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Re:

DOT Proposed Pedestrian Plaza Rules

Dear Ms. Weidenhof:
We write to express our concern regarding the proposed Pedestrian Plaza Rules issued by
the Department of Transportation (DOT). The proposed rules would confine constitutionallyprotected “expressive matter vending” and any tip-producing “solicitation, entertainment or
performance” to distinct “Designated Activity Zones” in Times Square. Further, the rules would
prohibit individuals from “[e]ngaging in conduct or committing acts that disturb the peace,
comfort or repose of a reasonable person of normal sensitivities.” The Committee is concerned
that these rules – although couched in gender-neutral language – will be applied in a
discriminatory manner.
The proposed rules, along with their predecessor legislation, Int. 1109-2016, all appear to
have been intended as a response to the appearance of female performers in Times Square. 1
These performers, often referred to as “desnudas,” are women who perform topless except for
body paint in the public areas of Times Square. The alarm over nudity as expressed by members
of city government, certain media outlets, and the Times Square Task Force Report – including
the condemnation of desnudas as “wrong” and requiring an “aggressive” response – were not
previously voiced about male performers. Indeed, Times Square’s “Naked Cowboy” (who, like
the desnudas, performs near-nude for tips) has been a local fixture for well over a decade, and
there has never been legislation or regulations introduced to address his presence. Given this
background, we are concerned that the implementation of the DOT’s rules will suffer from the
same gender-biased approach. We therefore write to urge that, in acknowledgment of this
motivation and background, the rules include protections against discriminatory enforcement.
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THE ASSOCIATION OF THE BAR OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK
42 West 44th Street, New York, NY 10036-6689
www.nycbar.org

Laws Regulating Toplessness Should Be Enforced Equally On All Genders
Women must be – and since a 1992 Court of Appeals decision in New York State,
indisputably are – allowed the same right to be bare-chested in public as men. 2 The DOT must
ensure that the right to Equal Protection is not violated through discriminatory enforcement of
the rules, including unequal enforcement of penal laws criminalizing public exposure. We urge
that all police officers patrolling Times Square be trained to understand and comply with Equal
Protection principles, including the right of women to be topless in public. As U.S.
Congresswoman Carolyn Maloney has advocated, “the Naked Cowboy and the flag-painted
women should be treated the same. There should be equal treatment.” 3
The DOT rules prohibit individuals in pedestrian plazas from “[e]ngaging in conduct or
committing acts that disturb the peace, comfort or repose of a reasonable person of normal
sensitivities.” This extremely broad and impossibly vague regulation could be interpreted to ban
female and gender non-conforming New Yorkers from exercising their legal right to be topless in
public. Many of those who visit Times Square, including the police officers who patrol it, may
personally find the sight of exposed breasts offensive, obscene or uncomfortable. However, the
protection of such personal sensibilities is not a legal justification for unequal enforcement of the
law. 4 Government policies must comply absolutely with the requirements of the Equal
Protection Clause, even if doing so offends some members of the public. 5
The Rules Have Implications for First Amendment Rights
Given the “traditionally open character of public streets and sidewalks,” the government's
ability to restrict expressive conduct in such areas is very limited. 6 In such a traditional public
forum, the government may not “shield the public from some kinds of speech on the ground that
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they are more offensive than others.” 7 Reasonable restrictions on the time, place, or manner of
protected speech may be imposed in a public forum only if those restrictions “are justified
without reference to the content of the regulated speech, that they are narrowly tailored to serve a
significant governmental interest, and that they leave open ample alternative channels for
communication of the information.” 8
It is beyond dispute that the proposed rules seek to limit free speech rights on the streets
and sidewalks of New York City, and particularly Times Square – one of the most highlytrafficked public forums in the world. It is beyond the scope of this letter to opine as to the likely
outcome of a claim brought against the City on First Amendment grounds. Certainly a potential
challenge cannot be ruled out. The focus of this letter is to voice our concern that women and
gender nonconforming people who choose to go topless in Times Square will be
disproportionally targeted and restricted to certain areas.
Accordingly, the Sex and Law Committee of the New York City Bar recommends that
the proposed rules be amended to (1) take notice that the law in New York allows both men and
women to be topless in public; (2) require that the regulations on speech be enforced in a nondiscriminatory manner; and (3) recommend that police officers patrolling pedestrian plazas be
trained in public exposure laws and free speech rights.

*

*

*

Thank you for your time and consideration given to these comments. We stand ready to
provide further information, and we welcome the opportunity to discuss this issue further with
the appropriate members of your staff.
Respectfully,

Katharine Bodde
Chair, Sex & Law Committee
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