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Volume I         . .

A,   Studies Documenting The Negative Secondary Side Effects Of Adult
Businesses

1.  " P0a ial Su una . of Secondary Effect Studies

2.    Summaries of Key Reports Concerning Ne Negative Secondary Effects of
Sexually Oriented Businesses, compiled by Louis F.Comus III

3.    Amarillo, Texas, PlauningDepartmem (1977) .

4.    Austin, Texas, Office of Land Development Services (k986)

5,    Beaumont, Texas (19'82)

6.   Chattanooga, Termessee (2003)

7.    Cleveland, Ohio (1977)

8.    Dallas, Texas (1997)

9.    Dallas, Texas (2007).

10.   Ft. Worth, Texas (2004)

11.   Garden Grove, California (1991)

12.   Greensboro, North Carolin (2003)

"13.   Houston, Texas,City Council Report (1997)

14,   Ind!anapolis, Indiana, "Departmellt of Metropolitan Development (1984)
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23.

24.
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• Ifaekson County, Missouri (2008)

Kemaedale, Texas (2005)

Littleton, Colorado (2004)

Los Angeles, California, Department of City Planning (1977)

Louisville, Kentucky (2004)

•                  s Working Group on the Regulation ofReport of the Attorney General'
•                 '                  9-Sexually OrientedBusinesses, State of Minnesota (198)

New York, New York (1994)

Newport News, Virginia (1996)

Oklahoma Cityl Oklahoma (1986)

Phoenix, Ariz6na (1979)

St. Cloud, Minnesota (1994)

Seattle, Washington, Department of Construction and Land Use 0989)

32.

Spokane, Washlngtnn (2001)

Times Square, New York City (1994)

Tuoson, Arizona (1990)

Whigier, Callfomia (1978)       ,

A Methodologioal Cf_tique of the Linz-Paul Report: A Report to the San
Diego City Attorney's Office (Maroh 21, 2003)

Testimony of David Sherman Before the Michigan House Committee on

Ethics and Constitttional Law (2000) "
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38.

Volume IV

39.

Volume V

40,

Volume VI

B,"

33,   C[osia' Time: Effective Regulation of Adult Businesses' Hours of
Operation, by Scott Berthold (2000)

, 34,   Peep Show Establishments, Police Activity, Public Place and Time:A
Study of Secondary Effects in San Diego, California, by Daniel Linz et aL

(2004}

35.   Do Peep-shows "Causg" Crime? A Response to Linz, Paul, and Yao, by
Richard McCleaty et al. (2006)

"36.   "Rural Hotspots: !'he Case of Adult Businesses," 19 C'riminal Justice Policy

Review 153 (2008)

37.   "Correlates of Curtlent Transactional Sex among a Sam-pie of Female Exotic

Dancers irt Baltimore, MD," Journal of Urban Health (201 I)

"Stripclut/s-According to Strippers: Exposing WorkpIace Sexual Vl0lence,"
by Kelly Holsopple, Program Director, Freedom and Justice Center for

Prostitution Resources, Minneapolis, Minnesota

1986 Attorney General's Repprt on Pornography, Volume 1

1986 Attorney General's Report on Pornography, Volume 2

Other Supporting DoCumentation

1,'    Declarations from Fullertqn Police Officers Craig Brower, Mike Chooek,
and A]3C iInvestigator Kevln Ortega related to the City ofLa Habra's "
Nuisance Abatement Action for a Totally Nude Facility

2..  • Police reports of iiavestigat!ons conducted by.City of La Habra

3.    Interview of Julia (Nude Dancer)

4.    Det. Robert Navarro's 15resentation on "Harmful Effects of Pornography,
Los Angeles Case Study" (1994)
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6.

"My Pei:sonal Experience With Sexually Oriented Business" by Gone
MoConnell

Letter from Lorraine Day, M.D. regarding the AIDS virus

7.    Sheriff's Report to City Council of City of Enemltas, November 9, 1998

8.    CRy of Arcadia Poli'ee Department undercover surveillance reports, 2000

•      ,                                                               *e9,    HIV/AIDS Epldemlology Report, 2010, prepared by County of San DI go
Health and Human Serviees Agency

10 . SDT Fact Sheet, Sexually Transmitted Diseases by Year of Report, San

Diego County; 1994-2008, prepaed by County of SanDiego Health and
Human Services Agency

11.   California Commumeable Disease Summary 2 00 Issued July 2002,
prepared by County of Orange Health Care Agency

12.  : HIV/AIDS Surveillance Statistics, 2003, Issued October 2004, prepared b ;

County of Orange Health Care Agency

Volume VII

CI Published Cases

• 1.   4805 Convoy, Inc. v. Ci yof gan D2ego, 183 F,3d 1108 (Pth Cir. 1999)

2.    7978 Corporation v. Pitehess, 41 CaLApp.3d 42 (1974)

3.    84 Video/Newsstand, Inc. v. Sartini, 455 Fed.Appx. 541 (6th Cir. 2011)

4.    AIamedaBooks, Inc. v. Cily ofLosAngeles, 631.F.3d !031 (9th Cir. 2011)
I

5,    Anheuser-Busch'v, Schmoke, 101 F.3d 325 (4th Cir. 199.6)

6.  • Baby Tam & Co., lnc. v, Citylof Las gegas ("Baby Tam P), 154F.3d1097
(9th Cir, 1998)

7.   Baby Tam & Co.,Inc.'v. City of Las Vegas ("Baby Tam 2; '),199 F.3d1111

(9th Cir. 2000)                             .
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Baby Tam & Co., [ne. v. City of Las Vegas ("Bitby Tam lI '), 247 F.3d I003
(9th Cir. 2001)

Bamon Co poration v. City of Dayton, 923 F.2d 470 (6th Cir. 1991)

Barnes v. Glen Theatre, .Inc., 501 U.S. 560(1991)

'Ben's Bar, Inc. v. Village of Somerset, 3 I6 F.3d 702 (7th ( ir. 2003)

Berry v, City of Santa Barbara, 40 Cal.App.4th 1075 (1995)

Brownellv. City of Rochester, 190 F.Supp.2d 472 (W.D.N.¥. 200'1)

BSA, Ine. v. King County, 804 F,2d 1004 (9th Cir. 1986)

California v. LaRue, 409 U.S, 109 (1972)

Center for Fair Public Policy v. Maridopa County, 336 F.3d 1153 (9th Cir.
2004)

Chamblee Visuals, LLC v. City of Chamblee, 506 s:E.2d 1i3 (Ga. 1998)

City of Colorado Springs v. 235q Ine. dba Baby Dotls, 896 P.2d 272 (Co.
I995)

City of )allas v. Stanglln, 490 U,8. 19 (1989)

City of Erie v. Pap ' s A.M. C'Kandyland"), 529 U.8.277 (2000)

City of Ltttleton," Colorado v. ZJ. Gifts D-4, 541 U.S. 744 (2004)

City of Lod Angeles v. Alameda Books, lnc,, 535 U.S. 425 (2002)

City of National City v. W!eneh, 3 CaL4th 832 (1993)

City of Renton v. Playtime Theatres, Inc.; 475 U.S. 41 ('1986)

City of Vallejo v. Adult Books, I67 Cal.App.3d 1169 (1985)

Clark v. City of Lakewcod, 259 F.3d 996 (9th Cir. 2001)

Club Southern Bw'lesque, Inc. v. City of Carrolton, 265 Ga. 528, 457
S.E.2d 816 (1995)
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28.  Colacurelo v. City of Kent, I63 F.3d 5 45 (gth Cir. 1998)

29.  ' Crawfordv. Lungren, 96 F 3d 380'(9th Cir. 1996)

30.   Daytona G and, Inc. v. City of Daytonct Beach, 490 F.3d.860 (llth Cir, 2007)

31.   Deluxe Theater&Bookstore, Inc. v. City of San Diego,.175 CakApp.3d 980
(t985)

32.   Departrhent of Alcoholic Beverage Control , Alcoholic Beverage Control
Appeals Board of California ("Vicary"), 99 Cal.App,4t!a 880 (2002)

33.   Deja Vu-Everett-Federal Way, Inc. v. City of Federal Way, 46 Fed.Appx. 409
(9th Cir, 2002)                       -

Volume VIII

34.  . D jgt Vu of Nashville, Inc, v. Metro Gov.'t of Nashville and Davids'on
County, 274 F,3d 377 (6th Cir. 2001)

35.  Diamond v.City of Taft, 215 F,3d 1052 (9th Cir. 2000)

36.  DiMe Corp. V. Town of Hatlie, 185 F.3d 823 (7th Cii'. 1999

37.  Doctor John's,/no .v .City of Roy,.465 F.3d 1150 (10th Cir. 2006)

38.   Dream Palace v. County ofMaricopa, 384 F.3 d 990 (9th Cir. 2004)

39.   DLS, Inc. v. City of Chattanooga, 894 F.Supp." 1140 (E.D. Tenn. 1995)

40..  Doe.v. City of Min) eapolis, 898 F.2d 612 (Sth Cir. 1990)

41.   EllwestStereo Theatre, Inc. v, Wormer, 681 F.2d I243 (gth Cir. 1982)

42.  EntertainmentP ods., Inc. 'v. Shelby County, 588 F.3d 372 (6th Cir. 2009).

43.   E. WA.P., Inc. v. City of Los Angeles, 56 Cal.App.4th 310 (1997)

44.   Fantasy Ranch, Inc. v. City of Arlington, 459 F.3d 546 (Sth Cir. 2006)

45.  Fantasyland Video, Inc. v. County of, gab Dtego, 505 F.3d 996 (gth Cir. 2007)

46.   Flanigan's Enters, Ine, v. Fulton County, 596 F.3d 1265 "1 lth Cir. 2010)
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Fordv, State.of) exa), 753 S.W.2d 451 (Tx. 1988)

FW/PBS, Jne. v. City of Dallas, 837 F.2d 1298 (5th Cir. 1988)

FW/PBS, Inc. v. City of Dallas, 493 U.S. 2!5 (1990)          .

Gammoh v. City ofLa Habra,395 F.3 d 1114 (9th Cir. 2005), amended 402
F.3 d 875

G.M. Enterprises v. Town of St. Joseph, 350 F,3d 631 (7th Cir. 2003)

H&A Land Corp. v. City of Kennedale, 480 F.3d 33d (5th Cir, 2OO7

Hang On, Inc. v. City of Arlington, 65 F.3d 1248 (Sth.Oir. 1995)

Imaginary Images, Ino. v, Evans, 612 F.3d 736 (4th Cir, 20'I0)

InternationalEateriea v, Broward County, 941 F.2d 1157 (1 lth Cir.. 1991),
cert. denied 503 U.S. 920 (1992)

Isbell v. Ci,ty of San Diego, 450 F.Supp.2d 1193 (8.D. Ca12006)

Isbell y. City of Sqn Diego, 258 F.3d 1108 (9th Cir. 2001)

Key. Ine. v. K}tsap County, 793 F.2d 1053 (9th Cir. 1986)

Krontz v. City of San Diego, 136'Cal.App.&h 1126 (2006)

Lacy Street Hospitality Service, Ine. v. City of Los Angeles, 125 Cal.App.4th
526 (2004).

Lady J, Lingerie, Inb. v. City of Jaokaon.vtlle, 973 F,Sup. 1428(M.D, Fla.
1997)

Lady J, Lingerie, Inc. v. C}ty of Jacksonville, 176 F.3d 1358 (1 lth Cir,
'1999)

LakelandLounge v. City of Jacksonville, 973 F.2d 1255 (5th Cir. 1992

Lira v. City of Lo gBeaeh, 217 F.3d 1050 (9th Cir. 2000)

LLEF£ Inc. v. Wibklta County, 289 F.3d 358 (5th Cir. 2002)

Lydo Ent. v. Los Vegas, 745 F.2d 1211 (9th Cir. i984)
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Madain v. City of Stanton, 185 Cal,App.4th I27.7 (2010)

68. • McCrothers Corp, d/b/a Tree City Bar, et al. v City of _l¢ladan, 728 N,W.2d
124 (2007)

69.   Mitchell v. Commission on AduIt Entertainment, 10 F,3d 123 (3rd Cir.
1993)

70.  National Amusements, inc. v. Town of Dedham, 43 F;3d 731 (lst Cir. 1995)

N. W. Enterprises, Ine. v, City of Houston, 352 F 3d 162 (5 h Cir. 2003)

N.W, Nnterprlses, Inc., v. Ci of Houston, 372 F,3d 333(5th Cir. 2004)

N.Z State. Ltquor Authority v. Bellanea,.452 U.S. 714 (1981)

Oeello v. Koster, 354 S.W.3'd 187 (Mo. 2011)

Parkerdba PaperdolIx v, WhiO%ld County, 463 S,E2d 116 (Ga. 1995)

Peek-a-Boo Lounge v. Manatee County, 630 F.3d 1346 !i1th Cir. 2011)

People v. Superior Court (Lueero), 49 Cal.3d 14 (1989)

PleasurelandMuseum, Ine, v. Beutter, 288 F.3d 988 (7th Cir, 2002)

Red Bluff Drive-In, Inc. v, Vance, 648 F.2d 1020 (5th Cir, 1981)

' Reno y. American Civil Liberties Union, 521 U.S. 844 (1997)

RichtandBookmart, Inc. v. Nichols, 137 F.3d 435 (6th Ch'. 1998)

• Sensations, Ine, v, City of rahdRapids, 526 F.3d 291 (6th Cir. 2008

Sewell v. State of Georgia, 233 S.E.2d 187 (Ga. t977)

SOB, Inc, v City of Benton,. 317 F,3d 856, 863 (Sth Cir. 2003)

Spokane Arcade, Inc, v. City of Spokane, 75 F.3d 663 (9th Cir. 1996)
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