Ordinances, Charter Township of 
Van Buren, Michigan § 22-408. If it is possible to do 
so, we must “give effect to the ... severability clause so 
as not to invalidate the entire [ordinance].”  Deja Vu of 
Nashville, 274 F.3d at 389. We see no reason not to 
give effect to the severability clause here. See Jott, 
Inc. v. Charter Township of Clinton, 224 Mich.App. 
513, 569 N.W.2d 841, 855 (1997) (holding that 
invalid portions of an ordinance should be severed 
when “the remaining, valid portions are sufficiently 
independent and complete” and consistent with the 
intent of the ordinance). With §§ 22-403(i)(7) and 
22-403(j) removed, the ordinance satisfies the 
requirements of the First Amendment. 
 

4 
 
[8] Section 916 of Michigan's Liquor Control Code 
prohibits certain licensees from allowing “topless 
activity” on licensed premises without a “topless 
activity permit” issued by the Liquor Control 
Commission.*450 See Mich. Comp. Laws § 
436.1916. A permit will not be issued without the 
approval of the Liquor Control Commission, “the 
local legislative body of the jurisdiction within which 
the premises are located,” FN5 and “[t]he chief law 
enforcement officer of the jurisdiction within which 
the premises are located or the entity contractually 
designated to enforce the law in that 
jurisdiction.”    Id. 
 

FN5. Approval by the local legislative body 
is not required in cities with a population of 
1,000,000 or more. See Mich. Comp. Laws § 
436.1916(6)(b). 

 
The plaintiffs correctly point out that § 916 sets forth 
no standards or time limits for the approval and 
issuance of a topless activity permit. In circumstances 
other than those presented here, the absence of 
standards and time limits might warrant a judicial 
determination that the statute is an unconstitutional 
prior restraint. 
 
But Van Buren Township has an ordinance 
prohibiting persons from appearing in a state of nudity 
(which is defined to include toplessness) “in any 
establishment licensed or subject to licensing by the 
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Michigan Liquor Control Commission.”  Code of 
Ordinances, Charter Township of Van Buren, 
Michigan § 6-69. This ordinance was held to be 
constitutional in Charter Township of Van Buren v. 
Garter Belt, Inc., 258 Mich.App. 594, 673 N.W.2d 
111 (2003), appeal denied,470 Mich. 880, 682 
N.W.2d 86 (2004), cert. denied,543 U.S. 1002, 125 
S.Ct. 620, 160 L.Ed.2d 462 (2004), and it has not been 
challenged here. Accordingly, the plaintiffs would be 
prohibited from offering topless entertainment on 
licensed premises in the township regardless of 
whether they could obtain a topless activity permit 
from the Liquor Control Commission. We see no 
reason to adjudicate the constitutionality of § 916 in 
these circumstances. 
 

B 
 
The plaintiffs' next contention is that the township's 
zoning ordinance violates the First Amendment by 
unduly restricting expressive activity. The ordinance 
prohibits operation of a sexually oriented business 
within 1,000 feet of a church, a school, a residential 
zoning district, a lot or parcel in residential use, a 
public park, a child care facility, or another sexually 
oriented business. It also prohibits sexually oriented 
businesses from being located within 500 feet of 
designated highways and thoroughfares. Finally, the 
ordinance allows sexually oriented businesses only in 
districts zoned for “general industrial” or “airport” 
uses, and not in “general business” districts. 
 
[9] An ordinance that imposes geographic restrictions 
on sexually oriented businesses is constitutional if (1) 
the restrictions are aimed at secondary effects of such 
businesses rather than the content of the expression 
occurring there, (2) the restrictions are narrowly 
tailored to serve a substantial government interest, and 
(3) alternative channels of expression remain 
available. See Executive Arts Studio, Inc. v. City of 
Grand Rapids, 391 F.3d 783, 796 (6th Cir.2004) 
(citing City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 
U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 (1986)). 
 
*451 [10] The district court found that the township 
adopted the challenged ordinance to combat the 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses 
rather than to suppress erotic expression. The 
township relied on memoranda prepared by McKenna 
Associates, Inc., a community planning and urban 
design firm, which cited studies showing that sexually 

oriented businesses are associated with increased 
crime rates and reduced property values, among other 
societal harms. A municipality is not required to 
“conduct new studies or produce evidence 
independent of that already generated by other cities to 
demonstrate the problem of secondary effects, so long 
as whatever evidence the city relies upon is reasonably 
believed to be relevant to the problem that the city 
addresses.”  Erie, 529 U.S. at 296, 120 S.Ct. 1382 
(plurality opinion) (citation and internal quotation 
marks omitted); see also Executive Arts Studio, 391 
F.3d at 796. The McKenna memoranda were therefore 
sufficient to support the township's adoption of the 
ordinance, and we see no error in the district court's 
finding on this score. 
 
It seems clear, moreover, that the challenged 
ordinance is narrowly tailored to serve a substantial 
government interest. The importance of the township's 
interest in combating the secondary effects of sexually 
oriented businesses is “not debatable.”  Wojcik v. City 
of Romulus, 257 F.3d 600, 614 (6th Cir.2001); see 
also Erie, 529 U.S. at 296, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality 
opinion) (“The asserted interest[ ] ... of combating the 
harmful secondary effects associated with nude 
dancing [is] undeniably important.”). And the 
ordinance applies only to “that category of 
establishments shown to produce the unwanted 
secondary effects,”i.e., sexually oriented 
businesses. Executive Arts Studio, 391 F.3d at 796 
(internal quotation marks and brackets omitted). The 
covered businesses are delineated in the ordinance, 
and the plaintiffs have never argued that the 
ordinance's reach extends to mainstream bookstores or 
other establishments that are unlikely to create 
harmful secondary effects. 
 
The plaintiffs suggest that the ordinance is not 
narrowly tailored because its geographic restrictions 
are more stringent than those that were applied to 
sexually oriented businesses under a previous 
ordinance. The suggestion misapprehends the nature 
of the “narrowly tailored” test in this context. A 
content-neutral regulation, such as the township's 
ordinance, need not be less restrictive than other 
possible regulations; it need only refrain from 
“burden[ing] substantially more speech than is 
necessary to further the government's legitimate 
interests.”  Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 
781, 799, 109 S.Ct. 2746, 105 L.Ed.2d 661 (1989). 
That test is met in the case at bar, given that the 
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ordinance applies only to expression occurring in 
sexually oriented businesses and, as we are about to 
explain, preserves a substantial number of channels 
for such expression. 
 
The record supports the district court's finding that 
numerous channels of expression are available to 
sexually oriented businesses in the township. The 
township presented detailed maps and other evidence 
demonstrating that 48 sites could be used for sexually 
oriented businesses under the current geographic 
restrictions and that 27 of these sites are “easily 
developed.”  (An “easily developed” site, according to 
a township witness, is one that is predominantly 
vacant, is not a wetland, has road access, and has 
utilities in place or reasonable access to utilities.) The 
township presented additional evidence, in the form of 
an affidavit executed by a real estate appraiser and 
broker, that the physical characteristics of these sites 
and their proximity to existing utility lines put them 
within the relevant real estate market. There *452 was 
evidence, moreover, that an owner/operator of 
sexually oriented businesses has expressed interest in 
developing such a business in the township's airport 
district. 
 
The plaintiffs presented countervailing evidence, but 
we see nothing in it that should have compelled the 
district court to reject the township's position. To the 
contrary, significant portions of the plaintiffs' 
evidence seem to have been based on 
misapprehensions of fact or law. One of the plaintiffs' 
witnesses assumed, for example, that parcels situated 
within 500 feet of a major thoroughfare would be 
disqualified in their entirety from use by sexually 
oriented businesses. But the township showed that a 
parcel can be divided to create a “flag lot” that is set 
back 500 feet from an adjacent road. The zoning 
ordinance expressly excludes access easements and 
access strips from its separation requirements so as to 
allow for such division. See Zoning Ordinance, 
Charter Township of Van Buren, Michigan § 
20.420(3)(d)(7). 
 
Another witness assumed that alternative sites for 
sexually oriented businesses must be suitable for 
“generic commercial” development rather than 
industrial uses. But the Supreme Court has made it 
clear that alternative sites need not be viable 
commercial properties. See Renton, 475 U.S. at 53-54, 
106 S.Ct. 925. As the Eleventh Circuit observed, “the 

land deemed available for adult businesses in Renton 
included acreage in all stages of development from 
raw land to developed, industrial, warehouse, office, 
and shopping space.”David Vincent, Inc. v. Broward 
County, 200 F.3d 1325, 1334 (11th Cir.2000) (internal 
quotation marks omitted). See also Z.J. Gifts D-2, 
L.L.C. v. City of Aurora, 136 F.3d 683, 688 (10th Cir.) 
(upholding an ordinance that allowed sexually 
oriented businesses in industrial zones only), cert. 
denied,525 U.S. 868, 119 S.Ct. 162, 142 L.Ed.2d 133 
(1998). 
 
The plaintiffs' witnesses also discounted certain sites 
because the sites are occupied or because the current 
owners might be unwilling to sell to a sexually 
oriented business. Under Renton, these factors are 
irrelevant. See David Vincent, Inc., 200 F.3d at 
1335;   Woodall v. City of El Paso, 49 F.3d 1120, 
1125-26 (5th Cir.1995), cert. denied,516 U.S. 988, 
116 S.Ct. 516, 133 L.Ed.2d 425 (1995). 
 
Considering the entire record in the light of the 
applicable legal principles, we cannot say that the 
district court committed clear error in accepting, as it 
did, the township's evidence that 27 “easily 
developed” sites are available to sexually oriented 
businesses. And we agree with the district court's 
conclusion that 27 sites-roughly one for every 900 
residents of the township-provide adequate alternative 
channels for expression of the sort proposed by the 
plaintiffs. The plaintiffs have offered no persuasive 
argument to the contrary. 
 

C 
 
[11] The plaintiffs' final challenge is to the township's 
resolution suspending for 182 days “the submission or 
receipt of projects which would require site plan 
review, rezoning petitions, housing developments ..., 
special approval uses, and the like.”  Those 182 days 
were to be used for updating the township's master 
plan, revising its zoning regulations, and otherwise 
“pursu [ing] the township strategy to create a premier 
community.”  The resolution prevented the plaintiffs 
from seeking site plan review and special approval 
before the township adopted the licensing scheme and 
zoning regulations that are at issue here. It is 
undisputed, however, that the township did not know 
about the plaintiffs' plans to open a topless bar when it 
adopted the resolution. 
 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000034079&ReferencePosition=1334
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000034079&ReferencePosition=1334
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000034079&ReferencePosition=1334
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=688
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=688
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=688
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1998149119
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1998149119
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000034079&ReferencePosition=1335
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000034079&ReferencePosition=1335
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2000034079&ReferencePosition=1335
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1995076762&ReferencePosition=1125
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1995076762&ReferencePosition=1125
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1995076762&ReferencePosition=1125
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1995194163
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1995194163


 421 F.3d 440 Page 13
421 F.3d 440, 2005 Fed.App. 0752N 
  

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

*453 The plaintiffs contend that the 182-day 
moratorium violated their due process and First 
Amendment rights. We disagree. The moratorium was 
generally applicable, was not intended to suppress 
speech, and was of a reasonably short duration. Such 
“interim development controls” are “used widely 
among land-use planners.”  Tahoe-Sierra 
Preservation Council, Inc. v. Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency, 535 U.S. 302, 337-38, 122 S.Ct. 
1465, 152 L.Ed.2d 517 (2002). They do not constitute 
prior restraints on speech, nor do they violate the Due 
Process Clause so long as they are undertaken in good 
faith. See Phillips v. Borough of Keyport, 107 F.3d 
164, 181 (3d Cir.), cert. denied,522 U.S. 932, 118 
S.Ct. 336, 139 L.Ed.2d 261 (1997). We have no basis 
on which to question the township's good faith here. 
 
At oral argument, the plaintiffs' attorney suggested 
that the moratorium was adopted in violation of state 
law. “A violation of state law,” however, “is not a 
denial of due process ....”Pro-Eco, Inc. v. Board of 
Commissioners of Jay County, Indiana, 57 F.3d 505, 
514 (7th Cir.) (citation and internal quotation marks 
omitted), cert. denied,516 U.S. 1028, 116 S.Ct. 672, 
133 L.Ed.2d 522 (1995). 
 
The judgment of the district court is AFFIRMED in 
part and REVERSED in part, and the case is 
REMANDED for entry of an order consistent with 
this opinion. 
 
C.A.6 (Mich.),2005. 
Bronco's Entertainment, Ltd. v. Charter Tp. of Van 
Buren 
421 F.3d 440, 2005 Fed.App. 0752N 
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Background:   Adult entertainment business 
operators sued county, seeking declaratory and 
injunctive relief, alleging that zoning ordinances, 
covering unincorporated portions of county in which 
businesses operated, violated their rights under federal 
and state constitutions by requiring relocation to 
industrial areas, and asserting state law claims. The 
United States District Court for the Southern District 
of California, Larry A. Burns, J., 373 F.Supp.2d 1094, 
granted in part and denied in part cross-motions for 
summary judgment. 
 
Holdings:   The Court of Appeals, Silverman, Circuit 
Judge, held that: 
(1) ordinances had purpose and effect of suppressing 
secondary effects while leaving quantity and 
accessibility of speech substantially intact; 
(2) relocation sites were available as alternative 
channels of communication for adult businesses; 
(3) industrial area sites were sufficient to allow 
opportunity to relocate; 
(4) county was not given fair notice of operators' state 
law claim; and 
(5) ordinance required severance of provisions not 
moored to reasonable time restraints on acquiring 
adult business permits. 
  
Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded. 
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General. Most Cited Cases 
The Renton inquiry into whether a zoning ordinance 
regulating a sexually oriented business has violated 
the First Amendment proceeds in three distinct steps: 
(1) the ordinance cannot be a complete ban on the 
protected expression, (2) the ordinance must be 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=PROFILER-WLD&DocName=0102510601&FindType=h
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=4637&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2006824372
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=PROFILER-WLD&DocName=0148761001&FindType=h
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=157
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=157I
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=157k27
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=157k32
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=157k32
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=157k32
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170B
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170BVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170BVIII%28K%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170BVIII%28K%291
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170Bk776
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=170Bk776
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=170Bk776
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170B
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170BVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170BVIII%28K%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170BVIII%28K%293
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=170Bk802
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=170Bk802
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=170Bk802
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII%28Y%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2203
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2210
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2210


 505 F.3d 935 Page 2
505 F.3d 935, 07 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 12,064, 2007 Daily Journal D.A.R. 15,555
  

content-neutral or, if content-based with respect to 
sexual and pornographic speech, its predominate 
concern must be the secondary effects of such speech 
in the community, and (3) the regulation must pass 
intermediate scrutiny by serving a substantial 
government interest, being narrowly tailored to serve 
that interest, and allowing for reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 
1. 
 
[4] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
County zoning ordinance requiring adult 
entertainment businesses to locate only in industrial 
zones had purpose and effect of suppressing 
secondary effects, while leaving quantity and 
accessibility of speech substantially intact, as required 
to justify content-based zoning restriction of sexual 
and pornographic speech, where county cited to 
numerous sources to connect adult businesses to 
secondary effects of crime, disorderly conduct, 
property depreciation, noise, and traffic, adult 
businesses failed to cast doubt on reduction of noise 
and traffic by relocation to industrial sites, and patrons 
would be undeterred by inconvenience of traveling to 
industrial zone if there were sufficient number of 
suitable relocation sites available, given draw of 
pornographic and sexually explicit speech. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[5] Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 

            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
To satisfy its burden of allowing for alternative 
avenues of communication, under the Renton inquiry 
into whether zoning ordinances regulating sexually 
oriented businesses violate First Amendment speech 
protections, the government must propose a sufficient 
number of potential relocation sites to allow a 
reasonable opportunity to operate the adult businesses, 
including: (1) the site must be considered part of an 
actual business real estate market for commercial 
enterprises generally, (2) if in an industrial or 
manufacturing zone, the site must be reasonably 
accessible to the general public, have a proper 
infrastructure, and be suitable for some generic 
commercial enterprise, and (3) the list must account 
for other relevant zoning restrictions, such as 
separation requirements, that might affect a site's 
availability. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[6] Constitutional Law 92 1038 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92VI Enforcement of Constitutional Provisions 
            92VI(C) Determination of Constitutional 
Questions 
                92VI(C)4 Burden of Proof 
                      92k1032 Particular Issues and 
Applications 
                          92k1038 k. Freedom of Speech, 
Expression, and Press. Most Cited Cases 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
If the government's list of potential relocation sites for 
adult entertainment businesses reasonably allows for 
alternative avenues of communication, under the 
Renton inquiry into whether zoning ordinances for 
sexually oriented businesses have violated First 
Amendment speech protections, the burden shifts to 
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the adult business to demonstrate that the proposed 
sites are inadequate or unlikely to ever become 
available. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[7] Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
County's proposed 68 parcels of relocation sites 
suitable for generic commercial enterprise were 
“available” to provide adult entertainment 
establishments with reasonable opportunity to operate 
business, under Renton requirements of providing 
alternative channels of communication for adult 
businesses to comport with First Amendment speech 
protections, where industrial site was reasonably 
accessible and had sufficient infrastructure, and adult 
business did not challenge suitability of parcels for 
generic commercial enterprise. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[8] Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 

                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Relocation sites for adult entertainment businesses 
were sufficient in number, percentage of acreage 
available, and ratio of potential business sites to 
population to meet existing demand for sexual or 
pornographic speech, under Renton requirements of 
providing alternative channels of communication 
under First Amendment protections to allow adult 
businesses reasonable opportunity to conduct trade, 
absent evidence that different acreage or population 
ratios for other municipalities requiring relocation 
were comparable to size, population, or demographics 
of county. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[9] Federal Civil Procedure 170A 673 
 
170A Federal Civil Procedure 
      170AVII Pleadings and Motions 
            170AVII(B) Complaint 
                170AVII(B)1 In General 
                      170Ak673 k. Claim for Relief in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
The statement in a complaint need only give the 
defendant fair notice of what the plaintiff's claim is 
and the grounds upon which it rests. Fed.Rules 
Civ.Proc.Rule 8(a), 28 U.S.C.A. 
 
[10] Zoning and Planning 414 590 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414X Judicial Review or Relief 
            414X(B) Proceedings 
                414k589 Pleading 
                      414k590 k. Petition, Complaint, or 
Application. Most Cited Cases 
County was not given fair notice of adult 
entertainment business operator's claim that zoning 
ordinance violated California statute providing that 
zoning ordinances must be consistent with general 
plan of county, as necessary under notice pleading 
requirements for stating a claim, where complaint 
failed did not refer to relevant state statute and did not 
assert conflict between ordinance and county's general 
plan. Fed.Rules Civ.Proc.Rule 8(a), 28 
U.S.C.A.; West's Ann.Cal.Gov.Code § 65860. 
 
[11] Constitutional Law 92 1593 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
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Press 
            92XVIII(B) Licenses and Permits in General 
                92k1593 k. Time Limits for Grant or 
Denial. Most Cited Cases 
A licensing requirement for protected expression is 
patently unconstitutional if it imposes no time limits 
on the licensing body. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[12] Statutes 361 64(1) 
 
361 Statutes 
      361I Enactment, Requisites, and Validity in 
General 
            361k64 Effect of Partial Invalidity 
                361k64(1) k. In General. Most Cited Cases 
A severance of provisions of a statute is inappropriate 
if the remainder of the statute would still be 
unconstitutional. 
 
[13] Public Amusement and Entertainment 315T 

9(1) 
 
315T Public Amusement and Entertainment 
      315TI In General 
            315Tk4 Constitutional, Statutory and 
Regulatory Provisions 
                315Tk9 Sexually Oriented Entertainment 
                      315Tk9(1) k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
County ordinance requiring adult entertainment 
businesses to obtain permit, but imposing 
unconstitutional time restraints on First Amendment 
protected speech by unreasonably long time period for 
county to consider permit request, required severance 
of all provisions setting forth permit requirement that 
were not moored to reasonable time limit. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
*937 A. Dale Manicom, San Diego, CA; Bradley J. 
Shafer, Shafer & Associates, Lansing, MI, for the 
plaintiffs-appellants. 
Thomas D. Bunton and John J. Sansone, County 
Counsel, San Diego, CA, for the defendant-appellee. 
 
Appeal from the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of California; Larry A. Burns, 
District Judge, Presiding. D.C. No. 
CV-02-02023-LAB/RBB. 
 
Before: BARRY G. SILVERMAN, W. FLETCHER, 

and RICHARD R. CLIFTON, Circuit Judges. 
 
SILVERMAN, Circuit Judge: 
In June 2002, the San Diego County Board of 
Supervisors adopted a comprehensive zoning 
ordinance to govern the operation of adult 
entertainment businesses within its jurisdiction, which 
covers the unincorporated portions of the county. The 
ordinance restricts the hours in which such businesses 
can operate, requires the removal of doors on peep 
show booths, and mandates that the businesses 
disperse to industrial areas of the county. The County's 
purported rationale for the ordinance was to combat 
negative secondary effects-crime, disorderly conduct, 
blight, noise, traffic, property value depreciation, and 
unsanitary behavior-that concentrate in and around 
adult businesses. 
 
*938 The two adult entertainment establishments 
presently operating in the unincorporated portions of 
San Diego County filed suit. In this appeal, the 
operators of one of the establishments, Déjà Vu, 
appeal the district court's decision to uphold the 
ordinance's dispersal requirements. They also appeal 
the district court's dismissal of their state law claim 
under California Government Code § 65860, which 
requires zoning laws to conform to the municipality's 
general plan, and the district court's decision to sever a 
provision of the ordinance setting forth the amount of 
time in which the County had to approve an operating 
permit for adult establishments. 
 
[1] We hold that the district court's manner of 
severance was in error and reverse on that ground. We 
affirm in all other respects.FN1 
 

FN1. All pending requests for judicial notice 
are unopposed, and are hereby granted. 
Municipal ordinances are proper subjects for 
judicial notice.   See Santa Monica Food Not 
Bombs v. City of Santa Monica, 450 F.3d 
1022, 1025 n. 2 (9th Cir.2006). 

 
I. Background 
 
In June 2002, citing to concerns about the surrounding 
neighborhood, the San Diego County Board of 
Supervisors adopted a comprehensive set of 
regulations and licensing procedures governing adult 
entertainment establishments within its jurisdiction. 
The ordinances took effect the following month. 
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1560 N. Magnolia Ave., LLC, using property leased 
from Tollis, Inc., operates an adult bookstore in the 
Bostonia neighborhood of the county under the name 
“Déjà Vu.” These businesses (hereinafter, “Déjà Vu”) 
initiated federal and state constitutional challenges 
against the new ordinances, seeking declaratory and 
injunctive relief. 
 
The district court granted summary judgment to the 
County, upholding the ordinance's requirement that 
adult establishments locate only in industrial 
zones.FN2   See Fantasyland Video, Inc. v. County of 
San Diego, 373 F.Supp.2d 1094, 1130-43 
(S.D.Cal.2005). The court also dismissed Déjà Vu's 
state law claim under California Government Code § 
65860, regarding conformance to the County's general 
plan. Id. at 1129-30. Finally, the district court held that 
the County's permitting regime for adult 
establishments was unconstitutional because it 
granted the licensing body an unreasonably long 
period of time to consider a permit request. Id. at 
1143-46. The court opted to sever the offending time 
limits from the ordinance.   Id. at 1146-47. 
 

FN2. The other adult establishment in the 
unincorporated portion of San Diego County, 
Fantasyland Video, Inc., has appealed the 
district court's judgment on other grounds not 
relevant to the disposition of this appeal. 

 
This timely appeal followed. 
 
II. Jurisdiction 
 
The district court had subject matter jurisdiction over 
Déjà Vu's constitutional claims under 28 U.S.C. §§ 
1331, 1343(a), and over its state claim under 28 
U.S.C. § 1367(a). We have jurisdiction under 28 
U.S.C. § 1291. 
 
III. Standard of Review 
 
[2] We review de novo the district court's grant of 
summary judgment and, viewing the evidence in a 
light most favorable to the non-moving party, 
determine whether there are any genuine issues of 
material fact for trial.   See Gammoh v. City of La 
Habra, 395 F.3d 1114, 1122 (9th Cir.2005). 
 

*939 IV. Discussion 
 
A. Industrial Zone Restriction 
 
[3] The constitutionality of the challenged provision is 
governed by the framework announced in City of 
Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 
S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 (1986). As recounted 
by Center for Fair Public Policy v. Maricopa County, 
336 F.3d 1153 (9th Cir.2003), this familiar inquiry 
proceeds in three distinct steps: First, the ordinance 
cannot be a complete ban on the protected 
expression. Id. at 1159.   Second, the ordinance must 
be content-neutral or, if content-based with respect to 
sexual and pornographic speech, its predominate 
concern must be the secondary effects of such speech 
in the community. Id. at 1159, 1161.   Third, the 
regulation must pass intermediate scrutiny. It must 
serve a substantial government interest, be narrowly 
tailored to serve that interest, and allow for reasonable 
alternative avenues of communication. Id. at 1159. 
 
Déjà Vu raises two arguments on appeal both relating 
to the third step. It first contends that a concurrence by 
Justice Kennedy in City of Los Angeles v. Alameda 
Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 444-53, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 
152 L.Ed.2d 670 (2002), radically altered the 
traditional Renton framework by imposing an 
additional burden on the County to show “how speech 
would fare” under the new 
ordinance.FN3   Alternatively, Déjà Vu argues that the 
ordinance is unconstitutional under the traditional 
Renton framework because all the potential relocation 
sites are located within the County's industrial zones. 
We address each in turn. 
 

FN3. Justice Kennedy did not join the 
plurality opinion in Alameda Books.   As “his 
concurrence is the narrowest opinion joining 
the judgment of the Court,” it is the 
controlling opinion. Ctr. for Fair Pub. 
Policy, 336 F.3d at 1161. 

 
1. Justice Kennedy's Alameda Books Concurrence 
 
To justify a content-based zoning ordinance that 
restricts sexual and pornographic speech, Justice 
Kennedy wrote that “a city must advance some basis 
to show that its regulation has the purpose and effect 
of suppressing secondary effects, while leaving the 
quantity and accessibility of speech substantially 
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intact.”  535 U.S. at 449, 122 S.Ct. 1728. By adding 
the last clause, Justice Kennedy said he was 
expressing an interest in “how speech will fare” after 
the ordinance is enacted. Id. at 450, 122 S.Ct. 1728. 
The city must have some basis to think that its 
ordinance will suppress secondary effects, but not also 
the speech associated with those effects. Id. at 449-50, 
122 S.Ct. 1728. 
 
In Alameda Books, the disputed ordinance prohibited 
multiple adult businesses from operating under the 
same roof. Under Justice Kennedy's construct, the 
City of Los Angeles must have had some basis to 
assume three propositions: “[1] that this ordinance 
will cause two businesses to split rather than one to 
close, [2] that the quantity of speech will be 
substantially undiminished, and [3] that total 
secondary effects will be significantly reduced.”  535 
U.S. at 451, 122 S.Ct. 1728. 
 
The first proposition mirrors the “alternative avenues 
of communication” requirement under intermediate 
scrutiny, which requires that the displaced business be 
given “a reasonable opportunity to open and 
operate.”    See Renton, 475 U.S. at 53-54, 106 S.Ct. 
925. The third proposition restates the requisite 
“substantial governmental interest” for regulating 
adult establishments based on their secondary 
effects.   See id. at 50, 106 S.Ct. 925. 
 
*940 But what of the second proposition?   Justice 
Kennedy's reference to whether the “quantity of 
speech will be [left] substantially undiminished” is 
shorthand for asking whether the ordinance will 
impose a significant or material inconvenience on the 
consumer of the speech. At the time of enactment, the 
city must have some reasonable basis to believe that 
interested patrons would, for the most part, be 
undeterred by the geographic dispersal of the adult 
establishments.   See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 450, 
122 S.Ct. 1728 (“[I]t does not suffice to say that 
inconvenience will reduce demand and fewer patrons 
will lead to fewer secondary effects.”). 
 
Justice Kennedy then noted that the evidentiary 
burden to establish these propositions was 
minimal.   See id. at 451-52, 122 S.Ct. 1728. He found 
that the City of Los Angeles had met its initial burden. 
It had relied on one study and “common experience” 
to find a correlation between adult establishments and 
crime, and could reasonably infer that geographic 

dispersal of the adult establishments would not 
necessarily decrease the quantity or accessibility of 
the speech. Id. at 452-53, 122 S.Ct. 1728. The burden 
then shifted to the plaintiffs to disprove the City's 
assumptions. Id. at 453, 122 S.Ct. 1728. 
 
[4] We reach the same conclusion here. The County's 
legislative record cites to a number of sources-studies 
and reports from other jurisdictions, relevant judicial 
decisions, and public testimony-to assert a connection 
between the adult establishments and negative 
secondary effects. A municipality may rely on these 
types of sources.   See Ctr. for Fair Pub. Policy, 336 
F.3d at 1168. The County could then reasonably infer 
that isolating of adult businesses to industrial zones 
would have the purpose and effect of reducing crime, 
disorderly conduct, and property depreciation, as such 
zones are located away from residential areas and have 
little other commercial appeal at night. Déjà Vu's 
attempt to cast doubt on the County's conclusions fails 
as a matter of law because its expert, Daniel Linz, 
Ph.D., a professor in the Department of 
Communication's Law and Society Program at the 
University of California Santa Barbara, did not rebut 
the County's evidence with regard to noise and traffic. 
The evidence presented by Dr. Linz addressed only 
late night crime and property values. The County 
considered these factors, but its purported rationale for 
isolating adult businesses to industrial zones also 
included combating increased noise and traffic. Déjà 
Vu's failure to address these considerations is fatal 
under the second step of the Renton intermediate 
scrutiny analysis.   See Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 
at 438-39, 122 S.Ct. 1728. With regard to noise and 
traffic, Déjà Vu failed as a matter of law “to cast direct 
doubt on [the County's] rationale ... by demonstrating 
that the [County's] evidence does not support its 
rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes [its] 
factual findings.”  Id. 
 
We reject Déjà Vu's contention that Alameda Books 
imposed a heightened evidentiary burden on the 
County to show “how speech would fare” under the 
ordinance. So long as there are a sufficient number of 
suitable relocation sites, the County could reasonably 
assume that, given the draw of pornographic and 
sexually explicit speech, willing patrons would not be 
measurably discouraged by the inconvenience of 
having to travel to an industrial zone.   See Alameda 
Books, 535 U.S. at 452, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (Kennedy, J., 
concurring in judgment); see also World Wide Video, 
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368 F.3d at 1195 (noting that Justice Kennedy's “how 
speech will fare” language “[c]onceptually ... 
dovetails with *941 the requirement that an ordinance 
must leave open adequate alternative avenues of 
communication”). Under this scenario, the quantity 
and accessibility of the speech would not be 
substantially diminished. 
 
2. Alternative channels of communication under 
Renton 
 
[5] To satisfy its burden under Renton, the County 
must propose a sufficient number of potential 
relocation sites to allow Déjà Vu “a reasonable 
opportunity” to operate its business. 475 U.S. at 54, 
106 S.Ct. 925. For a site to qualify, it “must be 
considered part of an actual business real estate market 
for commercial enterprises generally.”  Lim v. City of 
Long Beach, 217 F.3d 1050, 1054 (9th Cir.2000). If in 
an industrial or manufacturing zone, the site must be 
“reasonably accessible to the general public,” “have a 
proper infra-structure,” and be suitable for “some 
generic commercial enterprise.”  Topanga Press, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles, 989 F.2d 1524, 1531 (9th 
Cir.1993). Finally, the list must account for other 
relevant zoning restrictions, such as separation 
requirements, that might affect a site's 
availability. Isbell v. City of San Diego, 258 F.3d 
1108, 1113 (9th Cir.2001). 
 
[6] If the County's list is reasonable, the burden shifts 
to Déjà Vu to demonstrate that the proposed sites are 
inadequate or unlikely to ever become available. Lim, 
217 F.3d at 1055. Once “the relevant market has been 
properly defined,” the factfinder must determine 
“whether the market contains a sufficient number of 
potential relocation sites for [p]laintiffs' adult 
businesses.”  Id. at 1056. 
 
a. Availability of relocation sites 
 
[7] The County proposed 76 potentially available 
parcels for Déjà Vu's relocation. Déjà Vu submitted 
the declaration of a land use expert contesting the 
availability and suitability of each site. After an 
exhaustive survey, the district court excluded eight 
sites for summary judgment purposes. Fantasyland, 
373 F.Supp.2d at 1132-40. In its briefs and at oral 
argument, Déjà Vu did not contest any of the district 
court's individual determinations with respect to these 
remaining 68 parcels.FN4 

 
FN4. We therefore express no opinion on the 
district court's mode of analysis, nor on any 
of its conclusions. 

 
Déjà Vu's argument on appeal draws on the County's 
restriction of adult establishments to industrial zoning 
districts. All adult establishments must relocate to four 
industrial districts: M50, M52, M54, and M58. 
Although presumably available for adult 
establishments, none of these zones allows for general 
commercial use. “Non-manufacturing uses are 
restricted to those providing essential support services 
to manufacturing plants and their personnel.”  San 
Diego County Zoning Ordinance § 2500; see also  §§ 
2520, 2540, 2580. According to Déjà Vu, this total 
exclusion from commercial zones suggests that it has 
not “been afforded a reasonable opportunity to 
relocate.”    See Topanga Press, 989 F.3d at 1531 n. 5 
(avoiding the question of whether “under Renton, a 
business has been afforded a reasonable opportunity to 
relocate if all relocation sites are within an industrial 
zone and no commercial zones are offered.”). 
 
We disagree. Déjà Vu's position confuses two distinct 
questions. Whether or not an industrial zone permits 
generic commercial business within its borders rests 
on a legislative policy judgment. Asking whether an 
industrial zone is suitable for*942 generic commercial 
activity examines the physical characteristics and 
infrastructure of the land within the zone. The 
Topanga Press analysis is concerned only with the 
latter.   See989 F.3d at 1531; see also Diamond v. City 
of Taft, 215 F.3d 1052, 1056 (9th Cir.2000). In 
Topanga Press, we held that manufacturing or 
industrial zones may comprise part of the relevant 
market if they “are reasonably accessible to the 
general public” and “have a proper 
infra-structure.”  989 F.3d at 1531. We did not hold 
that industrial sites are potentially available for 
relocations only so long as they may be used for 
commercial purposes generally. If an industrial site is 
reasonably accessible and has sufficient infrastructure 
to be “available” under Topanga, it remains available 
even if its use for other commercial purposes may be 
restricted by the zoning law. 
 
In any case, the ordinance at issue here requires that 
adult businesses be located within industrial zones. 
Any other interpretation of the zoning scheme would 
zone adult businesses out of the county. As Déjà Vu 
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does not challenge any of the district court's holdings 
with respect to the suitability of any one of the 68 
parcels for generic commercial use, its argument fails. 
 
b. Sufficiency of alternative sites 
 
The district court determined that the remaining 68 
sites, on which eight to 10 adult entertainment 
businesses could operate simultaneously, were 
sufficient to allow Déj à Vu-the only affected adult 
entertainment business in the county-an opportunity to 
relocate. Fantasyland, 373 F.Supp.2d at 1140-43. 
Déjà Vu does not challenge this holding, but argues 
that the district court should have relied on other 
secondary measurements to assess sufficiency. 
 
[8] We agree that measuring whether the number of 
proposed sites is sufficient to meet existing demand 
for sexual or pornographic speech is one of several 
tools to assess whether a municipality has afforded an 
adult business a reasonable opportunity to conduct 
their trade.   See Young v. City of Simi Valley, 216 F.3d 
807, 822 (9th Cir.2000). Nevertheless, we cannot 
identify any error in the district court's other 
calculations to justify reversal. 
 
Déjà Vu contends that the percentage of available 
acreage theoretically available to adult businesses in 
unincorporated San Diego County is drastically less 
than the amount approved in Renton. See 475 U.S. at 
53, 106 S.Ct. 925. Furthermore, it asserts that the ratio 
of potential adult business sites to population in San 
Diego County is much lower than in Renton and eight 
Florida municipalities engaged in similar litigation. 
Yet, Déjà Vu offers no argument or evidence showing 
that these communities are comparable to 
unincorporated San Diego County in size, population, 
or demographics. Absent such a connection, its 
calculations are meaningless. 
 
It also must be borne in mind that the City of San 
Diego and the other incorporated municipalities in the 
county are not governed by this ordinance. The 
unincorporated portions of the county take up the 
substantial majority of the land area but only a small 
fraction of the population of the county as a whole. It 
may fairly be presumed that most of the commercial 
property in the county, including property suitable for 
adult businesses, is located within municipal 
boundaries and thus outside the territory governed by 
the ordinance in question. At least where we are 

dealing with “unincorporated” areas, it is appropriate 
to recognize the likely availability of other locations 
within the same economic market in neighboring 
municipalities. 
 
*943 B. Violation of County's General Plan 
 
Déjà Vu also claims the zoning ordinance 
violates California Government Code § 65860, which 
requires that “zoning ordinances ... be consistent with 
the general plan of the county.”The district court 
granted the County's motion for summary judgment 
because Déjà Vu failed to raise the claim in its 
complaint. Fantasyland, 373 F.Supp.2d at 1129. 
 
[9] A complaint must contain “a short and plain 
statement of the claim showing that the pleader is 
entitled to relief.”  Fed.R.Civ.P. 8(a). The plaintiff 
need not detail all the supporting facts. The statement 
need only “give the defendant fair notice of what the 
plaintiff's claim is and the grounds upon which it 
rests.”  Conley v. Gibson, 355 U.S. 41, 47, 78 S.Ct. 99, 
2 L.Ed.2d 80 (1957). 
 
[10] On appeal, Déjà Vu refers to its allegation that 
“the legislative record [fails to] establish that this 
statute significantly advances any ‘important’ 
governmental interest.”  The state law claim is 
purportedly encompassed within this statement. 
 
Déjà Vu's argument is not persuasive. The above 
allegation was made in support of the following 
proposition: 
 

Defendant's Zoning Amendment violates Plaintiffs' 
and the public's right to freedom of speech, press 
and expression protected under the First and 
Fourteenth Amendments to the United States 
Constitution and Article I, § 2 of the California 
Constitution .... 

 
There is no accompanying reference to the relevant 
state statute and no assertion of a conflict between the 
ordinance and the County's General Plan. As a result, 
the County did not have fair notice that Déjà Vu was 
asserting a claim under California Government Code § 
65860. The district court's grant of summary judgment 
on this issue was therefore correct. 
 
C. District Court Severance of Unconstitutional 
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Time Restraints 
 
Under San Diego County Ordinance § 6930(b), any 
person seeking to operate, enlarge, or transfer control 
of an adult establishment must first obtain a permit 
from the County. The district court found that the 
County's permitting regime was unconstitutional 
because it granted the licensing body an unreasonably 
long period of time-130 or 140 days depending on the 
calculation method-to consider a permit 
request. Fantasyland, 373 F.Supp.2d at 1143-46. The 
court then severed the offending time limits from the 
ordinance.   Id. at 1146-47.   Déjà Vu now challenges 
the district court's manner of severance. 
 
[11][12][13] We hold that the district court's manner 
of severance was erroneous. Once the offending 
provision is removed, the text of the ordinance 
contains no time limits at all. A licensing requirement 
for protected expression is patently unconstitutional if 
it imposes no time limits on the licensing 
body.   See FW/PBS, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 493 U.S. 
215, 228, 110 S.Ct. 596, 107 L.Ed.2d 603 (1990) 
(“[T]he licensor must make the decision whether to 
issue the license within a specified and reasonable 
time period during which the status quo is maintained 
....”) (emphasis added). A severance is inappropriate if 
the remainder of the statute would still be 
unconstitutional.   See Planned Parenthood of Idaho, 
Inc. v. Wasden, 376 F.3d 908, 935 (9th Cir.2004). 
 
This conclusion does not require, as Déjà Vu 
contends, invalidation of the entire ordinance. The 
district court should have instead severed all 
provisions of § 6930(b) setting forth the permit 
requirement because they were not moored to a 
reasonable time limit, thereby leaving the ordinance's 
other provisions intact. Owners of adult 
establishments would have to *944 comply with the 
substantive provisions of the ordinance, but would not 
need to secure a permit prior to operation unless and 
until the time limit defect is corrected. We therefore 
remand to the district court to correct its severance 
order consistent with this opinion. Each party should 
bear its own costs. 
 
AFFIRMED IN PART, REVERSED IN PART, 
AND REMANDED. 
 
C.A.9 (Cal.),2007. 
Tollis, Inc. v. County of San Diego 

505 F.3d 935, 07 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 12,064, 2007 
Daily Journal D.A.R. 15,555 
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Lakeland Lounge of Jackson, Inc. v. City of 
Jackson, Miss. 
C.A.5 (Miss.),1992. 
 

United States Court of Appeals,Fifth Circuit. 
LAKELAND LOUNGE OF JACKSON, INC., 

Plaintiff-Appellee, 
v. 

CITY OF JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI, 
Defendant-Appellant. 

No. 92-7291. 
 

Oct. 5, 1992. 
Rehearing and Rehearing En Banc Denied Nov. 4, 

1992.  
 
Adult business challenged city's amendment to zoning 
ordinance to restrict such businesses to areas zoned for 
light industrial use and, with use permit, to some of the 
central business district. The United States District 
Court for the Southern District of Mississippi at 
Jackson, William Henry Barbour, Jr., Chief 
Judge, 800 F.Supp. 455, declared ordinance 
unconstitutional and permanently enjoined its 
enforcement. City appealed. The Court of 
Appeals, Jerry E. Smith, Circuit Judge, held that: (1) 
city council properly considered secondary effects of 
adult businesses in amending zoning ordinance, and 
(2) city provided sufficient alternative avenues of 
expression for those businesses. 
 
Reversed and remanded. 
 
Politz, Chief Judge, dissented and filed opinion. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
General. Most Cited Cases 

      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
City zoning ordinance which did not ban adult 
businesses outright but merely limited areas of city in 
which they might operate was properly analyzed as 
form of time, place, and manner regulation. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[2] Constitutional Law 92 2212 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2212 k. Content Neutrality. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
While cities may not regulate sexually oriented 
establishments out of mere distaste for message they 
communicate, local governments can restrict adult 
businesses in order to control the bad “secondary 
effects” such as crime, deterioration of retail trade, and 
decrease in property values that the establishments 
bring. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[3] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
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Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 167.1 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414III Modification or Amendment 
            414III(A) In General 
                414k167 Particular Uses or Restrictions 
                      414k167.1 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 414k167) 
City council properly considered secondary effects of 
adult businesses in amending zoning ordinance to 
restrict such businesses to areas zoned for light 
industrial use and, with use permit, to some of the 
central business district; drafters of ordinance relied 
upon studies of secondary effects, majority of council 
members received some information about those 
effects during open hearing of planning board, record 
did not suggest impermissible motive on part of 
council members, and preamble language took note of 
secondary effects. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[4] Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 167.1 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414III Modification or Amendment 
            414III(A) In General 
                414k167 Particular Uses or Restrictions 
                      414k167.1 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
      (Formerly 414k167) 
City provided sufficient alternative avenues of 
expression for adult businesses in amending zoning 
ordinance to restrict those businesses to areas zoned 
for light industrial use and, with use permit, to some of 
the central business district; substantial number of 

potential sites existed for those businesses, and there 
was no requirement that specific proportion of 
municipality be open for adult businesses or that 
certain number of sites be available. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
*1256 Craig E. Brasfield and Leyser Q. Morris, 
Deputy City Atty., Office of City Atty., Jackson, 
Miss., for defendant-appellant. 
Matthew M. Moore, Jackson, Miss., for 
plaintiff-appellee. 
 
Appeal from the United States District Court for the 
Southern District of Mississippi. 
 
Before POLITZ, Chief Judge, SMITH 
and BARKSDALE, Circuit Judges. 
 
JERRY E. SMITH, Circuit Judge: 
The City of Jackson, Mississippi (“Jackson”), 
amended its zoning ordinance to restrict adult 
businesses to areas zoned for light industrial use and, 
with a use permit, some of the central business district. 
The Lakeland Lounge of Jackson (“Lakeland”), which 
is such an establishment, challenged the ordinance, 
and the district court declared it unconstitutional 
because the members of the city council had not 
properly considered the secondary effects of sexually 
oriented businesses, so the ordinance was not 
content-neutral. Alternatively, the court found that the 
ordinance did not provide reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication. Finding no constitutional 
infirmity in what the city did, we reverse. 
 

I. 
 
In September 1991, a nightclub offering topless 
dancing opened in Jackson. The city acknowledges 
that it tried to close the club down for technical code 
violations, because*1257 of great public uproar, but 
failed. A few weeks later, another club opened. 
 
In September, the mayor had directed the zoning 
administrator to begin the process for the adoption of 
some measure to address the public concern. The city 
attorney's office and the planning department began to 
assemble materials concerning adult entertainment 
and to draft a new regulation. They received examples 
of other communities' zoning ordinances regulating 
adult businesses, studies about the effects of such 
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establishments upon their communities, and legal 
opinions. Several public hearings were held to discuss 
the matter, including an open meeting of the planning 
board on January 21, 1992, to which five of the seven 
members of the city council were invited and five 
attended. Immediately following that meeting, and 
also on January 21, the city council met, and the 
ordinance was presented but held for final adoption a 
week later. 
 
In January 1992, Lakeland Lounge of Jackson was 
incorporated, for the purpose of operating a 
restaurant/lounge with topless dancing. It received 
beer licenses from the city and state and executed a 
lease for a property in an area zoned “general 
commercial.” 
 
On January 28, 1992, the city council adopted an 
amendment to Jackson's zoning ordinance, seeking to 
disperse adult entertainment establishments. Such 
establishments were relegated to “light industrial” 
zoned areas, and also could be located in the central 
business district if they obtained use permits. 
Additionally, adult establishments could not be within 
250 feet from each other or within 1,000 feet of any 
residentially zoned property, church, school, park, or 
playground. The provision also gave pre-existing 
establishments three years to comply. 
 
Lakeland filed a complaint in February 1992, seeking 
to have the ordinance declared unconstitutional and its 
enforcement enjoined. The district court denied 
Lakeland's motion for a temporary restraining order. 
After a bench trial, the court declared the ordinance 
unconstitutional and permanently enjoined its 
enforcement. 800 F.Supp. 455. Lakeland Lounge 
opened for business soon afterward. 
 

II. 
 
[1][2] The Jackson ordinance does not ban adult 
businesses outright but merely limits the areas of the 
city in which they may operate. It is thus properly 
analyzed as a form of time, place, and manner 
regulation.   City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, 475 
U.S. 41, 46, 106 S.Ct. 925, 928, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 (1986) 
(citing Young v. American Mini Theatres, 427 U.S. 50, 
63 & n. 18, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 2449 & n. 18, 49 L.Ed.2d 
310 (1976)). As such a regulation, it presumptively 
violates the First Amendment if it was “enacted for the 
purpose of restraining speech on the basis of its 

content,” and it must be “designed to serve a 
substantial government interest” and may “not 
unreasonably limit alternative avenues of 
communication.”  Id. 475 U.S. at 47, 106 S.Ct. at 928. 
Cities may not regulate sexually oriented 
establishments out of mere distaste for the message 
they communicate-that would be content-based 
infringement upon expression entitled to at least some 
protection under the First Amendment.   See, 
e.g., Barnes v. Glen Theatre, 501 U.S. 560, ----, 111 
S.Ct. 2456, 2460, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991) 
(recognizing that nude dancing is “expressive conduct 
within the outer perimeter of the First Amendment”) 
(plurality opinion); see Renton, 475 U.S. at 46-49, 106 
S.Ct. at 928-30 (discussing requirement of 
content-neutrality). Local governments, however, can 
restrict adult businesses in order to control the bad 
“secondary effects”-such as crime, deterioration of 
their retail trade, and a decrease in property 
values-that the establishments bring.   See id. at 46, 
106 S.Ct. at 928. 
 
In determining whether the amended ordinance was 
actually content-neutral, the district court followed the 
analysis laid out in United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 
367, 376-77, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 1678-79, 20 L.Ed. 2d 672 
(1968). The court stated that it needed to determine the 
predominant factor motivating the city council in 
passing the ordinance; it concluded that the city had 
not *1258 shown that that factor was concern over 

condary effects. 

shown that the ordinance was 
ntent-neutral. 

se
 
The court first observed that the ordinance obviously, 
in its preamble, took note of the secondary effects. 
Second, it stated that the city had attempted to 
regulate, rather than prohibit, the adult business. 
Third, though, the court stated that the city did not 
show whether the existence of secondary effects had a 
basis in fact or, more importantly here, “whether that 
factual basis was considered by the [c]ity in passing 
the ordinance.”  The court held that the city council 
had an insufficient factual predicate by which to base 
its ordinance upon secondary effects; therefore, the 
city had not 
co
 
The district court based its analysis of the bases for the 
ordinance upon Renton, in which the Court stated that 
a city may establish its interest in a regulation by 
relying upon evidence “reasonably believed to be 
relevant to the problem that the city addresses.”  475 
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U.S. at 51-52, 106 S.Ct. at 931. The Renton Court held 
that in enacting an adult business regulation, a city's 
justifications were not necessarily “conclusory and 
speculative” where the municipality based its opinion 
that such businesses had bad secondary effects upon 
studies of other communities. Id. at 50, 106 S.Ct. at 
930. 

that 
e had provided her materials to her colleagues. 

as content-neutral, the court held it 
nconstitutional. 

 
III. 

 
In the instant case, the district court held that the city 
had to show that it properly adopted the zoning 
ordinance. It stated that there is no testimony that the 
members of the city council ever looked at the studies 
about secondary effects or that they received any 
summary of those studies from their staff. Although 
one council member testified that she had received 
materials about such studies, they came from 
constituents; she did not testify that she had received 
copies of the material that the city staffs used or 
sh
 
Noting that it was a close question, the court 
concluded that the city council should have allowed at 
least some presentation summarizing the secondary 
effects upon which the council purported to rely and 
that the council had not produced any evidence that “it 
relied upon any formal studies to reach the conclusion 
that there would exist secondary effects if these 
businesses would be allowed to continue to 
operate.”  Concluding that the city had not shown that 
the amendment w
u

 
[3] We believe that the district court clearly erred and 
that the record shows that the city council had 
sufficient information before it to enact a permissible 
ordinance. First, the office of planning, city attorney's 
office, and the ordinance review committee (a 
subcommittee of the planning board) drafted the 
ordinance, and they unquestionably considered, and 
relied upon, the studies as to the secondary effects of 
sexually oriented business while they were drafting 
the amendment. Further, the council could properly 
place some reliance upon others to do research, as 
state law requires that the planning board make 
recommendations to the council regarding zoning 
amendments. We perceive no constitutional 
requirement that the council members personally 
physically review the studies of secondary effects; 
such a holding would fly in the face of legislative 

ality.FN1re  
 

FN1. In light of Renton's holding that a 
municipality may rely upon other cities' 
studies of secondary effect, 475 U.S. at 50, 
106 S.Ct. at 930, and discussion in Barnes of 
the possibility that ordinances may be 
justified by their secondary effects, without 
any actual legislative finding, 501 U.S. at 
----, 111 S.Ct. at 2470 (opinion of Souter, J.), 
one might argue that legislative findings are 
no longer necessary, as the record as to 
secondary effects has already been made. We 
need not reach such a conclusion to decide 
this case, however. 

oth voted for the ordinance and 
tended the meeting. 

 secondary effects. The 
reamble states as follows: 

ve elsewhere, and 
ntribute to neighborhood blight. 

ry, expedient and in 

 
Second, although the city council never received a 
written report or summary of the studies, the city 
planning board held a public meeting at which the 
planning director and other city staff members and 
citizens discussed secondary effects and the work that 
had gone into the preparation of the proposed 
ordinance. As testimony and the official minutes of 
the meeting show, five of the seven members of the 
*1259 city council were present at that meeting; as the 
ordinance passed by a six-to-one vote, a majority of 
the council must have b
at
 
Third, the language of the amendment indicates the 
council's concern with the
p
 
[T]he Planning Board and City Council of the City of 
Jackson, Mississippi, find that there is substantial 
evidence, including numerous studies, reports, and 
findings on the potential harmful effect of adult 
entertainment uses made by other cities, experts, city 
planners, etc., which document that such uses 
adversely affect property values, cause an increase in 
crime, encourage businesses to mo
co
 
It then asserts that it was “necessa
the best interest” of the citizenry 
to regulate the operation and location of adult 
entertainment establishments for the purpose of 
stemming a potential increase in the criminal activities 
and disturbances of the peace and good order of the 
community, maintaining property values, preventing 
injuries to residential neighborhoods and commercial 
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districts, and protecting and preserving the quality of 
fe through effective land use planning. li

 
This language might not save a statute that was 
formulated without specific attention to secondary 
effects. Nevertheless, in context here, where (1) the 
drafters of the ordinance did rely upon studies of 
secondary effects, (2) a majority of the 
councilmembers did receive some information about 
the secondary effects during an open hearing of the 
planning board, and (3) nothing in the record 
otherwise suggests impermissible motives on the part 
of the councilmembers, the language of the preamble 
shows the city council's awareness of the studies upon 
which the planning staff relied when framing the 
ordinance and reflects that a reasonable legislature 
with constitutional motives could have enacted the 
ordinance.   See SDJ, Inc. v. City of Houston, 837 F.2d 
1268, 1274 (5th Cir.1988), cert. denied,489 U.S. 
1052, 109 S.Ct. 1310, 103 L.Ed.2d 579 (1989).FN2 
 

FN2. “[We] do not ask whether the regulator 
subjectively believed or was motivated by 
other concerns, but rather whether an 
objective lawmaker could have so concluded, 
supported by an actual basis for the 
conclusion. Legitimate purpose may be 
shown by reasonable inferences from 
specific testimony of individuals, local 
studies, or the experiences of other 
cities.”    See also 11126 Baltimore Blvd. v. 
Prince George's County, 886 F.2d 1415, 
1420 (4th Cir.1989) (intent as set out in 
legislation's preambles relevant to 
determination of content neutrality), vacated 
on other grounds,496 U.S. 901, 110 S.Ct. 
2580, 110 L.Ed.2d 261 (1990). 

 
IV. 

 
[4] Having decided that the city council had not 
properly considered the ordinance, the district court 
did not need to determine whether the zoning plan 
provided sufficient alternative opportunities for the 
regulated expression. It did so nevertheless, 
apparently foreseeing possible reversal on the first 
issue or seeking to guide the city council's future 

eliberations. d
 
The court stated that any regulation must provide 
reasonable alternative avenues of communication for 

the protected expression. Renton, 475 U.S. at 54, 106 
S.Ct. at 932. Basing its analysis upon Renton 
and Woodall v. City of El Paso, 950 F.2d 255 (5th 
Cir.), modified,959 F.2d 1305 (5th Cir.1992), cert. 
denied,506 U.S. 908, 113 S.Ct. 304, 121 L.Ed.2d 227 
(1992), it asserted that a court must consider whether 
the regulation leaves available land that is physically, 
legally, and economically suited for adult 
entertainment businesses. The court found that most of 
the land zoned for adult businesses was actually 
unavailable; it then mentioned that four areas with 
eight to ten locations were available and suitable. 
Noting that Lakeland argued that, under Renton, large 
available acreage and a substantial number of sites are 
required in order reasonably to offer alternative 
avenues of expression, the court held that those sites 
did not provide *1260 Lakeland with sufficient 
alternative sites for the carrying on of its business; if 
other current and future adult entertainment 
establishments were factored into the calculus, the 
number of available sites would be reduced 

roportionately. 

be the general 
assification of topless cabarets.” 

p
 
We disagree. First, the district court stated that an 
unspecified number of the proposed locations were 
inadequate because they were “in remote areas of the 
city and are not in any area where other retail or 
commercial development is located. Clearly this type 
of area would not be reasonable from any 
macroeconomic analysis standpoint for any type of 
retail business, which would 
cl
 
This analysis is based upon an incorrect view of which 
legal standard to apply. The initial panel opinion in 
Woodall laid out a doctrine of economic 
impracticality, essentially stating that a site was 
impractical if no adult business possibly could expect 
to profit by opening there. 950 F.2d at 261 n. 5. That 
section of the opinion, which presumably was the 
source of the district court's “macroeconomic” 
language, has been withdrawn and thus has no 
precedential value. With that discussion deleted, 
Woodall merely states that “land cannot be found to be 
reasonably available if its physical or legal 
characteristics made it impossible for any adult 
business to locate there.”    950 F.2d at 263.FN3   The 
fact that these locations do not seem particularly 
desirable for economic reasons does not matter. As the 
Supreme Court has noted, “The inquiry for First 
Amendment purposes is not concerned with economic 
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impact.”  Renton, 475 S.Ct. at 54, 106 S.Ct. at 932, 
(quoting Young v. American Mini Theatres, 427 U.S. 
50, 78, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 2456, 49 L.Ed.2d 310 (1976) 
(Powell, J., concurring)). As we have noted, 
“alternative sites need not be commercially 
viable.”  SDJ, 837 F.2d at 1276-77 (citing Renton 
).   See also D.G. Restaurant Corp. v. City of Myrtle 
Beach, 953 F.2d 140, 147 (4th Cir.1991) (city not 

bliged to provide commercially desirable land). 
 
o

FN3. See also the modified Woodall opinion, 
959 F.2d at 1306. 

 
Nothing in the instant record indicates that all or even 
most of the locations are inaccessible, unsafe, or 
without utilities or infrastructure or that legal 
obstacles exist to their use.   See Woodall, 950 F.2d at 
261-62;   Basiardanes v. City of Galveston, 682 F.2d 
1203, 1214 (5th Cir.1982). Thus, although the record 
does not permit us to say with precision how many 
additional sites exist, a substantial number of potential 

tes do. si
 
Moreover, there is no requirement in Renton, Woodall, 
or elsewhere that a specific proportion of a 
municipality be open for adult businesses or that a 
certain number of sites be available. According to the 
record, two adult entertainment clubs and three adult 
bookstores were operating in Jackson at the time of the 
trial; so including Lakeland Lounge, there are six such 
establishments in the city. As a matter of arithmetic, 
even without the sites the district court stated were 
remote, there are more “reasonable” sites available 
than businesses with demands for them, even if the 
five previously existing businesses decided to move 
into the zoned areas (which they need not do for three 
years under the amortization provisions of the 
ordinance). Given the limited demand for sites for 
sexually oriented businesses, this ordinance does not 
reduce the number of establishments that can open in 
Jackson, so it does not limit expression.FN4   When the 
“remote” areas of the city are included, it is plain that 
Lakeland has many alternative locations for its 

usiness. 
 
b

FN4. See Schad v. Borough of Mt. Ephraim, 
452 U.S. 61, 71, 101 S.Ct. 2176, 2183, 68 
L.Ed.2d 671 (1981) (ordinance banning nude 
dancing in American Mini Theatres 
distinguished, because it “did not affect the 
number of adult movie theaters that could 

operate in the city)”. 
 

V. 

EMANDED for 
rther proceedings as appropriate. 

 
We thus find that the Jackson City Council properly 
considered the secondary effects of adult business and 
provided sufficient alternative avenues of expression 
for them. The judgment of the district court is *1261 
REVERSED, and this matter is R
fu
 
POLITZ, Chief Judge, dissenting: 
I must respectfully dissent because I find that the 
ordinance of the City of Jackson, Mississippi violates 
the first amendment. The ordinance defines its 
regulatory scope on the basis of “adult” content and is 
therefore not content-neutral; it may only be accorded 
the deferential review given content-neutral 
regulations if it meets the requirements of a time, 
place, and manner restriction.FN5   In my view, these 
requirements are not met. The Jackson City Council 
has not demonstrated that its predominant intent was 
to control negative secondary effects of sexually 
oriented businesses. In addition, even assuming the 
ordinance to be a content-neutral restraint of free 
speech, it fails because alternative channels of 
communication of the protected speech at issue here 

e unavailable. 
 
ar

FN5. See City of Renton v. Playtime 
Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 
L.Ed.2d 29 (1986); see also SDJ, Inc. v. City 
of Houston, 837 F.2d 1268, 1273 (5th 
Cir.1988) (“The [Renton] Court submitted 
the Renton ordinance to the analysis reserved 
for content-neutral restraints, although the 
ordinance marked businesses by the content 
of their product.”); Note, The Content 
Distinction in Free Speech Analysis after 
Renton, 102 Harv.L.Rev. 1904, 1907-08 
(1989) (explaining that Renton applies a 
“content-neutral” standard of review to 
“content-based time, place, and manner 
regulations”). 

 
The Supreme Court in Barnes v. Glen 
Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 560, 111 S.Ct. 
2456, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991), analyzed a 
public exposure statute pursuant to the 
four-part test enunciated in United States v. 
O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 
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L.Ed.2d 672 (1968). The O'Brien test 
applies to statutes without content-based 
references; it includes an analysis of the 
extent to which the governmental interest 
is related to the suppression of free 
expression. The Barnes decision did not 
suggest an expansion of Renton's looser 
scrutiny for content-based statutes; the 
decision even states that the time, place, 
and manner test was originally developed 
for expression taking place in a “public 
forum” and that Renton was “at least one 
occasion” in which the Court deviated 
from this application. 501 U.S. 560, 111 
S.Ct. at 2460. 

 
The ordinance does not qualify for the deferential 
review accorded content-neutral restraints because it 
was not “designed to combat the undesirable 
secondary effects” of the regulated 
business.FN6   Unless the predominant concern of the 
regulators was to prevent these alleged secondary 
effects, we should not base our review of the 
ordinance on the presumption that it is a time, place, 
and manner restriction unrelated to the suppression of 
free expression.FN7   To assess the regulators' 
predominant concern, “we intrude into the regulatory 
decision process to the extent that we insist upon 
objective evidence of purpose-a study or 
findings.” FN8   Jackson had the burden of establishing 
that evidence before the city council entitled the 
council to reach its conclusion.FN9   The test does not 
inquire into the council members' subjective beliefs 
but, rather, searches the legislative history of the 
ordinance for “an actual basis” upon which an 
objective regulator could assess the purported 
secondary effects.FN10   Although the City need not 
conduct its own independent study and is certainly 
entitled to rely upon empirical data from other 
municipalities, the regulators must have such 

udies-and not just the ordinance itself-before 
them.FN11
st

 
 

FN6. City of Renton, 475 U.S. at 49, 106 
S.Ct. at 929. 

 
FN7. Id. at 47, 48, 106 S.Ct. at 928, 
929;   SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1273 (quoting 
City of Renton's reference to the legislatures' 
“predominant concern”). 

 

FN8. SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1274. 
 

FN9. City of Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 
S.Ct. at 931;   SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1274. 

 
FN10. SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1274. 

 
FN11. Id. (“[W]e are persuaded that the City 
Council considered those studies themselves 
and not merely the ordinances for which the 
studies provided support.”  (emphasis 
added)). 

 
Uncontroverted testimony before the district court 
reveals that the Jackson Planning Board submitted no 
written materials to the city council. The ordinance 
preamble declares that the City of Jackson intended to 
regulate secondary effects, yet the city council 
members did not see-much less rely upon-the data 
which purportedly engendered their alleged 
“predominant” concerns. According to the record, 
four of the seven city council members who *1262 
voted for the ordinance did attend a public meeting of 
the Jackson Planning Board, but the minutes of that 
meeting and the testimony before the trial judge did 
not reflect that any empirical study data were orally 
recited or meaningfully discussed.FN12   One city 
council member, Margaret C. Barrett, did receive 
some materials regarding secondary effects from her 
constituents, but she did not circulate this data to her 
colleagues on the council. Because the council did not 
examine even an extract of the studies upon which its 
predominant concerns purportedly rested, I find no 
basis to justify reviewing this ordinance as a 
content-neutral regulation. The City used the pretext 
of technical code violations to attempt to close 
Jackson's first adult entertainment club. It would 

pear that the ordinance's preamble is but another 
such. 
 

ap

FN12. The Minutes of the January 21, 1992 
Jackson City Planning Board Public Hearing 
reflect that Quintus Greene, Director of the 
Office of Planning, made the following 
co

 
mments: 

Mr. Greene gave a brief summary of the 
research and intent that have gone into 
drafting the proposed adult entertainment 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. He 
mentioned that adult entertainment 
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establishments would be permitted by right 
in I-1 (Light) Industrial Districts and 
would be permitted by Use Permit in the 
C-4 Central Business District. He noted 
these regulations would prohibit such uses 
within 1000 feet of any residentially zoned 
property, church, school, park or 
playground. Also, no adult entertainment 
establishment could be located within 250 
feet of any other such use. He displayed a 
map of the City which depicts all of the I-1 
Districts and the C-4 District, where such 

 
very accurately 

described the testimony evidence 

 

ither the City Planning and 
Zoning people had or that Mrs. Barrett 

 

en summary of 
those studies, or received any oral 

 

these factual findings which wear 
the buckler and shield of Fed.R.Civ.P. 

uses could be allowed. 

The district court 

regarding the hearing: 

The only testimony that the Court has 
concerning what went on at the hearing 
came from the testimony of Quintus 
Greene of the City Planning and Zoning 
staff, and Mrs. Barrett, the councilwoman. 
This testimony showed no consideration of 
the materials sent by the American 
Planners Association nor any other type of 
material that e

herself had.... 

There is no testimony whatsoever that the 
City Council members themselves ever 
looked at the studies relied upon by its 
staff, or received any writt

summary of those studies. 

(Emphasis added.) The majority would 
ignore 

52(a). 
 
The facts of this case stand in stark contrast to those 
reviewed by the SDJ, Inc. court, wherein a specially 
compiled report of community effects was filed with 
and adopted by the city council.FN13   Similarly, the 
Renton Court quotes the material before the Renton 
City Council which described secondary effects of 
adult entertainment and study results.FN14   Indeed, the 
Basiardanes v. City of Galveston FN15 court objected 
that “there [was] no evidence in the record that the 

Galveston City Council passed [the ordinance] after 
reful consideration or study of the effects of adult ca

theaters on urban life.” FN16 
 

FN13. See SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1272. 
 

FN14. See City of Renton, 475 U.S. at 51, 106 
S.Ct. at 931. 

 
FN15. 682 F.2d 1203 (5th Cir.1982). 

 
FN16. Basiardanes, 682 F.2d at 1215. 

 
In addition, I am not persuaded that the Jackson 
ordinance passes constitutional muster even as a time, 
place, and manner restriction. Even a content-neutral 
ordinance regulating protected speech must be 
narrowly tailored to serve a substantial governmental 
interest and must allow for reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication.FN17   The Jackson 
ordinance bans “[a]dult arcades, adult bookstores, 
adult cabarets, adult entertainment establishments, 
adult motels, and adult motion picture theaters” from 
all areas except those zoned as light industrial. In the 
light industrial zones such establishments may not be 
located within 250 feet of each other or 1,000 feet 
from any residentially zoned property, church, school, 
park, or playground. By the City's own account to the 
district court, only 879 acres of Jackson's approximate 
70,400 acres are available for adult entertainment 
uses.FN18   This is approximately 1.2 percent of the 
land mass of the *1263 City, as compared with the 
more than 5 percent which was available in 
Renton.   FN19   In the district court the City argued that 
21 general areas were available; it presented testimony 
regarding 32 specific sites. By contrast, the SDJ, Inc. 
court, which admittedly analyzed an ordinance in the 
much larger city of Houston, nonetheless reviewed 
stronger evidence. One expert responsible for 
analyzing only 20 percent of the City specified 40 
available sites in this portion alone. Other evidence 
demonstrated that at least 100 and, perhaps, up to tens 
of thousands of alternative sites 
existed.FN20   Accordingly, accepting Jackson's 

gument at full face value, its list of the available sites 
is less th
 

FN17.

ar
an impressive. 

 City of Renton, 475 U.S. at 50, 106 
S.Ct. at 930;   SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1273. 
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FN18. The City had originally argued that a 
ceiling of 1,043 acres were available but 
retreated from this position when faced with 
evidence regarding a restrictive covenant on 

 
FN19.

163 acres. 

 City of Renton, 475 U.S. at 53, 106 
S.Ct. at 932. 

 
FN20. SDJ, Inc., 837 F.2d at 1277. 

 
From my review of the record I cannot, however, 
accept the City's list of sites. I cannot because I cannot 
justify dismissing the district court's factual findings 
in this case. The district court found only four 
available areas containing eight to ten prospective 
sites. This finding is manifestly not clearly erroneous. 
Although the court makes one reference to 
macroeconomics, which was discussed in the vacated 
portion of Woodall v. City of El Paso, FN21 the trial 
court also discounted proposed sites due to physical 
impossibilities. The district court does not 
individually apply each reason for unavailability to 
each site rejected. But the district court's detailed 
discussion of the available locales nonetheless reveals 
that it did not place upon the City a duty of providing 
“sites at bargain prices.”   FN22   For example, the trial 
court considered warehouses as available because they 
could be converted to lounges. It also considered a lot 
next to a slaughterhouse an available adult 
entertainment site. Referencing the Renton economic 
rule, the trial court specifically discounted Lakeland's 

guments that lack of parking rendered certain 
ness 

 
FN21.

ar
busi district sites inadequate. 

 950 F.2d 255 (5th Cir.), modified,959 
F.2d 1305 (5th Cir.1992). 

 
FN22. City of Renton, 475 U.S. at 54, 106 
S.Ct. at 932. 

 
At the very least, I must conclude that this case should 
be remanded for consideration pursuant to our 
modifications of Woodall.   The record clearly shows 
that physical impossibility, rather than the Woodall 
macroeconomics theory, occasioned a discounting of 
a majority of the City's proposed 879 acres. The 
district court described one 300-acre site which lacked 
physical access as “swampland.”  Another large site in 
the northwest sector of the City was described as a 
floodplain. The testimony of Lakeland's expert also 

revealed that other alleged sites were adjacent to high 
voltage power lines or within 1,000 feet of a 
prohibited use. I therefore must disagree with the 
majority's conclusion that “nothing in the instant 
record indicates that all or even most of the locations 
are inaccessible, unsafe, or without utilities or 

gal obstacles exist to their use.” 

 

(Miss.),1992. 
v. City of Jackson, 

iss. 
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I respectfully dissent.
 
C.A.5 
Lakeland Lounge of Jackson, Inc. 
M
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Z.J. Gifts D-2, L.L.C. v. City of Aurora 
C.A.10 (Colo.),1998. 
 

United States Court of Appeals,Tenth Circuit. 
Z.J. GIFTS D-2, L.L.C., doing business as Christie's, 

an Oklahoma limited partnership, 
Plaintiff-Counter-Defendant-Appellee, 

v. 
CITY OF AURORA, an Incorporated Municipality, 

Defendant-Counter-Claimant-Appellant. 
No. 96-1483. 

 
Feb. 10, 1998. 

 
Business which sold sexually oriented materials 
brought action challenging city zoning ordinance 
requiring it to move to industrial area. The United 
States District Court for the District of 
Colorado, Matsch, Chief Judge, invalidated ordinance 
on First Amendment grounds, 932 F.Supp. 1256, and 
city appealed. The Court of Appeals, Paul J. Kelly, Jr., 
Circuit Judge, held that: (1) ordinance was 
content-neutral, and (2) ordinance was narrowly 
tailored to serve significant governmental interest and 
left open ample alternative channels of 
communication. 
 
Reversed and remanded. 
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Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
City zoning ordinance requiring sexually oriented 
businesses to locate in industrially-zoned areas was 
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content-neutral for purposes of First Amendment free 
speech protections, where city's purpose in enacting 
ordinance was to regulate harmful secondary effects 
of such businesses, and city relied on studies that 
supported that purpose. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[4] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Dissimilarity of businesses utilized in studies 
regarding harmful secondary effects of adult 
businesses, relied on by city when adopting zoning 
ordinance requiring sexually oriented businesses to 
locate in industrially-zoned areas, did not affect 
ordinance's content-neutrality for First Amendment 
free speech purposes, as applied to adult business that 
only sold and leased adult materials, but did not 
provide on-site entertainment. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[5] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
Where studies relied upon adequately support city's 
purpose in enacting zoning ordinance regulating the 
harmful secondary effects associated with sexually 
oriented businesses, government's regulation of such 

businesses is justified without reference to content of 
regulated speech. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[6] Constitutional Law 92 2212 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2212 k. Content Neutrality. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
Differences in mode of delivery of sexually oriented 
materials are constitutionally insignificant for 
purposes of determining adult business zoning 
ordinance's content-neutrality, for purposes of First 
Amendment free speech protections. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[7] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
City zoning ordinance requiring sexually oriented 
businesses to locate in industrially-zoned areas was 
narrowly tailored to serve significant governmental 
interest and left open ample alternative channels of 
communication, as required by First Amendment free 
speech protections; city had substantial interest in 
preventing crime and disease, protecting property 
values, and preserving quality of life of its residents, 
industrial zones comprised 10.9% of city's area, and 
3.6% of city's total area was in industrial zone near 
existing water and sewer service. U.S.C.A. 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII%28Y%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2203
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2213
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2213
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2213
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414II
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414II%28B%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414k76
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=414k76
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII%28Y%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2203
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2213
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2213
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2213
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII%28Y%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2203
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2212
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2212
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2212
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92XVIII%28Y%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2203
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=92k2210
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=92k2210
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414II
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414II%28B%29
http://www.westlaw.com/KeyNumber/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=KEY&DocName=414k76
http://www.westlaw.com/Digest/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&CMD=MCC&DocName=414k76
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=1000546&DocName=USCOAMENDI&FindType=L


 136 F.3d 683 Page 3
136 F.3d 683, 98 CJ C.A.R. 1041 
  

Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[8] Municipal Corporations 268 611 
 
268 Municipal Corporations 
      268X Police Power and Regulations 
            268X(A) Delegation, Extent, and Exercise of 
Power 
                268k610 Regulation of Occupations and 
Employments 
                      268k611 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
City was not required to wait for sexually oriented 
businesses to locate within its boundaries, depress 
property values, increase crime, and spread sexually 
transmitted diseases before it regulated those 
businesses. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[9] Zoning and Planning 414 602 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414X Judicial Review or Relief 
            414X(C) Scope of Review 
                414X(C)1 In General 
                      414k602 k. Regulations in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
City's stated governmental interests in circumscribing 
adverse secondary effects of sexually oriented 
businesses must be accorded high respect. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[10] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(1)) 
 

 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Even if business that only sold and rented adult 
materials, but did not provide on-site entertainment, 
was a new type of adult business, it could not avoid 
time, place and manner regulation of free speech that 
was justified by studies of secondary effects of 
reasonably similar businesses. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
*684 Charles H. Richardson (Teresa Kinney, Office 
of the Aurora City Attorney, Aurora, CO, and Barry 
Arrington, Law Offices of Barry K. Arrington, P.C., 
Denver, CO, with him on the briefs), Office of the 
Aurora City Attorney, Aurora, CO, for 
Defendant-Counter-Claimant-Appellant. 
Michael Gross (Arthur M. Schwartz with him on the 
briefs), Arthur M. Schwartz, P.C., Denver, CO, for 
Plaintiff-Counter-Defendant-Appellee. 
 
Before ANDERSON, KELLY, and HENRY, Circuit 
Judges. 
 
*685 PAUL KELLY, JR., Circuit Judge. 
Defendant/Counterclaimant-appellant, the City of 
Aurora, appeals from the district court's grant of 
summary judgment in favor of 
Plaintiff/Counterdefendant-appellee Z.J. Gifts. The 
district court invalidated a city zoning regulation 
requiring sexually oriented businesses to locate in 
industrially-zoned areas and enjoined its enforcement 
against Z.J. Gifts. Interpreting federal constitutional 
law, the district court held that the regulation was a 
content-based restriction of speech as applied to Z.J. 
Gifts' retail business which sold and leased adult 
videos and magazines for off-site viewing 
only.   See Z.J. Gifts v. City of Aurora, 932 F.Supp. 
1256, 1257-60 (D.Colo.1996). We exercise 
jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1291 
and 1292(a)(1), reverse, and remand for proceedings 
consistent with this opinion. 

mechanisms to minimize negative effects resulting 

 
Background 

 
In early 1993, Aurora city officials became concerned 
that the city lacked regulatory and enforcement 
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from sexually-oriented businesses locating within city 
limits. In response, the city attorney's office presented 
a draft ordinance regulating the operation and location 
of sexually-oriented businesses to the city council in 
September 1993. 
 
In October 1993, Z.J. Gifts, a limited partnership, 

fter review of a thorough legislative record, 

.J. Gifts filed suit against the city, challenging the 

Discussion 
 

]

leased space in the Granada Park Shopping Center, 
located in a commercially-zoned area, and prepared 
the space for retail sales of adult novelties, magazines, 
and videos. After applying for sales tax and business 
licenses, the shop, named “Christie's,” opened for 
business on October 30, 1994, and has since been in 
continual operation. Unlike other adult uses, such as 
adult theaters, peep shows, and nude dance clubs, 
Christie's provides no on-site adult entertainment. The 
shop instead sells and rents adult materials to 
customers for viewing off premises. 
 
A
deliberation and public hearings, the Aurora City 
Council enacted an ordinance regulating all 
sexually-oriented businesses, including adult 
bookstores, novelty shops and video stores, on 
December 13, 1994. The ordinance established 
comprehensive licensing, operating, and inspection 
requirements for sexually oriented businesses located 
within city limits. The ordinance further required 
sexually oriented businesses to locate in 
industrially-zoned areas, and prohibited them from 
locating within 1500 feet of churches, schools, 
residential districts or dwellings, public parks, and 
other sexually oriented businesses.   See Aurora 
Mun.Code § 32.5-52; I Aplt.App. at 43-44. 
 
Z
constitutionality of several provisions of the 
ordinance, including the zoning requirements. The 
city counterclaimed to enjoin Z.J. Gifts from operating 
Christie's in violation of the ordinance. The city also 
sought a declaration that Christie's operates in 
violation of the zoning provision of the ordinance and 
requested a permanent injunction barring Christie's 
from operating in that location. The parties filed 
cross-motions for summary judgment, and the district 
court granted Z.J. Gifts' motion. The district court held 
that as applied, the zoning provision requiring 
Christie's to locate within an industrially zoned area 
unconstitutionally infringed Z.J. Gifts' free speech 
interests. Z.J. Gifts' remaining claims for relief were 
dismissed as moot. The city appealed. 

 

[1 [2] Where First Amendment interests are 
implicated, this court is obligated to make an 
independent examination of the record in its entirety to 
ensure the challenged regulation does not improperly 
limit expressive interests.   See Revo v. Disciplinary 
Bd. of the Supreme Court, 106 F.3d 929, 932 (10th 
Cir.), cert. denied,521 U.S. 1121, 117 S.Ct. 2515, 138 
L.Ed.2d 1017 (1997). Thus, we review constitutional 
facts and conclusions of law de novo.   See 
id.   Similarly, we review a district court's grant of 
summary judgment de novo, using the standard 
provided in Fed.R.Civ.P. 56(c).   See Kaul v. Stephan, 
83 F.3d 1208, 1212 (10th Cir.1996). Just as we may 
affirm a grant of summary judgment on any ground 
adequately supported by the record, we may direct that 
judgment be entered in favor of any moving party if 
the record adequately supports it.   *686 See Dickeson 
v. Quarberg, 844 F.2d 1435, 1444-45 n. 8 (10th 
Cir.1988). 
 
We recognize that governmental limitations which 
limit expressive interests strike “[a]t the heart of the 
First Amendment.”  Turner Broadcasting System, Inc. 
v. FCC, 512 U.S. 622, 641, 114 S.Ct. 2445, 2458, 129 
L.Ed.2d 497 (1994). We are also aware that First 
Amendment doctrine must be informed by the 
complex tangle of social, political, and cultural 
interests in limiting speech as well as protecting it, for 
the tension between individual rights and community 
needs is at the core of every First Amendment issue. 
This tension is most pronounced in cases like this one, 
where the speech regulated is unpopular and the 
community's interest in regulating it significant. We 
undertake review of the Aurora zoning provision 
against this backdrop of competing community and 
individual interests. 
 
[3][4] As an initial matter, the district court reviewed 
Aurora's ordinance as a content-based regulation of 
speech.   See Z.J. Gifts, 932 F.Supp. at 1260. 
Recognizing that most ordinances regulating sexually 
oriented businesses are considered content-neutral, the 
court rejected that conclusion because it believed 
“none of the material relied on by the city council 
shows that the business of Christie's bears any 
relationship to [harmful secondary] effects.”  Id. at 
1258.   Though we recognize that “[d]eciding whether 
a ... regulation is content-based or content-neutral is 
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not always a simple task,”Turner, 512 U.S. at 642, 114 
S.Ct. at 2459, the district court's emphasis on the 
relationship between the materials used to justify the 
ordinance and the nature of Z.J Gifts' retail business is 
misplaced. 
 
Content-based restrictions on speech, those which 
“suppress, disadvantage, or impose differential 
burdens upon speech because of its content,”id., are 
subject to “the most exacting scrutiny.”  Id. 
Conversely, content-neutral regulations “pose a less 
substantial risk of excising certain ideas or viewpoints 
from the public dialogue” because they are unrelated 
to the content of speech. Id. Content-neutral 
regulations are accordingly subject to intermediate 
scrutiny.   See Clark v. Community for Creative 
Non-Violence, 468 U.S. 288, 293, 104 S.Ct. 3065, 
3068-69, 82 L.Ed.2d 221 (1984). In determining 
whether a regulation is content-neutral, “[t]he 
government's purpose [in enacting the regulation] is 
the controlling consideration.”    Ward v. Rock Against 
Racism, 491 U.S. 781, 791, 109 S.Ct. 2746, 2754, 105 
L.Ed.2d 661 (1989). If the regulation “serves purposes 
unrelated to the content of expression” it is considered 
neutral, “even if it has an incidental effect on some 
speakers or messages but not others.”    See 
id.(citing City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc., 
475 U.S. 41, 47-48, 106 S.Ct. 925, 928-29, 89 L.Ed.2d 
29 (1986)). 
 
The Supreme Court has long held that city zoning 
ordinances which place limits on the location of adult 
uses are valid exercises of the city's police 
power.   See Young v. American Mini Theatres, Inc., 
427 U.S. 50, 62-63, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 2448-49, 49 
L.Ed.2d 310 (1976). Though such regulations treat 
adult uses differently from other uses based on their 
sexually explicit nature, they are “designed to prevent 
crime, ... maintain property values, ... and preserve ... 
the quality of urban life.”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 48, 106 
S.Ct. at 929 (quotation marks omitted). Because 
ordinances zoning adult uses are intended to curb the 
secondary effects of those uses on surrounding 
communities and burden free speech interests only 
incidentally, they are generally reviewed as 
content-neutral regulations subject to a less stringent 
standard of review.   See id. at 48-50, 106 S.Ct. at 
929-30. 
 
The record clearly establishes Aurora's purpose in 
enacting the ordinance: to regulate the harmful 

secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses. The 
preamble to the ordinance indicated the City's intent to 
“protect[ ][its] citizens from increased crime; 
preserve[ ] the quality of life, property values, and 
character of neighborhoods and businesses; deter[ ] 
the spread of urban blight; and protect[ ] against the 
spread of sexually transmitted diseases....”  I 
Aplt.App. at 126; see Renton, 475 U.S. at 49, 106 
S.Ct. at 929-30. Further, even if Z.J. Gifts could 
support its allegation that “[m]embers of the Aurora 
City Council[ ] openly avowed ... that the ordinance 
was enacted for the express purpose of closing 
Plaintiff's business[,]”*687  ””””” Aplee. Br. at 4, “ 
‘alleged illicit ... motive[s]’ ” hidden in legislators' 
comments will not support a determination that a 
restriction is content-based. Renton, 475 U.S. at 48, 
106 S.Ct. at 929 (quoting United States v. O'Brien, 
391 U.S. 367, 383-84, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 1682-83, 20 
L.Ed.2d 672 (1968)). 
 
[5][6] Most importantly, we disagree that the 
ordinance's content-neutrality is affected by the city's 
reliance on studies utilizing slightly dissimilar 
businesses. As the Eighth Circuit noted in a case 
remarkably similar to this one, examining the 
similarity of the businesses utilized in the studies 
relied on to the businesses regulated in determining an 
ordinance's content-neutrality “confuses distinct 
aspects of the City of Renton test.”    ILQ Investments, 
Inc. v. City of Rochester, 25 F.3d 1413, 1416 (8th 
Cir.), cert. denied,513 U.S. 1017, 115 S.Ct. 578, 130 
L.Ed.2d 493 (1994). The district court's inquiry may 
well be relevant in determining whether the ordinance 
is “narrowly tailored to regulate only those adult uses 
shown to have caused adverse secondary effects” 
under Renton. Id. at 1417.   But where, as here, the 
studies relied upon adequately support the city's 
purpose in enacting the ordinance-regulating the 
harmful secondary effects associated with sexually 
oriented businesses-the government's regulation of 
such businesses is “justified without reference to the 
content of the regulated speech.”  Rock Against 
Racism, 491 U.S. at 791, 109 S.Ct. at 2753 (emphasis 
in original). Thus, we are satisfied that differences in 
the mode of delivery of sexually oriented materials are 
constitutionally insignificant for purposes of 
determining an ordinance's 
content-neutrality.   See Renton, 475 U.S. at 49, 106 
S.Ct. at 929-30 (“[W]ith respect to businesses that 
purvey sexually explicit materials, zoning ordinances 
designed to combat the undesirable secondary effects 
of such businesses are ... ‘content-neutral.’ ”) 
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(emphasis added). The city need only rely upon 
“evidence ...reasonably believed to be relevant to the 
problem that the city addresses.”  Id. at 51-52, 106 
S.Ct. at 931 (emphasis added). If the city can show 
that the ordinance affects “that category of 
[businesses] shown to produce the unwanted 
secondary effects,”id. at 52, 106 S.Ct. at 931, the 
ordinance will stand. So long as cities do not use “the 
power to zone as a pretext for suppressing 
expression,”id. at 54, 106 S.Ct. at 932 (citing Young, 
427 U.S. at 84, 96 S.Ct. at 2459 (Powell, J. 
concurring)), attempts to regulate the adverse effects 
associated with sexually oriented businesses are 
roperly classified as content-neutral. p

 
Given the uncontroverted sexual nature of Z.J. Gifts' 
business, we are convinced the city has met its burden. 
The record indicates several of the studies examine the 
effects of adult businesses or sexually oriented 
businesses generally. Significantly, at least three of 
these studies examine the effects of adult bookstores 
on surrounding communities.FN1   Although Z.J. Gifts 
argues and attempts to prove that all other adult 
bookstores provide some form of on-premises viewing 
of sexually explicit materials, see Aplee. Br. at 13, 16, 
22, II Aplt.App. at 344 (Jackson aff.), we think the 
record fully supports the city's regulation of sexually 
oriented businesses providing both on- and off-site 

iewing of sexually explicit materials. 
 
v

FN1. See I Aplt.App. at 158 (summary of 
Garden Grove, California land use study 
reviewing impact of adult businesses); id. at 
161 (summary of Austin, Texas land use 
study reviewing crime rates, property values, 
and trade area characteristics for areas 
surrounding adult bookstore, theater, and 
topless bar); id. at 162 (summary of 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma study examining 
effect of adult bookstore on property values 
and crime); id. at 163 (summary of 
Indianapolis, Indiana study examining the 
effects of sexually oriented businesses on 
crime rates and property values in 
surrounding areas; report concludes that 
“even relatively ... passive use [s] such as ... 
adult bookstore[s] ... have a serious negative 
effect on their immediate environs.”); id. at 
166 (summary of Minneapolis, Minnesota 
land use report concluding “concentrations of 
sexually oriented businesses have [a] 

significant relationship to higher crime and 
lower property values.”); id. at 168 
(summary of Whittier, California study of 
effects of sexually oriented businesses, 
including two adult bookstores, on 
surrounding residential and commercial 
areas); id. at 169 (summary of Amarillo, 
Texas study of adult businesses, including 
“bookstores ... with publications featuring 
nudity and explicit sexual activities,” 
concluding that such businesses lead to 
increases in street crime). 

 
*688 [7] Properly analyzed as a content-neutral 
regulation, Aurora's zoning ordinance survives 
constitutional scrutiny, and the city is entitled to relief, 
if the city can establish the ordinance is narrowly 
tailored to serve a significant governmental interest 
and leaves open ample alternative channels of 
communication.   See Renton, 475 U.S. at 45, 106 
S.Ct. at 927-28;   Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. at 
791, 109 S.Ct. at 2753-54;   Clark, 468 U.S. at 293, 
104 S.Ct. at 3068-69. The district court, however, 
analyzed the ordinance under the test set out 
in O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 377, 88 S.Ct. at 1679. O'Brien 
provides that content-neutral regulations having an 
incidental impact on expressive conduct are 
constitutional if they further an important or 
substantial governmental interest and restrict First 
Amendment freedoms no greater than essential to 
further the interest.   See id.   We need not choose 
between the two tests, however, because the O'Brien 
analysis “is, in the last analysis, ... little, if any, 
different from the standard applied to time, place or 
manner restrictions.”  Clark, 468 U.S. at 298, 104 
S.Ct. at 3071. Review of the record and the legal 
principles which govern the city's claims indicates that 

e city prevails under either standard. th
 
Z.J. Gifts does not in any real sense question the 
substantiality of Aurora's interests in preventing crime 
and disease, protecting property values, and 
preserving the quality of life of the city's residents. 
Indeed, the district court recognized that the city had 
demonstrated “the legitimacy of its concern” 
regarding adult uses which provide on-site adult 
entertainment, but not to those which provide adult 
materials for off-site consumption.   See Z.J. Gifts, 932 
F.Supp. at 1257-58. As noted earlier, this distinction is 
constitutionally irrelevant in determining whether 
Aurora's interests are important or substantial, 
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particularly in light of the Court's strong statements 
regarding the government's interest in regulating such 
businesses in Young and Renton.   Our analysis of 
Aurora's interest in regulating sexually oriented 
businesses thus remains unaffected by the district 
court's distinction between off-site and on-site 

iewing of sexually explicit materials. v
 
[8][9] To the extent Z.J. Gifts argues that the city has 
not “demonstrate[d] that the recited harms are real, not 
merely conjectural,”Turner, 512 U.S. at 664, 114 S.Ct. 
at 2470, we disagree. Aurora need not wait for 
sexually oriented businesses to locate within its 
boundaries, depress property values, increase crime, 
and spread sexually transmitted diseases before it 
regulates those businesses. It may rely on the 
experience of other cities to determine whether the 
harms presented by sexually oriented businesses are 
real and should be regulated.   See Renton, 475 U.S. at 
51-52, 106 S.Ct. at 930-31. In other words, the city 
may control a perceived risk through regulation. The 
Court has long held, and we agree, that Aurora's stated 
governmental interests in circumscribing the adverse 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses 
“must be accorded high respect.”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 
50, 106 S.Ct. at 930 (quoting Young, 427 U.S. at 71, 
96 S.Ct. at 2453);   ILQ Investments, 25 F.3d at 1416. 
 
Similarly, Z.J. Gifts cannot dispute that Aurora's 
ordinance allows for reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication. Sexually oriented businesses may 
locate within the city's industrial zones, which 
comprise approximately 10.9 percent of the city's 
area.   See I Aplt.App. at 120. Approximately 3,200 
acres of this land-fully 3.6 percent of the city's total 
area-are located near existing water and sewer 
services.   See id.   Thus, Z.J. Gifts is left with more 
land on which to relocate than was found to be 
adequate in Renton and its progeny.   See, e.g., Renton, 
475 U.S. at 53, 106 S.Ct. at 932 (five percent of city's 
land “in all stages of development from raw land to 
developed, industrial, warehouse, office and shopping 
space” available); S & G News, Inc. v. City of 
Southgate, 638 F.Supp. 1060, 1066 (E.D.Mich.1986), 
aff'd, 819 F.2d 1142 (6th Cir.1987) (2.3 percent of 
city's land available); Lakeland Lounge of Jackson, 
Inc. v. City of Jackson, 973 F.2d 1255, 1260, 1262-63 
(5th Cir.1992) (majority opinion and Politz, C.J., 
dissenting), cert. denied507 U.S. 1030, 113 S.Ct. 
1845, 123 L.Ed.2d 469 (1993) (1.2 percent of city's 

nd available). la

 
*689 Z.J. Gifts' only remaining argument is that 
Aurora's zoning provision is not narrowly tailored to 
further the interests asserted.   See Renton, 475 U.S. at 
52-53, 106 S.Ct. at 931-32;   O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 377, 
88 S.Ct. at 1679. The district court held that Aurora 
had “far less restrictive means of achieving [its] 
purpose with respect to a business like Christie's 
[which provides only off-site viewing of adult 
materials] than [a] zoning provision that would require 
it to relocate ...”Z.J. Gifts, 932 F.Supp. at 1260. We 
believe the district court construed the narrow 
tailoring inquiry too narrowly, and held Aurora to a far 
more stringent standard than required by Renton and 

'Brien. O
 
The district court derived its “least restrictive means” 
language from O'Brien, which stated that an incidental 
restriction on free speech should be “no greater than is 
essential to the furtherance of [the] 
interest.”    O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 377, 88 S.Ct. at 1679. 
In recent cases, however, the Court elaborated on 
O'Brien, explicitly holding that time, place or manner 
regulations on protected speech must be narrowly 
tailored, but “need not be the least restrictive or least 
intrusive means of doing so.”  Rock Against Racism, 
491 U.S. at 798, 109 S.Ct. at 2757-58. Instead, “[s]o 
long as the means chosen are not substantially broader 
than necessary,” an ordinance is narrowly tailored if 
the regulation “promotes a substantial governmental 
interest that would be achieved less effectively absent 
the regulation.”    Id. at 799, 800, 109 S.Ct. at 2758, 
2758-59;   see ILQ Investments, 25 F.3d at 1417-18. 
 
This reading of O'Brien 's narrow tailoring inquiry 
harmonizes with that crafted by the Court in 
Renton.   In regulating the harmful effects of sexually 
oriented businesses, the city need not address all the 
potential problems created by adult businesses at 
once.   See Renton, 475 U.S. at 52-53, 106 S.Ct. at 
931-32. Nor is it limited to one method of regulation 
over another in attempting to curb harmful secondary 
effects.   See id. at 52, 106 S.Ct. at 931 (“Cities may 
regulate adult theaters by dispersing them ... or by 
effectively concentrating them.”). Instead, Renton 's 
constitutional framework grants the city broad 
discretion to choose the means and scope of its 

gulation of sexually oriented businesses. re
 
The Court's interpretation of the narrow tailoring 
prong in time, place and manner analyses recognizes 
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the judiciary's limited role in reviewing 
content-neutral limitations on speech. “It is not [the 
court's] function to appraise the wisdom of [the city's] 
decision[.]”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 52, 106 S.Ct. at 931 
(citing Young, 427 U.S. at 71, 96 S.Ct. at 
2452-53).   Instead, because legislative bodies are 
entitled to “reasonable inferences” suggested by the 
legislative record before them, see Turner, 512 U.S. at 
666, 114 S.Ct. at 2471, the court simply determines 
whether the ordinance, as promulgated, “affects only 
categories of businesses reasonably believed to 
produce at least some of the unwanted secondary 
effects” the city seeks to regulate. ILQ Investments, 25 
F.3d at 1418. If so, the court's review is complete, and 
it may not substitute its own judgment for that of the 
legislature, usurping the legislative body's 
policy-making function. Where the legislative record 
validates the legislature's judgment, our obligation to 
exercise independent judgment “is not a license to ... 
replace [legislative] factual predictions with our 
own.”  Turner, 512 U.S. at 666, 114 S.Ct. at 2471. 
Courts must allow cities like Aurora “reasonable 
opportunity to experiment with solutions to admittedly 
serious problems.”  Young, 427 U.S. at 71, 96 S.Ct. at 
2453 (emphasis added). 
 
[10] In invalidating Aurora's reasonable legislative 
choices, the district court exceeded the limits imposed 
by Renton and O'Brien.   Unlike other zoning 
provisions held unconstitutional, Aurora's ordinance 
does not attempt to regulate businesses which have a 
minimal or nonexistent connection to sexually 
oriented entertainment.   See, e.g., Schad v. Borough 
of Mount Ephraim, 452 U.S. 61, 74-77, 101 S.Ct. 
2176, 2185-87, 68 L.Ed.2d 671 (1981) (invalidating 
ordinance prohibiting all live entertainment within 
city's limits); Faraone v. City of East Providence, 935 
F.Supp. 82, 88-89 (D.R.I.1996) (granting preliminary 
injunction against enforcement of ordinance 
prohibiting rental of “adult oriented x-rated” 
videotapes on holidays and Sundays by businesses 
having only ten percent x-rated or *690 adult oriented 
videos in total video rental inventory); World Wide 
Video v. City of Tukwila, 117 Wash.2d 382, 816 P.2d 
18, 21 (1991) (en banc), cert. denied,503 U.S. 986, 
112 S.Ct. 1672, 118 L.Ed.2d 391 (1992) (invalidating 
ordinance regulating sexually oriented businesses, 
defined to include businesses with ten percent or more 
of their stock in trade consisting of sexually oriented 
merchandise). Nor does the city seek to justify its 
actions with a completely barren legislative 
record.   See, e.g., Discotheque, Inc. v. City Council of 

Augusta, 264 Ga. 623, 449 S.E.2d 608, 609-10 (1994) 
(summary judgment improper in favor of City where 
City produced no probative evidence of experience of 
other municipalities regarding negative secondary 
effects of sexually oriented businesses); Quetgles v. 
City of Columbus, 264 Ga. 708, 450 S.E.2d 677, 678 
(1994), cert. denied,514 U.S. 1083, 115 S.Ct. 1794, 
131 L.Ed.2d 722 (1995) (same). Instead, Christie's, 
and businesses like it, are indisputably sexually 
oriented businesses-specifically, “adult bookstores” as 
defined by the ordinance.   See Aurora Mun.Code § 
32.5-2 (adult bookstore means “a commercial 
establishment which devotes a significant or 
substantial portion of its stock-in-trade ... to the sale, 
rental or viewing ... of books, magazines, periodicals, 
... films, motion pictures, video cassettes, ... or other 
visual representations ... of ‘specified sexual activities' 
or ‘specified anatomical areas.’ ”); I Aplt.App. at 
263-75 (Inventory list for Christie's); id. at 119 
(Anderson aff.). The legislative record before the city 
fully supported the city's concerns regarding the 
negative secondary effects caused by sexually 
oriented businesses, such as decreased property values 
and increased crime, which were precisely the 
problems Aurora sought to regulate by enacting the 
ordinance.   See I Aplt.App. 124-26 (Preamble to 
Aurora Mun.Code § 32.5). In short, even if, as Z.J. 
Gifts claims, Christie's is “a new type of adult 
business, it may not avoid time, place and manner 
regulation that has been justified by studies of the 
secondary effects of reasonably similar 
businesses.”  ILQ Investments, 25 F.3d at 1418 

ootnote omitted). 

uct further proceedings consistent 
ith this opinion. 
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On this record, Aurora's ordinance satisfies Renton 
and O'Brien, as it promotes the city's well-established 
interest in regulating harmful secondary effects caused 
by sexually oriented businesses reasonably similar to 
those studied by other municipalities without 
unnecessarily regulating dissimilar businesses. We 
accordingly REVERSE the district court's judgment. 
On REMAND, the district court shall vacate its 
judgment and cond
w
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Erie Boulevard Triangle Corp. v. City of 
Schenectady 
N.D.N.Y.,2003. 
 

United States District Court,N.D. New York. 
ERIE BOULEVARD TRIANGLE CORPORATION, 
d/b/a Another World Books, d/b/a Adult Educational 
Books; Broadway Schenectady Entertainment, Inc.; 

Management Consulting Engineering Corp.; and 
Rocco Palmer, Plaintiffs, 

v. 
CITY OF SCHENECTADY, Defendant. 

No. 00-CV-1716. 
 

March 11, 2003. 
 
Adult entertainment businesses brought suit 
challenging constitutionality of amendments to adult 
entertainment zoning ordinance. Businesses moved 
for summary judgment. The District Court, Hurd, J., 
held that: (1) ordinance was content neutral; (2) fact 
issues precluded summary judgment on 
constitutionality of ordinance; and (3) claim that 
ordinance was not enacted pursuant to proper 
procedures was barred by failure to commence Article 
78 proceeding within statutory limitations period. 
 
Motion for summary judgment denied. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 2212 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2212 k. Content Neutrality. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
In determining whether adult entertainment zoning 
ordinance is content neutral, question is whether 
ordinance is aimed at content of activity at adult 
entertainment establishment, or at secondary effects of 
such establishments on surrounding community. 

 
[2] Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Court could look to preamble of adult entertainment 
zoning ordinance in determining whether ordinance 
was enacted to address secondary effects of adult 
entertainment establishments, or to suppress adult 
entertainment activities. 
 
[3] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.4(3)) 
Adult entertainment ordinance which was aimed at 
adverse secondary effects of adult establishments, as 
indicated by its preamble and statements of city 
officials, rather than at suppression of free speech, was 
content neutral, and thus subject to intermediate 
scrutiny. 
 
[4] Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Municipalities are not required to conduct empirical 
studies of the impact of adult entertainment 
establishments on their own cities, but are entitled to 
rely on the experiences of other cities, in showing that 
adult entertainment ordinance is reasonably related to 
secondary effects city intends to ameliorate. 
 
[5] Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
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      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 

]

In the absence of actual and convincing evidence from 
challengers to the contrary, municipalities need not 
demonstrate with empirical evidence that challenged 
adult entertainment zoning ordinance will 
successfully reduce crime. 
 
[6  Zoning and Planning 414 76 

14
 
4  Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 

]

Report of expert regarding secondary effects of adult 
entertainment businesses in general could provide 
reasonable basis for city's decision to require all adult 
entertainment establishments to relocate to certain 
zones, although it would have been preferable for city 
to have studied actual effects of such establishments in 
city, rather than relying on expert's report and 
anecdotal evidence. 
 
[7  Federal Civil Procedure 170A 2491.5 

70A
 
1  Federal Civil Procedure 
      170AXVII Judgment 
            170AXVII(C) Summary Judgment 
                170AXVII(C)2 Particular Cases 
                      170Ak2491.5 k. Civil Rights Cases in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
Genuine issues of material fact, as to whether content 

]

neutral adult entertainment ordinance was narrowly 
tailored to serve substantial government interest, and 
whether ordinance allowed for reasonable alternative 
avenues of communication in confining such 
businesses to lots within industrial zones that were not 
in close proximity with residences, schools and similar 
structures, precluded summary judgment on 
constitutionality of ordinance. 
 
[8  Zoning and Planning 414 584.1 

14
 
4  Zoning and Planning 
      414X Judicial Review or Relief 
            414X(B) Proceedings 
                414k584 Time for Proceedings 
                      414k584.1 k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 

 
 Zoning and Planning 414 587 

14
 
4  Zoning and Planning 
      414X Judicial Review or Relief 
            414X(B) Proceedings 

oceedings                 414k584 Time for Pr
                      414k587 k. Effect of Delay. Most Cited 
Cases 
Failure to timely commence Article 78 proceeding 
under New York law to challenge procedures used to 
enact amendments to adult entertainment ordinance 
within four months required dismissal, as untimely, of 
cause of action attacking ordinance as procedurally 
flawed. N.Y.McKinney's CPLR 7801 et seq. 
 
*23 Office of Lee David Greenstein (Lee D. 
Greenstein, Esq., of Counsel), Albany, NY, for 
Plaintiffs, 
Carter Conboy Case Blackmore Maloney & Laird, 

 Corporation Counsel (Joseph R. 

P.C. (Michael J. Murphy, Esq., of Counsel), Albany, 
NY, for Defendant. 
City of Schenectady
Cardamone, Esq., Of Counsel), Schenectady, NY, for 
Defendant. 
 

MEMORANDUM-DECISION and ORDER 
 

URDH , District Judge. 

 INTRODUCTION 

laintiffs commenced the instant action against the 

 
I.
 
P
defendant City of Schenectady, New York (“City” or 
“Schenectady”) contending that Schenectady's zoning 
ordinance regulating adult entertainment businesses 
violates their constitutional rights. A second cause of 
action alleges that amendments to the ordinance were 
not properly enacted. Plaintiffs move for summary 
judgment pursuant to Fed.R.Civ.P. 56 seeking a 
declaration that the City's Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance (hereinafter “Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance” or “Ordinance”) as amended is 
unconstitutional on its face and as applied to them. 
Defendants oppose. Oral argument was heard on 
December 23, 2002 in Albany, New York. Decision 
was reserved. 
 
II. FACTS 
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This case was the subject of a prior 
Memorandum-Decision & Order dated June 29, 
2001, Erie Blvd. Triangle Corp. v. City of 
Schenectady, 152 F.Supp.2d 241 (2001), familiarity 
with which is assumed. The facts pertinent to the 
instant motion for summary judgment are set forth 
below. 
 
A. The Parties 
 
Plaintiff Erie Boulevard Triangle, Corp. (“Erie”) 
operates two adult entertainment establishments in 
Schenectady that offer for sale and rental sexually 
explicit, non-obscene videos, magazines, and books. 
(Pls.' Stmnt. of Mat. Facts at ¶ 1.) Plaintiff 
Management Consulting and Engineering Corp. 
(“MCEC”) owns certain property in *24 Schenectady 
that it intends to use as an alternative location for an 
adult bookstore in the event the City's Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance requires Erie to close its 
existing stores. (Id. at ¶ 2.) Plaintiff Broadway 
Schenectady Entertainment, Inc. (“Broadway”) was 
formed to operate an adult bookstore on MCEC's 
property. (Id. at ¶ 3.) Plaintiff Rocco Palmer 
(“Palmer”) is a resident of the City and the sole owner 
of Erie, MCEC, and Broadway. (Id. at ¶ 4.) The City is 
a political subdivision of the State of New York 
located in Schenectady County, New York.(Id. at ¶ 5.) 
 
B. Adult Entertainment Ordinance 
 
In July 1984, the City enacted its adult use zoning 
regulations.   See City of Schenectady Code of 
Ordinance § 264-91. (Id. at ¶ 7.) The Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance confined future adult 
entertainment business to the City's Light Industrial 
“G” and Heavy Industrial “H” zoning districts. (Id.) 
Adult entertainment businesses wishing to operate in 
the City were required to obtain a special permit. (Id.) 
The Ordinance also provided certain “proximity 
restrictions” within zoning districts G and H. 
Specifically, adult entertainment businesses could not 
be located within 500 feet of any other adult use; 500 
feet of any building containing one or more dwelling 
units or rooming units; 1000 feet from the property 
line of any public or private school, library, park, or 
playground; or 500 feet from the property line of any 
church or other house of worship. (Id.) Existing adult 
entertainment establishments were “grandfathered” 
under the Ordinance. As a result, Erie's two 
establishments became lawful, non-conforming uses. 

(Id.) 
 
On January 11, 1999, the City adopted City Ordinance 
98-25, which amended the Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance. (Id. at ¶ 8; Pl.'s Ex. B.) Ordinance 98-25 
altered the way in which the proximity restrictions 
were calculated; added proximity restrictions with 
respect to nursery schools, day care centers and 
primary and secondary schools; eliminated the need 
for special permits; and terminated the pre-existing, 
non-conforming uses within one year of January 11, 
1999. (Id.) 
 
On July 12, 1999, the City adopted Ordinance 99-11 
which again amended the Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance. This amendment provided that adult 
businesses could not be located within 300 feet of the 
property line of another adult business. (Id. at ¶ 9; Pl.'s 
Ex. C.) Ordinance 99-11 also terminated pre-existing, 
non-conforming uses within one year of the 
Ordinance's enactment. (Id.) 
 
On July 25, 1999, the City adopted a new ordinance 
that expressly repealed the amendments of Ordinance 
98-25. (Id. at ¶ 10.) On November 13, 2000, the City 
adopted Ordinance 2000-13, which excluded bicycle 
and hiking trails from the proximity restrictions. (Id. at 
¶ 11; Pl.'s Ex. E.) Thus, adult entertainment businesses 
could be located within 1000 feet of bicycle or hiking 
trails. (Id.) Ordinance 2000-13 was adopted as a direct 
result of the litigation in Nikolaidis v. City of 
Schenectady, 00-CV-1236. (Id. at ¶ 12; Def.'s Ex. A at 
85.) 
 
In adopting the amendments to the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance, the City relied upon a report 
prepared by Robert Penna, Ph.D. (the “Penna Report”) 
(Id. at ¶ 13.) The Penna Report addressed the adverse 
secondary effects alleged to be associated with adult 
entertainment in other municipalities. (Id. at ¶ 14.) The 
report did not specifically study Schenectady. (Id.) 
The City also purports to have relied upon other 
anecdotal evidence of the secondary effects of 
sexually oriented businesses. (See Brockbank Aff. at 
¶¶ 3-7; Oct. 31, 2002 Jurczynski Aff., at ¶¶ 4-8).   *25 
This other evidence includes convictions on charges 
of prostitution of the owner and his wife of a nude 
dancing facility (the Toy Box) in the City; complaints 
from police officers regarding sexual activity in and 
near sexually oriented businesses within the City; 
citizen complaints of noise, increased crime, declining 
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property values, concern for the welfare of their 
families, and sexual activity in and near sexually 
oriented businesses within the City; complaints from 
business owners; and personal observations of the 
City's mayor. (Id.;   May 18, 2001 Jurczynski Aff. at ¶ 
5.) The City did not obtain or review any data 
regarding property values, crime rates, or traffic or 
noise levels within the vicinity of adult businesses. 
(Pl.'s Stmnt. of Mat. Facts at ¶ 17.) Further, the City 
does not have any records of citizen complaints. (Id. at 
¶ 19.)   FN1   The only evidence of local secondary 
effects considered by the City's Planning Commission 
consisted of the testimony of two residents. (See Pl.'s 
Ex. M, p. 9-10.) One of the residents stated that adult 
bookstores are an eyesore and threaten the moral 
character of the City. (Id.) The other resident, a 
representative of the Calvary Baptist Church, testified 
that adult material is detrimental to the community. 
(Id.) 
 

FN1. Albert Jurczynski, Schenectady's 
mayor, testified at deposition that he received 
a total of six to eight complaints regarding 
adult entertainment establishments and had 
received one complaint since June 29, 2001. 
(Pl. Stmnt. of Mat. Facts at ¶ 19.) 

 
The amendments to the Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance were enacted by the City without the 
substance of the amendments being referred to the 
City's Planning Commission for review, and without a 
public hearing or notice to the public of their passage. 
(Pl.'s Stmnt. of Mat. Facts at ¶ 29.) 
 
C. Enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance Against 
Erie 
 
On January 6, 2000, the City provided Erie with notice 
that it would have to close its adult oriented businesses 
by July 11, 2000. (Id. at ¶ 30.) Erie appealed this 
determination to the Schenectady Board of Zoning 
Appeals (“SBZA”). (Id. at ¶ 31.) The City opposed the 
appeal. (Id. at ¶ 33.) In June 2000, the SBZA granted 
Erie an extension to continue operating its adult 
oriented businesses until June 13, 2001. (Id.) On July 
7, 2000, the City informed Erie that it was in violation 
of City Code 128-6 with respect to the use of doors on 
video booths at the businesses. (Id. at ¶ 34.) The City 
ultimately withdrew its enforcement effort regarding 
the video booths after receiving a letter from Erie's 
counsel. (Id. at ¶ 36.) 

 
D. Efforts to Obtain an Alternate Location 
 
In July 2000, plaintiff MCEC purchased certain 
property within the City purportedly to open an adult 
entertainment establishment that complied with the 
Adult Entertainment Ordinance. (Id. at ¶ 37.) On 
August 5, 2000, plaintiff Broadway applied for a 
building permit to construct a new building to house 
an adult bookstore. (Id. at ¶ 38.) Thereafter, the 
County of Schenectady commenced eminent domain 
proceedings to condemn the property purchased by 
MCEC. (Id. at ¶ 39.) 
 
E. Procedural History 
 
Erie commenced the instant litigation on November 
13, 2000, asserting two causes of action. The First 
Cause of Action contends that the City violated its 
rights under the United States and New York State 
Constitutions. The Second Cause of Action contests 
the procedures employed by the City in adopting 
Ordinance 2000-13.   *26 By Memorandum-Decision 
& Order dated June 29, 2001, Erie's motion for a 
preliminary injunction enjoining enforcement of the 
Adult Entertainment Ordinance was 
granted.   See Erie Blvd. Triangle Corp., 152 
F.Supp.2d 241. In that Memorandum-Decision & 
Order, it was determined that “there is a substantial 
likelihood that the City will not be able to demonstrate 
that the eliminating of the grandfathering provision 
from the Adult Ordinance was designed to further the 
City's interest in ameliorating the secondary effects of 
adult businesses within Schenectady.”  Id. at 
247-48.   By Memorandum-Decision & Order dated 
July 15, 2002, Erie was granted leave to amend its 
Complaint to add MCEC and Broadway as plaintiffs. 
(Dkt. No. 38.) An amended complaint was filed on 
July 22, 2002. Defendants filed an answer to the 
amended complaint on September 23, 2002. 
 
III. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
A moving party is entitled to summary judgment “if 
the pleadings, depositions, answers to interrogatories, 
and admissions on file, together with the affidavits, if 
any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any 
material fact and that the moving party is entitled to a 
judgment as a matter of law.”    Fed.R.Civ.P. 56(c). 
The ultimate inquiry is whether a reasonable jury 
could find for the nonmoving party based on the 
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evidence presented, the legitimate inferences that 
could be drawn from that evidence in favor of the 
nonmoving party, and the applicable burden of 
proof.   See Anderson v. Liberty Lobby, Inc., 477 U.S. 
242, 252, 106 S.Ct. 2505, 91 L.Ed.2d 202 (1986). In 
determining a motion for summary judgment, all 
inferences to be drawn from the facts contained in the 
exhibits and depositions “must be viewed in the light 
most favorable to the party opposing the 
motion.”  United States v. Diebold, Inc., 369 U.S. 654, 
655, 82 S.Ct. 993, 8 L.Ed.2d 176 (1962); Hawkins v. 
Steingut, 829 F.2d 317, 319 (2d Cir.1987). 
Nevertheless, “the litigant opposing summary 
judgment ‘may not rest upon mere conclusory 
allegations or denials' as a vehicle for obtaining a 
trial.”  Quinn v. Syracuse Model Neighborhood Corp., 
613 F.2d 438, 445 (2d Cir.1980) (quoting SEC v. 
Research Automation Corp., 585 F.2d 31, 33 (2d 
Cir.1978)). 
 
IV. DISCUSSION 
 
A. Constitutionality of the Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance 
 
At issue here is the constitutionality of Schenectady's 
Adult Entertainment Ordinance. The proper analytical 
framework is that set forth by a series of Supreme 
Court decisions including Young v. American Mini 
Theatres, Inc., 427 U.S. 50, 96 S.Ct. 2440, 49 L.Ed.2d 
310 (1976) ( “Young ”); City of Renton v. Playtime 
Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 
29 (1986) (“Renton ”); and City of Los Angeles v. 
Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 
152 L.Ed.2d 670 (2002) ( “Alameda Books ”). Under 
these cases, the first inquiry is whether the ordinance 
bans adult uses altogether. Renton, 475 U.S. at 46, 106 
S.Ct. 925;   see Alameda Books, 535 U.S. 425, 122 
S.Ct. 1728, 1733, 152 L.Ed.2d 670 (2002). If the 
ordinance does not ban adult uses altogether, but 
merely imposes zoning restrictions upon them, the 
ordinance is analyzed as a time, place, and manner 
regulation. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1733. 
Assuming the ordinance to be a time, place, and 
manner regulation, the second inquiry is whether the 
ordinance is content neutral. Id. If the ordinance is 
content based, it is “presumptively invalid and subject 
to strict scrutiny.”  Id. An ordinance that is “aimed not 
at the content ... but rather at the secondary effects of 
... [adult uses] on the *27 surrounding community, 
namely at crime rates, property values, and the quality 

of the city's neighborhood ... [is] ... content 
neutral.”  Id. at 1734. If the ordinance is content 
neutral, the third inquiry is whether the “ordinance 
was designed to serve a substantial government 
interest and ... reasonable alternative avenues of 
communication remain[ ] available.”  Id. 
 
1. Ban on Adult Uses 
 
It is undisputed that Schenectady's Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance does not ban all adult uses. 
Rather, it merely seeks to limit the operation of adult 
entertainment uses to certain zones within the City-“a 
sort of adult zoning regulation.”  Id. Accordingly, the 
Adult Entertainment Ordinance must be analyzed as a 
time, place, and manner regulation. Alameda Books, 
122 S.Ct. at 1733;   Renton, 475 U.S. at 46, 106 S.Ct. 
925. 
 
2. Content Neutral 
 
[1] The next inquiry is whether the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance is content neutral. Alameda 
Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1733. This entails an examination 
of whether the ordinance is aimed at the content of the 
activity at the adult entertainment establishments, or 
the secondary effects of such establishments on the 
surrounding community. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 
1734;   Renton, 475 U.S. at 47, 106 S.Ct. 925. “In 
determining whether a regulation is content-neutral, 
‘[t]he government's purpose [in enacting the 
regulation] is the controlling consideration.’ ”  Z.J. 
Gifts D-2, L.L.C. v. City of Aurora, 136 F.3d 683, 686 
(10th Cir.1998), cert. denied,525 U.S. 868, 119 S.Ct. 
162, 142 L.Ed.2d 133 (1998) (“Aurora ”) 
(quoting Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781, 
791, 109 S.Ct. 2746, 105 L.Ed.2d 661 (1989)). 
 
Although the subject Ordinance is aimed at adult 
entertainment establishments, “the inference of 
impermissible discrimination is not strong. An equally 
strong inference is that the ordinance is targeted not at 
the activity, but at its side effects.”  Alameda Books, 
122 S.Ct. at 1740 (Kennedy, J., concurring). It is 
evident from the record that the Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance was adopted to address the purported 
secondary effects of adult entertainment 
establishments upon the surrounding community. “A 
zoning law need not be blind to the secondary effects 
of adult speech, so long as the purpose of the law is not 
to suppress it.”  Id. This conclusion is supported by the 

© 2008 Thomson Reuters/West. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986132674
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986132674
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986132674
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1962127612
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1962127612
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1962127612
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1987116234&ReferencePosition=319
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1987116234&ReferencePosition=319
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1987116234&ReferencePosition=319
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1980102168&ReferencePosition=445
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1980102168&ReferencePosition=445
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1980102168&ReferencePosition=445
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1978120589&ReferencePosition=33
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1978120589&ReferencePosition=33
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1978120589&ReferencePosition=33
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=350&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1978120589&ReferencePosition=33
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1976142421
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1976142421
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1976142421
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1976142421
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2002298957
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2002298957
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2002298957
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=2002298957
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1733
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1734
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1734
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1734
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1986109853
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=686
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=686
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=686
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=506&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=1998049560&ReferencePosition=686
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1998149119
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1998149119
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&SerialNum=1989093295
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1740
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1740
http://www.westlaw.com/Find/Default.wl?rs=dfa1.0&vr=2.0&DB=708&FindType=Y&ReferencePositionType=S&SerialNum=2002298957&ReferencePosition=1740


 250 F.Supp.2d 22 Page 6
250 F.Supp.2d 22 
  

preamble to the Adult Entertainment Ordinance, the 
Penna Report, and the affidavits of the City's major 
and corporation counsel. (See Pl.'s Exs. B, C, J at ¶ 6, 
M, I; Def.'s Ex. C, D.) 
 
[2] The preamble to the Ordinance states that: 
 
based upon a comprehensive study of the adverse 
secondary impacts of adult use establishments as 
documented by other communities in the country in 
accordance with the ruling of the U.S. Supreme Court 
in the matter of the City of Renton v. Playtime 
Theaters, Inc.,... and commissioned by the Office of 
the Corporation Counsel, the council of the City of 
Schenectady finds that: 
 
1) There are adverse secondary impacts associated 
with the establishment and operation of adult-oriented 
businesses within a community; 
 
2) Among these adverse secondary impacts are a 
deterioration in the local quality of life, an adverse 
effect upon local property values, an adverse effect 
upon local economic viability, an imposition, whether 
intentional or unintentional, of exposure to 
adult-oriented expression undesired by neighbors, 
pedestrians and passersby, an increase in traffic, noise, 
litter and nuisance, criminal and illicit sexual 
behavior, a threat to the *28 health and safety of 
children and young adults and an undermining of the 
established sense of community; 
 
3) These adverse secondary impacts of the 
establishment and operation of adult-oriented 
businesses are a threat to the general health, safety and 
economic viability of the community; 
 
4) The unregulated establishment and operation of 
adult-oriented businesses would lead to the 
widespread imposition of adverse secondary impacts 
upon the residents, businesses, economic viability, 
property values, and quality of life of the City would, 
therefore, be detrimental to the general health, safety 
and economic viability of the community.... 
 
Whereas, it is the express intent of the City of 
Schenectady in adopting this chapter to: 
 
a) Ameliorate, mitigate, reduce or prevent the 
widespread and unregulated imposition of the adverse 

secondary impacts of adult-oriented businesses upon 
the residents, businesses, economic viability, property 
values, quality of life and general health, safety and 
welfare of the community. 
 
(Pl.'s Ex. B.) See Renton, 475 U.S. at 48, 106 S.Ct. 925 
(finding an ordinance to be content neutral because 
“[t]he ordinance by its terms is designed to prevent 
crime, protect the city's retail trade, maintain property 
values, and generally protect and preserve the quality 
of the city's neighborhoods, commercial districts, and 
the quality of urban life, not to suppress the expression 
of unpopular views.”) (internal quotation and 
alterations omitted); see also Ben's Bar, Inc. v. Village 
of Somerset, 316 F.3d 702, 723 n. 28 (7th Cir.2003) 
(looking to the text of the ordinance, any preamble or 
express legislative findings associated with it, and 
studies and information of which legislators were 
clearly aware to determine the predominant concerns 
behind the enactment of an ordinance); SOB, Inc. v. 
County of Benton, 317 F.3d 856, 862 (8th Cir.2003) 
(looking to the ordinance's stated purposes and 
legislative findings to determine the intent of 
ordinance); Giovani Carandola, Ltd. v. Bason, 303 
F.3d 507, 514 (4th Cir.2002) (looking to the 
ordinance's preamble for language addressing the 
city's desire to address secondary effects); Aurora, 
136 F.3d at 686 (relying upon preamble to ordinance 
in making determination that ordinance was enacted to 
address secondary effects). This evidences that the 
purpose of the Adult Entertainment Ordinance was to 
address the purported secondary effects of adult 
entertainment establishments. 
 
It also is evident that the City relied upon the Penna 
Report before adopting the amendments to the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance. (See Pl.'s Exs. B, C, D, I, J 
at ¶¶ 6-7.) The Penna Report states, among other 
things, that: 
 
it is highly probable that the City of Schenectady does 
and will continue to experience adverse secondary 
impacts associated with adult entertainment 
establishments and businesses. We believe that the 
City therefore can, based upon the experiences of a 
broad spectrum of counties, towns, and cities across 
the country, attempt to ameliorate these impacts 
though the utilization of its ... zoning powers. 
 
(Id.) This also evidences that the intent of the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance was to address the 
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secondary effects of adult entertainment establishes, 
and not to limit speech. 
 
[3] Finally, the affidavits of Schenectady Mayor 
Jurczynski and Schenectady Corporation Counsel 
Michael Brockbank further support the conclusion 
that the intent of the Adult Entertainment Ordinance 
was to reduce the secondary effects *29 of adult 
entertainment establishments. (See Def.'s Ex. C, D.) 
Plaintiffs offer no evidence from which it can be 
conclusively determined on a motion for summary 
judgment that the Ordinance was aimed at specific 
content rather than the secondary effects of adult 
entertainment establishments. Accordingly, the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance will be evaluated under the 
intermediate scrutiny standard. 
 
3. Narrowly Tailored to Serve a Substantial 
Government Interest 
 
Under the intermediate scrutiny standard, the question 
is “whether the municipality can demonstrate a 
connection between the speech regulated by the 
ordinance and the secondary effects that motivated the 
adoption of the ordinance.”  Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. 
at 1737 (plurality opinion). “In conducting this 
inquiry, [courts] are required ... to answer two 
questions: (1) ‘what proposition does a city need to 
advance in order to sustain a secondary-effects 
ordinance?’; and (2) ‘how much evidence is required 
to support the proposition.’ ”  Ben's Bar, 316 F.3d at 
721 (quoting Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1741 
(Kennedy, J. concurring) FN2); see also Alameda 
Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1736 (plurality opinion) (“The 
municipality's evidence must fairly support the 
municipality's rationale for its ordinance.”);   see 
also, SOB, Inc., 317 F.3d at 862 (“[T]he fighting issue 
... is whether the [municipality] had sufficient 
evidence of adverse secondary effects to justify 
enacting the Ordinance.”). 
 

FN2. There was no majority opinion in 
Alameda Books.   Accordingly, it has been 
noted that “[b]ecause Justice Kennedy's 
concurrence is the narrowest opinion joining 
the judgment of the Court in Alameda 
Books,... it is the controlling opinion.”  Ben's 
Bar, 316 F.3d at 722 and 724 n. 30;   See 
also, SOB, Inc., 317 F.3d at 862 n. 1;   Encore 
Videos, Inc. v. City of San Antonio, 310 F.3d 
812, 819 (5th Cir.2002). 

 
With respect to the first question, Justice Kennedy 
points out in his concurring opinion in Alameda Books 
that “the necessary rationale for applying intermediate 
scrutiny is the promise that zoning ordinances like this 
one will reduce the secondary effects without 
substantially reducing speech.”    Alameda Books, 122 
S.Ct. at 1742. Thus, the City must set forth its 
proposition. Once the City has done so, the analysis 
turns to whether there is sufficient evidence to support 
the proposition. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1742. 
 
a. The City's Proposition FN3 
 

FN3. Plaintiffs do not challenge the original 
Adult Entertainment Ordinance, but, rather, 
attack the constitutionality of the 
amendments to that Ordinance. (See Pl.'s 
Mem. of Law at 17.) Thus, the ensuing 
analysis will focus on the amendments. 

 
The relevant inquiry entails an examination of the 
City's rationale for its Adult Entertainment Ordinance, 
and more particularly, the amendments 
thereto. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1736 (plurality 
opinion), 1741 (Kennedy, J., concurring). It appears 
from the face of the Ordinance that it was enacted to 
reduce the purported secondary effects of adult 
entertainment establishments. In the original 
enactment, the Ordinance stated that “adult bookstores 
and adult entertainment, because of their very nature, 
are recognized as having serious objectionable 
characteristics, particularly when several of them are 
concentrated under certain circumstances.”  (Pl.'s 
Mem. of Law at 17) (emphasis added.) Numerous 
studies and cases discuss “the geographical 
correlations between the presence or concentration of 
adult business establishments and enhanced crime 
rates.”  Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1734-35 
(plurality opinion) and *30 at 1747-48 (Souter, J., 
dissenting); Young, 427 U.S. at 71 n. 34, 96 S.Ct. 
2440. This rational (prohibiting the concentration of 
adult entertainment establishments) does not, 
however, explain the amendments, particularly with 
respect to the termination of the pre-existing, 
non-conforming uses. The effect of the amendments 
on plaintiffs would be to require Erie's adult 
entertainment establishments to relocate to certain 
zones; not reduce the concentration of adult 
entertainment establishments. In fact, Ordinance 
99-11 reduced the proximity restrictions, thereby 
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contradicting the idea that the secondary effects 
associated with adult entertainment establishments are 
reduced when such establishments are dispersed rather 
than concentrated.FN4 
 

FN4. The Supreme Court has noted that, 
once a municipality has identified unwanted 
secondary facts, they are free to adopt 
schemes they believe will address those 
secondary effects. “Cities may regulate adult 
theaters by dispersing them ... or by 
effectively concentrating them.... It is not our 
function to appraise the wisdom of the city's 
decision to require adult theaters to be 
separated rather than concentrated in the 
same areas.... The city must be allowed a 
reasonable opportunity to experience with 
solutions to admittedly serious 
problems.”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 52, 106 S.Ct. 
925 (internal citations, alterations and 
quotations omitted). 

 
The preamble to the amendments, however, illustrate 
other purposes of the Ordinance. These other purposes 
include reducing the effect of adult entertainment 
establishments on property values, the health and 
safety of young adults and children, and on the 
established sense of community and general quality of 
life in the City. (See Pl.'s Ex. B.) FN5 These are all goals 
that have been approved by the Supreme Court. In 
Young and Renton, the Supreme Court stated that “a 
city's ‘interest in attempting to preserve the quality of 
urban life is one that must be accorded high respect.’ 
”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 50, 106 S.Ct. 925 
(quoting Young, 427 U.S. at 71, 96 S.Ct. 2440);   see 
also Aurora, 136 F.3d at 688. Requiring adult 
entertainment establishments to locate to certain 
sections, or zones, within the City to protect 
residential neighborhoods and commercial areas from 
“urban blight” is a valid rationale.   See Renton, 475 
U.S. at 50, 52, 106 S.Ct. 925;   Young, 427 U.S. at 
71-72, 96 S.Ct. 2440;   Deja Vu-Everett-Federal Way, 
Inc. v. City of Federal Way, 46 Fed.Appx. 409, 2002 
WL 1929375 (9th Cir.2002) (“Deja Vu ”); Z.J. Gifts 
D-4, L.L.C. v. City of Littleton, 311 F.3d 1220 (10th 
Cir.2002); Aurora, 136 F.3d 683. 
 

FN5. The City's purported interest in 
reducing “exposure to adult-oriented 
expression undesired by neighbors, 
pedestrians and passersby” (see Pl.'s Exs. B 

and C), is suspect and arguably an 
impermissible basis upon which to enact the 
Ordinance.   See Erznoznik v. City of 
Jacksonville, 422 U.S. 205, 208-12, 95 S.Ct. 
2268, 45 L.Ed.2d 125 (1975) (“Appellee's 
primary argument is that it may protect its 
citizens against unwilling exposure to 
materials that may be offensive....But when 
the government, acting as censor, undertakes 
selectively to shield the public from some 
kinds of speech on the ground that they are 
more offensive than others, the First 
Amendment strictly limits its power....[T]he 
limited privacy interests of persons on the 
public streets cannot justify this censorship 
of otherwise protected speech on the basis of 
its content.”) 

 
b. The City's Rationale for the Amendments 
 
The next question is whether the City's evidence 
supports its rationale for the amendments. In granting 
plaintiffs' motion for a preliminary injunction, it was 
found that 
 
The City has submitted no evidence whatsoever that 
either the 1999 Amendment or the 2000 Amendment 
was designed to address the secondary effects of adult 
businesses within the City which *31 were not 
adequately addressed by the initial version of the 
Adult Ordinance, or that plaintiff's businesses are 
responsible for any adverse secondary effects in their 
current, grandfathered locations.... [T]he City has 
wholly failed to provide any rational explanation why 
the elimination of the grandfathering provision under 
the original version of the Adult Ordinance was 
necessary to accomplish this objective.... 
 
[I]t is clear that the City cannot show that it had before 
it, and considered, evidence that adverse secondary 
effects still exist and that the city had a reasonable 
basis for believing that the new restrictions it enacted 
would specifically address these effects. In light of the 
fact that the City's actual experience under the Adult 
Ordinance demonstrates an absence of evidence of 
secondary effects, it simply cannot be said that it was 
reasonable to conclude that a study of other 
communities was relevant to the issue of whether the 
grandfathered adult businesses were creating adverse 
secondary effects within the City. Accordingly ... 
there is a substantial likelihood that the City will not 
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be able to demonstrate that the eliminating of the 
grandfathering provision from the Adult Ordinance 
was designed to further the City's interest in 
ameliorating the secondary effects of adult businesses 
within Schenectady. 
 
Erie Blvd. Triangle Corp., 152 F.Supp.2d at 247-48 
(internal quotation and citation omitted). 
 
Since that decision, however, the Supreme Court 
issued its decision in Alameda Books.   In Alameda, 
the City of Los Angeles conducted a study in 1977 of 
the effects of adult entertainment 
establishments. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1732. 
The study “concluded that concentrations of adult 
businesses are associated with higher rates of 
prostitution, robbery, assaults, and thefts in 
surrounding communities.”  Id. at 1732.   Based upon 
the study, in 1978, Los Angeles enacted an ordinance 
prohibiting “the establishment, substantial 
enlargement, or transfer of ownership of an adult 
arcade, bookstore, cabaret, motel, theater, or massage 
parlor, or a place for sexual encounters within 1,000 
feet of another such enterprise or within 500 feet of 
any religious institution, school, or public park.”  Id. 
Five years later, the City of Los Angeles amended its 
adult entertainment ordinance by prohibiting “the 
establishment or maintenance of more than one adult 
entertainment business in the same building, structure 
or portion thereof.”    Id. The amendment provided 
that the operation of an adult arcade, bookstore, 
cabaret, motel, theater or massage parlor, or place for 
sexual encounters “shall constitute a separate adult 
entertainment business even if operated in conjunction 
with another adult entertainment business at the same 
location.”    Id. Before enacting the amendments, Los 
Angeles did not conduct any new studies concerning 
the success or failure of the prior law, and did not 
ascertain whether the plaintiffs' non-conforming 
businesses were responsible for any alleged adverse 
secondary effects. 

le establishment-had on crime rates.”  Id 
 1734-35. 

 
The Ninth Circuit struck down the ordinance finding 
that Los Angeles “failed to demonstrate ... that the 
prohibition on multiple-use adult establishments was 
designed to serve its substantial interest in reducing 
crime.”  Id. at 1734. “The Court of Appeals found that 
the 1977 study did not reasonably support the 
inference that a concentration of adult operations 
within a single adult establishment produced greater 
levels of criminal activity because the study focused 

on the effects that a concentration of 
establishments-not a concentration of operations 
within a sing
at
 
*32 The Supreme Court reversed the Ninth Circuit and 
approved of Los Angeles's modification of its existing 
adult entertainment ordinance by relying upon the 
same 1977 study the City used in enacting the original 
ordinance.   Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 
1736-38;   see also Deja Vu-EverettFederal Way, Inc., 
46 Fed.Appx. 409, 2002 WL 1929375. The Supreme 
Court believed that “it is rational for the city to infer 
that reducing the concentration of adult operations in a 
neighborhood, whether within separate establishments 
or in one large establishment, will reduce crime 
rates.”  Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1735. More 
important, perhaps, the plurality opinion rejected a 
requirement that the city demonstrate with empirical 
data that its ordinance will successfully lower the 
secondary effects. Id. at 1736.   “Such a requirement 
would go too far in undermining our settled position 
that municipalities must be given a reasonable 
opportunity to experiment with solutions to address 
the secondary effects of protected speech.”  Id. 
(internal quotations and citations omitted); id. at 1743 
(“[W]e have consistently held that a city must have 
latitude to experiment ... and that very little evidence 
is required.”) (Kennedy, J., concurring); see 
also Renton, 475 U.S. at 52, 106 S.Ct. 925;   Young, 
427 U.S. at 71, 96 S.Ct. 2440. “A municipality 
considering an innovative solution may not have data 
that could demonstrate the efficacy of its proposal 
because the solution would, by definition, not have 
been implemented previously.”  Id. Other cases have 
reached similar results. For example, in BZAPS, Inc. v. 
City of Mankato, 268 F.3d 603, 607 (8th Cir.2001), the 
Eighth Circuit stated that “once a city has validly 
forbidden adult uses within a particular area, it may 
enforce that ordinance against all adult uses in that 
area without showing that a particular use will produce 
secondary effects. Renton... does not require cities to 
discriminate among adult uses.”  Similarly, in Deja 
Vu, the Ninth Circuit expressly rejected the arguments 
that: (1) a municipality's amendments to its adult 
zoning laws were unconstitutional because the 
municipality had not shown that the then-existing 
regulations had proven ineffective at curbing the 
secondary effects of adult uses; and (2) the 
municipality should be required to conduct its own 
study to show why the existing regulations need to be 
modified. Deja Vu, 46 Fed.Appx. at 410-11. 
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[4][5] Thus, the First Amendment is satisfied “so long 
as whatever evidence the city relied upon is 
reasonably believed to be relevant to the problem that 
the city addresses.”  Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 
S.Ct. 925. Municipalities are not required to conduct 
empirical studies of the impact of adult entertainment 
establishments on their own city, but are “entitled to 
rely on the experiences of ... other cities.”  Id. at 51, 
106 S.Ct. 925;   see also Ben's Bar, 316 F.3d at 
725-26;   Encore Videos, 310 F.3d at 821;   BZAPS, 
Inc., 268 F.3d at 606 (upholding ordinance where 
municipality relied upon studies of other cities); Clark 
v. City of Lakewood, 259 F.3d 996, 1015 (9th 
Cir.2001); Aurora, 136 F.3d at 687. Further, in the 
absence of actual and convincing evidence from 
plaintiffs to the contrary, municipalities need not 
demonstrate with empirical evidence that its ordinance 
will successfully reduce crime. Alameda, 122 S.Ct. at 
1736. 
 
This is not to say that a municipality can get away with 
shoddy data or reasoning. The municipality's evidence 
must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its 
ordinance. If plaintiffs fail to cast direct doubt on this 
rationale, either by demonstrating that the 
municipality's evidence does not support its rationale 
or by furnishing evidence that disputes the 
municipality's factual findings, the *33 municipality 
meets the standard set forth in Renton.   If plaintiffs 
succeed in casting doubt on a municipality's rational in 
either manner, the burden shifts back to the 
municipality to supplement the record with evidence 
renewing support for a theory that justifies its 
ordinance. 
 
Id. at 1736. 
 
[6] Plaintiffs contend that there is no evidence 
substantiating the City's claim that it adopted the 
Adult Entertainment Ordinance and the amendments 
thereto to address the alleged secondary effects of 
adult entertainment establishments. Plaintiffs argue 
that no evidence other than the Penna Report was 
considered by the City in support of the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance and its amendments, and 
that the Penna Report itself is unreliable. Plaintiffs 
further maintain that the loosening of the proximity 
restrictions contradicts the City's purported rationale 
for the Ordinance. The City responds that it enacted 
the Adult Entertainment Ordinance and its 

amendments to address the impact that adult 
entertainment establishments allegedly have on crime, 
property values, retail businesses, urban blight, quality 
of life, and the tax base. (Murphy Aff. at ¶ 13.) The 
City relies upon the Penna Report it commissioned in 
1998 that analyzes the secondary effects of adult 
entertainment establishments in other cities, the 
Supreme Court's decision in Renton, complaints from 
City residents and police officers, the testimony of two 
citizens at a City Council meeting, the observations of 
its current mayor, and a 1994 report from New York 
City. 
 
[7] When fairly read, the Penna Report may provide a 
reasonable basis for the City's decision to require all 
adult entertainment establishments to relocate to 
certain zones within the City. For example, the Penna 
Report identifies a negative impact on the commercial 
climate of all the cities studies. (Pl.'s Ex. I.) This 
negative impact includes decreased commercial 
property values; the reluctance of commercial 
establishments to remain, or relocate, next to an adult 
entertainment establishment; high increases in 
business turn over rates as compared to areas not 
containing adult entertainment establishments; and the 
difficulty in attracting customers to non-adult 
entertainment businesses that are in close proximity to 
adult establishments. (Id.) The Penna Report also 
identified, among other things, a negative impact on 
residential property values. (Id.) It is reasonable for 
the City to conclude that the Penna Report supports 
the notion that restricting adult entertainment 
establishments to industrial areas will reduce the 
secondary effect of those establishments in 
commercial and residential areas. Thus, a fair-minded 
trier of fact could reasonably conclude that the 
evidence upon which the City relied fairly supports the 
rationale for the Ordinance. Although it would be 
preferable for the City to have studied the actual 
effects of adult entertainment establishments in 
Schenectady, the City did not have an opportunity to 
assess the efficacy of its proposal because the current 
pre-existing, non-conforming uses have always been 
in the commercial locations. In other words, the City 
cannot know whether requiring adult entertainment 
establishments to relocate to industrial areas will 
successfully reduce the unwanted secondary effects in 
commercial and/or nearby residential zones until all 
adult entertainment establishments (including those 
that are now there) are removed from those zones. In 
any event, the City is not obligated to undertake any 
such empirical studies. Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 
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*34 Plaintiffs also attack the basis for the Penna 
Report and further claim that the existing adult 
entertainment establishments that operate in 
Schenectady have operated without incident. These 
are disputed issues of fact that preclude summary 
judgment. Plaintiffs' contention that their businesses 
have operated for many years without adversely 
affecting the City or neighborhoods is not based on 
any empirical or other tangential evidence, but upon 
the conclusory statement of Erie's treasurer that was 
qualified as being “upon information and 
belief.”  (Montal Aff., ¶ 79.) This is an insufficient 
basis upon which to award summary judgment in 
plaintiffs' favor.   See Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 
1736. Plaintiffs do not offer any other evidence that 
disputes the City's factual findings. Although 
plaintiffs' expert purports to be undertaking an 
empirical study of the secondary effects of adult 
entertainment establishments on the City of 
Schenectady, no such studies are included in the 
record. Whether the Penna Report is a reliable source 
upon which the City could reasonably rely is a factual 
issue inappropriate for resolution on summary 
judgment. The City's evidence, including the Penna 
Report, the evidence of secondary effects discussed in 
Renton and Northend Cinema, Inc. v. Seattle, 90 
Wash.2d 709, 585 P.2d 1153 (1978), cert. denied,441 
U.S. 946, 99 S.Ct. 2166, 60 L.Ed.2d 1048 (1979),FN6 
and the 1994 report prepared by the New York City 
Department of City Planning (see Pl.'s Exs. B, C, and 
M), may be sufficient to support its rationale that 
relocating adult entertainment businesses out of 
commercial and/or residential areas will decrease the 
purported negative secondary effects of those 
establishments in commercial and residential 
areas-areas in which the City apparently is primarily 
concerned with improving.FN7   See Renton, 475 U.S. 
at 54, 106 S.Ct. 925 (“Renton has not used the power 
to zone as a pretext for suppressing expression, but 
rather has sought to make some areas available for 
adult theaters and their patrons, while at the same time 
preserving the quality of life in the community at large 
by preventing those theaters from locating in other 
areas. This, after all, is the essence of zoning.”*35 ) 
(internal quotations and citations omitted); see 
also Giovani Carandola, 303 F.3d at 516 (“[A] 
governmental entity may rely on the ‘evidentiary 
foundation’ set forth in [Renton and Young ] ... to 
‘conclude that such nude dancing [i]s likely to produce 
the same secondary effects in its jurisdiction unless the 

plaintiff produces clear and convincing evidence to 
the contrary.’ ”) (quoting City of Erie v. Pap's A.M., 
529 U.S. 277, 296-97, 120 S.Ct. 1382, 146 L.Ed.2d 
265 (2000) (plurality opinion)). 
 

FN6. It is evident from the Ordinance that the 
City took Renton into consideration when 
enacting the amendments. (See Pl.'s Exs. B, 
C.) Renton discussed the secondary effects of 
adult entertainment establishments as found 
in Northend Cinema. Renton held that a city 
is entitled to rely upon the experiences of 
other cities and the findings summarized in 
court cases. Renton, 475 U.S. at 50-51, 106 
S.Ct. 925. Looking at the evidence in the 
light most favorable to the non-movant, it is 
reasonable to infer that the City considered 
the secondary effects discussed in Renton, 
which includes those discussed in Northend 
Cinema. 

 
FN7. The City points to additional anecdotal 
evidence that it allegedly relied upon in 
drafting the ordinances. Such additional 
anecdotal evidence includes the following: 
the Rabbit Lounge, an adult entertainment 
business, was a known hangout for 
prostitutes and pimps; the owner of the “Toy 
Box,” another adult business, and his wife 
were convicted of prostitution-related 
charges; undocumented complaints from 
residents and neighboring municipalities 
concerning adult business in Schenectady; 
undocumented businesses that have left the 
City and refused to relocate to the City; the 
Mayor's personal experience regarding 
property values in the City; studies 
performed by Oneida County, New York and 
the City of Utica, New York; and testimony 
from residents that “establishments of this 
nature threaten[ ] the moral character of the 
City,” and “[are] detrimental to the City.” 
(See Def.'s Ex. C, D; Pl.'s Exs. J, M.) It is 
unclear whether this other evidence was 
actually considered by the City when it 
enacted the Ordinance and the amendments 
thereto. Even without this evidence, in the 
absence of clear and convincing evidence to 
the contrary, the City's evidence is sufficient 
to withstand Plaintiffs' motion for summary 
judgment.   See Alameda Books, 122 S.Ct. at 
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1736;   Giovani Carandola, 303 F.3d at 516. 
 
4. Alternative Avenues of Communication 
 
The City's Ordinance may be found to be 
unconstitutional if it does not allow for reasonable 
alternative avenues of communication. Renton, 475 
U.S. at 53-54, 106 S.Ct. 925. This is because, 
“[t]hough the inference may be inexorable that a city 
could reduce secondary effects by reducing speech, 
this is not a permissible strategy. The purpose and 
effect of a zoning ordinance must be to reduce 
secondary effects and not to reduce speech.”  Alameda 
Books, 122 S.Ct. at 1739-40 (Kennedy, J., 
concurring). “Content-neutral zoning ordinances ... 
are permissible so long as ‘reasonable avenues of 
communication’ are left open ... a question that is 
answered through an analysis of how much land is 
available in which adult businesses may be located 
under the zoning system.”  Littleton, 311 F.3d at 1239 
(quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 53-54, 106 S.Ct. 
925).   “In undertaking that analysis, the courts must 
examine what land is actually available, but also must 
keep in mind that adult businesses must ‘fend for 
themselves in the real estate market, on an equal 
footing with other prospective purchasers and 
lessees.’ ”  Id. (quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 54, 106 
S.Ct. 925). 
 
The City, through the affidavit of its zoning officer, 
states that there are 924 acres and 349 parcels located 
in the G and H zones in which adult entertainment 
establishments can locate. (Def.'s Ex. H, ¶ 4.) Of these 
924 acres and 349 parcels, 439 acres and 101 parcels 
would be potential sites where adult entertainment 
businesses could locate. (Id.) Taking into 
consideration the proximity requirements of the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance, the City asserts that there 
are a total of thirteen potential sites for approximately 
four existing adult entertainment establishments. 
(Id.,  ¶ 6.) The City contends that its data is based upon 
zoning office files “which identify 101 potential lots 
within G and H zones, identify readily available public 
access to such lots, identify the properties as suitable 
for commercial enterprises and are, or have the 
potential to be, part of an actual business real estate 
market.”  (Id. at ¶ 8.) 
 
Plaintiffs agree with the City with respect to three 
potential sites. (Pl.'s Ex R, ¶ 11.) Plaintiffs contend 
that the remaining potential sites offered by the City 

are not fit for general commercial operations. 
According to plaintiffs, two of the sites consist of a 
local governmental sewage treatment plant and a 
newspaper printing plant, and therefore, are unlikely 
to become available for commercial use. (Id. at ¶ 14.) 
Plaintiffs insist that the remaining sites are industrial 
sites that either do not have the necessary 
infrastructure (i.e. street lights and sidewalks) 
necessary to protect the public health, safety, and 
welfare, or cannot provide sufficient parking to 
comply with other City zoning requirements. 
 
Much of plaintiffs' “evidence,” however, consists of 
supposition; not actual evidence. For example, 
plaintiffs' expert states that “it is likely to be 
impossible for any of these industrial uses to provide 
adequate parking for an adult cabaret, and it could be 
problematic for them to provide *36 parking for an 
adult bookstore.”  (Dkt. No. 50 at 16) (emphasis 
added.) FN8   These possibilities are an insufficient 
evidentiary basis upon which to rule out the City's 
proposed sites and grant summary judgment to 
plaintiffs. These competing opinions merely highlight 
the existence of issues of fact that preclude the grant of 
summary judgment in favor of plaintiffs. 
 

FN8. See also id. at 18 (“[A]n Adult Use 
could be barred by a lack of adequate 
parking”), 19 (“The vacant parcel that 
appears to be part of a rail yard ... is a 
permanent occupancy not likely to 
relocate.”), 19 (“The scrap yard ... is 
undoubtedly encumbered by serious 
hazardous waste contamination.”) (emphases 
added). 

 
B. Enactment of Amendments 
 
[8] Plaintiffs also attack the amendments to the Adult 
Entertainment Ordinance on the ground that they were 
not enacted in accordance with the proper procedures. 
A proceeding pursuant to N.Y.C.P.L.R. Art. 78 is 
available to challenge whether an ordinance was 
enacted in accordance with the proper 
procedures. Save Pine Bush, Inc. v. City of Albany, 70 
N.Y.2d 193, 202, 518 N.Y.S.2d 943, 512 N.E.2d 526 
(1987). The statute of limitations for Article 78 
proceedings is four months. N.Y.C.P.L.R. § 217; Save 
Pine Bush, 70 N.Y.2d at 203, 518 N.Y.S.2d 943, 512 
N.E.2d 526. Plaintiffs failed to timely commence an 
Article 78 proceeding challenging the procedures used 
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to enact the amendments to the Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance. The plaintiff's second cause of action must 
be dismissed. 
 
V. CONCLUSION 
 
The City of Schenectady's Adult Entertainment 
Ordinance does not ban all adult uses and is content 
neutral. Questions of fact remain whether the 
Ordinance is narrowly tailored to serve a substantial 
government interest. Questions of fact also remain 
whether the Ordinance allows for reasonable 
alternative avenues of communication. Plaintiffs 
failed to timely challenge the procedures used to enact 
the amendments to the Ordinance. 
 
Accordingly, it is 
 
ORDERED that 
 
1. Plaintiffs' motion for summary judgment is 
DENIED; and 
 
2. Plaintiffs' Second Cause of Action is DISMISSED. 
 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 
N.D.N.Y.,2003. 
Erie Boulevard Triangle Corp. v. City of Schenectady 
250 F.Supp.2d 22 
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ORDER 
 
RICHARD A. LAZZARA, United States District 
Judge. 
*1 Before the Court is Defendant's Motion for 
Summary Judgment and various affidavits, 
depositions, exhibits FN1 and Plaintiff's Response in 
Opposition and affidavits and exhibits.FN2After careful 
consideration of the arguments, the record and the 
applicable law, the Court concludes that the Motion 
should be granted. 
 

FN1.See dockets 35-42. 
 

FN2.See dockets 45, 46 & 47. 
 

Background 
 
The Plaintiffs in this consolidated action are sexually 
oriented businesses located in Hillsborough County, 
Florida. This action involves a constitutional 
challenge, both facially and “as applied” to three adult 

use ordinances. In one of the two complaints,FN3 the 
Plaintiffs are “bikini bars” located in the County: 
Tootsies in Tampa, Showgirls in Plant City, and 
Showgirls in Valrico. In the second complaint,FN4 the 
Plaintiffs include additional adult businesses in 
Hillsborough County, including the adult book stores 
known as 4-Play Videos III, Pleasures I, and Planet X, 
all licensed adult bookstores in Tampa, and an 
additional bikini bar known as Showgirls Men's Club 
in Brandon.FN5 According to the first complaint, a 
“bikini bar” is “a place of public assembly serving 
alcohol to patrons, in conjunction with providing First 
Amendment protected dance performances, the 
content of which emphasizes issues dealing with a 
variety of human emotions, all presented by females 
wearing [bikinis].”FN6 These bikini bars are located in 
“an area of generic commercial uses which are fronted 
by widely traveled roads.”FN7 
 

FN3.Seedocket 1. 
 

FN4.Seedocket 1 at 8:06-cv-2323-T-26MAP. 
 

FN5.Seedocket 1 at 8:06-cv-2323-T-26MAP 
at paras. 8-13. 

 
FN6.Seedocket 1 at paras. 8, 9 & 10. 

 
FN7.Seedocket 1 at para. 14; docket 1 at 
8:06-cv-2323-T-26MAP at para. 16. 

 
On September 7, 2006, Hillsborough County's Board 
of Commissioners (the Board) unanimously adopted 
three ordinances FN8 which regulate sexually oriented 
businesses in Hillsborough County: Ordinance 06-24; 
Ordinance 06-25, and Ordinance 06-26.FN9All of these 
three ordinances regulate sexually oriented 
businesses. Ordinance 6-24 involves zoning, 
Ordinance 06-25 involves licensing and regulations, 
and Ordinance 6-26 involves “bikini bars.” The 
purpose of all three ordinances is articulated in the 
body of the ordinances as follows: 
 

FN8.Seedocket 35, Ex. A, B & C. 
 

FN9. The effective date of the ordinances 
was January 10, 2007; however, according to 
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the County, it has not enforced the three 
ordinances against the Plaintiffs in this 
action. 

 
It is the purpose of this ordinance to regulate [the 
location of sexually oriented businesses in Ord. 
06-24; sexually oriented businesses in Ord. 06-25; 
alcoholic beverage establishments in Ord. 06-26] in 
order to promote the health, safety, and general 
welfare of the citizens of the County, and to 
establish reasonable and uniform regulations to 
prevent the deleterious secondary effects of 
[sexually oriented businesses within the County in 
Ords. 06-24 & 06-25; paid physical contact in 
alcoholic beverage establishments between patrons 
and certain employees of the establishment in Ord. 
06-26]. The provisions of this ordinance have 
neither the purpose nor effect of imposing a 
limitation or restriction on the content or reasonable 
access to any communicative materials, including 
sexually oriented materials. Similarly, it is neither 
the purpose nor effect of this ordinance to restrict or 
deny access by adults to sexually oriented materials 
protected by the First Amendment, or to deny access 
by the distributors and exhibitors of sexually 
oriented entertainment to their intended market. 
Neither is it the purpose nor effect of this ordinance 
to condone or legitimize the distribution of obscene 
material or performances. 
*2 Ord. 06-24 § 2.02.06(D)(1); Ord. 06-25 § 2 
1/2-41(a); Ord. 06-26 § 3-61(A) (emphasis added). 
Each ordinance also contains a section titled 
“Findings and Rationale” which recites that the 
Board has reviewed evidence of adverse secondary 
effects of adult uses presented in hearings and in 
reports made available to the Board and lists 
numerous opinions in cases in which courts have 
interpreted evidence of this nature. Ord. 06-24 § 
2.02.06(D)(2); Ord. 06-25 § 2 1/2-41(b); Ord. 06-26 
§ 3-61(B). 

 
Relying on the cases cited in addition to evidence 
presented in hearings and reports made available to the 
Board, each of the three ordinances articulates the 
findings. In both the zoning and the licensing and 
regulatory ordinances, the findings by the Board are as 
follows: 
 

Sexually oriented businesses, as a category of 
commercial uses, are associated with a wide variety 
of adverse secondary effects including, but not 

limited to, personal and property crimes, public 
safety risks, prostitution, potential spread of disease, 
lewdness, public indecency, illicit sexual activity, 
illicit drug use and drug trafficking, undesirable and 
criminal behavior associated with alcohol 
consumption, negative impacts on surrounding 
properties, litter, and sexual assault and 
exploitation. 

 
....FN10 

 
FN10. The zoning ordinance contains the 
following additional statement regarding the 
location of sexually oriented businesses: 

 
Sexually oriented businesses should be 
separated from sensitive land uses to 
minimize the impact of their secondary 
effects upon such uses, and should be 
separated from other sexually oriented 
businesses, to minimize the secondary 
effects associated with such uses and to 
prevent an unnecessary concentration of 
sexually oriented businesses in one area. 

 
Ord. 06-24 § 2.02.06(D)(2)(b). 

 
Each of the foregoing negative secondary effects 
constitutes a harm which the County has a 
substantial government interest in preventing and/or 
abating in the future. This substantial government 
interest in preventing secondary effects, which is 
the County's rationale for this ordinance, exists 
independent of any comparative analysis between 
sexually oriented and non-sexually oriented 
businesses. Additionally, the County's interest in 
regulating sexually oriented businesses extends to 
future secondary effects that could occur in the 
County related to current sexually oriented 
businesses as well as sexually oriented businesses 
that may locate in the County in the future. The 
County finds that the cases and secondary effects 
documentation relied on in this ordinance are 
reasonably believed to be relevant to said secondary 
effects. 
Ord. 06-24 § 2.02.06(D)(2)(a)(c); Ord. 06-25 § 2 
1/2-41(b)(1) (2). The “bikini bar” ordinance FN11 
contains the following findings by the Board: 

 
FN11. Ord. 06-26. 
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1. Paid physical contact between scantily-clad 
employees of alcoholic beverage establishments, 
including “bed” dances, “couch” dances, and “lap” 
dances as they are commonly called, are associated 
with and can lead to illicit sexual activities, 
including masturbation, lewdness, and prostitution, 
as well as other negative effects, including sexual 
assault. 

 
2. The County finds that such paid physical contact 
by bikini-clad or otherwise scantily-clad employees 
in alcoholic beverage establishments, even though 
said employees are not nude or semi-nude as 
defined in other portions of the Hillsborough 
County code, is substantially similar to and presents 
similar concerns as conduct by nude and semi-nude 
performers in sexually oriented businesses. 

 
*3 3. Each of the negative effects targeted by this 
ordinance constitutes a harm which the County has 
a substantial government interest in preventing 
and/or abating in the future. This substantial 
government interest in preventing such negative 
effects, which is the County's rationale for this 
ordinance, exists independent of any comparative 
analysis between the regulated establishments and 
other, non-regulated establishments. The County 
finds that the cases and secondary effects 
documentation relied on in this ordinance are 
reasonably believed to be relevant to the County's 
interest in preventing illicit sexual behavior. 

 
Ord. 06-26 § 3-61(B)(1)(2)(3). 

 
Two public hearings were held before the Board prior 
to their adoption-one on August 2, 2006, and the other 
on August 16, 2006. Testimony was adduced both for 
and against the ordinances. The Board also reviewed 
judicial decisions, FN12 secondary effects reports,FN13 
and affidavits from private investigators.FN14Both 
sides presented opinions from retained expert 
witnesses.FN15The County retained Richard McCleary, 
Ph.D., a criminologist and university professor who 
provided two reports.FN16Experts were also retained by 
the opposition to the ordinances: Terry A. Danner, 
Ph.D., who is the Chair for the Department of 
Criminal Justice at Saint Leo University; Randy D. 
Fisher, Ph.D., who is an associate professor of 
Psychology and Director of the Survey Research 
Laboratory at the University of Central Florida; Judith 

Lynne Hanna, Ph.D., who is an anthropologist, dance 
scholar and dance critic; and Richard Schauseil, who 
is a licensed Florida real estate agent.FN17The experts 
for the Plaintiffs opined that the crime associated with 
sexually oriented businesses was not more prevalent 
in areas where they are located, contrary to the reports 
provided by the experts retained by the 
County.FN18The Board considered all of the reports 
and testimony, both for and against the passage of the 
ordinances. 
 

FN12.Seedocket 36 at Ex. D-01. 
 

FN13.Seedocket 36 at Ex. D-05, pp. 8-11 
(documenting higher sex-related crimes in 
study areas and 89% of indecent exposure 
crimes were committed on premises of adult 
businesses-study done in Phoenix in 1979); 
Ex. D-04, pp. 13-14 (documenting “illegal 
sex and unsanitary conditions in sexually 
oriented businesses”-study done in Tucson in 
1990); Ex. D-07, pp. 5-6 & 8 (articulating 
findings on criminal activities of prostitution, 
public lewdness, narcotics and indecent 
exposure associated with sexually oriented 
businesses and difficulty in enforcement of 
laws due to private areas blocked from view 
and booth configurations-legislative report in 
1997 by Houston City council); Exs. 
D-08-18, D20a-23 (including reports from 
various cities including the dramatic decline 
in crime in Times Square after the removal of 
sexually oriented businesses there); Ex. 
D-19, pp. 32-38 (documenting paid acts of 
females engaging in masturbation in adult 
cabarets-transcript from testimony taken in 
Phoenix's hearings in “Adult Cabaret” in 
1997). The record contains numerous 
additional studies, expert reports from other 
cases and testimony from other proceedings 
which predominantly support the fact that 
higher crime rates occur in areas where 
sexually oriented businesses exist. 

 
FN14.Seedocket 36, Ex. D-03, which 
contains numerous affidavits from private 
investigators' visits to numerous bikini bars 
and adult bookstores in Hillsborough 
County. Many of the adult bookstores had 
peep show booths in which evidence of 
masturbation was detected. One of the 
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investigators purchased a “bed dance” and a 
“couch dance” from the employees at a bikini 
bar. Ex. D-03, pp. 2-3. Another investigator 
returned at a later time and received lap 
dances from two other employees. Ex. D-33. 
The Board also reviewed affidavits from 
private investigators' visits to sexually 
oriented businesses in Manatee County 
which contained similar evidence. Ex. D-25 
& D-26. 

 
FN15.Seedocket 37 Ex. D-29 & D-30 
(providing opinions in favor of the passage of 
the ordinance); dockets 38-42 Ex. 
D-34a-34h, D35a-35h, D36a-36e, D37a-37g 
& D38a-d (providing opinions opposed to the 
passage of the ordinance). 

 
FN16.Seedocket 37, Ex. D-29 & D-30 
(substantiating that negative secondary 
effects of sexually oriented businesses such 
as ambient crime, illicit behavior such as paid 
sexual touching, and the spread of disease 
resulting from illicit sexual behavior, are 
well-documented and need not be established 
by comparing adult and non-adult businesses 
such as bars____ report prepared by Richard 
McCleary, Ph.D. to the Board dated August 
30, 2006). 

 
FN17. Three of these four experts were used 
in the opposition to summary judgment 
in Peek-A-Boo Lounge of Bradenton, Inc. v. 
Manatee County, 337 F.3d 1251, 1270-71 
(11th Cir.2003). No mention is made in the 
opinion of Dr. Hanna. 

 
FN18. In this summary judgment proceeding, 
Plaintiffs submitted four new affidavits of 
their experts. To the extent they contain 
material and opinions of experts not 
previously disclosed to the County, this 
Court should not consider them. See Corwin 
v. Walt Disney Co., 475 F.3d 1239, 1247 
(11th Cir.2007) (striking new affidavits from 
four experts as untimely because they were 
filed in response to motion for summary 
judgment and information had not been 
earlier disclosed); Norfolk Southern Corp. v. 
Chevron U.S.A., Inc., 279 F.Supp.2d 1250, 
1274 (M.D.Fla.2003), rev'd on other 

grounds,371 F.3d 1285 (11th Cir.2004) 
(holding that where affidavits of experts were 
filed after hearing on motion for summary 
judgment and affidavits contain information 
not found in original opinion, affidavits were 
stricken as late-filed expert disclosures which 
were prejudicial). Nevertheless, out of an 
abundance of caution, this Court has 
considered them in this summary judgment 
proceeding. 

 
Applicable Law 

 
The standard of review that applies to facial and “as 
applied” challenges to sexually oriented business 
ordinances is “intermediate scrutiny,” as opposed to 
strict scrutiny, provided the ordinances do not totally 
ban sexually oriented businesses and they serve a 
substantial government interest such as curtailing 
adverse secondary effects. See City of Erie v. Pap's 
A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 120 S.Ct. 1382, 1391, 146 
L.Ed.2d 265 (2000) (plurality opinion). In construing 
these types of ordinances, courts first look at whether 
the local government has carried its initial burden of 
showing that the ordinance was enacted for the 
purpose of regulating “adverse secondary effects.” If 
the local government shows that the ordinance was 
enacted for this purpose, then the ordinance is deemed 
to be content-neutral, not directed at speech, and does 
not require strict scrutiny. Once this initial burden is 
satisfied, the burden shifts to the sexually oriented 
business to “cast direct doubt” on the local entity's 
rationale that enough evidence was presented to 
support its claim that its ordinance serves to reduce 
secondary effects without substantially reducing 
speech.FN19City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, 
Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 451, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 1742-43, 152 
L.Ed.2d 670 (2002); Peek-A-Boo Lounge of 
Bradenton, Inc. v. Manatee County, Fla., 337 F.3d 
1251, 1263-64 (11th Cir.2003), cert. denied,541 U.S. 
988, 124 S.Ct. 2016, 158 L.Ed.2d 491 (2004). If doubt 
is cast on the rationale for the ordinance, then, 
presumably, the local entity must submit additional 
evidence to remove that doubt. 
 

FN19. That the local entity cannot rely on 
“shoddy data or reasoning” is true; however, 
this statement in the plurality opinion of City 
of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 535 
U.S. 425, 438-39, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 1736, 152 
L.Ed.2d 670 (2002), does not raise the 
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evidentiary bar for the local 
government. Daytona Grand, Inc. v. City of 
Daytona Beach, Fla., 490 F.3d 860, 880 
(11th Cir.2007) (citing Justice Kennedy's 
concurrence as the holding in Alameda ). 

 
*4 The amount of evidence the local government 
needs to support its rationale for its ordinance is “very 
little.”  Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451, 122 S.Ct. at 
1742-43;Daytona Grand, Inc. v. City of Daytona 
Beach, Fla., 490 F.3d 860, 880 (11th Cir.2007).FN20 
The same evidentiary standard of City of Renton v. 
Playtime Theatres, Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 
115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991) remains in place today: 
 

FN20.Daytona Grand became final on 
September 17, 2007, the date the mandate 
issued from the Eleventh Circuit Court of 
Appeals. See 6:02-cv-1468-JA-KRS at 
docket 202. 

 
The First Amendment does not require a city, before 
enacting such an ordinance, to conduct new studies 
or produce evidence independent of that already 
generated by other cities, so long as whatever 
evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed 
to be relevant to the problem that the city addresses. 
Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451, 122 S.Ct. at 1743 
(quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 S.Ct. 925, 
89 L.Ed.2d 29) (emphasis added); Daytona Grand, 
490 F.3d at 880 (quoting same). 

 
The Eleventh Circuit in Peek-A-Boo Lounge traced the 
history of how the United States Supreme Court has 
analyzed cases involving a local government's 
ordinance adopted to reduce the secondary effects of 
adult entertainment establishments. Generally, zoning 
ordinance cases are analyzed using the evidentiary 
standard set forth in Renton,FN21 and public nudity 
ordinance cases are reviewed by the standard 
articulated in United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 
88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 L.Ed.2d 672 (1968).FN22Peek-A-Boo 
Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1255-56.Over the years, however, 
the Supreme Court has melded the two standards 
together to some degree, largely due to the numerous 
plurality opinions. Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1255.For example, although Renton applies to zoning 
ordinances, the third prong of the Renton standard is 
the second prong of the O'Brien standard.Daytona 
Grand, 490 F.3d at 874 n. 20;Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 
337 F.3d at 1264 (relying on Alameda Books ). In 

analyzing the cases, it is well-established that the local 
government need only recite in its ordinance “the 
protection and preservation of the quality of life in the 
city” in order to show that reducing negative 
secondary effects is the rationale for the 
ordinance. Zibtluda, LLC v. Gwinnett County, Ga., 
411 F.3d 1278, 1286 (11th Cir.2005). 
 

FN21. Zoning ordinances limiting the 
location of adult businesses are evaluated 
based on time, place, and manner 
regulations. A zoning ordinance is reviewed 
based on the following framework: 

 
[F]irst, the court must determine whether 
the ordinance constitutes an invalid total 
ban or merely a time, place, and manner 
regulation; second, if the ordinance is 
determined to be a time, place, and manner 
regulation, the court must decide whether 
the ordinance should be subject to strict or 
intermediate scrutiny; and third, if the 
ordinance is held to be subject to 
intermediate scrutiny, the court must 
determine whether it is designed to serve a 
substantial government interest and allows 
for reasonable alternative channels of 
communication. 

 
Daytona Grand, 490 F.3d at 870. 

 
FN22. A public nudity ordinance should be 
upheld if the following four prongs are met: 

 
(1) [is] within the constitutional power of 
the government to enact; (2) further[s] a 
substantial government interest; (3)[is] 
unrelated to the suppression of free 
expression; and (4) restrict[s] First 
Amendment freedoms no greater than 
necessary to further the government's 
interest. 

 
Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1264. 

 
The case of Daytona Grand is the most recent 
statement on the standard to be applied in this case. In 
Daytona Grand, the Eleventh Circuit followed the 
standard set forth in Peek-A-Boo Lounge and the 
precedent relied on therein when it reversed the 
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district court on its ruling voiding the three nudity 
ordinances after denying summary judgment and 
conducting a six-day bench trial. The Eleventh Circuit 
reiterated its statement in Peek-A-Boo Lounge 
regarding the type of evidence necessary to support a 
local entity's rationale: 
 

To satisfy Renton, any evidence “reasonably 
believed to be relevant”-including a municipality's 
own findings, evidence gathered by other localities, 
or evidence described in judicial opinion-may form 
an adequate predicate to the adoption of a secondary 
effects ordinance. 

 
*5 Daytona Grand, 490 F.3d at 881.The entity need 
not rely on “empirical” studies as opposed to 
“anecdotal” accounts. Id.“Anecdotal evidence is not 
‘shoddy’  per se.”Id. If the local entity could have 
reached a different conclusion about the interaction 
between adult businesses and adverse secondary 
effects based on its own knowledge, the ordinance is 
not considered unconstitutional. Id. As long as the 
entity's rationale for the ordinance is reasonable, even 
if other reasonable but different conclusions exist, the 
court must not substitute its judgment for the local 
government's.Id. at 882. 
 

Argument 
 
Plaintiffs primarily argue that they submitted evidence 
at the public hearing in the form of expert reports, 
opinions, and testimony, and now on summary 
judgment in the form of four affidavits from their four 
experts, that refute the data submitted by the County. 
Additionally, Plaintiffs argue that the data provided by 
the County does not relate to the areas surrounding the 
Plaintiffs' businesses in Hillsborough County. 
Plaintiffs contend that summary judgment must not be 
permitted because a genuine issue of material fact has 
been shown through the discrepancies between the 
data submitted by the County and Plaintiffs' own 
affiants' information. Plaintiffs' experts claim that 
Plaintiffs' businesses add no heightened probability 
that crime occurs more frequently in areas where 
sexually oriented businesses are located as opposed to 
any other type of “non-adult” business. 
 
The County argues that its evidence supports its 
rationale for the creation of all three ordinances. The 
ordinances, it argues, are deemed to be content-neutral 
and are narrowly tailored to combat the adverse 

secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses. 
Without banning speech, the ordinances fairly 
regulate the time, place and manner in which sexually 
oriented businesses may operate. The County argues 
that it was not required to show that its ordinances 
regulate all sources of secondary effects or that 
“non-adult” entertainment businesses have just as 
many or greater negative secondary effects than 
sexually oriented businesses. The County contends 
that the Plaintiffs' evidence did not cast doubt on the 
rationale for the ordinances, which is supported by 
judicial opinions, reports, studies, expert opinions, 
direct testimony, and direct evidence from 
investigators visiting adult book stores and bikini bars 
in Hillsborough County. 
 

Analysis 
 
The Court agrees with the County. There is no 
question from a reading of the three ordinances that 
they do not constitute a ban on sexually oriented 
businesses, but rather regulations on time, place, and 
manner. The ordinances, as stated in the body of each 
of them, strive “neither to restrict or deny access by 
adults to sexually oriented materials protected by the 
First Amendment, or to deny access by the distributors 
and exhibitors of sexually oriented entertainment to 
their intended market.”See Zibtluda, 411 F.3d at 1286. 
 
*6 Second, the rationale of the County appears in all 
three ordinances. The foremost reason for the 
enactment of the ordinances is “to establish reasonable 
and uniform regulations to prevent the deleterious 
secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses 
within the County [Ords. 06-24 & 06-25]” and “of 
paid physical contact in alcoholic beverage 
establishments between patrons and certain 
employees of the establishment [Ord. 06-26].” The 
rationale is expressed in terms of preventing 
“deleterious secondary effects.” Having placed its 
rationale in the body of each of the three ordinances, 
the County has met its initial burden of showing that 
the ordinances were enacted for the purpose of 
regulating adverse secondary effects. As such, the 
ordinances are considered content-neutral, or not 
directed at speech, and therefore subject to First 
Amendment review under intermediate scrutiny. 
See Daytona Grand, 490 F.3d at 870 
(quoting Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1264;Zibtluda, 411 F.3d at 1284-85). 
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Having determined that intermediate scrutiny applies, 
the Court finds that the ordinances are crafted to serve 
a substantial government interest-a reduction in 
negative secondary effects, while allowing for 
reasonable alternative channels of communication. All 
three ordinances provide that the “substantial 
government interest in preventing secondary effects, 
which is the County's rationale for this ordinance, 
exists independent of any comparative analysis 
between sexually oriented and non-sexually oriented 
businesses.”Ord. 06-24 § 2.02.06(D)(2)(c); Ord. 
06-25 § 2 1/2-41(b)(2). Plaintiffs attack the County's 
evidence essentially on the basis that it failed to use 
empirical studies to show that sexually oriented 
businesses attract more crime than non-sexually 
oriented businesses, and in fact, Plaintiffs' experts 
opined that the opposite is true. Plaintiff takes issue 
specifically with Dr. McCleary's opinion for the 
County and points to the twenty-five studies relied on 
by Dr. Danner to refute the finding that significant 
crime-related adverse secondary effects are caused by 
and associated with the operation of sexually oriented 
businesses.FN23 
 

FN23.Seedocket 38 Ex. D34a-34h; docket 
47, Exh. A. 

 
The County contends that Dr. Danner applied the 
wrong standard to the ordinances, ignored the 
County's true rationale for the ordinances, and used 
faulty data to support his conclusions about the 
ordinances. In his expert report, Dr. Danner concluded 
as follows: 
 

[in] over twenty studies using law enforcement 
generated crime data and done in five states over 9 
years with a variety of research designs have failed 
to produce any significant evidence that adult 
cabarets are uniquely criminogenic. The 
meta-analysis of all these studies combined suggests 
that alcohol-serving adult cabarets are probably no 
more likely to facilitate criminal behavior than their 
non-adult entertainment providing counterparts. It is 
most likely that alcohol is the common denominator 
and that whether or not a nightclub offers adult 
entertainment is inconsequential to the 
crime-related secondary effects produced by such 
late-night alcohol serving environments. Other 
business related factors not measured in these 
studies, such as the quality of management and the 
details of location, have probably influenced the 

variance in measurable crime causing effects that 
have been found among them. 

 
*7 Seedocket 42, Ex. D38a at p. 16.In his affidavit 
filed for purposes of this summary judgment, Dr. 
Danner opined that the operation of adult 
entertainment businesses does not disproportionately 
increase criminal activity over and above any normal 
crime to be expected in a retail business or place of 
public assembly. In other words, he concluded that 
adult entertainment businesses are not “uniquely 
criminogenic.” He made a distinction between less 
frequented adult bookstores and heavily patronized 
“gentlemen clubs.” He noted that the County's 
evidence was lacking for “bikini bars.” 
 
Even if this Court were to consider the information 
provided in the four affidavits, it would not change the 
outcome of this case, because the information 
contained in those affidavits is either already in the 
legislative record or insufficient to cast doubt on the 
County's rationale for the ordinances. Considering all 
of the evidence provided by Plaintiffs' four experts, 
Drs. Danner, Fisher, and Hanna, and Mr. Schauseil, 
together, the Court finds that the Board reasonably 
relied on or “reasonably believed to be relevant” the 
studies presented by the County about the problem of 
adverse secondary effects. See Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 
337 F.3d at 1262-64.The County submitted more than 
the “very little evidence” that is required to support its 
claim that the ordinances serve to reduce adverse 
secondary effects and do not substantially reduce free 
speech. Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1264.The 
County not only relied upon an expert and studies used 
and approved by other courts, but retained 
investigators who actually visited similar or the same 
sexually oriented businesses as the Plaintiffs in this 
case and found evidence to support criminal conduct, 
the spread of communicable diseases, and other 
non-crime related adverse secondary effects. 
 
Once the County relied on evidence it reasonably 
believed to be relevant to the problem of adverse 
secondary effects, the burden then shifted to the 
Plaintiffs to “cast direct doubt” on the County's 
reasoning. This cannot be accomplished, however, by 
simply providing reports and testimony reaching a 
contrary conclusion such as those prepared and given 
by Drs. Danner, Fisher, and Hanna, and Mr. Schauseil, 
all experts retained by the Plaintiffs.FN24Daytona 
Grand made it clear that given the existence of 
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different conclusions based on studies, either 
empirical or anecdotal, the Court may not substitute its 
judgment for the Board. Thus, out of an abundance of 
caution, this Court has considered all of the evidence, 
including the information in the four affidavits 
submitted by Plaintiffs. This Court cannot say that the 
Plaintiffs have cast direct doubt on the County's 
rationale for the ordinances. The process is not one in 
which the County must exclude all theories 
inconsistent with its own. Even assuming the 
Plaintiff's position for its rationale is also considered 
to be plausible and reasonable, this Court, as noted, 
cannot substitute its judgment for that of the Board. In 
this case, the Board considered all of the voluminous 
reports and the testimony at the public hearings and 
concluded that the County's rationale for these three 
ordinances was reasonably believed to be relevant to 
the reduction of adverse secondary effects associated 
with sexually oriented businesses. This record 
contains no basis upon which to reverse that 
determination. 
 

FN24.Seedocket 35 at Ex. J-02, pp. 5-138. 
 
*8 It is therefore ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as 
follows: 
 

(1) Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
(Dkt.35) is GRANTED. 

 
(2) The Clerk is directed to enter Final Summary 
Judgment in favor of Defendant and against 
Plaintiffs. 

 
(3) The Clerk is directed to close this case. 

 
DONE AND ORDERED. 
 
M.D.Fla.,2007. 
5634 East Hillsborough Ave., Inc. v. Hillsborough 
County, Fla. 
Not Reported in F.Supp.2d, 2007 WL 2936211 
(M.D.Fla.) 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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Daytona Grand, Inc. v. City of Daytona Beach, Fla. 
C.A.11 (Fla.),2007. 
 

United States Court of Appeals,Eleventh Circuit. 
DAYTONA GRAND, INC., a Florida corporation 

doing business as Lollipop's Gentlemen's Club, Miles 
Weiss, Plaintiffs-Appellants Cross-Appellees, 

v. 
CITY OF DAYTONA BEACH, FLORIDA, a 

municipal corporation, Defendant-Appellee 
Cross-Appellant. 
No. 06-12022. 

 
June 28, 2007. 

 
Background:   Owners and operators of an adult 
theater sued the city claiming that zoning and public 
nudity ordinances violated the First Amendment. The 
United States District Court for the Middle District of 
Florida, No. 02-01469-CV-ORL-28-KRS,John 
Antoon, II, J., 410 F.Supp.2d 1173, upheld the zoning 
ordinances, but struck down the nudity ordinances, 
and parties cross-appealed. 
 
Holdings:   The Court of Appeals, Marcus, Circuit 
Judge, held that: 
(1) zoning ordinance limiting the locations where 
adult businesses may be located provided for a 
constitutionally sufficient number of sites to satisfy 
requirements of First Amendment, and 
(2) public nudity ordinances did not violate First 
Amendment. 
  
Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
General. Most Cited Cases 

 
 Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
Zoning ordinances limiting the locations where adult 
businesses may be located are evaluated under First 
Amendment under the three-part test for time, place, 
and manner regulations established in City of Renton; 
under that test, a new zoning regime must leave adult 
businesses with a reasonable opportunity to relocate, 
and the number of sites available for adult businesses 
under the new zoning regime must be greater than or 
equal to the number of adult businesses in existence at 
the time the new zoning regime takes effect. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[2] Constitutional Law 92 2210 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2210 k. Zoning and Land Use in 
General. Most Cited Cases 
Simply because adult businesses must fend for 
themselves in the real estate market, on an equal 
footing with other prospective purchasers and lessees, 
does not establish that a zoning ordinance limiting the 
locations where adult businesses may be located 
violates First Amendment. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[3] Constitutional Law 92 2215 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
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Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2215 k. Availability of Other 
Sites. Most Cited Cases 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 76 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414II Validity of Zoning Regulations 
            414II(B) Regulations as to Particular Matters 
                414k76 k. Particular Uses. Most Cited Cases 
Zoning ordinance limiting the locations where adult 
businesses could be located provided for a 
constitutionally sufficient number of sites to satisfy 
requirements of First Amendment; twenty-four sites in 
the district were available for First Amendment 
purposes, notwithstanding that all of the land in the 
district was owned by a single private landowner who 
could be reluctant or unwilling to develop or sell the 
land, and it was not constitutionally significant that the 
land was mostly vacant where the city had provided 
sufficient infrastructure for a private developer to 
commence development, including a paved road, 
telephone and power lines, and water and sewer 
lines. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[4] Zoning and Planning 414 321 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414VI Nonconforming Uses 
            414k321 k. In General. Most Cited Cases 
Constitution does not require a “grandfathering” 
provision for existing nonconforming adult 
businesses, and any vested right to continue operating 
as a lawful nonconforming use derives from state law. 
 
[5] Constitutional Law 92 2642 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XXI Vested Rights 
            92k2642 k. Zoning and Land Use. Most Cited 
Cases 
 
 Zoning and Planning 414 326 
 
414 Zoning and Planning 
      414VI Nonconforming Uses 
            414k326 k. Unlawful Use. Most Cited Cases 
Adult business failed to establish a vested right under 
Florida law to continue operating under new zoning 
ordinance as a lawful nonconforming use; when 

business began operating, it violated the zoning 
ordinances as then written, and consequently it could 
not have relied on existing law because it began 
operating plainly in contravention of that law, and 
there was no evidence of bad faith or arbitrary 
behavior by the city. 
 
[6] Constitutional Law 92 2187 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2187 k. Public Nudity or 
Indecency. Most Cited Cases 
Public nudity ordinances that incidentally impact 
protected expression should be upheld under First 
Amendment if they (1) are within the constitutional 
power of the government to enact; (2) further a 
substantial governmental interest; (3) are unrelated to 
the suppression of free expression; and (4) restrict 
First Amendment freedoms no greater than necessary 
to further the government's interest. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[7] Constitutional Law 92 2213 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2203 Sexually Oriented Businesses; 
Adult Businesses or Entertainment 
                      92k2213 k. Secondary Effects. Most 
Cited Cases 
For purposes of First Amendment analysis, reducing 
the secondary effects associated with adult businesses 
is a substantial government interest that must be 
accorded high respect. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[8] Constitutional Law 92 1150 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92X First Amendment in General 
            92X(A) In General 
                92k1150 k. In General. Most Cited Cases 
In showing that an ordinance challenged under First 
Amendment furthers a substantial, independent 
government interest, a city need not conduct new 
studies or produce evidence independent of that 
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already generated by other cities, so long as whatever 
evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to 
be relevant to the problem that the city addresses; 
although a municipality must rely on at least some 
pre-enactment evidence, such evidence can consist of 
a municipality's own findings, evidence gathered by 
other localities, or evidence described in a judicial 
opinion. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 1. 
 
[9] Constitutional Law 92 2219 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2219 k. Theaters in General. Most Cited 
Cases 
 
 Constitutional Law 92 2240(1) 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(Y) Sexual Expression 
                92k2236 Intoxicating Liquors 
                      92k2240 Performers 
                          92k2240(1) k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
 
 Intoxicating Liquors 223 15 
 
223 Intoxicating Liquors 
      223II Constitutionality of Acts and Ordinances 
            223k15 k. Licensing and Regulation. Most 
Cited Cases 
 
 Public Amusement and Entertainment 315T 

9(2) 
 
315T Public Amusement and Entertainment 
      315TI In General 
            315Tk4 Constitutional, Statutory and 
Regulatory Provisions 
                315Tk9 Sexually Oriented Entertainment 
                      315Tk9(2) k. Dancing and Other 
Performances. Most Cited Cases 
Public nudity ordinances, which required at least 
G-strings and pasties in all adult theaters regardless of 
location, and which required slightly more modest 
clothing at establishments that either served alcohol or 

were located within 500 feet of an establishment that 
served alcohol, did not violate First Amendment; city 
showed that nudity ordinances furthered its interest in 
reducing the negative secondary effects associated 
with adult theaters, the ordinances were narrowly 
tailored, and police calls for service (CAD) data relied 
on by business owners could have substantially 
undercounted incidents of many of the types of crime 
that the city sought to reduce. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 
1. 
 
*862 Daniel R. Aaronson, Banjamin & Aaronson, 
P.A., Ft. Lauderdale, FL, Gary S. Edinger, Gary S. 
Edinger, P.A., Gainesville, FL, for 
Plaintiffs-Appellants Cross-Appellees. 
Scott D. Bergthold, Law Office of Scott D. Bergthold, 
P.L.L.C., Chattanooga, TN, Marie Hartman, Daytona 
Beach, FL, for Defendant-Appellee Cross-Appellant. 
Anthony Angelo Garganese, Brown, Garganese, 
Weiss & D'Agresta, P.A., Orlando, FL, for Florida 
League of Cities, Inc., Amicus Curiae. 
James Michael Johnson, Alliance Defense Fund of 
Louisiana, Shreveport, LA, for Citizens for 
Community Values, Amicus Curiae. 
 
Appeals from the United States District Court for the 
Middle District of Florida. 
 
Before HULL and MARCUS, Circuit Judges, and 
BARZILAY,FN* Judge. 
 

FN* Honorable Judith M. Barzilay, Judge, 
United States Court of International Trade, 
sitting by designation. 

 
MARCUS, Circuit Judge: 
At issue today is the constitutionality of several zoning 
and public nudity ordinances adopted by the City of 
Daytona Beach (“the City”) to regulate adult theaters. 
The owners and operators of Lollipop's Gentlemen's 
Club (“Lollipop's”), an adult theater in Daytona 
Beach, sued the City claiming that these ordinances 
violate the First Amendment. The district court upheld 
the zoning ordinances, finding that the City had 
provided a constitutionally sufficient number of 
available sites for adult theaters, and also denied 
Lollipop's claim that it was “grandfathered in” under 
Florida law. However, the district court struck down 
the nudity ordinances, concluding that they did not 
further the substantial government interest in reducing 
negative secondary effects associated with adult 
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theaters. 
 
After thorough review, we affirm the district court's 
determination that the zoning ordinances pass 
constitutional muster, as well as its ruling that, under 
Florida law, Lollipop's is not entitled to grandfather 
status. But as for the nudity ordinances, we conclude 
that the City has indeed carried its evidentiary burden 
of establishing their constitutionality because *863 the 
ordinances further substantial government interests, 
and, accordingly, we reverse and remand for further 
proceedings consistent with this opinion. 
 

I. Background 
 
A. Zoning Ordinances 
 
In 1981, after years of increasing urban blight and 
economic decline, the City of Daytona Beach adopted 
various zoning ordinances in an effort to reduce the 
perceived secondary effects of adult businesses by 
limiting the locations where they could open and 
operate.FN1   Among other things, the zoning 
ordinances permitted adult theatersFN2 to open only in 
the City's Business Automotive (“BA”) zoning 
districts, and even there prohibited them from locating 
within certain distances of churches, schools, parks, 
playgrounds, or other adult businesses.FN3 
 

FN1. See Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinance 
81-292 (Sept. 16, 1981); see also Daytona 
Beach, Fla., Ordinance 82-67 (Feb. 17, 1982) 
(amending the definition of “adult theater”). 

 
FN2. The zoning ordinances define “adult 
theater,” in relevant part, as “[a] use which 
exhibits any motion picture, exhibition, 
show, live show, representation, or other 
presentation which, in whole or in part, 
depicts nudity, sexual conduct, [or] sexual 
excitement.”  Daytona Beach, Fla., 
Ordinance 82-67 § 1 (Feb. 17, 1982), 
codified at Daytona Beach, Fla., Land 
Dev.Code art. II, § 3.1 (2001). 

 
FN3. Ordinance 81-292 added new 
provisions to and amended existing 
provisions of the City's zoning ordinances 
then in effect in order “[t]o reduce the 
adverse impacts of adult bookstores and adult 

theaters upon the City's 
neighborhoods.”  Ordinance 81-292 § 4. The 
Ordinance added definitions for “adult 
theater” and “adult bookstore,” amended 
various provisions of the existing zoning 
ordinances for consistency, and, most 
importantly, added new sections to limit the 
locations where these adult businesses could 
open and operate. Those sections provided: 

 
51.2.1 Adult bookstores and adult theaters 
shall be permitted as a matter of right in 
BA, BA-1, and BA-2 Districts. These adult 
uses shall not pyramid into or be allowed 
within the BW Districts. 

 
51.2.2 It shall be unlawful to locate any 
adult theater and adult bookstore within 
400 feet of any area of the City zoned 
R-1aa, R-1a, R-1a(1), R-1b, R-1c, R-2, 
R-2a, RA, R-2b, RP, R-3, PUD, T-1 or 
T-2. 

 
51.2.3 It shall be unlawful to locate any 
adult bookstore and adult theater within 
1,000 feet of any other such adult 
bookstores or adult theaters. 

 
51.2.4 It shall be unlawful to locate any 
adult bookstore and adult theater within 
400 feet of any church, school, public park 
or playground, or any other public or 
semi-public place or assembly where large 
numbers of minors regularly travel or 
congregate. 

 
51.2.5 Distances in 51.2.3 and 51.2.4 shall 
be measured from property line to property 
line, without regard to the route of normal 
travel. 

 
Ordinance 81-292 § 4. The Ordinance also 
limited adult businesses' use of outside 
advertising signs, prohibited them from 
painting their buildings in “garish colors,” 
and required that all windows and doors be 
“blacked or otherwise obstructed” to block 
visibility of the inside from outside.   Id. 

 
In the mid-1980s, the zoning ordinances were 
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challenged on various grounds in Function Junction, 
Inc. v. City of Daytona Beach, 705 F.Supp. 544 
(M.D.Fla.1987), aff'd,864 F.2d 792 (11th Cir.1988) 
(table). Gerald Langston, the City's Director of 
Planning and Redevelopment and a key participant in 
formulating the zoning ordinances, testified in that 
case as an expert in urban planning and about the 
legislative process that led to their enactment. 
Langston said that, before enacting the zoning 
ordinances, the City had conducted a local study of 
urban blight and decay that identified two blighted 
areas: the old downtown and the beachside. Langston 
explained that the identification of these areas as 
blighted was based on characteristics such as: “a 
significant percentage of deteriorating structures; a 
large number of small ... lots, which did not allow 
cars; *864 a notable parking problem; a high incidence 
of crime, particularly, on the beachside; and a large 
percentage of antiquated, underground utility systems, 
such as drainage, water and sewer systems.”  Id. at 
547.   Langston testified that the blight deterred 
investment-hotel development ceased in 1975, and in 
the late 1970's, Daytona Beach was denominated the 
“City of Sleaze.”  Id. 
 
Langston explained that the City of Daytona Beach 
then created a Redevelopment Design and Review 
Board to deal with the blight problem. Id.   Langston 
worked with the Board and testified that it “considered 
studies of blight in Boston and Detroit by the 
American Society of Planning Officials in 1979-1980. 
These studies show strong evidence that the central 
location of adult uses, like the ‘Combat Zone’ in 
Boston, causes the blighted area to grow and creates 
blight in fringe areas.”  Id.   Langston also opined, 
“[b]ased upon his education, experience, knowledge 
of blight in Daytona Beach and his participation in 
drafting the subject ordinance,” that live nude and 
seminude entertainment businesses “promote and 
perpetuate urban decay” and that “adult businesses 
have impacted on crime in the area surrounding 
Daytona Beach.”    Id. 
 
David Smith, an assistant state attorney who had 
prosecuted drug and prostitution offenses in Daytona 
Beach, also testified that “ ‘most definitely’ there were 
more drug and prostitution offenses in topless bars 
than in other bars.”  Id. at 548. Based in part on this 
testimony by Langston and Smith, the district court in 
Function Junction upheld the zoning ordinances.   Id. 
at 552. 

 
In 1993, the City enacted several amendments to the 
zoning ordinances that, among other things, required 
adult theaters to obtain pre-approval from a Technical 
Review Committee before being able to open and 
operate in the BA districts. In a First Amendment 
challenge brought by several adult theaters, the United 
States District Court for the Middle District of Florida 
entered a preliminary injunction preventing the City 
from enforcing the 1993 amendments because, the 
court found, the plaintiffs were likely to prevail at trial 
on their claims. Red-Eyed Jack, Inc. v. City of Daytona 
Beach, 165 F.Supp.2d 1322, 1330 (M.D.Fla.2001) 
[hereinafter Red-Eyed Jack I]. 
 
While the Red-Eyed Jack litigation was still pending, 
the City amended its zoning ordinances still again to 
eliminate the constitutional infirmities identified by 
the district court.FN4   Relevant here, the City once 
*865 again allowed adult theaters to open in the BA 
districts without pre-approval.FN5   The City also 
created a new zoning district category, the M-5 Heavy 
Industrial Zoning District (“M-5”),FN6 and ultimately 
applied it to 210 acres in the western part of the 
City.FN7   Within this new M-5 district, adult theaters 
were permitted to open without the distance 
requirements that applied in BA districts. Although 
the M-5 district consisted mostly of undeveloped land, 
the City ensured that telephone and power lines were 
installed in the district's interior, the county paved a 
previously dirt road through it, and the City approved 
a preliminary plat for a fifty-five-acre subdivision 
straddling that road.FN8   As a result of these changes, 
the district court concluded that the zoning ordinances 
were constitutional.   Red-Eyed Jack, Inc. v. City of 
Daytona Beach, 322 F.Supp.2d 1361, 1362 
(M.D.Fla.2004) [hereinafter Red-Eyed Jack II]. The 
court found that twenty-four new sites were available 
in the M-5 district and that, in concert with one site 
already found to be available in the BA district, this 
created a constitutionally sufficient number of sites for 
the ten adult businesses that were operating or seeking 
to operate in Daytona Beach at that time. Id. at 1375. 
 

FN4. Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinance 01-367 
§ 1 (Sept. 5, 2001). Ordinance 01-367 
enacted the substantive provisions that are 
currently in force in the BA districts: 

 
Adult bookstores and adult theaters are 
permitted as of right in BA districts. The 
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purpose of the conditions is to reduce the 
adverse impacts of adult bookstores and 
adult theaters upon neighborhoods by 
avoiding the concentration of uses which 
cause or intensify physical and social 
blight; improving visual appearance of 
adult uses; reducing negative impacts of 
adult uses upon other business uses, 
neighborhood property values, residential 
areas, and public and semi-public uses; 
insuring that adult uses do not impede 
redevelopment and neighborhood 
revitalization efforts; and avoiding adult 
uses in heavily used pedestrian areas. The 
following conditions must be met: 

 
(a) It shall be unlawful to locate any adult 
bookstore or adult theater within 400 feet 
of any residential, R-PUD, T-1, or T-2 
district. 

 
(b) It shall be unlawful to locate any adult 
bookstore or adult theater within 1,000 feet 
of any other adult theater or adult 
bookstore. 

 
(c) It shall be unlawful to locate any adult 
bookstore or adult theater within 400 feet 
of any church, school, public park, or 
playground, or any other public or 
semi-public place of assembly where large 
numbers of minors regularly travel or 
congregate. 

 
(d) Distances shall be measured from 
property line to property line, without 
regard to the route of normal travel. 

 
(e) Outside advertising shall be limited to 
one identification sign, not to exceed 20 
square feet. Advertisements, displays, or 
other promotional materials shall not be 
shown or exhibited to be visible to the 
public from a pedestrian sidewalk or 
walkway or from other public or 
semi-public areas; and such displays shall 
be considered signs. 

 
(f) Buildings shall not be painted in garish 
colors or such other fashion as will 
effectuate the same purpose as a sign. All 

windows, doors, and other apertures shall 
be blacked or otherwise obstructed so as to 
prevent viewing of the interior of the 
establishment from without. 

 
Daytona Beach, Fla., Land Dev.Code art. 
XI, § 3.2 (2001). 

 
FN5. The distance requirements between 
adult theaters and churches, schools, parks, 
playgrounds, and other adult businesses 
remain in effect. 

 
FN6. Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinances 
01-456 & 01-457 (Oct. 17, 2001). 

 
FN7. Initially, the City zoned twenty acres as 
M-5, but after the district court entered still 
another injunction based on its finding that 
the City still did not provide a sufficient 
number of sites where adult theaters could 
open and operate, the City zoned as M-5 an 
additional 190 acres adjacent to the original 
twenty acres. Daytona Beach, Fla., 
Ordinance 03-195 (May 7, 2003); see 
also Red-Eyed Jack, Inc. v. City of Daytona 
Beach, 322 F.Supp.2d 1361, 1364-65 
(M.D.Fla.2004). 

 
FN8. Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinance 03-196 
(May 7, 2003). 

 
B. Nudity Ordinances 
 
In conjunction with the zoning ordinances adopted in 
1981, the City enacted Ordinance 81-334 to prohibit 
nudity and sexual conduct in establishments that serve 
alcohol.FN9   Specifically, in any establishment*866 
that deals in alcoholic beverages, Ordinance 81-334 
prohibits: the “expos[ure] to public view [of a] 
person's genitals, pubic area, vulva, anus, anal cleft or 
cleavage or buttocks”; the “expos[ure] to public view 
[of] any portion of [a woman's] breasts below the top 
of the areola”; a wide variety of sexual activities; and 
any “simulation” or “graphic representation, including 
pictures or the projection of film, which depicts” any 
of the conduct prohibited by the Ordinance. In 
addition, Ordinance 81-334 provides that no person 
“maintaining, owning, or operating an establishment 
dealing in alcoholic beverages shall suffer or permit” 
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any of the proscribed conduct. 
 

FN9. In relevant part, Ordinance 81-334 
provides: 

 
(a) No person shall expose to public view 
such person's genitals, pubic area, vulva, 
anus, anal cleft or cleavage or buttocks or 
any simulation thereof in an establishment 
dealing in alcoholic beverages. 

 
(b) No female person shall expose to 
public view any portion of her breasts 
below the top of the areola or any 
simulation thereof in an establishment 
dealing in alcoholic beverages. 

 
(c) No person maintaining, owning, or 
operating an establishment dealing in 
alcoholic beverages shall suffer or permit 
any person to expose to public view such 
person's genitals, pubic area, vulva, anus, 
anal cleft or cleavage or buttocks or 
simulation thereof within the 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages. 

 
(d) No person maintaining, owning, or 
operating an establishment dealing in 
alcoholic beverages shall suffer or permit 
any female person to expose to public view 
any portion of her breasts below the top of 
the areola or any simulation thereof within 
the establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages. 

 
(e) No person shall engage in and no 
person maintaining, owning, or operating 
an establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages shall suffer or permit any sexual 
intercourse; masturbation; sodomy; 
bestiality; oral copulation; flagellation; 
sexual act which is prohibited by law; 
touching, caressing or fondling of the 
breasts, buttocks, anus or genitals; or the 
simulation thereof within an establishment 
dealing in alcoholic beverages. 

 
(f) No person shall cause and no person 
maintaining, owning or operating an 

establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages shall suffer or permit the 
exposition of any graphic representation, 
including pictures or the projection of film, 
which depicts human genitals; pubic area; 
vulva; anus; anal cleft or cleavage; 
buttocks; female breasts below the top of 
the areola; sexual intercourse; 
masturbation; sodomy; bestiality; oral 
copulation; flagellation; sexual act 
prohibited by law; touching, caressing or 
fondling of the breasts, buttocks, anus, or 
genitals; or any simulation thereof within 
any establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages. 

 
Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinance 81-334 § 
1 (Oct. 21, 1981), codified at Daytona 
Beach, Fla., Code § 10-6 (2001). Section 2 
of Ordinance 81-334, although not 
codified in the City's Code of Ordinances, 
provides the City's rationale for Ordinance 
81-334's enactment: 

 
It is hereby found that the acts prohibited in 
Section 1 above encourage the conduct of 
prostitution, attempted rape, rape, murder, 
and assaults on police officers in and 
around establishments dealing in alcoholic 
beverages, that actual and simulated nudity 
and sexual conduct and the depiction 
thereof coupled with alcohol in public 
places begets undesirable behavior, that 
sexual, lewd, lascivious, and salacious 
conduct among patrons and employees 
within establishments dealing in alcoholic 
beverages results in violation of law and 
dangers to the health, safety and welfare of 
the public, and it is the intent of this 
ordinance to prohibit nudity, gross 
sexuality, and the simulation and depiction 
thereof in establishments dealing in 
alcoholic beverages. 

 
Id.  § 2. 

 
By 2001, the City of Daytona Beach became 
concerned that some bars were exploiting a loophole 
in Ordinance 81-334 by separating alcohol and nudity 
within a single structure but allowing for ready access 
between the two areas. The City also became 
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increasingly concerned that lewd and lascivious 
conduct within adult theaters was increasing and that 
nudity in streets, parks, and other public places was 
especially a problem during events such as Spring 
Break and Black College Reunion. 
 
Motivated by these perceived concerns, the City 
enacted Ordinance 02-496 to reduce “lewd and 
lascivious behavior, prostitution, sexual assaults and 
batteries, ... other criminal activity, ... [the] 
degradation of women, and ... activities which break 
down family structures and values.”FN10   In fact, 
Ordinance 02-496 was enacted as a general public 
nudity ordinance and prohibited any person over ten 
years of age from “recklessly, knowingly, or 
intentionally”*867 appearing in any public place with 
“anything other than a full and opaque covering” over 
the following areas: “[t]he male or female genitals, 
pubic area, or anal cleavage”; “[t]he nipple and areola 
of the female breast”; “at least one-half of that outside 
surface area of the breast located below the top of the 
areola, which area shall be reasonably compact and 
contiguous to the areola”; “[o]ne-third of the male or 
female buttocks centered over the cleavage of the 
buttocks for the length of the cleavage”; and, even if 
covered, the “male genitals in a discernibly turgid 
state.”FN11   Ordinance 02-496 also provided a 
non-exhaustive list of items of clothing that are not 
sufficient to comply with its provisions: “items 
commonly known as G-strings, T-backs, dental floss, 
and thongs.”FN12 
 

FN10. Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinance 
02-496 § 5 (Oct. 2, 2002). 

 
FN11. Daytona Beach, Fla., Code § 
62-183(a), (b), enacted by Ordinance 02-496 
§ 14. 

 
FN12. Daytona Beach, Fla., Code § 
62-183(c), enacted by Ordinance 02-496 § 
14. Ordinance 02-496 added Article VI, 
“Public Nudity,” to Chapter 62 of the City's 
Code of Ordinances. Article VI first states 
the City's purpose for adding a public nudity 
prohibition to the City's Code of Ordinances: 

 
(a) It is the intent of this article to protect 
and preserve the health, safety and welfare 
of the people of The City of Daytona 
Beach by prohibiting any person from 

recklessly, knowingly, or intentionally 
appearing nude in a public place, or 
recklessly, knowingly, or intentionally 
causing or permitting another person to 
appear nude in a public place within the 
City, subject to the exceptions provided in 
§ 62-[184]. 

 
(b) The City Commission has further 
expressed its intent and findings in 
Ordinance 02-496, adopting this article. 

 
Daytona Beach Code § 62-181. After 
defining the terms 
“breast,” “buttocks,” “public place 
provided or set apart for nudity,” and 
“public place,”  see id.  § 62-182, Article 
VI then lists the following substantive 
prohibitions: 

 
(a) It shall be unlawful for any person ten 
years of age or older to recklessly, 
knowingly, or intentionally appear in a 
public place, or to recklessly, knowingly, 
or intentionally cause or permit another 
person ten years of age or older to appear 
in a public place in a state of dress or 
undress such that any of the following 
body parts or portions thereof are exposed 
to view or are covered with anything other 
than a full and opaque covering which 
completely covers all of the described area: 

 
(1) The male or female genitals, pubic 
area, or anal cleavage. 

 
(2) The nipple and areola of the female 
breast; and in addition at least one-half of 
that outside surface area of the breast 
located below the top of the areola, which 
area shall be reasonably compact and 
contiguous to the areola. 

 
(3) One third of the male or female 
buttocks centered over the cleavage of the 
buttocks for the length of the cleavage. 
This area is more particularly described as 
that portion of the buttocks which lies 
between the top and bottom of the 
buttocks, and between two imaginary 
straight lines, one on each side of the anus 
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and each line being located one-third of the 
distance from the anus to the outside 
perpendicular line defining the buttocks, 
and each line being perpendicular to the 
ground and to the horizontal lines defining 
the buttocks. 

 
(b) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
recklessly, knowingly, or intentionally 
appear in a public place, or to recklessly, 
knowingly, or intentionally cause or permit 
another person to appear in a public place 
in a manner as to show or display the 
covered male genitals in a discernibly 
turgid state. 

 
(c) Attire which is insufficient to comply 
with these requirements includes but is not 
limited to those items commonly known as 
G-strings, T-backs, dental floss, and 
thongs. 

 
(d) Body paint, body dye, tattoos, latex, 
tape, or any similar substance applied to 
the skin surface, any substance that can be 
washed off the skin, or any substance 
designed to simulate or which by its nature 
simulates the appearance of the anatomical 
area beneath it, is not full and opaque 
covering as required by this section. 

 
Id.  § 62-183. Article VI then provides that 
“[t]he offense of public nudity or exposure 
as set forth in section 62-183 shall not 
occur in any of the following instances:” 

 
(1) When a person appears nude in a public 
place provided or set apart for nudity, and 
such person is nude for the sole purpose of 
performing a legal function that is 
customarily intended to be performed 
within such public place, and such person 
is not nude for the purpose of obtaining 
money or other financial gain for such 
person or for another person or entity; or 

 
(2) When the conduct of being nude cannot 
constitutionally be prohibited by this 
section because it constitutes a part of a 
bona fide live communication, 
demonstration, or performance by such 

person wherein such nudity is expressive 
conduct incidental to and necessary for the 
conveyance or communication of a 
genuine message or public expression, and 
is not a guise or pretense utilized to exploit 
nudity for profit or commercial gain; or 

 
(3) When the conduct of being nude cannot 
constitutionally be prohibited by this 
section because it is otherwise protected by 
the United States Constitution or the 
Florida Constitution. 

 
Id.  § 62-184(a) (citations omitted). 

 
*868 In July 2003, less than a year after the City 
enacted Ordinance 02-496, a panel of this Court 
decided Peek-A-Boo Lounge of Bradenton, Inc. v. 
Manatee County, 337 F.3d 1251 (11th Cir.2003). That 
decision suggested that an ordinance that does not 
leave an erotic dancer “free to perform wearing pasties 
and G-strings” would violate the First Amendment 
because it would significantly affect the dancer's 
“capacity to convey [an] erotic message.”  Id. at 1274 
(quotation marks omitted). About five weeks later, the 
City enacted Ordinance 03-375, which amended 
Ordinance 02-496 to allow erotic dancers to wear 
G-strings and pasties “within a fully enclosed 
structure legally established as an adult theater” that is 
more than 500 feet from an establishment that serves 
alcohol.FN13   Within 500 feet of an alcohol-serving 
establishment, however, Ordinance 02-496 applies 
and, as described above, requires clothing somewhat 
more modest than G-strings and pasties.FN14 
 

FN13. Daytona Beach, Fla., Ordinance 
03-375 § 9 (Aug. 20, 2003), codified at 
Daytona Beach, Fla., Code § 62-184(b). 
Ordinance 03-375 added the following 
exception to the City's Code of Ordinances: 

 
(1) In the course of the presentation of 
erotic dance or other artistic expression 
which is entitled to first amendment 
protection within a fully enclosed structure 
legally established as an adult theater as 
defined in the Land Development Code: 

 
a. The breast covering required by 
subsection 62-183(a)(2) shall not be 
required, except that nipples and areolae 
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shall be covered. 
 

b. The buttocks covering required by 
subsection 62-183(a)(3) shall not be 
required, and subsection 62-183(c) shall 
not apply. 

 
Daytona Beach Code § 62-184(b)(1), 
enacted by Ordinance 03-375 § 9. 

 
FN14. Specifically, the more modest clothing 
requirements apply to an adult theater that: 

 
a. is located in the same structure as an 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages ... unless the closest point of the 
premises of the alcoholic beverage 
establishment is more than 500 feet from 
the boundary line of the adult theater use; 
or 

 
b. is located under the same roof as an 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages ... unless the closest point of the 
premises of the alcoholic beverage 
establishment is more than 500 feet from 
the boundary line of the adult theater use; 
or 

 
c. shares any wall, floor, or ceiling with an 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages ...; or 

 
d. shares an entry area with an 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages ...; or 

 
e. provides for or permits the interior 
passage of customers directly or indirectly 
between it and an establishment dealing in 
alcoholic beverages ..., whether or not a 
separate cover or admission fee is charged; 
or 

 
f. is located adjacent or next door to an 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 
beverages ...; or 

 
g. is located within 500 feet of an 
establishment dealing in alcoholic 

beverages ..., measured from property line 
of one use to property line of the other use, 
including parking areas and other 
appurtenances associated with each use; or 

 
h. is not legally authorized to operate as an 
adult theater. 

 
Daytona Beach Code § 62-184(b)(2), 
enacted by Ordinance 03-375 § 9. 

 
*869 C. Lollipop's Lawsuit 
 
On December 10, 2003, Lollipop's brought this suit 
challenging the constitutionality of the zoning 
ordinances and of Ordinances 81-334, 02-496, and 
03-375. First, Lollipop's claimed that the zoning 
ordinances do not offer reasonable alternative venues 
for adult theaters to communicate their erotic message 
because an insufficient number of sites are available 
for adult theaters. Alternatively, Lollipop's claimed 
that it was “grandfathered in” as a lawful 
nonconforming use under Florida law. The district 
judge, who also presided over the Red-Eyed Jack 
litigation, granted summary judgment to the City of 
Daytona Beach on both claims, noting that the City 
had made no changes to the zoning ordinances since 
his decision in Red-Eyed Jack II and that Lollipop's 
provided no evidence that warranted a departure from 
the earlier decision. 
 
Second, Lollipop's challenged Ordinances 81-334, 
02-496, and 03-375, urging that they neither further a 
substantial government interest nor are narrowly 
tailored. The district court granted final summary 
judgment to the City on Lollipop's narrow tailoring 
claim, but concluded that there was a genuine issue of 
material fact about whether the three nudity 
ordinances furthered a substantial government 
interest. Thereafter, at a six-day bench trial, Lollipop's 
presented expert testimony in an effort to cast direct 
doubt on the City's rationale for enacting the nudity 
ordinances. The experts explained at trial that they had 
conducted two empirical studies using data provided 
by the City. They concluded based on the data they 
examined that adult theaters in Daytona Beach had no 
statistically significant effect on crime rates, and that 
the City's evidence offered to the contrary was 
“shoddy” and “meaningless.” 
 
The district court agreed and concluded that Lollipop's 
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evidence cast direct doubt on the City's rationale for 
enacting the nudity ordinances: 
 

Plaintiffs have succeeded in their attempt to cast 
direct doubt on the City's rationales for its 
ordinances. As persuasively demonstrated by 
Plaintiffs' expert studies, the City's pre-enactment 
evidence consists either of purely anecdotal 
evidence or opinions based on highly unreliable 
data. Most notably, the City's evidence lacks data 
which would allow for a comparison of the rate of 
crime occurring in and around adult entertainment 
establishments with the rate of crime occurring in 
and around similarly situated establishments. 
Absent the context that such a comparison might 
provide, the City's data is, as Plaintiffs assert, 
“meaningless.” 

 
The court also determined that the additional evidence 
provided by the City in an effort to renew support for 
the ordinances was similarly flawed. The district 
court, therefore, held that Ordinances 81-334, 02-496, 
and 03-375 did not further a substantial government 
interest and declared that they violated the First 
Amendment. In fact, the district court struck all three 
nudity ordinances in their entirety, except for 
subsection 10-6(e) of the Daytona Beach Code 
(enacted by Ordinance 81-334) because that 
subsection regulates non-expressive conduct. 
 
These appeals followed: Lollipop's argued that the 
district court had improvidently entered summary 
judgment for the City on its challenge to the zoning 
ordinances, as well as on its claim to grandfather 
status. The City, in turn, cross-appealed the court's 
determination that the three nudity ordinances were 
unconstitutional.*870 Lollipop's also appealed from 
the grant of final summary judgment to the City on its 
claim that the nudity ordinances are not narrowly 
tailored.FN15 
 

FN15. Lollipop's also claimed in the district 
court that it is exempt from Ordinance 
02-496 by its own terms, but the district court 
had no occasion to rule on this claim because 
it declared Ordinance 02-496 
unconstitutional. Because Lollipop's does not 
raise this argument on appeal, the claim is 
deemed abandoned.   See Access Now, Inc. v. 
Southwest Airlines Co., 385 F.3d 1324, 1330 
(11th Cir.2004). 

 
II. Zoning Ordinances 

 
The City's zoning ordinances do not ban adult theaters 
altogether but do restrict them to the BA and M-5 
zoning districts and, in the BA districts, impose 
distance requirements between adult theaters and 
churches, schools, parks, playgrounds, and other adult 
businesses.FN16   We review the constitutionality of a 
city ordinance de novo. See Peek-A-Boo Lounge of 
Bradenton, Inc. v. Manatee County, 337 F.3d 1251, 
1255 (11th Cir.2003). 
 

FN16. In BA districts, an adult theater must 
be located at least 400 feet from “any 
residential, R-PUD, T-1, or T-2 district,” 400 
feet from any church, school, park, 
playground, or “any other public or 
semi-public place of assembly where large 
numbers of minors regularly travel or 
congregate,” and 1000 feet from other adult 
businesses. Daytona Beach, Fla., Land 
Dev.Code art. XI, § 3.2 (2001). 

 
[1] It is by now well-established that zoning 
ordinances limiting the locations where adult 
businesses may be located are evaluated under the 
three-part test for time, place, and manner regulations 
established in City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, 
Inc., 475 U.S. 41, 106 S.Ct. 925, 89 L.Ed.2d 29 
(1986), and reaffirmed in City of Los Angeles v. 
Alameda Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 
152 L.Ed.2d 670 (2002). Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 
F.3d at 1264;   see also David Vincent, Inc. v. Broward 
County, 200 F.3d 1325, 1333 (11th Cir.2000). We 
have summarized the Renton framework this way: 
 

first, the court must determine whether the 
ordinance constitutes an invalid total ban or merely 
a time, place, and manner regulation; second, if the 
ordinance is determined to be a time, place, and 
manner regulation, the court must decide whether 
the ordinance should be subject to strict or 
intermediate scrutiny; and third, if the ordinance is 
held to be subject to intermediate scrutiny, the court 
must determine whether it is designed to serve a 
substantial government interest and allows for 
reasonable alternative channels of communication. 

 
Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1264;   see 
also Renton, 475 U.S. at 46-50, 106 S.Ct. 925. 
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Because neither party disputes that the first two prongs 
have been satisfied or that the zoning ordinances serve 
a substantial government interest, our analysis under 
Renton focuses solely on whether the zoning 
ordinances provide adult theaters with reasonable 
alternative channels of communication. We hold that 
they do. 
 
A new zoning regime must leave adult businesses with 
a “reasonable opportunity to relocate,” and “the 
number of sites available for adult businesses under 
the new zoning regime must be greater than or equal to 
the number of adult businesses in existence at the time 
the new zoning regime takes effect.”    Fly Fish, Inc. v. 
City of Cocoa Beach, 337 F.3d 1301, 1310-11 (11th 
Cir.2003) (quoting David Vincent, 200 F.3d at 1337 n. 
17).   Although a district court's calculation of the 
number of sites that a zoning ordinance makes 
available for adult businesses is a factual finding that 
we review only for clear error, the district court's 
methodology in making that calculation-such as 
whether a particular *871 site is “available” and 
provides a reasonable avenue for communicating an 
adult business's erotic message-is a legal 
determination that we review de novo. David Vincent, 
200 F.3d at 1333;   see also Fly Fish, 337 F.3d at 1309. 
 
[2] We have enumerated several “general rules” to aid 
in deciding whether a particular site is available for 
First Amendment purposes: 
 

First, the economic feasibility of relocating to a site 
is not a First Amendment concern. Second, the fact 
that some development is required before a site can 
accommodate an adult business does not mean that 
the land is, per se, unavailable for First Amendment 
purposes. The ideal lot is often not to be found. 
Examples of impediments to the relocation of an 
adult business that may not be of a constitutional 
magnitude include having to build a new facility 
instead of moving into an existing building; having 
to clean up waste or landscape a site; bearing the 
costs of generally applicable lighting, parking, or 
green space requirements; making [do] with less 
space than one desired; or having to purchase a 
larger lot than one needs. Third, the First 
Amendment is not concerned with restraints that are 
not imposed by the government itself or the physical 
characteristics of the sites designated for adult use 
by the zoning ordinance. It is of no import under 
Renton that the real estate market may be tight and 

sites currently unavailable for sale or lease, or that 
property owners may be reluctant to sell to an adult 
venue. 

 
David Vincent, 200 F.3d at 1334-35. As the Supreme 
Court explained in Renton, simply because adult 
businesses “must fend for themselves in the real estate 
market, on an equal footing with other prospective 
purchasers and lessees, does not give rise to a First 
Amendment violation.”  475 U.S. at 54, 106 S.Ct. 925. 
 
[3] Here, the district court relied on its earlier finding 
in Red-Eyed Jack II that twenty-five sites-twenty-four 
in the M-5 district and one in the BA district-are 
available for adult theaters. 322 F.Supp.2d at 1372-75. 
Because the Red-Eyed Jack II court found that, at 
most, ten adult theaters were operating or seeking to 
operate in the City of Daytona Beach, id. at 1367, it 
held that the zoning ordinances provide for a 
constitutionally sufficient number of sites, id. at 
1375.   In the instant case, the district court concluded 
that Lollipop's had presented no evidence to warrant a 
departure from its earlier ruling in Red-Eyed Jack II. 
 
Lollipop's vigorously disagrees, contending that the 
M-5 district is no more than “unimproved industrial 
property” and that, therefore, the twenty-four lots in 
the M-5 district cannot count as being “available” 
under Renton.   The undisputed historical facts 
concerning the M-5 district are these: (1) telephone 
and power lines extend through the interior of the M-5 
district along a now-paved road; (2) water and sewer 
lines have been installed up to the boundary of the 
M-5 district; (3) a preliminary plat has been approved 
for fifty-five acres of the M-5 district that would create 
at least twenty-four one-acre sites fronting the 
now-paved road; and (4) the entire M-5 district is 
owned by a single private landowner, not by the 
City. Id. at 1372, 1374. 
 
Under the applicable case law, these undisputed facts 
yield the conclusion that the twenty-four sites in the 
M-5 district are available for First Amendment 
purposes. It is irrelevant for our purposes that all of the 
land in the M-5 district is owned by a single private 
landowner who may be reluctant or unwilling to 
develop or sell the land.   See *872David Vincent, 200 
F.3d at 1335 (holding that “[i]t is of no import under 
Renton that the real estate market may be tight and 
sites currently unavailable for sale or lease, or that 
property owners may be reluctant to sell to an adult 
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venue,” and finding sites available even though there 
was “no evidence that any of the land is for sale”). Nor 
is it constitutionally significant that the land is mostly 
vacant where, as here, the City has provided sufficient 
infrastructure for a private developer to commence 
development, including a paved road, telephone and 
power lines, and water and sewer lines.   See id. at 
1334 (“Examples of impediments to the relocation of 
an adult business that may not be of a constitutional 
magnitude include having to build a new facility 
instead of moving into an existing building....”). 
 
Although we have acknowledged that “the physical 
characteristics of a site or the character of current 
development could render relocation by an adult 
business unreasonable,” examples of such unavailable 
sites are “land under the ocean, airstrips of 
international airports, and sports stadiums.”    Id. at 
1335.   Here, the land in the M-5 district is hardly 
comparable to such sites, where relocation is, for all 
practical purposes, untenable. Finally, the City has 
removed the legal obstacles that might have prevented 
adult theaters from relocating to the M-5 district, and 
has gone so far as to approve a preliminary plat for a 
fifty-five-acre subdivision straddling the main road in 
the M-5 district.   Cf. id. at 1335 (“[T]he First 
Amendment is not concerned with restraints that are 
not imposed by the government itself....”). In short, we 
agree with the district court that the twenty-four sites 
in the M-5 district are available under Renton.   And 
because the record shows that no more than ten adult 
theaters are operating or seeking to operate in Daytona 
Beach, the zoning ordinances are constitutional; 
reasonable alternative channels of communication are 
available. 
 
[4] Lollipop's also claims that, even if the zoning 
ordinances are constitutional, Lollipop's is otherwise 
“grandfathered in” under Florida law.FN17   Lollipop's 
argument is grounded on the contention that the 
zoning ordinances were unconstitutional at the time 
that Lollipop's began operating as an adult theater. 
Although the City may now have cured the earlier 
constitutional defects, Lollipop's argues that no valid 
law made Lollipop's unlawful when it opened. Thus, 
according to Lollipop's, its right to operate at its 
current location “vested” at that time, and it may 
continue to operate there despite any subsequent 
changes to the zoning ordinances that rendered it a 
nonconforming use.FN18   The district court granted 
summary judgment to the City on this claim too, and 

we review the district court's determination de novo. 
See Reserve, Ltd. v. Town of Longboat Key, 17 F.3d 
1374, 1377 (11th Cir.1994). 
 

FN17. The Constitution does not require a 
“grandfathering” provision for existing 
nonconforming adult businesses, David 
Vincent, 200 F.3d at 1332, and any vested 
right to continue operating as a lawful 
nonconforming use derives from state law, 
see Coral Springs St. Sys., Inc. v. City of 
Sunrise, 371 F.3d 1320, 1333 (11th 
Cir.2004). 

 
FN18. Lollipop's is located at 639 Grandview 
Avenue in Daytona Beach, Florida, and has 
been operating as an adult theater there since 
October 2000. Although the City disputes 
when Lollipop's began operating as an adult 
theater, Lollipop's claim to grandfather status 
was decided in the district court on the City's 
motion for summary judgment, and therefore 
we construe the record in the light most 
favorable to Lollipop's. 

 
[5] “Not surprisingly, vested rights are not created 
easily” under *873Florida law.   Coral Springs St. 
Sys., Inc. v. City of Sunrise, 371 F.3d 1320, 1333 (11th 
Cir.2004) . “The overarching pattern in Florida's case 
law is that vested rights can be created ... only in two 
circumstances.”    Id. at 1334.   The first occurs “when 
a party has reasonably and detrimentally relied on 
existing law, creating the conditions of equitable 
estoppel,” while the second occurs “when the 
defendant municipality has acted in a clear display of 
bad faith.”  Id.   Here, neither circumstance applies. It 
is undisputed that when Lollipop's began operating as 
an adult theater, it violated the zoning ordinances as 
then written. As a matter of logic, then, Lollipop's 
cannot have relied on existing law because it began 
operating plainly in contravention of that law. Nor is 
there any record evidence of bad faith or arbitrary 
behavior by the City. Therefore, on this record, the 
district court correctly concluded that Lollipop's has 
failed to establish a vested right to continue operating 
as a lawful nonconforming use. 
 

III. Nudity Ordinances 
 
[6] We analyze the three nudity ordinances challenged 
here under the four-part test for expressive conduct set 
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forth by the Supreme Court in United States v. 
O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 88 S.Ct. 1673, 20 L.Ed.2d 672 
(1968), and employed in City of Erie v. Pap's A.M., 
529 U.S. 277, 120 S.Ct. 1382, 146 L.Ed.2d 265 
(2000). As we have explained: 
 

According to this test, public nudity ordinances that 
incidentally impact protected expression should be 
upheld if they (1) are within the constitutional 
power of the government to enact; (2) further a 
substantial governmental interest; (3) are unrelated 
to the suppression of free expression; and (4) restrict 
First Amendment freedoms no greater than 
necessary to further the government's interest. 

 
Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1264. Here, our 
analysis focuses on the second and fourth prongs 
because there is no dispute between the parties as to 
the first and third prongs. 
 
A. Substantial Government Interest 
 
[7] Under O'Brien 's second prong, a city must 
establish that the challenged ordinance furthers a 
substantial government interest. Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 
at 296, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality opinion).FN19   It has 
*874 been by now clearly established that reducing the 
secondary effects associated with adult businesses is a 
substantial government interest “that must be 
accorded high respect.”  City of L.A. v. Alameda 
Books, Inc., 535 U.S. 425, 444, 122 S.Ct. 1728, 152 
L.Ed.2d 670 (2002) (Kennedy, J., concurring in the 
judgment) (quotation marks omitted);FN20   see 
also Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 296, 120 S.Ct. 1382 
(plurality opinion) (“[C]ombating the harmful 
secondary effects associated with nude dancing [is] 
undeniably important.”);   Ctr. for Fair Pub. Policy v. 
Maricopa County, 336 F.3d 1153, 1166 (9th Cir.2003) 
(“It is beyond peradventure at this point in the 
development of the doctrine that a state's interest in 
curbing the secondary effects associated *875 with 
adult entertainment establishments is substantial.”). 
 

FN19. In Pap's A.M., like some of the 
Supreme Court's other decisions in this area, 
there was no majority opinion on the First 
Amendment issue before the Court. Justice 
O'Connor wrote a plurality opinion, joined 
by Chief Justice Rehnquist and Justices 
Kennedy and Breyer, which upheld under 
O'Brien the constitutionality of the nudity 

ordinance at issue. Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 
289-302, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality opinion). 
Relevant here, the plurality concluded that 
O'Brien 's second prong was satisfied 
because “[t]he asserted interests of regulating 
conduct through a public nudity ban and of 
combating the harmful secondary effects 
associated with nude dancing are undeniably 
important,” and because the evidence that the 
city produced established that “it was 
reasonable for [the city] to conclude that ... 
nude dancing was likely to produce the[se] 
secondary effects.”  Id. at 296-97,120 S.Ct. 
1382. Justice Scalia wrote a separate opinion, 
joined by Justice Thomas, concurring in the 
judgment. They agreed that the ordinance 
should be upheld, “not because it survives 
some lower level of First Amendment 
scrutiny [i.e., O'Brien], but because, as a 
general law regulating conduct and not 
specifically directed at expression, it is not 
subject to First Amendment scrutiny at 
all.”  Id. at 307-08,120 S.Ct. 1382 (Scalia, J., 
concurring in the judgment) (quotation marks 
omitted). Justice Souter concurred in part and 
dissented in part. He agreed with the plurality 
that the nudity ordinance at issue should be 
analyzed under O'Brien. Id. at 310,120 S.Ct. 
1382 (Souter, J., concurring in part and 
dissenting in part). But he dissented from the 
judgment because, unlike the plurality, he 
concluded that the city failed to carry its 
evidentiary burden to show that its ordinance 
furthered a substantial government 
interest. Id. at 313-17, 120 S.Ct. 1382. Justice 
Stevens also wrote a dissenting opinion, 
joined by Justice Ginsburg. 

 
For our purposes, a majority of the 
Court-the four-Justice plurality along with 
Justice Souter-held that nudity ordinances 
that are designed to combat the secondary 
effects associated with nude dancing are 
analyzed under the O'Brien 
framework.   See id. at 289-91,120 S.Ct. 
1382 (plurality opinion); id. at 310, 120 
S.Ct. 1382 (Souter, J., concurring in part 
and dissenting in part). As for the Court's 
judgment that the ordinance at issue was 
constitutional-supported by the plurality 
and by Justices Scalia and Thomas's 
concurrence in the judgment-no rationale 
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explaining that result gained the support of 
a majority of the Court.  “When a 
fragmented Court decides a case and no 
single rationale explaining the result 
enjoys the assent of five Justices, the 
holding of the Court may be viewed as that 
position taken by those Members who 
concurred in the judgments on the 
narrowest grounds.”  Marks v. United 
States, 430 U.S. 188, 193, 97 S.Ct. 990, 51 
L.Ed.2d 260 (1977) (quotation marks 
omitted). In Pap's A.M., the plurality 
upheld the ordinance on the rationale that it 
survived First Amendment scrutiny under 
the O'Brien framework, and although the 
votes of Justices Scalia and Thomas were 
necessary for the judgment, their grounds 
for concurring in the judgment were far 
broader than the plurality's, namely, that 
the First Amendment did not apply “at 
all.”    See Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 307-08, 
120 S.Ct. 1382 (Scalia, J., concurring in 
the judgment). As such, the plurality's 
holding with respect to the application of 
O'Brien is the narrowest ground 
supporting the judgment in Pap's A.M. 
and, therefore, represents the holding of 
that case under Marks. Peek-A-Boo 
Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1261-62;   accord Heideman v. S. Salt Lake 
City, 348 F.3d 1182, 1198 (10th 
Cir.2003); SOB, Inc. v. County of Benton, 
317 F.3d 856, 862 n. 1 (8th 
Cir.2003); Ben's Bar, Inc. v. Village of 
Somerset, 316 F.3d 702, 719 (7th 
Cir.2003). 

 
FN20. Alameda Books addressed the 
constitutionality of a zoning ordinance under 
the Renton framework, rather than a public 
nudity ordinance under the O'Brien 
framework. We have explained, however, 
that the third step of the Renton analysis, 
which asks whether an ordinance “is 
designed to serve” a substantial government 
interest, is “virtually indistinguishable” from 
the second prong of the O'Brien test, which 
asks whether an ordinance “furthers” a 
substantial government 
interest.   Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1264-65. Therefore, although we are 
addressing the constitutionality of the City's 

nudity ordinances under O'Brien, our 
analysis also relies on cases that addressed 
the constitutionality of zoning ordinances 
under Renton. 

 
There was no majority opinion in Alameda 
Books.   Justice O'Connor wrote a plurality 
opinion, joined by Chief Justice Rehnquist 
and Justices Scalia and Thomas, that 
applied Renton and concluded that the 
zoning ordinance at issue was 
constitutional. Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 
429-43, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (plurality opinion). 
Justice Kennedy wrote a separate opinion 
concurring in the judgment. He agreed 
with the plurality that the zoning ordinance 
at issue should be analyzed under Renton, 
but he concurred in the judgment because 
he believed that “the plurality's application 
of Renton might constitute a subtle 
expansion, with which [he did] not 
concur.”  Id. at 445,122 S.Ct. 1728 
(Kennedy, J., concurring in the judgment). 
Justice Souter dissented, and his opinion 
was joined by Justices Stevens, Ginsburg, 
and, in part, Breyer. Id. at 453-66, 122 
S.Ct. 1728 (Souter, J., dissenting). Because 
Justice Kennedy concurred in the 
judgment in Alameda Books on the 
narrowest grounds, his opinion represents 
the Supreme Court's holding in that case 
under Marks.   Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 
F.3d at 1264;   accord SOB, Inc., 317 F.3d 
at 862 n. 1;   Ben's Bar, Inc., 316 F.3d at 
722. 

 
[8] As for whether an ordinance “furthers” this 
interest, a city bears the initial burden of producing 
evidence that it relied upon to reach the conclusion 
that the ordinance furthers the city's interest in 
reducing secondary effects. Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 
F.3d at 1269. To that end, a city need not “conduct 
new studies or produce evidence independent of that 
already generated by other cities, so long as whatever 
evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed to 
be relevant to the problem that the city 
addresses.”  Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451, 122 
S.Ct. 1728 (Kennedy, J., concurring in the judgment) 
(quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 S.Ct. 
925);   see also id. at 438,122 S.Ct. 1728 (plurality 
opinion) (“[A] municipality may rely on any evidence 
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that is reasonably believed to be relevant for 
demonstrating a connection between speech and a 
substantial, independent government 
interest.”(quotation marks omitted)); Pap's A.M., 529 
U.S. at 296, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality opinion) 
(quoting Renton 's “reasonably believed to be 
relevant” language). Although a municipality “must 
rely on at least some pre-enactment evidence,” such 
evidence can consist of “a municipality's own 
findings, evidence gathered by other localities, or 
evidence described in a judicial 
opinion.”  Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1268;   see, e.g., Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 300, 120 
S.Ct. 1382 (plurality opinion) (finding sufficient that 
“the city council relied on this Court's opinions 
detailing the harmful secondary effects caused by 
[adult] establishments ..., as well as on its own 
experiences”); Barnes v. Glen Theatre, Inc., 501 U.S. 
560, 584, 111 S.Ct. 2456, 115 L.Ed.2d 504 (1991) 
(Souter, J., concurring in the judgment)FN21 
(permitting a municipality to rely on prior judicial 
opinions); Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 S.Ct. 925 
(holding that the city was entitled to rely on the 
experiences of other cities and on a judicial opinion). 
 

FN21. Just as in Alameda Books and Pap's 
A.M., a majority of the Court in Barnes did 
not support a single rationale explaining the 
result. The plurality opinion written by Chief 
Justice Rehnquist, joined by Justices 
O'Connor and Kennedy, upheld the 
regulation under the O'Brien 
framework. Barnes, 501 U.S. at 569-72, 111 
S.Ct. 2456 (plurality opinion). Relevant here, 
the plurality found O'Brien 's second prong 
satisfied by evidence that the regulation at 
issue “furthers a substantial government 
interest in protecting order and morality,” 
which the plurality considered to be an 
interest “unrelated to the suppression of free 
expression.”  Id. at 569-70,111 S.Ct. 2456. 
Justice Scalia concurred in the judgment 
because, in his view, a general public nudity 
prohibition “is not subject to First 
Amendment scrutiny at all.”  Id. at 572, 111 
S.Ct. 2456 (Scalia, J., concurring in the 
judgment). Justice Souter also concurred in 
the judgment. Unlike Justice Scalia, he 
agreed with the plurality that the regulation 
should be analyzed under O'Brien.   But 
Justice Souter “[wrote] separately to rest 
[his] concurrence in the judgment, not on the 

possible sufficiency of society's moral views 
to justify the limitations at issue, but on the 
State's substantial interest in combating the 
secondary effects of adult entertainment 
establishments.”  Id. at 582,111 S.Ct. 2456 
(Souter, J., concurring in the judgment). As 
we have explained, “[b]ecause Justice Souter 
provided the narrowest grounds for the 
judgment of the Court in Barnes, his 
concurrence constitutes the holding of that 
case” under Marks. Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 
F.3d at 1260;   accord Heideman, 348 F.3d at 
1197-98. 

 
Once a city has provided evidence that it reasonably 
believed to be relevant to its rationale for enacting the 
ordinance, plaintiffs must be given the opportunity to 
“cast direct doubt on this rationale,” either by 
demonstrating that the city's evidence does not support 
its rationale or by furnishing evidence that disputes the 
city's factual findings. Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d 
at 1265 (quoting *876Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 
438-39, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (plurality opinion)); see, 
e.g., Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 298, 120 S.Ct. 1382 
(plurality opinion) (rejecting claim when plaintiff 
“never challenged the city council's findings or cast 
any specific doubt on the validity of those findings”). 
“If plaintiffs succeed in casting doubt on a 
municipality's rationale in either manner, the burden 
shifts back to the municipality to supplement the 
record with evidence renewing support for a theory 
that justifies its ordinance.”  Alameda Books, 535 U.S. 
at 439, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (plurality opinion) (citing Pap's 
A.M., 529 U.S. at 298, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality 

pinion)); see also Peek-A-Boo Lounge,o  337 F.3d at 
1269. 
 
Although the burden lies with the municipality, a court 
“should be careful not to substitute its own judgment 
for that of the [municipality,]” and the municipality's 
“legislative judgment should be upheld provided that 
[it] can show that its judgment is still supported by 
redible evidence, upon which [it] reasonably c

relies.”  Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1273. 
 
[9] Here, the City of Daytona Beach plainly carried its 
initial burden to show that the three challenged nudity 
ordinances furthered its interest in reducing the 
negative secondary effects associated with adult 
theaters. The City has produced a substantial body of 
evidence that it reasonably believed to be relevant to 
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combating those problems. Ordinance 81-334 
prohibits nudity and sexual conduct in establishments 
that serve alcohol. As the Ordinance itself says, the 

ity's rationale was to reduce the negative secondary 
f

 

verages results in violation of law and 
dangers to the health, safety and welfare of the 

C
e fects associated with adult theaters: 

It is hereby found that the acts prohibited in [this 
ordinance] encourage the conduct of prostitution, 
attempted rape, rape, murder, and assaults on police 
officers in and around establishments dealing in 
alcoholic beverages, that actual and simulated 
nudity and sexual conduct and the depiction thereof 
coupled with alcohol in public places begets 
undesirable behavior, that sexual, lewd, lascivious, 
and salacious conduct among patrons and 
employees within establishments dealing in 
alcoholic be

public.... 
 
Ordinance 81-334 § 2. To support this rationale, 
Ordinance 81-334 cites two Supreme Court 
decisions, New York State Liquor Authority v. 
Bellanca, 452 U.S. 714, 101 S.Ct. 2599, 69 L.Ed.2d 
357 (1981) (per curiam), and California v. LaRue, 409 
U.S. 109, 93 S.Ct. 390, 34 L.Ed.2d 342 (1972), both of 
which upheld prohibitions on nude dancing in 
establishments that serve alcohol.   See Bellanca, 452 
U.S. at 718, 101 S.Ct. 2599 (upholding statute where 
the legislature had found that “[c]ommon sense 
indicates that any form of nudity coupled with alcohol 
in a public place begets undesirable 
behavior”); LaRue, 409 U.S. at 118-19, 93 S.Ct. 390 
(“The ... conclusion ... that certain sexual 

erformances and the dispensation of liquor by the p
drink ought not to occur at premises that have licenses 
was not an irrational one.”). 
 
Although the City's reliance on these cases may be 
sufficient to carry the City's initial burden, see Pap's 
A.M., 529 U.S. at 296-97, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality 
opinion) (suggesting that a city can carry its initial 
burden by relying solely on relevant Supreme Court 
cases), the legislative history of Ordinance 81-334 
shows that the City also relied on its own experiences 
to support its rationale. That legislative history 
includes: a document describing the difficulties faced 
by law enforcement in arresting and successfully 
prosecuting crimes relating to prostitution and 
pornography and listing arrests for prostitution and 
other crimes that occurred in or near many 

Daytona*877 Beach adult businesses; a short 
memorandum written by the City's police chief that 
provides “a partial list of situations, offenses and 
incidents which have occurred within the areas of 
topless bar establishments .... [that] can be 
substantiated by police reports and testimony of 
various police officers”; police dispatch records of 
calls for service (“CAD data”FN22) from areas around 
adult businesses from November 1980 to July 1981, 
which were attached to the police chief's 
memorandum; police reports of eighty-three 
prostitution arrests; police reports of seven arrests for 
assault and battery of a police officer in or near an 
adult theater; and the minutes of a public hearing 

mmarizing local business owners' firsthand 
ccounts

business

su
a  of criminal activity in and around adult 

es. 
 

FN22. “CAD” stands for Computer 
Automated Dispatch. 

 
This legislative history supporting the enactment of 
Ordinance 81-334 is more than sufficient to carry the 
City's initial burden under O'Brien 's second 
prong.   See, e.g., Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 452, 
122 S.Ct. 1728 (Kennedy, J., concurring in the 
judgment) (concluding that the city carried its initial 
burden with “a single study and common 
experience”); Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 297-98, 120 
S.Ct. 1382 (plurality opinion) (holding that the city's 
legislative findings were sufficient because “city 
council members, familiar with [the city's] 
commercial downtown ..., are the individuals who 
would likely have had firsthand knowledge of what 

ok place at and around nude dancing to
establishments”); see also Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 
F.3d at 1269-70. 
 
As for Ordinances 02-496 and 03-375, the City 
likewise carried its initial burden of proof. Ordinance 
02-496 was enacted as a general public nudity 
ordinance “to protect and preserve the health, safety 
and welfare” of the City's residents. Daytona Beach, 
Fla., Code § 62-181(a), enacted by Ordinance 02-496 
§ 14. The Ordinance sets forth the following findings: 
“The appearance of persons in the nude in public 
places ... increases incidents of lewd and lascivious 
behavior, prostitution, sexual assaults and batteries, 
attracts other criminal activity to the community, 
encourages degradation of women, and facilitates 
other activities which break down family structures 
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and values.”  Ordinance 02-496 § 5. To support these 
findings, the City relied on, among other things, 
newspaper articles describing incidents of public 
nudity and other criminal activity during Spring Break 
and Black College Reunion, FN23 narrative reports by 
undercover detectives describing instances of sexual 
conduct, nudity, and violations of Ordinance 81-334 
by *878 dancers at adult theaters,FN24 and the Supreme 
Court's decisions in Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. 277, 120 
S.Ct. 1382, and Barnes, 501 U.S. 560, 111 S.Ct. 2456, 
115 L.Ed.2d 504. As with Ordinance 81-334, the 

re-enactment evidence for Ordinance 02-496 is 
fficien

O'Brien'
 

p
su t for the City to carry its initial burden under 

s second prong. 

FN23. See Henry Frederick, Police Chief: 
Spring Break, BCR Hurt Family Tourism, 
Daytona Beach News-Journal, Apr. 16, 2002 
(“ ‘Youth-oriented street festivals like BCR 
and Spring Break keep family tourism away.’ 
”); Anne Geggis, Barter on the Beach: Beads 
for Breasts, Daytona Beach News-Journal, 
Mar. 24, 2002 (“Daytona Beach police 
confirm they've been seeing more than usual 
this year-and issuing more $104 tickets for 
exposure of female breasts than at previous 
Spring Breaks....  ‘Even the chief this (past) 
weekend witnessed it and moved to make an 
arrest of a mother and daughter on Atlantic 
Avenue,’ says [a] spokesman for the Daytona 
Beach police.”  ...“Some are concerned the 
atmosphere is ripe for an incident like the 
New York City ‘wilding’ of 2000 during 
which women's clothes were torn off their 
bodies.”); Audrey Parente, BCR “Shocking” 
for Pennsylvania Sisters, Daytona Beach 
News-Journal, Apr. 15, 2002, at 6A (“ ‘I saw 
guys exposing themselves,’ Miller said. 
Schubert said she saw ‘... women in small 
clothes-thongs and very exposing bras....' 
Worse than the exposure, she said she saw 
drug use and drug sales. ‘I saw a young man 
in a car in front of me smoking a joint and 

 

passing it from car to car. They were walking 
around on the road.’ ”). 

FN24. For example, on March 8, 2002, 
several undercover investigators went to 
L
th

 

r observed every 
dancer to be in violation of the exposed 

 
Daytona Beach Police Department, 

ollipop's “to conduct a covert inspection of 
e activities” there: 

During this inspection, alcoholic 
beverages were being sold and 
consumed....  This writer observed bare 
breasted dancers performing “lap” dances 
involving simulated intercourse by the 
female dancer [who placed] her buttocks in 
the lap of the patron and began to 
manipulate her hips back and forth and up 
and down. While engaged in the previous 
activities, dancers would rub their bare 
breasts in the faces of the patrons and allow 
the patrons to lick and suck the 
breasts....  This write

breasts ordinance while alcohol was being 
served and consumed. 

Florida Offense/Incident Report No. 
0203103, at 1-2 (Mar. 11, 2002). 

 
Ordinance 03-375 amended Ordinance 02-496 to 
allow erotic dancers to wear G-strings and pasties 
within an adult theater located more than 500 feet 
from an establishment that serves alcohol, but 
Ordinance 02-496's somewhat more restrictive 
clothing requirementsFN25 remain applicable within 
500 feet of such an establishment. Daytona Beach, 
Fla., Code § 62-184(b), enacted by Ordinance 03-375 
§ 9. In support of Ordinance 03-375, the City relied on 
Mr. Langston's and Mr. Smith's testimony 
from Function Junction, Inc., 705 F.Supp. 
544.FN26   As we have noted, Langston testified that 
live nude and seminude entertainment businesses 
“promote and perpetuate urban decay” and that “adult 
businesses have impacted on crime in the area 
surrounding Daytona Beach.”  Id. at 547.   Smith, who 
as an assistant state attorney had prosecuted drug and 

rostitution offenses in Daytona Beach, concurred that 
ere w tution offenses in 
ess bars than in other bars.”  

p
“th ere more drug and prosti

Id.topl  at 548. 
 

FN25. See supra note 12. 
 

FN26. Although Function Junction was a 
challenge to the City's zoning 
ordinances, 705 F.Supp. at 545, the City 
relied on testimony from that case in support 
of Ordinance 03-375. 

 
The City also relied on several controlled studies 
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conducted by Dr. William George about the 
relationship between drinking alcohol and sexual 
conduct. Thus, for example, one study found that 
exposure to erotica led male subjects to drink more 
alcohol than did exposure to non-erotic 
materials.FN27   Another study found that young men 
who believed they had consumed alcohol-regardless 
of whether they had in fact done so-displayed greater 
interest in viewing violent and/or erotic images and 
reported increased sexual arousal than young men 
who believed they had not consumed 
alcohol.FN28   Still another study found that study 
participants perceived a woman they believed had 
consumed alcohol as being “significantly more 
aggressive, impaired, sexually available, and as 
significantly more likely to engage in foreplay and 
intercourse” than a woman whom study participants 
believed had not consumed alcohol.FN29   *879 Finally, 
Ordinance 03-375 expressly incorporates all of the 
evidence that the City previously had relied on to 
support Ordinances 81-334 and 02-496. The City's 

re-enactment evidence for Ordinance 03-375 is 
fficien

O'Brien'
 

FN27.

p
su t to carry the City's initial burden under 

s second prong. 

 William H. George et al., The Effects 

 

of Erotica Exposure on Drinking, 1 Annals 
Sex Res. 79 (1988). 

FN28. William H. George & G. Alan 
Marlatt, The Effects of Alcohol and Anger on 

 

Interest in Violence, Erotica, and Deviance, 
95 J. Abnormal Psych. 150 (1986). 

FN29. William H. George et al., Perceptions 
of Postdrinking Female Sexuality: Effects of 
Gender, Beverage Choice, and Drink 
Payment, 1988 J. Applied Soc. Psych. 1295, 
1295. 

 
Because the City carried its initial burden, the district 
court properly gave Lollipop's the opportunity to “cast 
direct doubt” on the City's rationale, either by 
demonstrating that the City's evidence does not 
support its rationale or by furnishing evidence that 
disputes the City's factual findings.   See Pap's A.M., 
529 U.S. at 298, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality 
opinion); Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1265;   see 
also Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 438-39, 122 S.Ct. 
1728 (plurality opinion). To this end, as we have 
noted, two expert witnesses testified that the City's 

pre-enactment evidence consisted of 
“shoddy,” “meaningless,” and “unreliable” data and 
that its reasoning was equally “shoddy.”  The experts 
explained that the City provided no empirical data to 
support the conclusion that prostitution and other 
crimes occurred more frequently in and around adult 
theaters than elsewhere, and that the CAD data and 
police reports lacked reliability because they did not 
cover all of the areas where adult theaters are located 
in Daytona Beach and contained no comparison data 
from other areas of the City against which the 
incidents occurring in and around adult theaters could 
be measured. Similarly, Lollipop's experts said that 
the narrative reports of undercover law enforcement 
and the testimony from Function Junction about urban 
blight and crime being found around adult theaters 
lacked comparative data, did not cover a sufficient 
period of time to rule out momentary fluctuations, and 
were merely the result of stepped-up law enforcement. 
(Experts' Report 62-63, 161-63.) The experts also 
observed that Dr. George's studies were conducted in 
controlled laboratory settings, and, therefore, the 
experts opined, the studies' conclusions could not be 

eneralized to the “real world situation of alcoholic 

gs of the City Commission that the 
mbination of nude (topless) dancing and alcohol 

variab

g
beverage consumption in an adult nightclub that 
features topless or nude entertainment.”  (Id. at 
167-68.) 
 
To buttress their critique of the City's evidence, 
Lollipop's experts conducted two empirical studies. 
The first study analyzed CAD data provided by the 
City for the forty-four months preceding Ordinance 
81-334's enactment “to examine the relationship 
between the presence of adult cabarets in areas and the 
rates of crime in those areas.”  (Id. at 3.) The experts 
compared CAD data from areas that had adult theaters 
to control areas that did not and “found no statistically 
significant differences in overall rates of crime 
between study and control areas.”  (Id. at 4.) They 
concluded that their empirical study “cast grave doubt 
on the findin
co
increase[s] ‘rape, attempted rape, murder, and assaults 
on police officers.’ ”  (Id. at 2 (quoting Ordinance 
81-334 § 2).) 
 
The second empirical study focused on the City's 
rationale for Ordinances 02-496 and 03-375 and 
examined CAD data from March 1999 to April 2003. 
This study compared the presence of an adult theater 
to other “demographic les previously used by 
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criminologists and found to be related to criminal 
activity, such as a local area's population, age structure 
(especially the presence of young 
adults),” “race/ethnic composition,” “housing 
vacancies,” “female-headed households,” and “the 
number of alcohol retail sale establishments.”  (Id. at 
56; see also id. at 186.) Based on their statistical 
analysis, Lollipop's experts concluded that these other 
variables “were statistically strongly related to crime 
events,” whereas the presence of an adult *880 theater 
“accounted for an insubstantial amount” of crime in 
the relevant area. (Id. at 56 (emphasis omitted); see 
also id. at 186-87.) The experts concluded that only 
1-3.5% of the criminal activity within a 1000-foot 

dius of adult theaters could be attributed to the 

ad the Supreme Court's decision in Alameda 
ooks and our opinion in Peek-A-Boo Lounge to have 

ant” standard. (Dist. Ct. Am. Order 

In 
st
 

 held 
that a municipality may rely on any evidence that is 

ra
theaters, and that adult theaters accounted for zero or 
near-zero percent of the sex crime activity in their near 
vicinity. (Id. at 57.) 
 
The district court agreed with Lollipop's experts that 
the City's pre-enactment evidence for all three nudity 
ordinances was “shoddy” and “meaningless.”  It 
concluded that Lollipop's had succeeded in casting 
direct doubt on the City's rationale for each ordinance 
and declared all three nudity ordinances 
unconstitutional. The district court said that Lollipop's 
experts' “scientific” studies cast direct doubt on the 
City's “anecdotal” evidence primarily because the 
court re
B
“raised the bar somewhat” on Renton 's “reasonably 
believed to be relev

-10.) 9
 

Alameda Books, the plurality explained the Renton 
andard this way: 

In Renton, we specifically refused to set such a high 
bar for municipalities that want to address merely 
the secondary effects of protected speech. We

“reasonably believed to be relevant” for 
demonstrating a connection between speech and a 
substantial, independent government interest. 

 
Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 438, 122 S.Ct. 1728 
(plurality opinion) (quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 
106 S.Ct. 925).   But the plurality then warned: “This 
is not to say that a municipality can get away with 
shoddy data or reasoning. The municipality's evidence 
must fairly support the municipality's rationale for its 

ordinance.”  Id.   Although Justice Kennedy's opinion, 
ot the plurality, is the holding in Alameda Books, we n

quoted the plurality's “shoddy data” and “fairly 
supports” language several times in Peek-A-Boo 
Lounge, 337 F.3d at 1262-63, 1265, 1266, 1269. 
 
We do not agree, however, with Lollipop's claim that 
either Alameda Books or Peek-A-Boo Lounge raises 
the evidentiary bar or requires a city to justify its 
ordinances with empirical evidence or scientific 
studies. Justice Kennedy's Alameda Books 
concurrence, which all parties agree states the holding 

f that case under the rationale explained in Marks v. o
United States, 430 U.S. 188, 193, 97 S.Ct. 990, 51 
L.Ed.2d 260 (1977), emphasized that the evidentiary 

andard announced in Renton remained sound: 

[W]e have consistently held that a city must have 
latitude to experiment, at least at the outset, and that 
very little evidence is required. “The First 
Amendment does not require a city, before enacting 
such an ordinance, to conduct new studies or 
produce evi

st
 

dence independent of that already 
generated by other cities, so long as whatever 

lameda Books,

evidence the city relies upon is reasonably believed 
to be relevant to the problem that the city 
addresses.” 

 
A  535 U.S. at 451, 122 S.Ct. 1728 

nned
(quoting
(Ke y, J., concurring in the judgment) 

 Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 S.Ct. 925 
s added)).(emphasi FN30 

 
FN30. Even if the plurality had constituted 
the actual holding in Alameda Books, the 
plurality also reaffirmed Renton 's continued 
validity and explicitly refused to raise cities' 
evidentiary burden. To the contrary, the 
plurality criticized Justice Souter's dissent for 
“rais [ing] the evidentiary bar” by “ask[ing] 
the city to demonstrate, not merely by appeal 
to common sense, but also with empirical 
data, that its ordinance will successfully 
lower crime.”  Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 
439-41, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (plurality opinion) 
(emphasis added). The plurality explicitly 
rejected this requirement because it “would 
go too far in undermining our settled position 
that municipalities must be given a 
‘reasonable opportunity to experiment with 
solutions' to address the secondary effects of 
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protected speech.”  Id. at 439, 122 S.Ct. 
1728. 

 
*881 Our opinion in Peek-A-Boo Lounge is consistent 
with Justice Kennedy's concurrence in Alameda Books 
and with Renton.   There, a panel of this Court held 
that “[t]o satisfy Renton, any evidence ‘reasonably 
believed to be relevant’-including a municipality's 
own findings, evidence gathered by other localities, or 
evidence described in a judicial opinion-may form an 
adequate predicate to the adoption of a secondary 
effects ordinance,”Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1268, and we remanded that case with specific 

structions to uphold the ordinance “provided that the in
County['s] ... judgment is still supported by credible 
evidence, upon which [it] reasonably relies,”id. at 
1273 (emphasis added). 
 
Here, Lollipop's argument that the City's evidence is 
flawed because it consists of “anecdotal” accounts 
rather than “empirical” studies essentially asks this 
Court to hold today that the City's reliance on anything 
but empirical studies based on scientific methods is 
unreasonable. This was not the law before Alameda 
Books, and it is not the law now.   See Alameda Books, 
535 U.S. at 451, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (Kennedy, J., 
concurring in the judgment) (reiterating that a city 
need not “conduct new studies or produce evidence 
independent of that already generated by other cities” 
(quoting Renton, 475 U.S. at 51-52, 106 S.Ct. 
925)); Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 300, 120 S.Ct. 1382 
(plurality opinion) (criticizing the dissent for 
“ignor[ing] Erie's actual experience and instead 
requir[ing] ... an empirical analysis”). Rather, the City 
of Daytona Beach could reasonably rely upon 
“[c]ommon sense,”  see Bellanca, 452 U.S. at 718, 
101 S.Ct. 2599,  “its own experiences,”  see Pap's 
A.M., 529 U.S. at 300, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality 
opinion), “the experiences of ... other cities,”  Renton, 
475 U.S. at 51, 106 S.Ct. 925, or city officials' local 
knowledge, see Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 451-52, 
122 S.Ct. 1728 (Kennedy, J., concurring in the 
judgment) (“The Los Angeles City Council knows the 

reets of Los Angeles better than we do. It is entitled st
to rely on that knowledge ....” (citations omitted)); see 
also Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 297-98, 120 S.Ct. 1382 
(plurality opinion). 
 
To be sure, as the Alameda Books plurality 
admonished, the City cannot “get away with shoddy 
data or reasoning,” and its evidence must “fairly 

support” its rationale.   See535 U.S. at 438, 122 S.Ct. 
1728 (plurality opinion). But this is simply another 
way of saying that the City's reliance on evidence 
supporting its rationale must be 
reasonable.   Anecdotal evidence is not “shoddy”  per 
se.   At most, Lollipop's experts' studies suggest that 
the City could have reached a different conclusion 
during its legislative process about the relationship 
between adult theaters and negative secondary effects. 
But demonstrating the possibility of such an 
alternative does not necessarily mean that the City was 
barred from reaching other reasonable and different 
conclusions.   See G.M. Enters., Inc. v. Town of St. 
Joseph, 350 F.3d 631, 639 (7th Cir.2003) (“Although 
this evidence shows that the [town] might have 
reached a different and equally reasonable conclusion 
regarding the relationship between adverse secondary 
effects and sexually oriented businesses, it is not 
sufficient to vitiate the result reached in the [town's] 
legislative process.”);   see also Alameda Books, 535 
U.S. at 437, 122 S.Ct. 1728*882 (plurality opinion) 
(noting that a city “does not bear the burden of 
providing evidence that rules out every theory ... that 
is inconsistent with its own”). 
 
Our review is designed to determine whether the City's 
rationale was a reasonable one, and even if Lollipop's 
demonstrates that another conclusion was also 
reasonable, we cannot simply substitute our own 
judgment for the City's.   See Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 
F.3d at 1273;   see also Barnes, 501 U.S. at 583, 111 
S.Ct. 2456 (Souter, J., concurring in the judgment) 
(“At least as to the regulation of expressive conduct, 
‘[w]e decline to void [a statute] essentially on the 
ground that it is unwise legislation ....’ ” 
(quoting O'Brien, 391 U.S. at 384, 88 S.Ct. 1673 
(alterations in original))); Renton, 475 U.S. at 52, 106 
S.Ct. 925 (“It is not our function to appraise the 
wisdom of [the city's] decision to [regulate] adult 
theaters ....” (second alteration added and quotation 

arks omitted)); cf. Alameda Books,m  535 U.S. at 451, 
122 S.Ct. 1728 (Kennedy, J., concurring in the 
judgment) (“[C]ourts should not be in the business of 
second-guessing fact-bound empirical assessments of 
city planners.”). 
 
The City of Daytona Beach relied on, among other 
things, the Supreme Court's decisions in Bellanca, 
LaRue, Barnes, and Pap's A.M.;   numerous police 
reports of criminal activity-including prostitution and 
assaults on police officers-in and around adult 
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theaters; undercover police investigations that 
revealed numerous violations of City ordinances by 
adult theaters; the City's police chief's documentation 
of criminal activity in and around adult theaters; CAD 
data showing calls-for-service to police dispatchers 
from areas near adult theaters; extensive testimony 
taken in Function Junction, 705 F.Supp. at 
547-48;   studies conducted by Boston and Detroit 
showing that adult businesses tend to increase urban 
blight; studies of urban blight and decay in Daytona 
Beach; controlled laboratory studies showing a 
correlation between alcohol and sexual conduct; 
anecdotal accounts from local business owners about 
increased crime in and around adult theaters; and 
newspaper articles describing increases in problems 
related to nudity and alcohol surrounding events such 
as Spring Break and Black College Reunion. Because 

ollipop's has failed to cast direct doubt on the L
aggregation of evidence that the City reasonably relied 
upon when enacting the challenged ordinances, we 
hold that the ordinances further a substantial 
government interest under O'Brien. 
 
Moreover, a close examination of Lollipop's experts' 
studies calls into question their stated conclusion that 
they “cast grave doubt” on the City's evidence that 
adult theaters increase crime, and, equally important, 
the studies do not even purport to address the City's 
evidence that adult theaters tend more generally to 
perpetuate urban blight and decay. First, one 
underlying methodological problem with both studies 
suggests that they cast little or no doubt on the City's 
evidence that nudity in establishments that serve 
alcohol encourages “prostitution, ... undesirable 
behavior ..., [and] sexual, lewd, lascivious, and 
salacious conduct among patrons and employees ... in 
violation of law and [en]dangers ... the health, safety 
and welfare of the public.”    See Ordinance 81-334 § 
2. The experts' studies are based solely on CAD data, 
which, in lay terms, is essentially 911 emergency call 
data. Relying on such data to study crime rates is 
problematic, however, because many crimes do not 
result in calls to 911, and, therefore, do not have 
corresponding records in the City's CAD 
data.FN31   This is especially true *883 for crimes, such 
as lewdnessFN32 and prostitution, that the City sought 
to reduce by enacting the challenged ordinances.   See 
Ordinance 02-496 § 5 (seeking to reduce “lewd and 
lascivious behavior, prostitution, sexual assaults and 
batteries, ... other criminal activity, [and the] 
degradation of women”); Ordinance 81-334 § 2 
(seeking to reduce “prostitution, ... undesirable 

ehavior, ... [and illegal] sexual, lewd, lascivious, and 
us

adult the
on legis
02-496).
 

b
salacio  conduct among patrons and employees” of 

aters); see also Ordinance 03-375 § 4 (relying 
lative record for Ordinances 81-334 and 
 

FN31. See Richard McCleary & James W. 
Meeker, Do Peep Shows “Cause” Crime? A 
Response to Linz, Paul, and Yao, 43 J. Sex 
Res. 194, 196 (“Modern criminologists do 
not use CFSs [i.e., calls for service or CAD 
data,] to measure crime or crime risk. In 
2000-2004, the official journals of the two 
national criminology professional 
associations, Crimino

 

logy and Justice 
Quarterly, published 245 articles. Of the 100 

crime or crime risk.”). 

that analyzed a crime-related statistic, ... 
[only] two analyzed CFSs, but even in these 
two cases, CFSs were not used to measure 

 
FN32. Under Florida law, lewdness is at least 
a second-degree misdemeanor.   SeeFla. Stat. 
§ 796.07. 

 
Such crimes are often “victimless,” in the sense that 
all of those involved are willing participants, and, 
therefore, they rarely result in calls to 911. College 
students on Spring Break are unlikely to call 911 after 
a wild night out on the town despite having 
participated in exactly the sort of activity that the 
City's nudity ordinances were enacted to reduce. 
Likewise, an encounter between a prostitute and a 
“john” rarely leads to a 911 call. By contrast, the City's 
“anecdotal” evidence may be a more accurate 
assessment of such crimes because it is not based on a 
data set that undercounts the incidents of such 
“victimless” crimes.   Cf. World Wide Video of Wash., 
Inc. v. City of Spokane, 368 F.3d 1186, 1195-96 (9th 
Cir.2004) (“Anecdotal evidence and reported 
experien
serve as
secondar
omitted)

ce can be as telling as statistical data and can 
 a legitimate basis for finding negative 
y effects.”(citation and alteration 
).FN33 

 
FN33. We also note that at least three other 
circuits have rejected, for similar reasons, 
attempts by plaintiffs to use studies based on 
CAD data to cast direct doubt on an 
ordinance that the municipality supported 
with evidence of the sort relied upon by the 
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City of Daytona Beach here.   See Gammoh 
v. City of La Habra, 395 F.3d 1114, 1126-27 
(9th Cir.2005); G.M. Enters., Inc., 350 F.3d 
at 639;   SOB, Inc., 317 F.3d at 863 & n. 2. 
Interestingly, Daniel Linz, one of the experts 
hired by Lollipop's, also co-authored the 
studies found to be insufficient in two of 
these cases.   See G.M. Enters., Inc., 350 F.3d 
at 635-36, 639;   SOB, Inc., 317 F.3d at 863. 

 
A second problem with Lollipop's experts' studies is 
that, even if the underlying CAD data fully reflected 
all of the conduct that Daytona Beach sought to 
reduce, the experts appear to draw conclusions that 
overstate the underlying data. For example, the study 
that focuses on Ordinance 81-334 concludes that 
“crimes against persons, crimes against property, and 
sex crimes, including both rape and prostitution[,] are 
not more common in areas with adult businesses than 
they are in similar control areas.”  (Experts' Report 2.) 
But the experts' own underlying data suggests 

therwise-for three of the six pairs of study and 

 does little to 
ndermine the City's conclusion that adult theaters 
so affe

own an
correlati
in half o

o
control areas that the experts examined, “the study 
areas [i.e., areas with adult theaters,] do show 
significantly higher rates of crime than the control 
areas.”  (Id. at 29-30 (emphasis added).) 
 
The experts attempt to explain away this result by 
pointing to the other three pairs-two show no 
“significant” difference between study and control 
areas, and one shows a significantly higher crime rate 
in the control area than the study area. The *884 
experts assert, without much discussion, that “[t]his 
mixed pattern” shows that “factors other than the 
presence of a nude cabaret are affecting rates of 
crime.”  (Id. at 30.) The experts are no doubt correct 
that factors other than the presence of adult theaters 
affect crime rates in Daytona Beach; crime is plainly 
caused by many factors. But that
u
al ct crime rates, especially when the experts' 

alysis shows a statistically significant 
on between adult theaters and increased crime 
f the areas in the study.FN34 

 
FN34. In addition to crimes against persons, 
crimes against property, and sex crimes, the 
study that focused on Ordinance 81-334 also 
analyzed “miscellaneous incidents that share 
in common that they involve violations of 
social norms ...., includ[ing] drunkenness, 

disorderly conduct, drug offenses, liquor law 
violations, and weapons 
complaints.”  (Experts' Report 27.) The study 
found a statistically significant increase in 
these so-called “norm violations” in areas 
with adult theaters compared to control areas, 
(id. at 33-34), which could be read to support 
part of the City's rationale for Ordinance 
81-334.   See Ordinance 81-334 § 2 (seeking 
to reduce “undesirable behavior” and 
“dangers to the health, safety and welfare of 
the public”). Similarly, the study that focused 
on Ordinance 02-496 found a statistically 
significant increase in drug related offenses 
in areas with adult theaters compared to 
control areas. (Experts' Report 80, 105 
tbl.10.) 

 
Finally, both studies focus only on criminal activity 
and do not even purport to address the connection 
between adult theaters and urban blight. Ordinance 
03-375, which amended Ordinance 02-496, was 
supported by testimony from Function Junction that 
adult theaters promote and perpetuate urban blight, 
which in Daytona Beach was characterized by “a 
significant percentage of deteriorating structures; a 
large number of small ... lots, which did not allow 
cars; a notable parking problem; a high incidence of 
crime, particularly, on the beachside; and a large 
percentage of antiquated, underground utility systems, 
such as drainage, water and sewer systems.”    705 
F.Supp. at 547. Lollipop's experts' studies examine 
only one of these conditions-high crime rates-and, 
notably, do not address at all the City's evidence that 
adult theaters tend to perpetuate these other features of 
urban blight. Although Lollipop's experts argue that 

e testimony provided in Function Junction was th
based on unreliable data and methodologically 
unsound analysis, we repeat that the City's reliance on 
such evidence need only have been reasonable, and it 
was. 
 
In short, the CAD data relied on by both studies may 
substantially undercount incidents of many of the 
types of crime that the City sought to reduce; the data 
that the studies did analyze show some statistically 
significant correlations between adult theaters and 
increased criminal activity; and the studies completely 
fail to address evidence of increased urban blight and 
decay that the City reasonably relied on when enacting 
Ordinance 03-375. Thus, Lollipop's has failed to cast 
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direct doubt on all of the evidence that the City 
reasonably relied on when enacting the challenged 
ordinances.   See Peek-A-Boo Lounge, 337 F.3d at 
1268 (noting that “the government must rely on at 
least some pre-enactment evidence” (emphasis in 
original)); Wise Enters., Inc. v. Unified Gov't of 
Athens-Clarke County, 217 F.3d 1360, 1364 (11th 
Cir.2000) (noting that a municipality “must have some 
factual basis” for its rationale (emphasis in original) 
(quotation marks omitted)); see also World Wide 
Video, 368 F.3d at 1195 (explaining that a city needs 
only “some” evidence to support its ordinances); Baby 
Dolls Topless Saloons, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 295 F.3d 
471, 481 (5th Cir.2002) (“Renton teaches us that the 

overnment must produce some evidence *885 of 
rse 

(citation
Ordinanc
substanti

g
adve secondary effects ....” (emphasis in original) 

 omitted)). Accordingly, we hold that 
es 81-334, 02-496, and 03-375 further a 
al government interest under O'Brien.FN35 

 
FN35. Inasmuch as the district court 
concluded that Lollipop's had cast direct 
doubt on the City's evidence, it allowed the 
City to present post-enactment evidence in an 
effort to renew support for a theory justifying 
its ordinances. But because we have 
concluded that Lollipop's failed to cast direct 
doubt on the City's evidence, there is no need 
to consider the City's post-enactment 
evidence.   See Alameda Books, 535 U.S. at 
438-39, 122 S.Ct. 1728 (plurality opinion) 
(“If plaintif fail to cast direct doubt on [the 

 the furtherance of the government 
terest.”    Pap's A.M.,

fs 
city's] rationale ..., the municipality meets the 
standard set forth in Renton.”). 

 
B. Narrow Tailoring 
 
Under the fourth prong of the O'Brien test, an 
ordinance that imposes a reasonable time, place, or 
manner restriction on nudity must be “no greater than 
is essential to
in  529 U.S. at 301, 120 S.Ct. 
1382 (plurality opinion). The Supreme Court has 

ade clear, however, that O'Brien does not impose 
rict scrutiny's familiar “least restrictive means” 
quirement: 

Lest any confusion on the point remain, we reaffirm 
today that a regulation of the time, place, or manner 
of protected speech must be narrowly tailored to 
serve the government's legitimate, content-neutral 

interests but that it need not be the le

m
st
re
 

ast restrictive or 
least intrusive means of doing so. Rather, the 
requirement of narrow tailoring is satisfied “so long 
as the ... regulation promotes a substantial 
government interest that would be achieved less 
effectively absent the regulation.” 

 
Ward v. Rock Against Racism, 491 U.S. 781, 798-99, 
109 S.Ct. 2746, 105 L.Ed.2d 661 (1989) (footnote and 
citation omitted) (alteration in original); see also Pap's 
A.M., 529 U.S. at 301-02, 120 S.Ct. 1382 (plurality 
opinion) (noting that “least restrictive means analysis 
is not required” under O'Brien). 
 
Here, the combined effect of Ordinances 81-334, 
02-496, and 03-375 is that at least G-strings and 
pasties are required in all adult theaters regardless of 
location, and that Ordinance 02-496's slightly more 
modest clothing requirements apply at establishments 
that either serve alcohol or are located within 500 feet 
of an establishment that serves alcohol. Lollipop's 

gues that requiring more than G-strings and pasties 
at
re
su
ef
 

ould allow pasties and G-strings at 
more locations. Appellants' claim should be 

g adults what they can 
ple prohibition 

ar
 establishments that serve alcohol imposes a greater 
striction than is necessary to further the City's 
bstantial interest in reducing negative secondary 
fects: 

Appellants are claiming, at a minimum, that adults 
have a right to perform in pasties and G-strings 
where alcohol is served. Appellants further argue 
that the City's ordinances are unduly restrictive 
because they sh

understood in the broadest terms: government 
simply has no business tellin
and cannot wear beyond a sim
against nudity. 

 
(Appellants'/Cross Appellees' Resp. & Reply Br. 
22-23 (emphasis in original).) 
 
We break no new ground in rejecting Lollipop's 
argument. It is well-established that a nudity 
ordinance that imposes a minimum requirement of 
G-strings and pasties is narrowly tailored under 
O'Brien. See Pap's A.M., 529 U.S. at 301, 120 S.Ct. 
1382 (plurality opinion) (“The requirement that 
dancers wear pasties and G-strings is a minimal 
restriction in furtherance of the asserted government 
interests, and the restriction leaves ample capacity to 
convey *886 the dancer's erotic message.”); Barnes, 
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501 U.S. at 587, 111 S.Ct. 2456 (Souter, J., concurring 
in the judgment) (“Pasties and a G-string moderate the 
expression to some degree, to be sure, but only to a 
degree. Dropping the final stitch is prohibited, but the 
limitation is minor when measured against the 
dancer's remaining capacity and opportunity to 
express the erotic message.”); id. at 572, 111 S.Ct. 
2456 (plurality opinion) (“Indiana's requirement that 
the dancers wear at least pasties and G-strings is 
modest, and the bare minimum necessary to achieve 

e State's purpose.”);   cf. Peek-A-Boo Lounge,th  337 
F.3d at 1274 (suggesting that the ordinance at issue, 
which did not leave erotic dancers free to perform 
wearing G-strings and pasties in any location in the 
county, was not narrowly tailored). 
 
So too, the First Amendment does not prevent a city 
from limiting the venues where dancers may 
communicate their erotic message. An ordinance that 
“does not prohibit all nude dancing, but only restricts 
nude dancing in those locations where the unwanted 
secondary effects arise,” is narrowly tailored.   Wise 
Enters., 217 F.3d at 1365. And an ordinance that 
defines those locations by reference to the presence of 
establishments that serve alcohol does not unduly 
restrict the ability to communicate an erotic 
message.   See Grand Faloon Tavern, Inc. v. Wicker, 
670 F.2d 943, 948 (11th Cir.1982) ( “[N]ude 
entertainment necessarily involves a substantial 
degree of conduct, and ... any artistic or 
communicative elements present in such conduct are 
not of a kind whose content or effectiveness is 
dependent upon being conveyed where alcoholic 
beverages are served.”). Thus, both the requirement 

at dancers wear G-strings and pasties in all adult 
theaters,
somewh

th
 and the additional requirement of clothing 
at more modestFN36 within 500 feet of 
ments that serve alcohol, are narrowly 
under O'Brien. 

establish
tailored 
 

FN36. Lollipop's characterizes the additional 
required clothing as a “modest bikini,” 
(Appellant's Initial Br. 46), or a “full bathing 
suit [ ]” (Appellant's Reply Br. 23). The City 
disputes this characterization, observing that 
“[a] ‘modest bikini’ certainly does not 
expose half of the lower female breast and 
two thirds of the buttocks.”  (Appellee's 
Initial Br. 52-53.) Regardless of whether the 
term “modest” accurately describes 
Ordinance 03-375's precise requirements, 

which are  supra note 12, 
the City of Daytona Beach could impose 

tional. We 
FFIRM the district court's decision upholding the 

 striking down Ordinances 81-334, 
2-496, and 03-375; and we REMAND for further 

nt with this opinion. 

RT, and 
EMANDED. 

.A.11 (Fla.),2007. 
Daytona Grand, Inc. v. City of Daytona Beach, Fla. 
490 F.3d 860, 20 Fla. L. Weekly Fed. C 778 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
 

 quoted above, see

those requirements within 500 feet of 
establishments that serve alcohol. 

 
IV. Conclusion 

 
Accordingly, we hold that all of the City's ordinances 
challenged in this lawsuit are constitu
A
City's zoning ordinances; we REVERSE the district 
court's decision
0
proceedings consiste
 
AFFIRMED IN PART, REVERSED IN PA
R
 
C
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Introduction 

CONSULTANT TEAM 
The City of Fort Worth retained Duncan Associates, in association with Cooper 
Consulting Company, Inc., to undertake a study of certain effects of sexually 
oriented businesses. Specifically, a survey of Fort Worth and Dallas appraisers 
was undertaken to determine the potential impacts sexually oriented uses, as 
well as other land use types, may have on residential and businesses property 
values. Project manager for the study is Eric Damian Kelly, Ph.D., FAICP, vice-
president with Duncan Associates. Teamed with Eric, is Connie B. Cooper, FAICP, co-author, 
with Kelly, of the American Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service Report 
Everything You Always Wanted to Know About Regulating Sex Businesses.  We were assisted 
in the survey design and the analysis of results by David C. Keuhl, Ph.D., an Assistant 
Professor of Urban Planning at Ball State University.  The work was performed under the 
supervision of the Office of the City Attorney, providing background for the City Council in its 
consideration of amendments to the zoning regulations for sexually oriented businesses.   

REGULATING SEXUALLY ORIENTED BUSINESSES 
Regulation of sexually oriented businesses has become one of the more challenging tasks 
facing communities today. Regulations must balance legitimate community concerns about the 
businesses with the First Amendment rights of the business owners and customers.  

Courts increasingly demand that local governments base their zoning regulations of sexually 
oriented businesses on documented land-use effects of those businesses. Recent court decisions 
indicate that a local government representing a jurisdiction of significant size is in a better 
position legally if it conducts its own study of those impacts, rather than relying on published 
studies or studies conducted in other communities.  

Most regulations of sexually oriented businesses are directed at nude or topless bars, XXX 
video stores and other establishments devoted almost entirely to sexually oriented activities. 
However, many well-regarded merchants include in their stock a measurable proportion of 
arguably sexually oriented material; such businesses include the video rental stores with “adults 
only” backrooms, news dealers with isolated racks of adult magazines and a variety of specialty 
stores that may include certain sexually oriented items.  

Although those who take the most negative view of sexually 
oriented activities and materials would lump all such businesses 
together, this creates an impossible situation, legally and 
politically. First, any broad limitation on any business with any 

“sexually oriented” materials or activities would ultimately apply to every bookstore, every 
movie rental store, every news dealer and, arguably, a variety of other merchants, such as 
Victoria’s Secret, which trades on the fringes of this market in some of the nation’s most 
upscale malls. Although those who would like to see such materials and activities eliminated 
completely from a community, the fact remains that there are technically x-rated scenes in 
major works of literature, brief nudity and sexual activity in Academy award-winning motion 
pictures. 
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Regulation of sex businesses is one of the most litigated areas of land-use law today. 
Communities that have tried to bar most or all sex businesses have generally lost court 
challenges to their regulatory schemes. In that context, a community must make reasonable 
provision for the existence of some sexually oriented businesses; on the other hand, it is also 
clear that a community need not necessarily allow every such establishment to offer the full 
range of sexually oriented products or activities that its proprietors might like to offer. Courts 
have also recognized that a sexually oriented business (such as a book store) is different from 
other businesses offering similar products that are not sexually oriented. Detroit can adopt and 
implement different zoning regulations for such businesses, provided that the effect is not a 
complete ban on all such businesses. 

Regulations that attempt to censor specific messages or that otherwise target the message itself 
are subject to “strict scrutiny” in the courts, a standard which places a heavy burden on a 
government to show a “compelling state interest” that justifies the regulations.  See, for 
example, Boos v. Barry, 85 U.S. 312, 108 S. Ct. 1157, 99 L. Ed. 2d 333 (1988).  But where the 
regulations are aimed at the secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses, they will be 
treated as “content neutral” and subject only to “intermediate scrutiny,” a far less burdensome 
standard for local governments to meet.  See City of Los Angeles v. Alameda Books, Inc., 152 
L. Ed. 2d 670, 122 S. Ct. 1728 (U.S. 2002).   

In response to concerns of residents about the secondary effects of certain sexually oriented 
businesses, particularly in parts of the community where there were multiple such businesses, 
the City of Fort Worth began to consider amendments to its zoning regulations affecting 
sexually oriented businesses and sought our advice on the extent of those secondary effects.  
The focus of this study has been on the secondary effects of those businesses on property 
values.   

SCOPE AND DESIGN OF STUDY 
This study consisted of a survey of MAI and SRA real estate appraisers in Fort Worth and 
Dallas.  There have been earlier surveys of real estate appraisers and professionals regarding 
this subject, including those incorporated in studies for Indianapolis, Indiana, Austin, Texas, 
Garden Grove, California, and Rochester, New York.1   

The most commonly cited secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses on communities 
relate to incidence of crime and effects on surrounding property values.  The incidence of crime 
was well documented in the Garden Grove study,2 a study that would be difficult and expensive 
to replicate.  Efforts to model the effects of particular uses on property values have proven to be 
very difficult to carry out effectively.  The typical method, followed in sections of both the 
Indianapolis and Austin reports, is to compare trends in property values in an area with a 
sexually oriented business to trends in property values over the same period of time in a similar 
area without a sexually oriented business.  There are multiple levels of comparison in such a 
study.  One major challenge is trying to find “similar” areas.  There will always be differences 
other than the sexually oriented business, and, without a large enough sample size that allows 
testing for other variables, it is difficult to determine how those other variables may be 
increasing or offsetting the apparent secondary effects of sexually oriented businesses.  One 
area may have a park, while the other does not.  One may have three small religious institutions 
while another has only two such institutions, but one of them turns out to be very large, with 
activities several days a week.  The area with the sexually oriented business may also have a 
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pawn shop or a salvage yard or another use that may also have a negative effect on property 
values.   

Even if researchers are able to identify truly comparable areas for the study, there is a further 
problem in tracking trends in property values.  A study may use values assessed for tax 
purposes, a methodology that is itself fraught with problems and that often includes a number 
of factors other than market value.  Tracking the values of properties that actually sell may 
make sense, but there is no guarantee that similar properties will sell in the two similar areas 
over any reasonable study period.  The sale of one deteriorated home in one area or of a couple 
of upscale homes in another can distort study results.  Understanding those problems is not 
particularly difficult.  Solving them in the context of a specific study in a specific community is 
very difficult indeed.   

Given the above, we believe that the opinions of appraisers provide an excellent and reliable 
measure of the effects of any kind of use or activity on property values.  First, certified 
appraisers are experts in their fields, people who follow professional standards in making 
judgments about property values.  Second, appraisers familiar with a local market look at the 
values of many properties every year and thus have a substantial data set not only in their files 
but also in their heads.  Third, and perhaps most important, the opinions of appraisers are 
essentially self-fulfilling prophecies.  The vast majority of real estate transactions that take 
place in this country involve mortgage loans.  The amount available for a mortgage loan on a 
particular property depends on the value of the property, as determined by an appraiser.  The 
mortgage value of a property is typically closely correlated with the market value of the 
property, because few buyers are willing to pay more for a property than mortgage lenders 
believe that it is worth.  Thus, to take an overly simple example, if most appraisers in a 
community believe that pink and green houses are worth, in general, 10 percent less than 
similar houses painted beige, the practical effect of that opinion will be to reduce the market 
value of pink and green houses. 

We elected to survey only appraisers who have met the professional standards of the Appraisal 
Institute3  as Members (holding the MAI designation) or as Senior Residential Appraisers (SRA 
designation).  The Institute is considered by many to be the leading organization setting the 
standards for appraisers in the United States. 

Previous surveys of appraisers have been criticized because the purpose of the survey was 
made obvious, either in a cover letter or in the narrow focus of the instrument itself.  We thus 
designed a survey that asked the opinions of the appraisers about both positive and negative 
effects of a variety of land uses on surrounding properties – uses including religious 
institutions, parks, libraries and shopping centers, as well as uses often carrying a negative 
connotation, such as sexually oriented businesses, pawn shops and homeless shelters.   

We mailed the surveys to all appraisers meeting the above qualifications.  We used follow-up 
letters and e-mails to ask survey recipients to respond.  A discussion of the response rates 
follows at the end of this report. 

In our report below, we include summaries of responses to the questions in which we were 
most interested.  The survey instrument and responses to all questions are included at the end of 
the report.  Although we have grouped sexually oriented businesses together in reporting the 
responses, the survey instrument mixed various land uses in the questions. 
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Findings 
 
Question 3: How would the listed land uses located within 500 feet of a Single- Family Home 
likely affect the home’s appraised value? 

 

 
Affect on Single Family Home’s  

Appraised Value (%) 

Land Uses Decrease 
No 

impact 
Increase 

No 
Opinion 

Adult Arcade/Peep Booths 97.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 

Adult Novelty/Media Store (Retail only) 97.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 

Gentleman’s Club/Cabaret 95.0 2.5 0.0 2.5 

Homeless Shelter 95.0 2.5 0.0 2.5 

Bar/Lounge 87.5 7.5 0.0 5.0 

Pawn Shop 87.5 10.0 0.0 2.5 

Convenience Store (beer/wine license) 80.0 12.5 2.5 5.0 

Gas Station 60.0 32.5 2.5 5.0 

Office Building 52.5 40.0 0.0 7.5 

Grocery Store 47.5 25.0 25.0 2.5 

Fire station 27.5 50.0 20.0 2.5 

Bookstore 23.1 59.0 15.4 2.6 

Religious Institution 15.4 61.5 17.9 5.1 

Public Library 15.0 45.0 32.5 7.5 

Neighborhood Park 5.0 15.0 77.5 2.5 

 

Appraisers were nearly unanimous in responding that adult-oriented businesses of any kind 
(arcades, stores, or cabarets) would decrease single-family home property values. Other uses 
deemed similarly detrimental to property values included homeless shelters, bars, and 
pawnshops. Interestingly, a convenience store with a beer and wine license was viewed as 
decreasing values by 60% of the respondents.  
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Question 4:  If you selected “Decrease Value” or “Increase Value” for any of the land uses in 
Question 3, at what distance would the land use likely have No Impact on the appraised value 
of the Single-Family Home? 

 

 
Distance Before There Is No Impact on Single Family 

Home’s Appraised Value (%) 

Land Uses 
Over 
500 
ft. 

Over 
1000 

ft. 

Over 
1500 

ft. 

Over 
2000 

ft. 

Over 
2500 

ft. 

Over 
3000 

ft. 

Average 

Feet 

Homeless Shelter 0.0 0.0 5.7 5.7 2.9 85.7 2800 

Adult Arcade/Peep Booths 0.0 0.0 5.7 5.7 5.7 82.9 2800 

Gentleman’s Club/Cabaret 0.0 2.8 8.3 2.8 2.8 83.3 2700 

Adult Novelty/Media Store 
(Retail only) 0.0 2.7 2.7 5.4 10.8 78.4 2700 

Pawn Shop 0.0 3.0 9.1 15.2 9.1 63.6 2600 

Bar/Lounge 0.0 9.1 12.1 9.1 12.1 57.6 2400 

Gas Station 3.4 6.9 13.8 13.8 17.2 44.8 2300 

Convenience Store 
(beer/wine license) 3.2 12.9 25.8 0.0 16.1 41.9 2100 

Office Building 3.6 7.1 21.4 21.4 14.3 32.1 2100 

Fire station 5.6 11.1 22.2 11.1 11.1 38.9 2100 

Public Library 13.0 4.3 21.7 4.3 26.1 30.4 2000 

Grocery Store 7.4 11.1 25.9 18.5 3.7 33.3 2000 

Neighborhood Park 12.9 16.1 19.4 25.8 0.0 25.8 1800 

Bookstore 11.8 17.6 23.5 17.6 5.9 23.5 1700 

Religious Institution 13.3 20.0 26.7 13.3 6.7 20.0 1700 

 

More than 78% of the appraisers judged the negative influence of adult-oriented businesses on 
property values to extend beyond 3000 feet (or approximately 6 blocks). While a few suggested 
the influence was not felt quite so far, even the lowest estimates put the distance at 1000 feet. 
The average distance was between 2700 and 2800 feet. Other than sexually oriented uses, only 
homeless shelters were considered to influence property values that far away. Pawnshops, bars, 
and gas stations were next (2600 to 2400 feet). 
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Question 5: How would the listed land uses located within 500 feet of a Community 
Shopping Center likely affect the community shopping center’s appraised value? 

 

 
Affect on Community Shopping Center’s 

Appraised Value (%) 

Land Use Decrease No impact Increase 
No 

Opinion 

Adult Arcade/Peep Booths 92.3 2.6 2.6 2.6 

Gentleman’s Club/Cabaret 89.7 2.6 5.1 2.6 

Adult Novelty/Media Store (Retail only) 82.1 12.8 0.0 5.1 

Homeless Shelter 82.1 12.8 2.6 2.6 

Pawn Shop 53.8 35.9 5.1 5.1 

Bar/Lounge 35.9 46.2 12.8 5.1 

Convenience Store (beer/wine license) 7.7 59.0 25.6 7.7 

Grocery Store 7.7 53.8 35.9 2.6 

Bookstore 2.7 62.2 32.4 2.7 

Fire station 2.6 76.3 18.4 2.6 

Neighborhood Park  2.6 82.1 10.3 5.1 

Religious Institution 2.6 82.1 10.3 5.1 

Office Building  2.6 64.1 30.8 2.6 

Gas Station 2.6 64.1 30.8 2.6 

Public Library 0.0 89.7 7.7 2.6 

 

The appraisers considered the property values of community shopping centers to be equally 
detrimentally affected by the proximity of adult-oriented businesses. More than 82% 
considered adult-oriented uses to decrease commercial property values. The only use 
considered to be comparable in its decreasing of property values was homeless shelters. 
Pawnshops and bars were next but only 54% and 36%, respectively, of the appraisers thought 
they would decrease property values. 
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Question 6: If you selected “Increase Value” or “Decrease Value” for any of the land uses in 
Question 5, at what distance would the land use likely have No Impact on the appraised value 
of the Community Shopping Center? 

 

 
Distance Before There Is No Impact on Community Shopping 

Center’s Appraised Value (%) 

Land Uses 

Over 

500 ft. 

Over 
1000 

ft. 

Over 
1500 

ft. 

Over 
2000 

ft. 

Over 
2500 

ft. 

Over 
3000 

ft. 

Average 

Feet 

Homeless Shelter 0.0 3.6 10.7 17.9 3.6 64.3 2500 

Adult Novelty/Media Store 
(Retail only) 0.0 14.3 10.7 10.7 3.6 60.7 2400 

Adult Arcade/Peep Booths 2.9 8.8 11.8 11.8 5.9 58.8 2400 

Gentleman’s Club/Cabaret 0.0 14.7 14.7 5.9 5.9 58.8 2300 

Pawn Shop 9.5 9.5 19.0 4.8 14.3 42.9 2100 

Bar/Lounge 5.0 10.0 35.0 20.0 0.0 30.0 1900 

Grocery Store 23.8 4.8 28.6 14.3 4.8 23.8 1700 

Office Building  11.1 11.1 33.3 22.2 0.0 22.2 1700 

Fire station 18.2 9.1 27.3 18.2 0.0 27.3 1700 

Gas Station 31.3 6.3 25.0 0.0 0.0 37.5 1700 

Bookstore 17.6 17.6 29.4 5.9 5.9 23.5 1600 

Religious Institution 18.2 27.3 27.3 9.1 0.0 18.2 1500 

Convenience Store (beer/wine 
license) 25.0 18.8 31.3 6.3 0.0 18.8 1400 

Public Library 20.0 30.0 30.0 10.0 0.0 10.0 1300 

Neighborhood Park  22.2 44.4 22.2 0.0 0.0 11.1 1200 

 

Approximately 60% of the appraisers felt adult-oriented businesses have an impact on the value 
of shopping centers’ values beyond 3000 feet. As compared to single-family homes, the 
distance at which appraised values would no longer be affected by an adult use was somewhat 
less. Respondents felt that it took from 2300 to 2400 feet before an adult use had no impact on 
the appraised value of a shopping center. Only homeless shelters were suggested to have a 
further reach (2500 feet). Again, pawnshops and bars were next with an influence on property 
values 2100 and 1900 feet, respectively. 
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Question 7: Is there a greater negative impact on property values if there is a concentration of 
land uses that have a negative impact on appraised values?    
 

Does a Concentration of Negative Uses Create a Greater Impact? 

Yes 82.9% No 9.8% No opinion 7.3% 

 

The vast majority of appraisers agreed that a concentration or cluster of detrimental uses had a 
greater negative impact on property values than isolated uses.   

 

Question 8: If you answered “YES” to Question 7, which of the following factors are 
important in determining whether there is a "concentration" of uses with a possible 
negative impact? 

 

Factors Determining a Concentration  

Number of uses within a specified area? 3 + (uses) 

Distance between uses measured in feet? 430 feet (average)  

At what separation distance would the impact of the 
concentration cease to be a consideration? 

3,340 feet (average) 

 

A concentration of three or more negative uses was considered by most appraisers to be the 
level at which the impact is greater. The grouping was considered to occur if uses were within 
approximately 400 feet of each other. Respondents felt concentration ceased to have an impact 
at an average distance of 3,340 feet (as compared to approximately 2300 to 2800 feet for single 
uses listed earlier.) 

  

Question 9: General comments on other issues related to Question 8. 
!" Survey did not consider condition or level of public use for several items. 

!" Variable that affects survey is the price range of house and size of community. In Dallas, 
$300,000+ houses like to be secluded. In small towns people are happy to have a choice in uses, 
have growth and acceptance of it. 

!" Concentration depends on size of the defined area. 

!" Grouping of uses may be beneficial such as West End, Deep Ellum, or Sundance Square; however, 
DFW does not group their sexually oriented businesses into a single "red-light" district so it is 
difficult to measure. Although all of the clubs near Buchman Lake had a negative effect on the 
area; so it may be un-wise to cluster such uses near a residential area.  

!" Adult sexually oriented businesses need to be concentrated and located low-end industrial areas, 
otherwise they will gradually drive down the population and desirability of the area. 

!" Shopping centers benefit from defined agglomerations of retail if they have high architectural and 
signage standards; residential amenities within walking distance (5 - 6 blocks) are positive. 
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!" Uses such as pawnshops, peep booths, etc, obviously effect single-family value. It is an open 
question as to effect on commercial properties; but as always, the developer must exhibit some 
common sense as to locations, area, etc., in both residential and commercial. 

!" The adverse land uses should be located outside the defined neighborhood in order for an adverse 
use to have little or no impact. 

!" Certain uses tend to increase crime rates and probably push values downward.  

!" Concentrating SOBs in industrial areas is reasonable as I support the business owners' rights to do 
business. Homeless shelters strike me as a big problem due to the number of panhandlers, bums, 
psychotics, etc. that leave the shelter each day. These need to be close to police stations and city 
services. 

!" It depends – Type of uses. Type of high-rise. Type of low rise. Ugly stuff in air. Blah Blah Blah. 

!" It depends on various factors primary are owner's expectations for the environment they are 
purchasing close to their house. Urban area negative use not a factor; suburban - everything can be 
an issue. Could get more usefulness by designing a questionnaire from an appraiser's perspective. I 
really think you can't understand factors without a socio-economic context. 

!" All of the above factors are relevant in that the noise level and traffic need to be minimal, although 
services need to be still relatively close by. 

!" Obviously some uses detract from value but number of uses is subjective. 

!" Marketing time (for property) would need to be extended. 

!" There would be other factors to be considered such as a major street or intersection as a screening 
characteristic, a larger building that blocks, a green belt or distances between uses, etc. 

!" Typically, no single adverse use causes a negative impact but a negative impact use causes other 
negative impact uses to move into certain areas and the combination of all negative uses creates 
negative property values. 

!" Single-family uses should be "family" oriented - not pornographic oriented. Lower demand would 
result in lower prices. Community shopping tends to be "A, B, or C" tenants etc. Generally 
pawnshops and adult entertainment are the lower rents, thus in lower value areas.  

!" SOBs generally have a negative affect on single family uses; lesser impact on retail. 

 
Question 10: Do you believe that your personal, moral, or ethical beliefs about certain land 
uses have affected your responses to any of the questions in this survey? 

Do Personal Beliefs Affect Response? 

Yes 19.5% 

No 80.5% 

 

Slightly less than 20% of appraisers felt that the answers they gave to the previous questions 
might be influenced by their “personal, moral, or ethical beliefs.” The most commonly 
mentioned uses where this occurred were in the case of adult-oriented businesses. This means 
the findings may be slightly skewed negatively towards adult-oriented businesses. 
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Analysis of Response Rate 
We mailed 186 surveys to appraisers holding the SRA or MAI designation in the cities of Fort 
Worth and Dallas.  After follow-ups by mail and e-mail, we received 41 completed forms.  
Another 34 persons responded by indicating that they did not wish to complete the survey.  
Conservatively, that gave us a response rate of 22 percent, which is a margin of error of 13.7 
percent.  In some surveys – such as those of voters for President of the United States, where 
margins are typically narrow – that margin of error would substantially impair if not eliminate 
any validity of the survey.   

In this case, however, the major findings were supported by 82 to 97 percent of the 
respondents.  Even if the entire margin of error were applied negatively and the resulting 
responses were thus directly reduced (which is a worst-case example of possible error, not a 
statistically valid technique), the results would drop to 68 to 83 percent of the respective 
respondents, still a very strong and firm finding on all of the issues on which we have reported. 

An argument can certainly be made that the response rate was greater than that in a typical 
survey in which a response rate of 22 percent is reported; in such a survey, typically only 22 
percent of the people respond in any way.  In this case, 40 percent actually responded in some 
way, although 18 percent were simply responding to say that they did not wish to participate.   

It is also useful to compare the response rate in this study to response rates in other surveys of 
appraisers. A search of the literature on appraiser’s response rates to surveys revealed a range 
as follows: 

  

Author Year Response Rate 

Chan4 2000 21.0% 

Clauretie, Bible, et al.5 1989 23.9% 

Diskin, Lahev, et al.6 1988 30.0% 

Dotterweich and Myers7 1995 41.5% 

Fisher, Lentz, et al.8 1993 33.0% 

Kinnard and Worzala9 1999 43.0% 

Lahey, Ott, et al.10 1993 40.4% 

Smolen and Hambleton11 1997 36.5% 

Waller12 2000 50.0% 

Wolverton and Epley13 2000 25.7% 

Wolverton and Gallimore14 1999 31.7% 

Wolverton and Gallimore15 1999a 31.8% 
 

Although at the low end of response rates among surveys of appraisers on a variety of subjects, 
the results in this survey were of the same order of magnitude.  Further, most of the other 
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surveys asked appraisers questions about their profession or practices, not hypothetical 
questions about property values.  As experts and consultants, we certainly understand the 
reluctance of experts to respond to hypothetical questions in their area of expertise for a non-
client, without compensation and with no firm understanding of how the material will be used.  
When all of those factors are considered, we believe that the response rate is understandable.  
Further, as noted above, the findings are so clear that the relatively high margin of error 
resulting from the lower response rate has no effect on the substantive findings of the study.    

Summary 

#" Appraisers were nearly unanimous in responding that adult-oriented businesses of any 
kind (stores, arcades, or cabarets) would decrease single-family home property values. 
Other uses deemed similarly detrimental to property values included homeless shelters, 
bars, and pawnshops. 

#" More than 70% of the appraisers judged the influence of adult-oriented businesses on 
property values to extend beyond 3000 feet (or approximately 6 blocks). While a few 
suggested the influence was not felt quite so far, even the lowest estimates put the 
distance at 1000 feet. The average distance was between 2700 and 2800 feet. Only 
homeless shelters were considered to influence property values that far away. 
Pawnshops, bars, and gas stations were next (2300 to 2500 feet). 

#" The appraisers considered the property values of community shopping centers to be 
equally detrimentally affected by the proximity of adult-oriented businesses. More than 
75% considered adult uses to decrease commercial property values. The only use 
considered to be comparable in its decreasing of property values was homeless shelters. 
Pawnshops and bars were next in their impact on lowering appraised values for 
community shopping centers but to a much lower degree (53% and 32%, respectively). 

#" Approximately 50% of the appraisers felt adult-oriented businesses impact shopping 
centers’ appraised values beyond 3000 feet. As compared to single-family homes, the 
distance at which appraised values would no longer be affected by an adult use was 
somewhat less. Respondents felt that it took from 2200 to 2300 feet before an adult use 
had no impact on the appraised value of a shopping center. Only homeless shelters were 
suggested to have a further reach (2400 feet). Again, pawnshops and bars were next in 
their influence on property values within 2000 and 1900 feet, respectively. 

#" The vast majority of appraisers agreed that a concentration or cluster of detrimental uses 
had a greater negative impact than isolated uses.   

#" Three negative uses grouped together was considered by most appraisers to be the level 
at which the impact was greater. The grouping was considered to occur if uses were 
within approximately 1000 feet of each other. They felt the concentration ceased to 
have an impact at an average distance of 3800 feet (as compared to approximately 2300 
to 2800 feet single uses). 

#" Slightly more than 20% of appraisers felt that the answers to the survey questions might 
be influenced by their “personal, moral, or ethical beliefs.” This means the findings may 
be slightly skewed negatively towards adult-oriented businesses. 
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Survey Instrument 



 

  

 
 
 

C/O ION DESIGN GROUP 

2800 NORTH HENDERSON AVENUE,  
SUITE 100 

DALLAS, TX 75206 
PH:  214-228-0211        FAX:  214-370-3083 

 

 

August 15, 2004 

 

Dear MAI and SRA Designated Appraisers, 

  We are writing to request your assistance. Duncan Associates is conducting a survey on 
whether property values are affected by certain types of nearby land uses. We are sending 
this 10-question survey to MAI and SRA designated appraisers in Dallas and Fort Worth to gain 
additional insight into better ways to regulate land uses and protect neighborhood amenities.  

  Please be assured that your response to this survey in no way implies that you are 
undertaking an appraisal of a property. It is simply to ascertain your views on the potential 
impact on property values created by certain types of land uses. Your responses are completely 
confidential. We use a mailing code to follow up on surveys that have not been returned. This is 
on the envelope and is discarded upon tabulation of the returned survey.   

  Enclosed with the survey is a stamped, self-addressed return envelope. Please use it to 
return the survey. We ask that you return the survey by Monday, August 30. If you would like 
to receive a copy of the tabulated survey results, please provide your name and address in the 
informational block found at the end of the survey. 

  We thank you in advance for your participation. If you have any questions, comments, or 
concerns please contact me at the number above or my associate, Connie B. Cooper, FAICP, via 
phone at 214-228-0211, or via e-mail at ccconniecooper@cs.com.     

 
Sincerely, 

 

Eric Damian Kelly, FAICP 

 

mailto:ccconniecooper@cs.com


Duncan Associates 

Survey of Appraisers in Fort Worth and Dallas, Texas – September 2004 1  

SURVEY OF MAI AND SRA DESIGNATED APPRAISERS 

DEADLINE: MONDAY, AUGUST 30, 2004 

 

 

Purpose of the Survey: This survey asks Dallas and Fort Worth MAI and SRA designated appraisers your views of the impact certain 
land uses have on the appraised value of single-family homes and commercial businesses. Again, your response to this survey in no way 
implies that you are undertaking an appraisal of a property. It is simply to ascertain your views on the potential impact on property values 
created by the presence of certain types of land uses.  We recognize that it may be difficult to respond to the questions related to specific 
distances; your best effort is appreciated. Thank You! 

1.   Rate the following amenities as to their potential influence on a 
Single-Family Home’s appraised value.  (circle response) 

Amenities 
1 = No Influence 

5 = Very Positive Influence       

No 

Opinion 

Low Traffic Volumes 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Tree-Lined Street 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Nearby Elementary 
School 

1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Close to Local Shopping 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Sidewalks 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Near Neighborhood Park 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Underground Power 
Lines 

1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Street Lights 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

On-street Parking 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Curb and Gutter 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

 

 

 

 

2.   Rate the following amenities as to their potential influence on a 
Community Shopping Center’s appraised value.  (circle response) 

Amenities 
1 = No Influence 

5 = Very Positive Influence       

No 

Opinion 

Low Traffic Volumes 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Tree-Lined Street 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Nearby Elementary 
School 

1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Close to Local Shopping 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Sidewalks 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Near Neighborhood Park 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Underground Power 
Lines 

1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Street Lights 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

On-street Parking 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 

Curb and Gutter 1 2 3 4 5 N/O 
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3.   How would the listed land uses located within 500 feet of a Single- 
Family Home likely affect the home’s appraised value? (Check only 
ONE box for each land use) 

 
Impact on Single-Family Home’s appraised 

value due to the listed land uses located 
within 500 feet 

Land Use 
Decrease 

Value 
No 

Impact 
Increase 

Value 
No 

Opinion 

Neighborhood Park     

Religious Institution     

Convenience Store 
(beer/wine license) 

    

Public Library     

Bar/Lounge     

Gentleman’s 
Club/Cabaret 

    

Grocery Store     

Bookstore     

Adult Novelty/Media 
Store (Retail only) 

    

Office Building     

Homeless Shelter     

Fire station     

Pawn Shop     

Adult Arcade/Peep 
Booths 

    

Gas Station     

 

 

 

4.   If you selected “Decrease Value” or “Increase Value” for any of the 
land uses in Question 3, at what distance would the land use likely 
have NO IMPACT on the appraised value of the Single-Family 
Home? (Check only ONE box for each land use).  

 
Distance at which land use would have NO IMPACT 
on Single-Family Home’s appraised value 

Land Use 
Over 

500 ft. 
Over 

1000 ft. 
Over 

1500 ft. 
Over 

2000 ft. 
Over 

2500 ft. 
Over 

3000 ft. 

Neighborhood Park       

Religious Institution       

Convenience Store 
(beer/wine license) 

      

Public Library       

Bar/Lounge       

Gentleman’s 
Club/Cabaret 

      

Grocery Store       

Bookstore       

Adult Novelty/Media 
Store (Retail only) 

      

Office Building       

Homeless Shelter       

Fire station       

Pawn Shop       

Adult Arcade/Peep 
Booths 

      

Gas Station       
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5.   How would the listed land uses located within 500 feet of a 
Community Shopping Center likely affect the community shopping 
center’s appraised value? (Check only ONE box for each land use) 

 

 
Impact on Community Shopping Center’s 

appraised value due to the listed land uses 
located within 500 feet 

Land Use 
Decrease 

Value 
No 

Impact 
Increase 

Value 
No 

Opinion 

Neighborhood Park     

Religious Institution     

Convenience Store 
(beer/wine license) 

    

Public Library     

Bar/Lounge     

Gentleman’s 
Club/Cabaret 

    

Grocery Store     

Bookstore     

Adult Novelty/Media 
Store (Retail only) 

    

Office Building     

Homeless Shelter     

Fire station     

Pawn Shop     

Adult Arcade/Peep 
Booths 

    

Gas Station     

 

6.   If you selected “Increase Value” or “Decrease Value” for any of the 
land uses in Question 5, at what distance would the land use likely 
have NO IMPACT on the appraised value of the Community 
Shopping Center? (Check only ONE box for each land use).  

 

 
Distance at which land use would have NO IMPACT 
on Community Shopping Center’s appraised value 

Land Use 
Over 

500 ft. 
Over 

1000 ft. 
Over 

1500 ft. 
Over 

2000 ft. 
Over 

2500 ft. 
Over 

3000 ft. 

Neighborhood Park       

Religious Institution       

Convenience Store 
(beer/wine license) 

      

Public Library       

Bar/Lounge       

Gentleman’s 
Club/Cabaret 

      

Grocery Store       

Bookstore       

Adult Novelty/Media 
Store (Retail only) 

      

Office Building       

Homeless Shelter       

Fire station       

Pawn Shop       

Adult Arcade/Peep 
Booths 

      

Gas Station       
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7.   Is there a greater negative impact on property values if there is a 
concentration of land uses that have a negative impact on 
appraised values?    

    Yes: ____   No: ____   No Opinion: ____ 

       Note: If you answered “No” or “No Opinion” skip to Question #9  

 

8.   If you answered “YES” to Question 7, which of the following factors 
are important in determining whether there is a "concentration" of 
uses with a possible negative impact? 

Factors Determining a Concentration !!!!""""How Much or 
How Many? 

Number of uses within a specified area?   

Distance between uses measured in feet?   

Distance between uses measured in driving time?   

At what separation distance, minutes or feet 
(indicate) would the impact of the concentration 
cease to be a consideration? 

  

No Opinion   

 

9.   Provide any other comments regarding the potential impact the 
surveyed land uses might have on the appraised value of a single-
family home or community shopping center. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Some of the types of land uses listed in this survey elicit strong 
responses from some persons, both positively and negatively.  
Although we believe that professionals are less likely than others to 
respond to these questions from emotional or moral positions, 
previous surveys of this type have sometimes been criticized 
because they did not include a question about the extent to which 
ethical, religious or other personal beliefs might have affected 
responses.  In that context, we would appreciate your response to 
this final, two-part question. 

 YES NO 

Do you believe that your personal, moral or ethical beliefs about 
certain land uses have affected your responses to any of the 
questions in this survey? 

  

If yes, which types of land uses? 

 

 

 

Please provide your name and mailing address if you would like a copy 
of the survey results: 

 

 

 

 

 

 
              Thank You for taking the time out of your business day to respond to 
our questionnaire. Again, if you have any questions or wish to provide 
comments, please include them with your questionnaire or give us a call / 
email at the numbers listed on the cover letter. 

 

Eric Damian Kelly, FAICP 

Connie B. Cooper, FAICP 
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U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS – FT WORTH DISTRICT 
CONTRACT MANAGEMENT SUPPORT OFFICE 

1535 HIGH STREET 
RICHMOND, VA  23220 

 

April 13, 2021 
 

Janet Martin, County Auditor 
County of Ellis 
101 W Main St Ste 104 
Waxahachie, TX 75165-0405 
Dear Ms. Martin, 
 
According to our records, the period of performance has ended on Purchase Order; 
W9126G-20-P-0033, for service provided by County of Ellis, to U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) Ft. Worth District.   
 
Please verify all invoicing has been submitted and paid, and the orders are considered 
complete To accomplish a final contract closeout, we request the appropriate 
representative provide responses to the questions below, for each order, sign, date and 
return by email attachment, to this office by close of business Monday, April 19, 2021. 
 
W9126G-20-P-0033: Funded amount $24,822.72, Paid $22,913.28, Remaining 

$1,909.44. 

Remaining funds are to be prepared for deobligation and the orders prepared for 

contract closeout. 

Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (804) 658-5432 or 
john.m.collins@usace.army.mil.   
 
Thank you for your time and assistance and I look forward to your response. 
 
                  

Sincerely, 
       
 

John Collins 
Contract Closeout Specialist 

 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:john.m.collins@usace.army.mil
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Does Purchase Order W9126G-20-P-0033, have any monies due in connection with 
this order?   YES_______NO_________.  If YES, what is the outstanding 
amount______________? 
 

Does County of Ellis acknowledge that he has no further claims against this order, and 
considers it closed?  YES___________ NO_________.  If NO, please contact the 
above point of contact by email with all concerns.  
 
County of Ellis hereby releases the government from any-and-all liability under this 
order for the items stated, for further adjustments attributable to such facts or 
circumstances giving rise thereto.   

 
 
 

________________________________________   ________________ 
SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE:    TITLE: 
 

 

________________________________________    _______________ 

PRINT NAME:        DATE: 
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