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 Residual spaces between buildings are often overlooked as a design 

opportunity and are seen rather as a by-product of  regulatory actions, which 

as a result, perpetuate the status quo of  planning and design rather than 

challenge or enable design. Often, these codes are understood as givens, 

rather than guiding principles, leading architects and planners to not stray 

from status quos.  These regulations often only set minimum requirements, 

which begin to dictate building setbacks and declare non-conforming uses 

in those setbacks to ensure life safety.  Varying greatly by allowable uses, 

these residual spaces should be taken into greater consideration when being 

constructed either formally by architects and planners or informally by users.  

The use and appropriation of  residual spaces is often better understood 

by the user and not by designers.  Understanding social constructions, 

perception, and ownership in addition to legal land rights of  these residual 

spaces is vital to bridging the fields of  architecture and urban planning.  By 

understanding these intricacies, architects can begin to answer the question 

of  how existing regulatory frameworks can be subverted to challenge 

common design practice norms.  

 Traditionally seen as a top-down, expert-driven design approach 

in the 20th century, planning in the 21st century has the opportunity to 

foster a method of  study and comprehension of  site development and re-

activation that can work with regulations to reshape existing communities by 

realizing the potentials of  residual spaces.  The built environment is typically 

designed as a set of  objects, rather than a system that understands impacts 

that go beyond a project’s borders.  By understanding more of  the individual 
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users’ needs, routines and habits, both architecture and urban planning 

professionals can create customized spaces based on individual desires. 

 A series of  historical texts will be analyzed which document the 

creation of  zoning laws and their impacts.  Through case study research, 

precedents will be analyzed to discover modes of  site analysis, informational 

graphics and DIY planning and design.  Using these precedents, spaces 

studied most likely will be small in scale, traditionally not seen as activated 

spaces, useful or have the need to be officially designed.  By playing with the 

large overall nomenclature and wordage of  the tax assessor’s code and local 

zoning codes, architects can design for the actual use and needs of  residents 

within these transitional neighborhoods.  This will also answer the larger 

thesis question: How can architects play with zoning codes in a way that 

introduces unconventional uses and designs in transitional suburban space? 

 Rather than continuing to let older suburbs fall by the wayside, as 

they become less and less suited to newly emerging, more diverse families 

and lifestyles, this thesis proposes a strategy of  suburban acupuncture that 

can pro-actively generate new and diversified uses which effectively “re-

activate” these suburbs. This work seeks to offer new ways both architects 

and planners can address site planning and development, and neighborhood 

design.  However, these design proposals and methods of  study are not 

exclusive to the WNY area, but intend on furthering the development of  the 

architecture and planning professions.   

 After developing a catalogue of  loopholes in the zoning code an 

architectural proposal will be constructed, which demonstrates new uses that 

activate of  the site and reintroduce “play” to the neighborhood within the 

existing code constraints.  This instigator will be a starting point from which 

neighbors can be inspired to develop their own acupunctural uses.  

xi
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 The intersection of  architecture and urban planning is obvious but 

the understanding of  how the two affect each other is often lacking.  Both 

disciplines use a top-down approach and often overlook intricacies between 

buildings and their surrounding contexts.  Policies such as zoning perpetuate 

top-down approaches by fulfilling their function to plan for the larger 

community.  These policies also have unintended consequences that impact 

the built environment, either by dictating form or land use.  Zoning creates 

unprogrammed space between buildings, which is often seen as leftover or 

residual.  None of  these policies or techniques really understands, however, 

how the individual presently uses a particular space.  As citizens or observers, 

we can know what a space is used for and by whom, but at the professional 

level, there is little active study or design of  spaces between buildings.  By 

comprehending these connections between architecture, urban planning, and 

how spaces between buildings are currently used, they can be designed with 

greater care and have more powerful and meaningful results.  

 In his Collage City, Colin Rowe employs figure|ground Gestalt 

methodology to analyze the texture of  various modernist projects in contrast 

of  Nolli maps of  1700’s Europe.1  These maps of  projects such as Saint-

Dié by Le Corbusier illustrate the stark difference in these two types of  

development.  The dense medieval city is distinguished by the small voids 

 1.  Rowe, Colin, and Fred Koetter. 
Collage City. Cambridge, MA: MIT, 
1978. Print.

INTRODUCTION
A new suburban context

“The time may soon come when planners, designers, developers and others will 
recognize and act on the simple notion that spaces between buildings are as 
important to the life of  urban man as the buildings themselves.” 

Serge Chermayeff  and Christopher Alexander Community and Privacy



3

2.  Barnett, (196).  

left between structures for streets and public squares as well as interior 

courtyards.  The figures, or buildings, blend together to bring prominence 

to the public condition.  Sant-Dié’s figure|ground map illustrates the 

importance of  the building to Corbusier as an object, placed in an open 

expanse of  void.  

 Modern day figure|ground relationships are created primarily from 

zoning and architectural design guidelines. Over the course of  the 20th 

century, America has transformed from a country with virtually no formal 

land use regulations to one where zoning regulations prevail with a dictatorial 

prowess.  These regulations dictate not only land use but also strongly 

influence the urban form.  These measures are highly antiquated and have 

outlived their initial purposes of  nuisance and health concerns.  

 Today, governments continue to use traditional Euclidean zoning 

because although it is not a best practice, it is the standard practice.  Form 

based codes recently have been developed by architects and urban designers 

in order to relate modern buildings to traditional concepts of  city design2.  

These new types of  codes, although still focus on the urban form, begin 

to understand, address and encourage activity that does not happen within 

buildings but in the residual spaces between structures.  Zoning is a macro-

prescriptive solution to land use that creates small conditions and spaces.  

Generally it does not allow for mixed-uses unless additional overlay districts 

are created.  Form based codes allow for smaller scale design and pay more 

attention to case-by-case instances.  Zoning and other land use ordinances 
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dictate what can and cannot happen in these residual areas, mainly to prevent 

nuisances that can impact surrounding neighbors.

 Larry Ford poses an appropriate question in his work The Spaces 

Between Buildings: “When does ‘space between buildings’ become ‘open 

space containing buildings?”   In partial response to this question, this body 

of  work defines the space studied as “residual” rather than “interstitial”.  

Interstitial space can be defined as space within a structure in between 

occupied spaces, often used for building services and equipment location.  

For the purpose of  this body of  work, residual is defined as space that is not 

occupied by a primary use.  They are intentionally created by regulatory acts 

described previously and are understood or seen as leftover space.  Framing 

space this way redefines the two types of  space described by Ford as not 

necessarily all that different. 

 Independent designers, architects, and geographers have studied 

these residual spaces at various levels but the understanding of  these spaces 

at a large scale is a rarity.  The architect/artist Gordon Matta Clark began a 

project entitled Fake Estates to bring awareness to small slivers of  land in 

New York City but did not complete the project.  Nicholas de Monchaux 

has taught subsequent design studios entitled Local Code: Real Estates at 

UCLA.  However, at a broad professional level many architects design an 

object of  a building within a vacuum without understanding the contextual 

consequences of  their designs. 

 Aside from manicured suburban front lawns these residual spaces are 
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usually not flashy or desirable spaces.  They often serve as service space for 

surrounding structures, i.e. alleys, driveways, narrow side yards in dense urban 

settings.  They serve utilitarian functions primarily but in some cases provide 

delight.  Not all of  these places can provide delight with their uses, however, 

why could that not be a possibility?  

 This thesis will seek to explain the development of  land use 

regulatory actions and how they create negative space with primary focus 

on studying and understanding how these everyday, residual spaces are used.  

Individual projects such as Gordon Matta-Clark’s Fake Estates bring to 

light forgotten and residual spaces with specificity with a particular aim, but 

at the same time offer lessons that can be understood and appreciated by 

professional planners, architects and urban designers.  Individual citizens who 

can be defined as the user of  these residual spaces should not be dismissed 

with their appropriating techniques either.  Their use and appropriation of  

these spaces can bring to light what the design and planning professions 

ignore or lack because they ignore the design of  these leftover spaces or do 

not realize how their designs impact adjacent spaces. 

 The general structure of  this thesis consists of  multiple chapters to 

build a case that argues for greater understanding and recognition.  First, an 

introduction, currently in the process of  being read will set the scene for the 

basis and general desire to study this topic in the form of  a thesis.  Second, 

a review of  zoning history, current practices, and individual attempts will 
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demonstrate knowledge of  both top-down and grassroots planning and 

studying the everyday.  The conclusion of  these practices and examples 

will lead to a review the methodology of  the thesis.  These will consist of  

case studies and a demonstration of  firsthand fieldwork analysis of  space.  

These case studies are just that; they will be relatable to the thesis topic area 

on the grounds of  methodology and subject matter.  A synthesis of  what 

can be taken away from these studies in terms of  general principles that 

will be applied to a particular case and site.  I will take these principles and 

techniques and utilize them towards design proposals for a specific site in 

Western New York.  It is important to note, this project will provide design 

solutions that are not exclusive to the conditions of  Western New York, 

but serve as a demonstration of  how issues of  decentralization, infill, site 

planning, and user understanding can be addressed in order to reactivate 

transitional first-ring suburbs.  Design proposals shown in this written and 

graphic body of  work are informed by the case studies but also strive to 

create thoughtful and interesting work.  The concluding chapter will provide 

lessons learned from the thesis, critical commentary, and potential areas 

where research and design could continue to expand.  

 Again, this thesis serves as a discussion tool and a design study for 

the possibility of  using residual spaces more effectively in terms of  bringing 

greater awareness to mundane and residual spaces.  Although the Town of  

Tonawanda serves as the pallet to test these ideas, this body of  work should 
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not be considered an application solely to and for Tonawanda, but for 

many older suburbs.  The larger understanding of  zoning codes and their 

spacial and programmatic impacts is something that has not been studied at 

great depth and through this work, I hope to bring greater awareness and 

appreciation to these fascinating spaces.  I also hope to prove that suburbs 

are not the sterile environments as they are stereotypically described but 

rather places with diverse uses.  

INDIVIDUAL
ACTION

INDIVIDUAL
COMPLAINT

GOVERNMENT
ACTION

PLANNING REGULATION 
DEVELOPMENT

REGULATING 
PAST USERS PERCEIVED 

LACK OF
OPTIONS

ALLOWABLE CREATIVE 
DESIGN AND USE

INDIVIDUAL
DESIRE

ARCHITECT 
ASSISTANCE

CUSTOM 
FOR

INDIVIDUAL 

CODE 
TRANSLATION

1.  
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 In the 19th and early 20th century, the dense urban fabric of  United 

States’ cities became recognized for its many health hazards; fire safety 

started to develop, the tightly packing of  tenement housing became 

associated with the spread of  disease and identifying that inappropriate 

uses located next to each other was not how a city should be organized.  As 

a result, zoning was first adopted in New York City in 1916 to provide a 

better quality of  life by creating setback regulations, which fostered health 

conditions by providing light and air into block interiors. 

 Although it was successful in separating harmful land uses from 

residential neighborhoods and vice versa, zoning and subsequent regulations 

such as subdivision regulations, building setbacks, aesthetic standards and 

minimum lot sizes came to dictate the spatial layout of  many communities.  

Gaps between buildings became larger and larger until the unique form 

of  the 1940s and 1950s suburb became today’s precedent for normalcy.  

Subsequently communities took on an entirely new form that encouraged 

and mandated more and larger spaces between buildings that were not 

programed and essentially leftover, or residual, space.  

 These spaces have largely been overlooked by architecture and 

planning professionals until the late 20th and early 21st century in America.  

These ordinary spaces are the focus of  a collection of  young urban designers 

today who choose to celebrate the everyday from the perspective of  the 

average user rather than as an analytic professional.  Residual spaces certainly 

fall into this category of  everyday.  These mundane spaces are seen as having 

LITERATURE REVIEW
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secondary or tertiary uses that blend into the fabric of  everyday life and go 

unnoticed.  These spaces, however, are less understood than public spaces 

such as squares or plazas situated between buildings. 

 The following will review the understanding and studying of  the 

“everyday” and commonalities not typically studied by professionals in 

architecture or planning, describe the history of  zoning in the United States 

and now it has impacted today’s built environment, and how residual spaces 

created by zoning are addressed, studied and designed. 
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 “I like boring things” – Andy Warhol

 Studying and understanding the “everyday” is something that 

professionals have rarely addressed at a large scale.  The following texts 

diverge from what they view as standard practices of  not looking at 

the everyday landscape to one that acknowledges its existence and then 

celebrates it.  They offer varying ways to study the everyday landscape from 

the position of  an expert to the common user and observer.  Peirce Lewis 

is quick to point out in his work that “Common Landscapes – however 

important they may be – are by their nature hard to study by conventional 

academic means.  The reason is negligence, combined with snobbery.  It is 

hard to find intelligent writing which is neither polemical nor self-consciously 

cute.”  This section discusses Lewis and others’ opinions of  how to study the 

common, everyday landscape and places where their ideas can be expanded 

upon.  

 In his essay “Axioms for Reading the Landscape,” Peirce Lewis lays 

out seven axioms that are logical ways to understand America’s cultural, 

man-made landscape.  The list includes: The Axiom of  Landscape as Clue to 

Culture, The Axiom of  Cultural Unity and Landscape Equality, The Axiom 

of  Common Things, The Historic Axiom, The Geographic (or Ecologic) 

Axiom, and The Axiom of  Landscape Obscurity.  Each one of  these 

propositions offer commonsensical ways for practitioners to understand the 

cultural landscape; Lewis is sure to point out that “Sometimes Americans 

STUDYING THE EVERYDAY
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1.  Lewis, Peirce F. “Axioms 
for Reading the Landscape: 
Some Guides to the American 
Scene.” Ed. D. W. Meinig and 
John Brinckerhoff  Jackson. The 
Interpretation of  Ordinary
Landscapes: Geographical Essays. 
New York: Oxford UP, 1979. Print. 
(13)

may notice cultural landscape because they think it is pretty, or perhaps ugly; 

mostly they ignore the common vernacular scene.  For most Americans, 

cultural landscape just is.” 1

 “The Axiom of  Landscape as Clue to Culture” signifies that the 

culture of  any town, region or nation is unintentionally reflected in its 

ordinary vernacular landscape.  Lewis continues by describing subcategories 

of  cultural change, regionalism, convergence, diffusion, and cultural taste.  

These varying conditions describe thoroughly how culture varies depending 

on time in history, location and how it starts to blend or separate.  “The 

Axiom of  Cultural Unity and Landscape Equality” places all items of  

human landscapes on the same plane as equals. This axiom removes the 

hierarchy that exists in terms of  “clues to culture” that exists between the 

mundane and the highly celebrated elite pieces of  our culture.  All pieces 

come together to form what creates us.   “The Historic Axiom” stresses that 

today’s current landscape always comes from a past and cannot be separated 

from it.  “The Geographic” and “Environmental Control” axioms tie the 

cultural landscape directly to its geographic and topographic location in the 

world.  

 The Axiom of  Common Things is the most pertinent postulate 

described that shows the importance of  this literature review and thesis 

topic.  The common landscapes that exist in America “are by their nature 

hard to study by conventional academic means…Yet such things are found 

everywhere Americans have set foot, and they obviously reflect the way 
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ordinary Americans think and behave most of  the time.”2  Lewis does not 

give up on obtaining written information however.  He suggests looking to 

nonacademic literature to understand how Americans view themselves and 

their landscapes.  Some of  those sources include ‘new journalists’ (which in 

today’s terms would include bloggers), trade journals, advertisements and 

promotional literature.  

 Many well-known professionals and classic planning and architectural 

texts still have not achieved the level of  observation that Lewis had hoped.  

Many observing the common and everyday practices still have a very 

scientific appearance to their work and the conclusions they draw.  Lewis is 

on the fringe of  the planning realm of  literature because he is a geographer 

rather than a traditional planner. 

 Professionals have since written about the everyday cultural landscape 

since The Interpretation of  Ordinary Landscapes was written.  Jane Jacobs actually 

took on similar ideas nearly two decades before.  Jane Jacobs approached 

the “everyday” and ordinary spaces in The Death and Life of  Great American 

Cities as an observer.  She positions herself  as someone who is an amateur 

instead of  a professional.  This allows her to become more relatable to the 

average reader and seem more connected to the issues.  Jacobs lists various 

different conditions that make the city a vibrant place to be, while contrasting 

it sharply from the suburbs. 

 However other professionals often dismissed Jacobs.  Lewis 

Mumford described her work as “home remedies for urban cancer” and 

1.  Lewis, Peirce F.  (18)
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others dismissed her on the grounds of  her gender and how she positioned 

herself  as a common observer.  For being a common observer, she offered 

many ways in which cities could and should be fixed.  These were often very 

prescriptive and were close to ultimatums in relation to their success.  Jacob’s 

claimed to be a common observer but through her writing and conclusions 

she drew, she still came across as a professional who had the correct answers. 

Robert Venturi and Denise Scott-Brown sought to legitimize the everyday 

in their studies of  Las Vegas and Levittown from the position of  the expert.  

By being consistent with this conventional process they are able to make 

more convincing argument to other experts.  Venturi and Scott-Brown argue 

in their 1977 appendix “Ugly and Ordinary Architecture” of  Learning from Las 

Vegas that modern architects are able to appreciate and embrace “vernacular 

architecture of  remote places and time” but are unable to have the same 

feelings towards American suburban development.  They argue that today’s 

suburbs are no different than any other cultures’ vernacular architecture in 

the sense that the “symbolic meanings of  the forms in builder’s vernacular 

also serve to identify and support the individualism of  the owner.”3  This 

symbolism is all within the context of  an automobile dependent society, 

where quick symbolism needs to be understood quickly from the vantage 

point of  a car.  “The eclectic ornament on and around each of  the relatively 

small houses reaches out to you visually across the relatively big lawns and 

makes an impact that pure architectural articulation could never make, at 

least in time, before you have passed to the next house.”4  By arguing from 

3.  Venturi, Robert, Brown 
Denise Scott, and Steven Izenour. 
Learning from Las Vegas.
Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1972. Print. 
(153)

4. Venturi, Robert, Brown Denise 
Scott, and Steven Izenour. 
Learning from Las Vegas.
Cambridge, MA: MIT, 1972. Print. 
(153)
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the position as academic and professional experts, their work comes across 

as much more legitimate and thoughtful.  Venturi and Scott-Brown’s position 

still alienates the user however and puts them in the position as the subject.  

The homeowner and their choice of  lawn ornaments are something still seen 

as something to be looked at rather than be consulted.  

 In their second edition of  Everyday Urbanism John Leighton Chase 

and Margaret Crawford study the city as trained urban planners and designers 

but write about it from the viewpoint as the everyday citizen and user.  They 

write about their own neighborhoods, families and small minutia that are 

often overlooked and written off  in society as things not worthy of  analysis.  

These approaches are much more relatable for the average, untrained reader.  

But while being relatable for untrained readers, they offer extremely valuable 

insight for those trained in the fields of  architecture and planning.  Often 

planners and architects look to the big picture and the silver bullet solutions 

as valuable ways to spend their time. By looking at what already exists and 

seeing that as valuable if  not more than these golden projects, there is a 

greater appreciation for these contexts and situations and legitimize their 

existence. 

 James Rojas’ masters’ thesis places the importance of  understanding 

and creation of  place and the everyday environment based on the people 

who inhabit that space.  His thesis argues, “Architects have missed the role of  

people in creating a ‘place’ because they are trained to look at people as users 

of  space.  Most architects elaborate in great detail on how people use a space, 
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and rarely discuss how people activate and embellish the space.”5 His study 

ultimately concludes that the everyday, or the “enacted environment” is when 

a place comes alive due to the people who inhabit it, separate from anything 

design or planning could accomplish.  

 Chow also advocates for re-focusing ways of  viewing and interpreting 

settlements.  She categorizes three broad approaches for depicting 

settlements: the built-unbuilt, hierarchic and experiential.  She believes that 

through experiential representation allows one to “move through streets 

into yards and into houses as well as rooms.”6  Although this work does not 

dive inside buildings, it does require the understanding of  these tree levels 

of  settlement representation.  Experiential representation can be witnessed 

in Nolli’s representations of  Rome where he represents civic buildings the 

same as streets because of  their openness to the public.  She chronicles 

other varying modes of  representing the experiential, however, these 

representations are always shown in plan view or in photographs, rather than 

in elevation or a more artistic form. 

 Whereas Jane Jacobs was very prescriptive with her analysis of  

Greenwich Village and the rest of  Manhattan, Crawford and Chase try to 

instill with the reader that cities do not necessarily need to be fixed.  They 

have a similar approach as Jacobs, looking at the city as a first hand user, but 

stress such things as appreciating the city around them: “Whether engaged in 

normative professional practice or avant-garde speculation, urban designers 

often seemed unable to appreciate the city around them and displayed little 

5.  Rojas, James T. The Enacted 
Environment: The Creation 
of “Place” by Mexicans and 
Mexican Americans in East Los 
Angeles. Diss. MIT, 1991. Print.

6.  Chow, Renee Y. Suburban 
Space: the Fabric of Dwelling. 
Berkeley: University of California, 
2002. Print. (51-52)
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interest in the people who lived in it… We conceived Everyday Urbanism as 

an alternative urban design concept, a new way to reconnect urban design 

research and design with ordinary human and social meanings.”7  This 

anthology of  essays of  the everyday is closest to what Peirce Lewis was after 

in terms of  professionals acknowledging and celebrating the existence of  the 

cultural landscape.  

7. Chase, John, Margaret 
Crawford, and John Kaliski. 
Everyday Urbanism. New York: 
Monacelli, 2008. Print.
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“The essential character of  the American city is determined in part by the sheer amount of  
space in relation to the mass of  the built environment…In America there are more spaces 
where nobody is than where anybody is…American cities simply have far too much ad hoc, 
unloved space.”  (Gertrude Stein)  

 Zoning regulations were first adopted in 1916 in New York City but 

regulating compatible uses barely started there.  The first case to uphold the 

nuisance law in court was Aldred’s Case in 1610.  The Court of  King’s Bench 

in Britain ruled that it was not in the best interest of  the plaintiff, or the 

neighborhood where he resided, to have to live next to a pigsty the defendant 

constructed after the residential use existed.  The nuisance of  the smell 

produced by the pigsty was enough to negatively affect Aldred and bring 

the issue to the attention of  the court.  The Court ruled that the property 

owner should be able to enjoy their property without injury or harm, in this 

instance, of  intolerable smells.8 Although having a pigsty was in the interest 

of  the defendant’s livelihood, the Court sought to protect the existing use. 

The Court decided the two uses were not compatible and that the pigsty was 

detrimental to the neighborhood. 

 The nuisance case sparked government agencies in the United States 

to use police power, restricting the rights of  land owners.  Zoning was 

developed as a police power tool in the New York City garment district along 

Fifth Avenue as a result of  the Standard State Zoning Enabling Act, which 

was created to delegate to communities the task of  zoning how they saw fit.  

As a higher number of  industrial uses were developed in the city it became 

HISTORY OF ZONING

8.  Aldred’s Case. Court of  King’s 
Bench. 29 Sept. 1610. Print
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more and more apparent that for citizens’ health and safety, certain uses 

were not acceptable next to each other.  Fumes, toxic chemicals and harmful 

by-products were disrupting residents’ lives.  The garment district was 

particularly close to the residences and took the brunt of  many complaints 

and concerns.  This was not exclusive to New York, but ensuing results made 

New York City the prime example of  zoning. 

 This regulation effectively separated incompatible uses but also zoned 

out certain types of  people to protect property values of  the wealthy.  Page’s 

Creative Destruction of  Manhattan, 1900-1940 explains the process that went 

into the zoning of  uses in Manhattan in the early 20th century.  He recalls 

lawyers argued against garment lofts and the immigrant workers along 5th 

Avenue saying they “have practically ruined that part of  the Avenue between 

14th and 23rd.  They have utterly changed its former high-class character, 

and have had a derogatory effect upon the entire neighborhood.”9  In 

combination with the need to provide less treacherous living conditions 

in tenement housing and to grapple with the influx of  taller and taller 

structures, zoning codes became a staple in municipalities for both land use 

and prejudicial reasons. 

 As zoning has progressed, it has formed from a regulatory action 

dictating use to a way to shape buildings in terms of  setbacks, height and 

mass on their site.  In 1901 through the Tenement Act, building heights 

in New York were restricted because of  the loss of  natural light and the 

prohibition of  free flowing air onto streets and sidewalks.  This sought to 

9. “Max Page: The Creative 
Destruction of  Manhattan, 1900-
1940.” University of  Chicago Press, 
Books. (Web. 30 Nov. 2010). 
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alleviate concerns about lack of  natural light and air on the street, inside 

the buildings themselves as well as surrounding buildings.  The centers of  

buildings had to have notches cut out in them to allow for natural light 

and ventilation to reach units that would have otherwise has nothing.  This 

was initially solely on residential buildings and also sought to deal with the 

onslaught of  immigrants being overcrowded in tenement houses.  This was 

a social movement brought to the forefront by Jacob Riis and his work How 

the Other Half  Lives that resulted in policies with spatial consequences.  The 

City acted again, starting in 1916, with a new zoning ordinance which sought 

to deal with not only the regulation of  daylighting and natural air but also the 

separation of  uses.  In addition, the ordinance further developed what the 

Tenement Act started and laid out as additional guidelines for the form of  

structures.  

 The advent of  the skyscraper brought about new problems, mainly 

the obstruction of  daylight.  The Equitable Building, specifically, was the 

structure that sparked real concern to its surrounding neighbors. It was said 

to cast a four blocks long, or seven acre in area, shadow.  In the first decade 

of  the 20th century, this was a cause for alarming concern.  In order to 

assist in bringing more daylight to the street and lower floors of  buildings 

the ordinance stated structures could not break a sky exposure plane.10  As 

a result this is why many tall structures pre-dating the 1960s have a literal 

step in their form as their height increases.  What is important about this 

ordinance is that it is the first instance where form became dictated because 

10. “NYC Zoning History.” NYC.
gov. City of  New York, 2010. Web. 
27 Oct. 2010.
<http://www.nyc.gov/html/dcp/
html/zone/zonehis.shtml>.



20

of  a law rather than custom, tradition, religion or other reasons.  

Modern zoning in the United States was first challenged in 1926 in Euclid, 

Ohio when the Ambler Realty Company sued the municipality on the 

constitutionality of  the zoning ordinance.  Instead of  suing for over a 

“taking” of  their property by restricting the use, Ambler Realty sued saying 

the ordinance “is in derogation of  section 1 of  the Fourteenth Amendment 

to the federal Constitution in that it deprives [Ambler] of  liberty and 

property without due process of  law.”11 Ambler could have stated that 

the ordinance nullified a large portion of  the property for commercial 

development by zoning it residential but instead decided to sue over the 

substantive due process and equal protection, rather than making it a takings 

case.  In their decision, the Court recalled Aldred’s Case when defining a 

nuisance: “a nuisance may be merely a right thing in the wrong place, like a 

pig in the parlor instead of  the barnyard.”12  Ultimately, the Court decided in 

favor of  the Village of  Euclid saying “The constantly increasing density of  

our urban populations, the multiplying forms of  industry and the growing 

complexity of  our civilization make it necessary for the state, either directly 

or through some public agency by its sanction, to limit individual activities 

to a greater extent than formerly.  With the growth and development of  the 

state the police power necessarily develops, within reasonable bounds, to 

meet the changing conditions.”13   

 Within zoning, as well as regulating use types, lot sizes are regulated 

as well.  A recent case that was decided in 2007 by the New Hampshire 

12 + 13.  Village of  Euclid, Ohio, 
Et Al. v. Ambler Realty CO. 
Supreme Court of  the United 
States.  22 Nov. 1926. Print.

11.  Mandelker, Daniel R. Land Use 
Law. Fifth ed. Newark: LexisNexis 
Mathew Bender, 2003. Print.
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tested the “absurdity” of  a municipality requiring a minimum building site.  

The case of  Doyle vs. Town of  Gilmanton questioned the requirement of  

a minimum building site of  30,000 square feet for all new residential units.  

This minimum excludes any setbacks required for aesthetics or infrastructure, 

as well as not accounting for extensive wetlands, which proliferate the 

site in question, as well as the City.  The Doyles hoped for approval of  a 

residential subdivision of  a 62.5-acre parcel into a 3.5 acres, 6.5 acres and 

52.5 acres pieces.  The Gilmanton Planning Board rejected the proposal 

because the first two parcels, with numerous wetlands on them, did not meet 

the minimum requirements.  The Doyles appealed to a trial court and the 

decision was reversed.  The Court stated that the Planning Board’s reading 

of  the ordinance was “textually” correct; but the requirement of  30,000 

contiguous square feet was “absurd” and served no legitimate land-use 

purpose. 

 The City then appealed to the State Supreme Court who reversed 

the trial court decision saying that the ordinance does serve a legitimate 

land-use purpose, ensuring for drainage, sanitary facilities and the ability to 

accommodate accessory structures.  The ruling was based on the argument 

that a “setback if  defined as an area which ‘shall contain no structures’.  

Logically a building cannot be placed there, and it would not count towards 

the building area.”14 The Trial Court in this case did not make a decision 

rendered on the facts but rather made a judgment that logically seemed 

correct but was out of  their jurisdiction. The Court seemed on track 

14.   Lawlor, James. “Minimum 
Buildable Area.” Planning (2007): 
52-53.LexisNexis Academic. Web. 4 
Nov. 2010.



22

wondering why the municipality required a building site of  30,000 square 

feet.  Seemingly the trial court may have been trying to express something 

about the ordinance itself  but it is not their position or authority to legislate 

law, only to uphold it. The State Supreme Court correctly read the law but 

appeared to make excuses for the municipality.  

 Setbacks are required per parcel, depending on use.  These setbacks 

are have historical roots in health and fire safety but also in urban and 

landscape design.  Before zoning codes were fleshed out in great detail 

individual developers would set building setbacks in order to create vistas, 

harkening back to promenades.  Those existing setbacks were then folded 

into the new zoning codes to create visual continuity.  Fredrick Law Olmsted 

specified setbacks in his Riverside community in Chicago to maintain a 

pastoral landscape.  Each front lawn would flow into each other and with 

the addition of  trees and other landscaping would create a natural, pastoral 

scene. 

 As setbacks became more and more prevalent and dictated not 

only the front of  buildings but also the side and backyards, each building 

became a “five-sided” object, an icon that is meant to stand alone rather than 

amongst its neighbors in the fabric of  the community.15  According to Ford, 

as more sides of  a structure become exposed, the dilemma of  designing 

those facades occurs.  The cost of  design and construction subsequently 

increases, leaving plain uninspiring facades on all sides of  the structure.16  

In American cities pre-dating 1900 this problem is avoided because many 

15.  Larry Ford, 33.

16.  Larry Ford, 34.
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buildings were constructed one after another with shared walls, leaving only 

one façade to be detailed.  Ford continues, 

 “When all social and commercial interaction, light, ventilation and 

symbolism depended on the front of  a building, no effort was spared to 

embellish it.  Building facades were vital in the creation of  functional, 

focused and recognizable places.  With all four sides exposed, however, a 

project’s embellishment becomes a diffuse and expensive task. Although this 

problem is more apparent when buildings are separated by vast amounts 

of  space, even in denser situations side views can make it difficult to create 

a visually dominant front that is symbolic of  both function and cultural 

context.” 17  

 Colin Rowe was an early proponent of  contextualism, believing that 

the overall place matters more than the individual structure.18  Although 

Rowe does not dive into land use extensively in Collage City he recognized 

separating land uses was not the way to be designing cities.  Being an 

architecture critic he stressed more emphasis on understanding the 

consequences of  form rather than land use.  Planners also are recognizing 

that concerning themselves strictly with land use is not the entire story to 

making overall successful communities.  Rowe’s critiques have had positive 

influence in the field of  planning and are becoming answered in form based 

codes.

 Today, form based codes have become a popular choice when a city 

17.  Larry Ford, 35.

18  Rowe, Colin, and Fred 
Koetter. Collage City. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT, 1978. Print.



24

decides to re-access itself.   Elizabeth Plater-Zyberk, a lead consultant for 

Miami 21 and one of  the pioneers of  form-based codes, advocates for these 

types of  codes because they keep place-making at the forefront.  Zyberk 

makes the argument that Euclidean zoning was successful at keeping uses 

separate but disregards place-making. Under guidance from regulating plan, 

form-based codes emphasize connectivity between buildings, their facades, 

and public realm and how those connections play out across variously scaled 

streets and blocks. 

 However, many architects find these codes to be overly prescriptive 

and dictative.  Bernard Zyscovich, a Miami architect whose practice will have 

to comply with Miami’s new codes, has been arguing that the new form-

codes could transform the city into a monotonous spread of  look-alike 

buildings and neighborhoods. “It homogenizes the city’s form.  Sometimes 

the change of  form from neighborhood to neighborhood as a result of  

architectural evolution is something that’s one of  the best assets of  a place.  

It’s not based on a vision or a master plan – it’s based on making easy 

regulation.  The result for the architect is that he becomes the decorator 

of  the forms that are imposed.”  Zyberk and Peter Park, the manager of  

community planning and development for the city of  Denver counter this 

argument that form-based codes actually “guide developers and designers 

toward what they can do” and this is achieved by being a visual document.19  

 Many architects, however, also see the benefit of  these codes even 

if  they are implemented on an experimental level.  Carlos Jimenez argues 

19.  Berg, Nate. “Case Study of  
Miami 21, Their New Form Based 
Code to Replace Their Zoning 
Code.” Architect Magazine (2010): 
50-53. Print.



25

that Houston would be an interesting place to implement a thorough set 

of  guidelines that could improve the existing character of  the city and 

foster density.  Jimenez believes that often “design freedom” is translated 

into “anything goes” and does not really enable design in a positive way or 

contribute anything to the collective enterprise. Limits are not the curtailing 

of  freedom, but rather opportunities to transcend them.”20  

 As a counterpoint to zoning and form-based codes, Houston is used 

heavily as a case study for Bernard Seigan in his text Land Use without Zoning.  

Although Bernard Seigan discusses the benefits and potential freedoms of  

having no zoning codes, the option of  virtually erasing zoning codes will not 

be explored in this body of  work. 

 Although form-based codes are gaining in popularity, it is still too 

early to determine what their successes really are, how they will stand the test 

of  time and what unforeseen future problems they will create.   The intent 

of  this body of  work is to not overhaul zoning codes, but to work within 

their system.  By understanding what the intentions of  the codes were when 

written and where this leaves us today, planners and architects can better 

be served be existing zoning codes within the meantime until new types of  

conceptualizing land use are derived. 

 

20.  Berg, Nate. 
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The time may soon come when planners, designers, developers and others will recognize and 
act on the simple notion that spaces between buildings are as important to the life of  urban 
man as the buildings themselves.” 
Serge Chermayeff  and Christopher Alexander Community and Privacy

 The texts in this section look at space between buildings in several 

ways.  Some authors approach these spaces as a public space and only write 

about official public spaces.  Some look at these places both public and 

private as equals.  Within these texts also are ways of  reading the spaces 

between buildings.  Some still write from the camp of  understanding the 

object with space around it, rather than space shaped by objects.  These 

authors are architects, planners and casual observers and the approach 

the casual observer takes is most like the Everyday Urbanists approach 

to comprehending a space in its thoroughness, thoughtfulness and 

completeness.  

 Setbacks and the object known as the single family residential home 

have become symbolic in American culture.  This change of  development 

patterns caught the attention of  many critics in the 1960s and 1970s.  Colin 

Rowe, architectural critic and historian, developed the text Collage City as a 

critique of  American development up until 1970.  Rowe looks at the built 

form of  the medieval European city and contrasts it with 1970s modern 

development.  He was one of  the first critics to openly denounce the 

modernist movement’s open design.  Rowe argued the modern city poses an 

“alternative reading of  the Gestalt diagram illustrating fluctuations of  the 

UNDERSTANDING RESIDUAL SPACE
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figure-ground phenomenon.  Thus, one is almost all white, the other almost 

all black; the one an accumulation of  solids in largely unmanipulated void, 

the other an accumulation of  voids in largely unmanipulated solid; and, in 

both cases, the fundamental ground promotes an entirely different category 

of  figure – in one the object, in the other space.”21 

 Rowe diagramed a site plan of  Parma, Italy and Le Corbusier’s site 

plan for a project at Saint-Die, France.  The plan of  Parma is what Rowe 

describes has showing space.  The black of  the buildings dominates the 

image leaving small interstitial spaces of  white, showing piazzas, internal 

courtyards and narrow streets.  In the image of  Saint-Die, the black 

footprints of  buildings become objects and have prominence over anything 

else on the plan.  It becomes hard to identify what sorts of  spaces are created 

between buildings in this image because there is so much space it becomes 

formless.  “While limited structured spaces may facilitate identification and 

understanding, an interminable naturalistic void without any recognizable 

boundaries will at least be likely to defeat all comprehension.”22  This solid 

void relationship is prevalent today in America through the solid mass of  the 

city and the void in which the suburbs exist. 

 Larry Ford’s book Spaces between Buildings is an analysis of  the 

literal spaces between buildings as seen from a geographer turned avid 

onlooker.  He works from the skin of  buildings outward to front steps to 

lawns ultimately to the street.  He chronicles the development of  public 

space and how it has changed over time from medieval plaças of  Spanish 

21.  Rowe, Colin, and Fred 
Koetter. Collage City. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT, 1978. Print.

22.  Rowe, Colin, and Fred Koetter. 
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cities to the development of  North American cites in the 19th century were 

land was abundant.  Ford writes from an observer’s point of  view on a topic 

he feels is underrepresented in architecture and place making texts. 

 Throughout the body of  work Ford continues to describe changes 

to the American house, as more space around them continued to develop.  

He then poses rhetorical questions after every instance as to what sort of  

activities could take place there.  Ford’s ultimate conclusion is that using the 

sides and backs of  buildings has “gradually turned the American life inside 

out.  Where once the front porch was used for watching the street and people 

watching and conversing with neighbors, the backyard has perpetuated an 

insular lifestyle.”23  Many of  the following works place emphasis on the 

social connection between properties, spaces and people.  All of  these write 

of  this practice unfavorably and yearn for a return to property front social 

connections. 

 Jan Gehl in his work Life between Buildings employs a technique similar 

to William Whyte’s in order to advocate for a greater fostering of  social life 

and activities between buildings.  Through firsthand fieldwork and interviews 

she diagrams and photographs various spaces in multiple cities to come to 

the conclusion that there are three types of  exterior space use: necessary 

activities, optional activities, and social activities.  To Gehl, social activities 

occur when necessary and optional activities blend together.  He lobbies that 

life between buildings fosters the need for social contact at all levels, from the 

casual acknowledgement to the intimate conversation. 

23.  Ford, Larry.
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 Erick Villagomez’ main question in his paper “Claiming Residual 

Spaces” is: “how are we to approach the design of  existing North American 

cities amidst increasing population pressures, the ever-increasing complexity 

and diversity of  people and uses, and dwindling resources?”  Villagomez’ 

study is applicable to successful cities feeling more development pressures 

and need to find ways to utilize space more efficiently, but also offers ways 

in which struggling cities can improve themselves.  Identifying these places 

can offer interesting spaces that allow a city to stand out and also potentially 

focus effort into improving.  

 Villagomez believes that the economic and technological success 

that western countries have faced over the past century has caused them to 

forget about spatial utilization, which was a result of  interdependencies in 

medieval cities.24 These historical cities had the benefit of  time to carefully 

plan and analyze the design of  their public squares and Villagomez finds 

that today’s “current urban design and planning practices work against 

such undertakings… [E]arly illusions of  limitless material resources have 

translated into a value system that encourages – and legally mandates – low-

intensity land use.”25 Villagomez ultimately makes the claim that planners 

and architects must relearn how to look more carefully at the existing urban 

environments and understand their limitations and potentials.  He believes 

“the neglected and residual spaces left by the modernization process offer a 

great benefit to our ailing cities.  For not only are they plentiful, but also…

require minimum economic investment to see drastic improvements.”26  

24 + 25 + 26.  Villagomez, Erick. 
“Claiming Residual Spaces in the 
Heterogeneous City.” Insurgent Public 
Space: Guerrilla Urbanism and the 
Remaking of  Contemporary Cities. Ed. 
Jeffrey Hou. New York: Routledge, 
2010. Print.
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These spaces he offers could become places that help focus and concentrate 

monies for redevelopment purposes. 

 Villagomez then goes on to describe the various types of  residual 

spaces that are found and are common in North American cities, how they 

are created and understand potential uses.  He categorizes them into eight 

spatial types: spaces between, space around, rooftops, wedges, redundant 

infrastructure, oversized infrastructure, void spaces, and spaces below.  

“Spaces between” and “void spaces” are the closest in type to what will 

be studied in this body of  work.  He offers case studies found in Renee 

Chow’s work that illustrate the ways spaces between structures are utilized 

in Charleston, South Carolina and uses her work as a case study of  ways to 

increase density as well as ways to understand and bring a greater utility to 

existing spaces between structures. 

 Chow and Greenberg offer ways to increase density and utility such 

as Villagomez was suggesting but offer them for the suburbs rather than 

cities.  Chow’s reasoning for focusing on the suburbs is in her mind they have 

been largely omitted from a traditional study of  development.  She advocates 

for looking at suburban dwelling as “continuities of  fabrics” in order for 

them to be seen and interpreted in new ways.27  Both authors’ understanding 

of  density is valued in the physical description and structure of  the density 

rather than a strictly quantifiable way.

 When describing Levittown, New York and Clayton, South Carolina, 

Chow does say however despite the increase in the amount of  building and 

27.  Chow, Renee Y. Suburban 
Space: the Fabric of Dwelling. 
Berkeley: University of
California, 2002. Print. 



31

numbers of  residents, ultimately the physical built environment is extremely 

similar.  Levittown just has more space between homes than Clayton.  The 

structures still follow the same design, with homes “organized within a shell, 

…guided by setbacks, with paths of  access linking street to front door.”28  

Even though there are more buildings and more residents, the overall effect 

is a more “intensely homogeneous setting”. 

 Chow then advocates that seeing the fabric of  communities “allows 

us to enter into the spaces of  dwelling.  In this way, our suburbs can be 

designed to do more: to support connections and social interactions with 

privacy, to accommodate diversity with sharing, and to provide outdoor 

spaces without waste.  By weaving a fabric of  dwelling, we not only can 

sustain living in the suburbs but transform it to support dwelling in ways as 

yet unforeseen.”29  One of  her propositions for achieving “less interstitial 

waste” via a fabric is that the fabric should be aware and systematic of  its 

setting and surroundings.  It should organize the “relations among houses 

and sites as collectives and organize individual actions as collaborations.”30

Greenway advocates for increased density in suburban shopping and 

commercial centers but his messages remain applicable to any type of  infill 

or redevelopment project.  Greenway believes that change will not come 

overnight.  “The form, scale and texture of  the suburbs are the product of  

a particular set of  economic conditions, social-psychological preferences 

and political decisions. The transition to an urban form is not automatic.  

It will require a consensus on the part of  politicians at various levels of  

28.  Chow, Renee Y. (143)

29.  Chow, Renee Y. (157)

30.  Chow, Renee Y. (143)
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government, the market and local residents.”  By having a transitional plan 

to implement change such as appropriating parking lots or other forms of  

dispersed open space, these voids will renew interest in “employing buildings 

to configure public spaces.” 31  

 

 Many of  the authors who write about or study residual spaces 

advocate for the infill of  empty space with solid, built environment.  These 

tactics would require a large overhaul of  planning and land use legislation.  

Although these could be ultimate goals, the redevelopment or redesign of  

existing conditions can and should start on an individual project level within 

the current framework already established.   

 None of  these authors really provide ways of  understanding residual 

space in terms of  the result of  existing legislation.  Chow and Greenway in 

particular advocate for planning which requires a serious shift in thinking 

on the part of  both professionals and the individual.  Not only is this 

methodology a dramatic change, it also would take years to implement.  In 

addition, Chow’s work does not acknowledge or offer ways to mitigate 

individual property owner’s rights when she is advocating for a shared 

collective type of  living to be implemented in existing communities. 

Villagomez’ work leaves a lot to be desired, but is an excellent starting point 

in identifying types of  residual spaces.  He only identifies types of  spaces 

and does not propose anything in the cited article as to what to do with these 

spaces.  However, by identifying these types of  spaces and places, it is a first 

31.  Greenberg, Kenneth. 
“Suburban Intensification.” Ed. 
Detlef Mertins. Metropolitan 
Mutations the Architecture of 
Emerging Public Spaces. Boston 
; Toronto: Little, Brown, 1989. 
Print.
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step to understanding the potential they possess. 

 Gehl’s work is extremely thorough in terms of  her documentation 

and comprehension of  spaces between buildings.  However, her 

documentation methods still read as a professional analyzing a space from 

some distance from the situation.  This partially is due to the time period 

in which the studies were conducted which was a period of  scientific-styled 

research in the architecture and planning professions.  Gehl also does not 

offer any options as to how to integrate the positive situations she observed 

into future projects.  It is left at an assumption that planners will know how 

to work this into their future planning. 
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 Today in many communities, zoning and setback regulations 

effectively shaped negative space between buildings yet have left these 

spaces with little if  any direction in terms of  allowable programming.  These 

regulations have left communities with increased amounts of  space between 

structures that are ineffective to place another structure in the future but 

are too far apart to encourage much of  the traditional socialization that 

occurs in denser neighborhoods.  Although some communities are zoned as 

such to create privacy and have exclusive features, many are zoned as such 

without much consideration of  implications.  Zoning codes are unlikely to 

disappear completely and create a Houston-like environment, which proves 

just as problematic as cities with zoning codes.  The fact is planners, urban 

designers and architects need to face what can effectively be done with these 

residual spaces now and what can be done to make better use of  this space 

in the future.  Residual spaces often have been the victim of  being under 

designed, most likely as a result of  being ignored or misunderstood as the 

focus of  American development is primarily on the object of  the building 

or structure.  By enacting methods demonstrated by Everyday Urbanists 

and other designers, these residual spaces can become pleasant and even 

exciting places to occupy if  their real potential was understood by more than 

a handful of  professionals.  

 The following work will raise issues created by these residual 

spaces and offer architectural design solutions to ways residual space can 

be enhanced, used, etc. within an existing Euclidean zoning system.  The 

Take Aways
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following chapters will demonstrate methods of  studying and analyzing these 

residual spaces created by regulatory actions, lessons learned from these 

practices and how they will be ultimately implemented in the design of  an 

architectural project. 
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“Common Landscapes – however important they may be – are by their nature hard to study 
by conventional academic means.” Peirce F Lewis

 

 The methodology employed in this text is a hybrid of  various 

types of  field work.  This is taken in part from Gordon Matta-Clark’s Fake 

Estates (see Case Studies).   Photographic documentation and analysis were 

used to gather clues to how residual spaces are used in addition to visually 

documenting the space.  Historic documents such as site plans, zoning codes, 

building approvals, and Sanborn maps were gathered to show historical 

conditions of  the Tonawanda site.  Firsthand interviews of  municipal 

officials, realtors and land use lawyers assisted with code interpretation and 

confirmed suspicious and research on population trends.  

 Users were interviewed at the beginning of  the study, asking them 

to draw out, on a plan of  the site, how the exterior space in a residential 

neighborhood is used.  This mapping focused on a particular property and 

many maps that were returned contained uses that spilled over legal property 

lines.  

 Historic photographs were collected from these same users in order 

to gather clues as well as to document historic changes over time.  This 

photographic mining unearthed many slight physical changes in the site.  

These images also allowed for a greater representation of  overall use on the 

site.

 Graphic representation at a variety of  scales (municipal, block and 

METHODOLOGY
Procedures of Inquiry
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parcel) and types (expert verses everyday) showed the diversity of  uses of  the 

parcel and its relationship to the larger whole.  The “expert” representations 

of  the site uses, employed techniques to analyze the zoning code.  The 

“everyday” representations are done both by users and for users. 

 Carefully combing the zoning codes resulted in diagramming all 

relevant articles to the built environment and related uses.  Knowing all 

of  the specifics in the Tonawanda Zoning Code that begin to define the 

neighborhood was extremely important in understanding how the space is 

used.  The resulting diagrams allowed for an easy and accesible transfer of  

information for quick reference. 

 Several precedents were also studied for inspiration, for both 

methodological and graphical reasons (see following pages). 
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 Gordon Matta-Clark’s documentation of  abandoned residual 

spaces in New York City was initially studied for the spatial qualities of  

the properties with which he was working.  Upon further investigation and 

research, Matta-Clark’s own documentation methods were more relevant 

to this body of  work.  By meticulously collecting legal documentation, 

photographing the property lines, site material documentation he treated 

these spaces as solids and objects to work with, rather than voids.   

Matta-Clark, Gordon, Jeffrey 
Kastner, Sina Najafi, Frances 
Richard, and Jeffrey A. Kroessler. 
Odd Lots: Revisiting Gordon 
Matta-Clark’s “fake Estates” New 
York: Cabinet , in Conjuction with 
the Queens Museum of  Art and 
White Columns, 2005. Print.

Case Study: Fake Estates

1.  2.  
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Tsukamoto, Yoshiharu, and 
Momoyo Kaijima. Behaviorology. 
New York: Rizzoli, 2010. Print.

Case Study: Gae House

3.  4.  

 Atelier Bow-Wow’s Gae House is an interesting example of  how to 

work within an existing code system.  The house literally builds to the letter 

of  the law.  As a result, extremely interesting results occur that are completely 

unconventional. 
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Chang, Candy. “Vendor Power!” 
CUP: Vendor Power. The Center 
For Urban Pedagogy, 2012. Web. 03 
January 2012. 

 The Center for Urban Pedagogy uses art and design in order to 

facilitate and promote civic engagement.  Many times, working with complex 

issues and information, their graphics are simplistic to easily convey the 

information.  The images shown here are from a project which sought to 

teach street vendors, who individually spoke many different but not similar 

languages, the regulations in New York City.  The graphics allow nearly all 

vendors, both literate and illiterate, to understand these often complex and 

highly specific regulations. 

Case Study: Center for Urban Pedagogy

5.  
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Case Study: DIY Culture

 The current climate of  DIY culture fosters a desire to create easily 

assembled, well designed objects.  Large box stores like Home Depot 

and Ikea allow for users to customize their own designs when working 

with standard parts.  This allows for affordability and customization while 

empowering the user to make their own decisions. 

6.  
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 The following documentation shows the process of collecting 

information about a particular suburban site’s use, both historically and presently.   

Also comparing and contrasting the original code to which the neighborhood was 

built and what currently governs lead to a realization of the reactive and additive 

nature of zoning and land use codes.  The diagramming of the codes ultimately 

lead to a discovery of multiple loopholes in the code that could be exploited 

for more interesting suburban conditions as well as begin to cater to new users 

of these neighborhoods.  The application of those loopholes can be seen in the 

following chapter. 

Method Findings
Site Surveying + Research

1.  
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Family Diagramming Examples

2.  

3.  

Both examples shown are done 
by the property owners, (author’s 
grandparents).
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Examples shown are done by 
children of  property owners who 
grew up in the house.

4.  

5.  
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6.  



46

Land Use Diagramming
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 The following diagrams are of  Tonawanda, New York’s R1 zoning 

code; both the historical code from 1955 to which the site was constructed 

to today’s current code.  The process of  diagramming all relevant articles in 

the code lead to the realization there are actually many things that are not 

specifically defined by codes. 

For complete study, see appendix D. 

Zoning Code Analysis
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6’

3’

3’6”
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 PROJECTED REAR LOT LINE

UNREGULATED WITH SETBACKS ABOVE 30’

60’

30’

1950’s Code Sample: Physical

19.  
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 PROJECTED REAR LOT LINE
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1950’s Code Sample: Uses

ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL ZONE USES

IN HOME OFFICE OR IN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE
SINGLE FAMILY

x 2+

NOT ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL USES

ENTERING OR COMING OUT A PRIVATE 
DRIVEWAY, ALLEY OR INTERSECTING 
STREET, SHALL HAVE A CLEAR VIEW OF THE 
STREET AND SIDEWALK IN ALL DIRECTIONS.

PERSONS USING THE STREET OR SIDEWALK 
WILL HAVE A CLEAR UNOBSTRUCTED VIEW 
OF VEHICLES APPROACHING. 

VISION CLEARANCE 

21.  
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ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL ZONE USES

SINGLE FAMILY

BOARDER

BOARDER

THE PROCESSING OF BIG GAME ANIMALS
ONLY TAGGED BY 
OWNER OR OCCUPANT

x 2+
1/3 OR 20 FT (LESS) MAY BE PAVED FOR USE AS A 
DRIVEWAY

2000’s Code Sample: Uses

22.  
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 Diagramming the entire R1 portion of  the zoning code unveiled 

the fact there are actually many allowable uses and physical traits as well 

as unmentioned uses in the zoning code that result from unmentioned or 

loosely written articles in the code.  Research conducted on the historical 

and current activities of  the site confirmed that R1 districts are not just 

for “residential” purposes but all of  the supplemental uses that enhance 

residential life.  

 The following maps begin to apply the nomenclature of  tax assessors 

and zoning officials to the actual uses of  a residential neighborhood.  

Typically on a zoning map, the studied area would be solid yellow for SFR 

(single family residential).  By applying these codes and zoning colors 

to the site, there is a multitude of  uses and functions that occur in this 

neighborhood.  

 To marry this with the zoning code analysis,  alternative uses and 

loopholes were brainstormed that are legal as the code is written.  These 

loopholes continue to add diversity to this suburban neighborhood and can 

be used to rethink the structure the of  neighborhood for new incoming 

residents.  These uses were put into a literal catalogue, organized loosely by 

type.  The catalogue was not intended to be a complete list, but the beginning 

of  rethinking codes. 

 An instigator design in the neighborhood was developed out of  these 

loopholes that serves as an example to residents what about could be done 

within the code that pushes design.  

Application
Designing + Enabling with Loopholes
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 A catalogue of  uses was developed as a brainstorming exercise for 

the author to understand what types of  loopholes exist in the code.  These 

were loosely classified into four categories: flora + fauna, technology, play, 

and constructions.  

 These lists were then converted into an actual catalogue, while 

keeping the above categories for organization purposes.  The intention of  

this catalogue was to be a starting point for larger conversations of  actual 

allowable uses in the Single Family Residential zone in Tonawanda, NY.  

This running list of  ideas can and should be added to as additional ideas are 

developed and confirmed to be legal within existing codes.  

 Inside the catalogue are appropriate legal definitions and articles in 

the zoning code which prove why a loophole is legal.  Although this points 

to holes in the code, it is not this author’s intension to make the code airtight. 

The reactive nature of  planning lends itself  to constant revisions, meeting 

the goal of  proving there are still possibilities under many restrictions. 

 Graphically, the catalogue uses icons to express ideas about loopholes 

simply and quickly.  Collages were developed for elaborations one idea of  

each loophole category.  This varied graphic style was meant to be more 

accessible, rather than standard architectural drawings.  

Refer to Appendix A for complete 
catalogue.

Catalogue of Loophole Uses



63

MO[O]RE 

U S E S
u s i n g  c o d e  t o  i t s  f u l l 

p o t e n t i a l

4.  
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 The Fat Fence is an instigator developed to spur interest in the 

neighborhood about this body of  work and to inspire residents to reconsider 

how they think about codes.  The fence is constructed to the maximum 

height allowed in front yards (3 feet).  The loopholes investigated in this 

design are the depth of  the fence and other performative functions.

 The fence incorporates allowable and unwritten uses and formally is 

designed to be rotated, flipped and transformed to accomodate as many uses 

as possible.  Made out of  typical standard cedar fence material, the Fat Fence 

is a fence per the code, but pushes the code in playful ways.  It follows a DIY 

spirit, using standard materials and easy assembly techniques.  An architect 

can assist in the design of  similar spirited objects, but ultimately the average 

user could develop objects like this on their own. 

 For the purposes of  this work, four identical 6 foot long sections of  

fence were constructed to demonstrate the design.  

Instigator Design: Fat Fence
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5.  
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6.  
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7.  
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8.  

9.  



69

10.  



70

11.  



71

12.  



72

 A large concern and drive was how to begin distributing this wealth 

of  information in the catalogue to the neighborhood.  A community event 

to unveil the book and fat fence design instigator was planned in order to 

display the work, answer questions, and had the hopes of  inspiring residents 

to not accept codes as a minimum.  

 A pamphlet was developed and distributed to all neighbors on the 

block, approximately 50 houses.  This pamphlet included general information 

on the premise of  the event and invited neighbors to the house to view the 

Fat Fence, read the MO[O]RE Uses Catalogue and to stay for the ensuing 

thesis presentation.  

 Residents reception of  the catalogue was positive and many were 

interested in the Fat Fences.  They were successful at drawing neighbors over 

for conversations and seemed to spark curiousity.  Although not intended, 

several residents took catalogues with them for future reading.  Several 

residents came with questions immediately, although they were looking for 

legal advice.  After clearly explaining the creative nature of  the process, those 

residents had a better understanding of  the project and its intentions.  There 

were a total of  six different households that attended, two of  which stayed 

for the actual thesis presentation.  This was extremely helpful, as they were 

called upon by critics to describe their experiences in the neighborhood.  

Refer to Appendix B for pamphlet 
handout. 

COMMUNITY EVENT
Planning, Comments & Reactions
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1.  
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2.  
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3.  
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Critics:   Greg Delaney  (GD)
  Hiro Hata  (HH)
  Sue Weidemann (SW)
  Annette Lecuyer (AL)
  Brian Carter  (BC)
  Jean LaMarche  (JL)
  Joyce Hwang  (JH)
  Beth Tauke  (BT)
  Kenny Cupers  (KC)

JL So this project touches on and is dependent on boundaries.  There 
are legal and liability issues that cannot be ignored. 

GD Touching on this issue of  boundaries, it’s something we’ve touched 
on before and still hasn’t been addressed.  I wonder how can this be 
approached?  

Also, how can all of  these alternative uses you’ve discovered be framed in a 
way of  amenities for the neighborhood.  Instead of  each use being just for 
the individual, how can these be shared?  

KC Are these intended to be more collective uses?   

BC Regarding next steps: How can, to stimulate the area even more, 
different ways of  collective commerce be introduced?  Almost like a 
bartering system to approve each neighbor’s alternative uses.  These come 
with many legal issues, but seem like they could be worked out.   With new 
demographics moving into the neighborhood, is there an opportunity for 
more live/work situations? 

HH When figuring out how the uses might be arranged, you need to look 
at various forms of  scale.  Not just parcel or block, but clustering.  Territory 
of  people is not confined to legal boundaries or street grids, so figuring out 
who interacts with whom is a challenge. 

AL How do you propose to bring these groups together that otherwise 
might not meet?  Neighbors might not know someone has shared interests 

Comments from final thesis 
presenation April 29th, 2012

Final Review
Critiques, Comments & Next Steps



77

and they go without knowing each other.  Is there a way to branch into a 
digital realm, as you mention in the catalogue instead of  just physical? 

BT And even if  these things are physical, many of  them transcend 
boundaries.  

KC What does the role of  the architect and planner play in your work?  
This is a very anti-planner position you take.  It may be anti-architect as we 
traditionally know the career as well.  

JH The role of  the architect as the enabler is an interesting one you bring 
up in response to Kenny’s question.  This is a reversal from the traditional 
patronage system to which architects are accustomed. It’s a really smart way 
to position yourself. 

BC For your future work, how would you take this to the next level?  
How would you actually encourage residents to go into this collective nature 
or convince the town that it would be a good idea to have some sort of  
shared amenity or infrastructure?  How does this knowledge get distributed 
at a larger scale or at greater detail?  Is there a way to present this to the town 
as a good idea if  you frame it in terms of  dollars they could save on certain 
services?  This would be working from the town level to the individual 
parcel; whereas, in your work, you’ve gone from the individual parcel to the 
town level. 

KC Collectivism vs. Collectivity?  There is a difference between the two, 
and your work is more about collectivity and how it works with individuals.  

1.  
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This body of work presents a multitude of potential next steps.  

The most logical next step is to investigate how to put this analysis in 

terms so that the Town of Tonawanda could understand the benefits of 

this method of planning.  When residents consider this opportunistic 

way of looking at codes and uses, they can shape their neighborhoods in 

ways better suited for them.  They have agency to customize space while 

still working within the current code. Through these changes, the Town 

may then begin to reconsider policy and adapt in order to allow for more 

diverse neighborhood organization patterns.  How residents and architects 

approach the Town to consider these changes is critical.  In order to frame 

the benefits of reconfiguring neighborhoods and allowing various new 

uses, the Town needs to understand these benefits in financial terms.  The 

financial, environmental or other benefits that could occur would have to 

be carefully documented at a micro scale as a test subject.1  These findings 

could then be demonstrated to the Town as one specific study.  However, 

just because one cluster or neighborhood has one type of value or goal 

does not mean another does.  These would have to be accessed on a case 

by case basis.  

The largest concern, and yet greatest opportunity, that needs to 

be addressed is the author’s real position on the role of architects and 

planners in this work.  Because it is so counter-intuitive to the typical 

realm in which architects and planners situate themselves, the position 

1. Further analysis requires 
conduction by team, not just he 
author.

CONCLUSIONS
Reaction to Commentary
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should be even more direct and forthcoming.  It is crucial to make sure 

this work does not come across as social engineering, as one reviewers 

mentioned, but rather as a list of ingredients that can be selected to make a 

more customized neighborhood.  

The author’s position as an anti-planner and architect that does 

not rely on a patronage system is one that is the works greatest strength 

as well.  Not only are residents enabled, but also architects are enabled to 

program their own various forms of work.

While it is difficult to radically change the way we conceive 

suburban space, this project sought to illuminate small ways individual 

users can make space their own.  If architects and planners are able to 

enable users to understand the use of space in more acupunctural ways, 

they will not only empower individual users but also breathe new life into 

these transitional suburbs. 
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Introduction + Purpose

The purpose of this catalogue is to provide residents of the Town of Tonawanda, NY a place to find and 
inspire their own creativity in finding additional uses with their residential properties.  Zoning codes and 
other forms of governmental planning serve as reactive measures to regulate basic form and use of 
communities.  

This catalogue does not claim to include all possible ideas but is meant to encourage residents to not 
accept zoning and use codes as the final word, but a base point from which to build communities.   It is 
written with Tonawanda’s code in mind, but these techniques can be applied to any city or town.  

This catalogue serves as a portion of a larger body of work by the author to complete a dual masters 
thesis in architecture and urban planning at SUNY University at Buffalo.  To view the complete work, 
visit www.courtneycreenandesign.com or www.libraries.buffalo.edu after June 2012. 

Enjoy!

Courtney Creenan
M. Architecture + M. Urban Planning, 2012

University at Buffalo
School of Architecture + Planning
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Loopholes in the Code

Loopholes are things in the code that are often added and written into the code when nusiances are 
complained about to government officials.  They are things not specified in the code either positively 
or negatively.  Many of these uses are temporary and do not leave permanent footprints or structures 
on the property.  These temporary uses are not regulated and give residents great diversity and 
opportunity in property use.  

There are many uses that supplement particular zones that are not explicitly stated in codes, but that 
does not mean they should not be allowed.  Try to imagine residential neighborhoods where baseball or 
grilling is not allowed... pretty hard, right? 

Using loopholes in the zoning code, there is an opportunity for users to customize how they use their 
property.  By finding these uses that are not discussed in the code (in a positive way), these actions can 
create even more dynamic communities. 

A disclaimer...

This catalogue does not claim to include all possible ideas but is meant to serve and inspire residents 
to shape their communities in a customized and individual way.  Just like codes, this catalogue is a 
base point from which to start. 

Let’s get creative!
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Residential Zoning

As written in the Town of Tonawanda Zoning Code:

ARTICLE IV 
Residential Districts (§ 215-9 — § 215-21) 
§ 215-9 
Permitted uses in the A First Residential District. 
[Amended 10-20-1997 by L.L. No. 4-1997; 10-5-1998 by L.L. No. 1-1998]
A.  No building, structure or lands within the A First Residential District shall be altered, constructed, 
erected, built or used for other than one or more of the following specified uses and purposes:

(1)  Dwellings for the residential use of one family only, with private garage accommodations as 
specified in § 215-12E, swimming pools as specified in § 215-12D and accessory structures as 
specified in § 215-12F.

(2)  Rooming and boarding by not more than two persons only when the dwelling is occupied by the 
actual owner of record thereof.

(3)  Church.

(4)  Public and private schools which offer an academic curriculum for kindergarten through and 
including 12th grade, or any portion thereof.

(5)  Municipal buildings.

(6)  Libraries.
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The Moore Aveune of MO[O]RE  U S E S
As you already know (you’re a resident) Moore Avenue is in the Town of Tonawanda. 

It is situated between the Lincoln Park and Curtis Park neighborhoods, in a completely residential zone.  
The block that has been studied for the overall project is between Parkhurst and Parker Boulevards.  It 
was selected because of my relationship with it; I am a grandchild of the owners of one of the homes on 
the block.  

Through interviews of my family and a mapping exercise they did of historical and current uses of my 
grandparent’s property, I was able to solidify my opinion that residential neighborhoods are not just for 
houses to live in, but they do so many other things.  

These maps are land use maps of the Town and neighorhood are similar to but different from zoning 
maps because they show what use is occuring on each property.  At the neighborhood level, there is 
more than just residential housing.  At the individual property level (depending on each user) there are 
so many other functions that occur. 
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loopholes opportunities in

FLORA + FAUNA



13loophole opportunities in

FLORA + FAUNA
landscaping and animals can be catered to 
in extremely customized ways by seeing 
what species are explicitly referenced.

the legal definitions of “landscaped 
area” and “front yard” can be more than 
conventional grass and shrubbery.  there 
are less stipulations in side and rear yards, 
but, hey, you aren’t a cookie cut to the 
same shape as everyone else!  

show it off to the world.  
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legal definitions

FRONT YARDS
The use of the front yard shall be only for 
landscaped area and adequate ingress and 
egress from the lot to the street. 

LANDSCAPED AREA
Paths, patios, walkways and existing natural 
treed areas shall consist of, at least, lawn 
and/or ornamental shrubs, which shall be 
maintained in a healthy growing condition, 
neat and orderly in appearance, but shall 
not include driveways, ramps, lanes or 
parking areas.

loophole opportunities in

FLORA + FAUNA

possible opportunities

astroturf
bat houses
butterfly habitats
bird houses
hedge maze
fish pond
land contouring
land removal
putting green
vegetable garden
wild animal habitat
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POSSIBILITIES:
astro turf
DESCRIPTION:    
Want to reduce yard maintenance and always have a green 
(or any other color) grass?  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED: 
As long as it drains like natural grass, there is nothing in code 
that stipulates between natural and artificial turf.
PRICE:     
$$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:  
No

bat houses
DESCRIPTION:  
Get them out of your house and reduce mosquito population!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
The code stipulates rules for commercial storing and raising of animals.  
Not providing shelter to wild animals. 
PRICE:     
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No, but consult a professional. 

butterfly habitats
DESCRIPTION:
Pretty bugs! Excellent learning experience for kids. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Commerial raising of butterflies may be allowed.  Consult with Environmental 
Protection Agency. 
PRICE:  
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

bird houses
DESCRIPTION:
Give your feathered friends a home!  Big, small, in a tree, on a stand, bird 
houses provide habitat as well as encourage the growth  of species.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Birds naturally nest in your neighborhood.  Bird houses encourage species 
growth and development. 
PRICE:  
$-$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No
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hedge maze
DESCRIPTION:
Get lost in your yard! Or get other people lost. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
This falls under general landscaping provisions. 
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No

fish pond
DESCRIPTION:
Add more ambiance and intrigue to your yard. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
There is nothing stipulated under the general code against it and fish are 
not included in the non-allowable animal list.  
PRICE:  
$$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
Yes

land contouring
DESCRIPTION:
The sculpting and design of land and soil to create unique features.   
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
It’s allowed as long as drainage does not negatively impact neighbors 
and site lines coming out of driveways to the sidewalk and street are 
unencumbered.
PRICE:  
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
Work with the building department to properly plan drainage.

land removal
DESCRIPTION:
Create your own moat!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
It’s allowed as long as drainage does not negatively impact neighbors.  
Just watch out for twisted ankles and trapped leaves. 
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
Work with the building department to properly plan drainage and call 811 
for Dig Safely New York. 
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putting green
DESCRIPTION:
Team up with neighbors and have a training facility with varying levels of 
difficulty across yards. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
There is no requirement of types of grass or how short it can be cut, only 
height restrictions. 
PRICE:  
$$$ _ there is a lot of maintenance here. 
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No

vegetable garden
DESCRIPTION:
Fresh veggies! Grown by you, for you!  Plant your whole front yard for more 
unique landscaping that looks AND TASTES good!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
There are no plant types specified in the code.  Eat up!
PRICE:  
$ _ A good deal of maintenance depending on veggie types, but saves you 
money at the store and on gas getting there. 
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No

wild animal habitats
DESCRIPTION:
Rabbits, squirrels, birds.  They’re living in your bushes.  Might as well give 
them a less pesky place to live!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
As long as you are not raising them, just sheltering, it’s ok!
PRICE:  
$$ - plus less landscaping woes
PERMIT NEEDED?: 

No

SEE D
IY

 SECTIO
N FOR 

MORE!

PAGE 18
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DIY 

VEGETABLE 
LANDSCAPING
steps to do it yourself

Grow your own fruits and vegetables while serving a dual 
purpose of landscaping!

Pick your favorite vegetables and get planting! 

-

=
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loophole opportunities in

TECHNOLOGY



loophole opportunities in

TECHNOLOGY
we are in the 21st century, but our 
zoning codes still act like we’re using 
rotary phones.  we are connected to 
each other across the globe.  How can 
we use the same technology to make 
our neighborhoods more vibrant and 
connected? 

let’s get technological.  
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legal definitions

ACCESSORY USE
A use customarily incidential and 
subordinate to the principal use or 
occupancy of a building and located on the 
same lot with such principal use or building. 

§ 215-12. ACCESSORY USES AND 
STRUCTURES
The maximum structure height in any 
residential district shall be 35 feet.  
However, the antenna or antenna support 
structure utilized by any person who holds 
a valid amateur radio operator’s license 
issued by the Federal Communications 
Commission shall be exempt from 
regulation by this section. 

loophole opportunities in

TECHNOLOGY

possible options

cell signal booster
data hotspot
exterior gaming pad
internet hotspot
invisible fence
photo booth 
 a la suburban snapper
radio DJ
satellite dishes
social media meet-up
walk-to movie
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POSSIBILITIES:
cell signal booster
DESCRIPTION:    
Helps you have a better connection, and if limited in range, can provide a 
service to neighbors and passersby.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED: 
Individuals are allowed to have these for private use and can determine the 
range of signal. 
PRICE:     
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:  
No

data hotspot
DESCRIPTION:  
Same as a cell phone signal booster, but encourgages people to congregate 
around you to receive better data speed and coverage!  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Individuals are allowed to have these for private use and can determine the 
range of signal. 
PRICE:     
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

exterior gaming pad
DESCRIPTION:
Get kids outside interacting with each other while they game. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
All that is needed is a temporary space made by kids to hang out together. 
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

internet hotspot
DESCRIPTION:
Add another hotspot to your list! If you’re the social type, get more people 
over to your house by being a serious internet host.
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
With internet speed this fast, it shouldn’t be allowed.
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

6G
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invisible fence
DESCRIPTION:
Make a forcefield to keep your pets in and at the same time keep unwanted 
strangers out. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
This falls under general landscaping provisions. 
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No, but consult NYSEG and call 811 before you dig. 

photo booth
DESCRIPTION:
Anything from quick prom photos you take yourself to an actual booth that 
can be rented for special occasions.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Proms, weddings, graduation, family portraits.  Your property is the 
backdrop!
PRICE:  
$ - $$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No

radio DJ
DESCRIPTION:
Broadcast at an amateur level from your property over the airwaves or the 
internet.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Amateur radio licenses are allowed and needed antenas are regulated, but 
are completely within the code.  
PRICE:  
$$  (Hey, maybe you’ll be discovered and make some money!)
PERMIT NEEDED?:
Yes

satellite dishes
DESCRIPTION:
1000 + channels!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Satellite dishes can be considered antennae. 
PRICE:  
$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
Yes
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security measures
DESCRIPTION:
Protect your property!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
You can put security tighter than Fort Knox in your house if you want. 
PRICE:  
$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No, but other municipalities require registration permits in order to 
communicate with the police department. 

social media meet-up
DESCRIPTION:
Actually meet all of your Foursquare and Facebook friends!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Locating yourself on Foursquare, Facebook or any other networking site is 
incredibly prevelant and up to the individual how much locational information 
they share with the world. 
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No

walk-to movie
DESCRIPTION:
Same concept as a drive-in movie, but a fun neighborhood event.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Nothing in the code mentioneds watching a movie outside your own home.  
Noise ordinances can come into play, so consult with neighbors to make 
sure sound won’t be a hinderance. 
PRICE:  
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:
No

SEE D
IY

 SECTIO
N FOR 

MORE!

PAGE 26 
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DIY 

SOCIAL
SCAPE
steps to do it yourself

There are many ways to go about constructing a 
digital social scape.  Just by putting your house on 
the Foursquare map, you can become a happening 
destination.  
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loophole opportunities in

PLAY



loophole opportunities in

PLAY
play in all forms is a vital part of childhood 
and truly activates the suburbs.  kids 
running across lawns and forming larger 
games through the neighborhood bring life 
to it. 

but let’s face it.  play isn’t just for kids. 
you can do so many goofy and playful 
things with your yard.  many of these uses 
are temporary and happen occasionally.  

let’s start being playful.   
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legal definitions

LAND USE ACTIVITY
Any construction or other activity which 
changes the use or appearance of land 
or a structure or the intensity of use of 
land or a structure.  Land use activity shall 
explicitly include but not be limited to the 
following: new structures, expansions of 
existing structures, new uses, changes 
in or expansions of existing uses, roads, 
driveways and excavations for the purpose 
of extracting soil or mineral deposits. 

loophole opportunities in

PLAY

possible opportunities

bounce house
casino
football
gymnastic equipment
half pipe
ice rink
kickball
kiddie pool
musical instruments
ping pong 
sledding hills
slip and slide
soccer
swing set
wiffle ball

YARD, REQUIRED
That portion of the open area of a lot 
extending open and unobstructed from the 
ground upward along a lot line for a setback 
depth or width as specified by the building 
regulations of the district in which the lot 
is located.  No part of such yard shall be 
included as part of a yard or other open 
space similarly required for buildings on 
another lot.  
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POSSIBILITIES:
bounce house
DESCRIPTION:    
Need to bounce some stress away?  Have a child’s birthday coming up?
WHY IT’S ALLOWED: 
As a temporary structure, based on rentals, there is no legislation dictating 
temporary structures. 
PRICE:     
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?:  
No

casino
DESCRIPTION:  
Beat your friends in all your favorite card games.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
It’s not a real casino, just you having fun with friends.  Any other board 
games can be added to this item, too.  
PRICE:     
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

field house
DESCRIPTION:
Your yard has become a mini stadium.  You’ll need a place to store all of that 
sporting equipment. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
The code allows for up to 2 accessory structures.  
PRICE:  
$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
Yes.  Consult Building Department.

football
DESCRIPTION:
Not just for Thanksgiving. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
As part of the residential zone, any sort of sports games are accessory uses 
that add to the diversity of residential uses.  
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No
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gymnastic equipment
DESCRIPTION:
Tumbling mats, balance beams, and many more! Turn your yard into a 
workout space to show off your best Mary Lou Retton. 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
This is movable equipment that can be put away as needed. 
PRICE:  
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

half pipe
DESCRIPTION:
Bring the X-games to you!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
As long as it is movable and a temporary structure, any skateboarding ramps 
or rails are allowed. 
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

ice rink
DESCRIPTION:
A slab of ice in your yard for hockey, ice skating, and boomball. Watch your 
balance!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Again, this is a temporary structure that is disassembled per the season.  
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

kickball
DESCRIPTION:
A mix of baseball and soccer.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
It’s a game that anyone can play.  
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No
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musical instruments
DESCRIPTION:
Give your neighborhood a performance they will never forget!  (And hopefully 
not want to forget.)  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Just follow and respect noise ordinances.
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

ping pong tables
DESCRIPTION:
Compete against your friends and neighbors! 
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
This can be removed and put away as needed, so ping pong tables fall 
under temporary uses. 
PRICE:  
$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

sledding hills
DESCRIPTION:
Chilly thrills!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Snow becomes piled up in the winter because of plowing.  What is 
interesting is it is difficult to limit the height of snow piles (regarding vehicle 
vision).  
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

swing set
DESCRIPTION:
Slide, swings and monkeybars.  For you and your kids!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
As long as this does not impeed vision across front yards for vehicle traffic, a 
swing set can be placed anywhere. 
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

SEE D
IY

 SECTIO
N FOR 

MORE!

PAGE 34 
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DIY 

PING PONG
TABLES
steps to do it yourself

What if ping pong tables were distributed throughout 
the neighborhood?  There could be huge brackets for a 
tournament and spur-of-the moment games.  Neighbors 
could face off against each other and settle old scores.  
Practically anyone could play!

This has been done at an even larger scale in London, 
UK.  The city placed hundreds of ping pong tables across 
the city and anyone could pick up a paddle and start 
playing.  

LOOPHOLE USE:

PING PONG TABLE
DEFINITIONS
ACCESSORY USE
A use customarily incidental and subordinate to the principal use 
or occupancy of a building and located on the same lot with such 
principal use or building.

TEMPORALITY + CUSTOMIZATIONACTIVATION

INDIVIDUAL AXON

NEIGHBORHOOD AGGREGATION
1/16” = 1’

PUBLIC

PRIVATE Private Table

Conditional
Equipment May Be Supplied

Completely Public
Equipment Supplied

REMAIN EGRESS

REMAIN LAWN

pingpongparlour.co.uk

pingpongparlour.co.uk

PING LONDON 
SUMMER 201O. LONDON, UK

Neighborhood Distribution
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loophole opportunities in

CONSTRUCTION
Typical constructions can include bay 
windows, porches, and fences.  These 
define the primary structure, creating 
more space for your house.  Fences mark 
property lines, but also create more 
intimate yards.  

These are physical options to explore to 
add interest to your home.  The following 
are fence loopholes that can add interest, 
play, and definition to your yard. 

customize your space.  
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legal definitions

§ 215-14. PROJECTIONS INTO FRONT 
YARD
(1) Vestibule: six-foot maximum projection 
and total area not to exceed 50 square feet 
from the min body of the dwelling. 
(2) Bay window: two-foot maximum 
projection from the main body of the 
dwelling. 
(3) Open porch, patio or veranda: nine-foot 
maximum projection from the main body of 
the dwelling. 

loopholes in

CONSTRUCTION

possible options

fences 
- bench
- deformed horizontal slats
- fence lawn box
- lot line fence
- maze
- non-porous fence
- porous fence
- sloped lawn box
- snow fence
- stage
garages
porches
pools

ACCESSORY STRUCTURE
A structure subordinate to a principal 
structure on the same lot and used for 
purpose customarily incidental to those of 
the principal structure.  Accessory structures 
include but are not limited to portable, 
demountable or permanent enclosures, 
shade structures, carports, swimming pools, 
garages and storage sheds.  

FENCE
A barrier, enclosure, wall or boundary 
separation made of posts, boards, wood, 
wire, metal, masonry, natural stone, shrubs, 
bush vegetation or other such material for 
either decorative or security purposes. 

(1) Lot-Line Fence
A fence located on or within three feet of a 
lot line.
(2) Snow Fence
A product commonly made of parallel wood 
slats alternately held by continuous parallel 
lines of wire or reinforced plastic. 

fence loophole:
DOES NOT STIPULATE DEPTH.
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POSSIBILITIES:

bench fence
DESCRIPTION:    
Many people sit on fences and walls.  
Make it comfortable!

deformed horizontal slat fence
DESCRIPTION:  
A creative take on a horizontal fence.  This can serve many 
purposes with one form doing so much!

fence lawn box
DESCRIPTION:
Where does it say how thick fences should be?  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Cover the raised box with “lawn” to maintain lawn coverage in 
the yard. 

lot line fence
DESCRIPTION:
Fences that go to the edge of your property.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
The code stipulates where and how far off a property line a fence 
can be placed.  This would be any conventional type of fence. 

SEE D
IY

 SECTIO
N FOR 

MORE!

PAGE __
_ 
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maze fence
DESCRIPTION:
Confuse your neighbors and yourself!
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Hedges and picket fences are governed the same way.  Hedges 
can be carved out to create these mazes. 

snow fence
DESCRIPTION:
Can run the range of orange plastic to mesh to wood slats. Keeps 
the snow out of your driveway and yard.
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
As long as height restrictions are met, why not keep snow off your 
landscaping and driveway?  It’s less work.  
PRICE:  
$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
No

garages
DESCRIPTION:
Stores everything!  Cars, garbage, tools, sleds, furniture.
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Residential structures are allowed up to two accessory structures;  
a formal garage being one of them.  
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
Yes

?
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pools
DESCRIPTION:
Cool off in the hot Buffalo summer!  Marco Polo, anyone?
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
Above ground pools are classified as accessory structures, so 
this would count towards one of your two allowed accessory 
structures. Inground pools count as accessory uses. 
PRICE:  
$$$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
Yes

porches
DESCRIPTION:
A sheltered outdoor living space.  
WHY IT’S ALLOWED:
The code allows for projections off the front of a house up to 9 feet 
if it is an open air porch.  Other projections can include vestibules.  
PRICE:  
$$$
PERMIT NEEDED?: 
Yes
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DIY 

FAT
FENCE
steps to do it yourself

A fence doesn’t need to be conventional!  Yes, fences 
are technically barriers and are to keep dogs in and 
strangers out.  But why can they be more aesthetic and 
interesting?  

Pick a material!  Pickets, stone, metal, whatever!

Select something you want your fence to do.   

Design and build!
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potentials

Opportunities through loopholes in the 
code contain great potential to create more 
diverse and playful communities.  They are 
dependent on the individual but also rely 
on some interactions between neighbors.  
These actions can reactivate communities 
in interesting ways that will hopefully spur 
on more interesting designs and uses.  





What can I d[O]?

How do I cho[O]se?

Z O N I N G 
S H O U L D 
B E  U S E D  A S 
A . S T A R T I N G 
P O I N T  T O  I N S P I R E 

N O T  R E S T R I C T . 

B e  s t r a t e g i c  w i t h  c r e a t i v e  c u s t o m i z a t i o n . 

C h e c k  o u t  t h e  f u l l  t e x t :

MO[O]RE 
U S E S
C a t a l o g u e
P u b l i c  U n v e i l i n g :
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T h e r e  a r e  m a n y  o p p o r t u n i t i e s 
t h a t  e x i s t  w i t h i n  t h e  z o n i n g  c o d e .

What REALLY defines landscaping?

H o w  e l s e  d o 
y o u  w a n t  t o  u s e 
y o u r  p r o p e r t y ?

T h e r e  a r e  s o  m a n y  p o s s i b i l i t i e s !

O P P [O]R T U N I T Y

*Consult specialist before planting foreign species

F o r  e x a m p l e :

Out of the ordinary:

Traditional:

Any planting* can be considered 
landscaping!

T h e r e  a r e  m a n y  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  w h i l e 
s t i l l  b e i n g  w i t h i n  t h e  e x i s t i n g  c o d e .
  

L e t ’ s  g e t  c r e a t i v e !

R e s i d e n t i a l  z o n e d  p r o p e r t i e s  c a n 
h a v e  n o n - t r a d i t i o n a l  u s e s  t h a t 
e n h a n c e  r e s i d e n t i a l  l i v i n g . 

There can be accessory structures, like garages, 
or accessory uses.

These uses can create interesting 
conditions and entertaining 

communities. 

?+

Average suburban uses

Suburbs with MO[O]RE U S E S
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MO[O]RE
[O] is for options

MO[O]RE  
I N F O R M A T I O N

P U B L I C  M E E T I N G
D A T E :    Sunday April 29th
T I M E :   2-4 pm
P L A C E :   499 Moore Ave.

Z[O]NING AND WHAT IT DOES

Zoning is a general guideline 
for towns to organize land 
uses.  

There are basic guidelines 
that exist within each zoning 
code.  These guides are 
minimum standards, not the 
mark for which to strive.

The residential district in the 
Town of Tonawanda is zoned 
for single family houses.  
Within the residential zone 
there can also be schools, 
religious buildings, libraries, 
and government buildings. 

FOR YOU

BY YOU

How can you 
customize 
your property 
even more?

Other possible uses and options that can exist within the 
residential district while still being within the code.  Zoning 
should be used as a starting point to inspire, not restrict.

Typical Allowable Uses in 
Residential Zones

+

Single FamilyUp to 2 Boarders

OR

FOR THE OFFICIAL TONAWANDA ZONING CODE, VISIT: 
http://www.ecode360.com/base

MO[O]RE   U S E S
is part of a larger body of work, compiled by Courtney Creenan at 
the University at Buffalo’s School of Architecture + Planning. 

This work is the culmination of her Master’s Thesis, studying zoning 
codes, alternative uses, and creative architectural design solutions.

Courtney has been studying her grandparents house on Moore 
Aveune,  and the many ways their property has been used over 
the past 40 years.  This was to understand how individuals use their 
property over a period of time, how zoning codes change over that 
period and how new users can work within those zoning codes. 

C O M E  C H E C K  I T  O U T !

Courtney Creenan
Master Architecture + Urban Planning
University at Buffalo
School of Architecture + Planning

CONTACT: courtneycreenan@gmail.com

WEBSITE: courtneycreenandesign.com

Religious
 Schools 

Goverment
 Libraries

PUBLIC UNVEILING 
APRIL 29TH

2 PM

U S E S
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D E M O G R A P H I C 
+  L A N D  U S E
D E V E L O P M E N T
T O N AWA N D A ,  N Y

Static Use
User Motion
Object Motion

Zoning Envelope
Former Pool

Primary User
Guests
Other

Static Use
User Motion
Object Motion

Primary User
Guests
Other

Collective Use Section:
1970-90

Collective Use Section:  1970-1990

Static Use
User Motion
Object Motion

Static Use
User Motion
Object Motion

Static Use
User Motion
Object Motion

Zoning Envelope

Primary User
Guests
Other

Cell Signals

Collective Use Section:
1990-Present

GPS Signals

Collective Use Section:  1990 - Present

SUBURBAN ACUPUNCTURE
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MO[O]RE 

U S E S
u s i n g  c o d e  t o  i t s  f u l l 

p o t e n t i a l

INDIVIDUAL
ACTION

INDIVIDUAL
COMPLAINT

GOVERNMENT
ACTION

PLANNING REGULATION 
DEVELOPMENT

REGULATING 
PAST USERS PERCEIVED 

LACK OF
OPTIONS

ALLOWABLE CREATIVE 
DESIGN AND USE

INDIVIDUAL
DESIRE

ARCHITECT 
ASSISTANCE

CUSTOM 
FOR

INDIVIDUAL 

CODE 
TRANSLATION

1950

1960

Total Town Population: 49,800

Marital Status: 75% 

Total Town Population: 105,300

Marital Status: 74% Married

To
wn P

opula
tio

n

Median Age

1970

Total Town Population: 108,200

Marital Status: 74% Married

1980

Total Town Population: 88,200

Marital Status:  n/a

1990

Total Town Population: 88,500

Marital Status:  55% Married

2000

Total Town Population: 88,500

Marital Status:  54% Married

2010

Total Town Population: 88,500

2020 & BEYOND

Total Town Population: 90,000

Median Age: 32

Median Age: 35

Median Age:  37

Median Age:  38

Median Age:  39

Median Age:  35

Median Age:  34

Median Age:  35

LEGAL DEFINITIONS

USE, PRINCIPAL
The main or primary purpose for which a building, 
other structure and/or lot is designed, arranged 
or intended or for which it may be used, 
occupied or maintained under this chapter.

RESIDENCES, RESIDENTIAL
A building or any part of a building which 
contains dwelling units for permanent 
occupancy. Residence, therefore, includes all 
one-family, and multifamily, boarding, fraternity 
and sorority houses. However, residences shall not 
include the following:
(1) 
Transient accommodations, such as hotels, 
motels, and hospitals; or
(2) 
That part of a building containing both 
residences and other uses which is used for any 
nonresidential uses, except accessory uses for 
residences.
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Allowable Uses

Setbacks + Form

Allowable UsesSetbacks + Form
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Bar and Restaurants

Privately Owned 
Sporting Facilities

Town Owned Park

Car Services

Municipal Services

Warehouses

Single Family Residence

Two Family Residence

Municipal Surface Road

Curtis Park Neighborhood
LAND USES per PARCEL 

0 8 16 32 644
Feet

Individual Parcel
LAND USES 

Waste Disposal

Public Water

Telecom Service

Privately Owned Sporting Facility

Town Owned Park

Educational Facility

Cultural

Bar and Restaurant

Retail Service

Car Service

Warehouse

Billboard

Single Family Housing

Motel

Town of Tonawanda
Current Land Use

Curtis Park Residential Neighborhood
Applied Land Use

499 Moore Ave.
Actual Land Use



TYPICAL LOT PATTERN

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 

SIDE YARD SET BACK

FRONT YARD SET BACK ALLOWABLE ENCROACHMENT

REAR YARD SET BACK

GROUND FLOOR AREA  
1040 SF MINIMUM (2 STOREY)

VISION CLEARANCE 

MAXIMUM FENCE HEIGHTS  
INCLUDES SHRUBBERY 

 PROJECTED REAR LOT LINE

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES

FRONT BUILDING LINE

REAR BUILDING LINE 25' SETBACK

PRIVATE GARAGE USE ONLY

LOT OCCUPANCY

5600 x .4= 2240 ft max

140’
40’

25’

20’ x 50.5’ 13’ x 80’ 30’ x 35’

UNREGULATED WITH SETBACKS ABOVE 30’

DWELLING SHALL 
NOT EXCEED 40% 

MAXIMUM LENGTH: 40'
MAXIMUM AREA: 720 SF GARAGE
+ 140 SF ACCESSORY BUILDING

SET BACK COMPOSITE MAXIMUMS

25’

2’ BAY WINDOW
6’ VESTIBLE

9’ OPEN PORCH

6’

3’

60’

30’

3’

6’

12’ MAX

ALLOWABLE HEIGHT

SIDE YARD SET BACK

REAR YARD SET BACK

VISION CLEARANCE 

MAXIMUM FENCE HEIGHTS  
INCLUDES SHRUBBERY 

 PROJECTED REAR LOT LINE

LOT OCCUPANCY

ACCESSORY STRUCTURES

FRONT BUILDING LINE

PRIVATE GARAGE USE ONLY

SWIMMING POOL

FENCE LOCATIONS

TYPICAL LOT PATTERN

40’
140’

ANTENNA ALLOWED ABOVE

DWELLING SHALL 
NOT EXCEED 40% 

DWELLING + ACCESSORY 
SHALL NOT EXCEED 50%

LOT LINE NON-LOT-LINE FENCES 
WITH APPLICATION APPROVAL 

MAXIMUM LENGTH: 40'
MAXIMUM AREA: 720 SF GARAGE
PLUS: 144 SF ACCESSORY BUILDING

OR 

MAXIMUM AREA: 860 SF (2) GARAGES BUT NO 
ACCESSORY STRUCTURE

SET BACK COMPOSITE MAXIMUMS

6’

3’

25’

N

3’6”

6’

12’ MAX

30’

5’

 PROJECTED REAR LOT LINE

REAR SETBACK CANNOT BE ENCROACHED
UNLESS DETACHED GARAGE, 
UTILITY BUILDING AND/OR SWIMMING POOL

GROUND FLOOR AREA  
1040 SF MINIMUM (2 STOREY)

20’ x 50.5’ 13’ x 80’ 30’ x 35’

FRONT YARD SET BACK ALLOWABLE ENCROACHMENT

25’

2’ BAY WINDOW
6’ VESTIBLE

9’ OPEN PORCH

1950 ZONING REGULATIONS 2010 ZONING REGULATIONS

TOWN OF TONAWANDA, NY



1950 ZONING REGULATIONS 2010 ZONING REGULATIONS

TOWN OF TONAWANDA, NY

ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL ZONE USES

NO REAR DWELLING SHALL BE ALLOWED ON ANY LOT IN ANY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

ENTERING OR COMING OUT A PRIVATE 
DRIVEWAY, ALLEY OR INTERSECTING 
STREET, SHALL HAVE A CLEAR VIEW OF THE 
STREET AND SIDEWALK IN ALL DIRECTIONS.

PERSONS USING THE STREET OR SIDEWALK 
WILL HAVE A CLEAR UNOBSTRUCTED VIEW 
OF VEHICLES APPROACHING. 

ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT
ACCESSORY USES:

SHALL NOT BE OCCUPIED AT ANY TIME BY ANY 
VEHICLE OVER 1 TON UNLESS VEHICLE IS STORED 
AND KEPT ENTIRELY WITHIN ENCLOSED 
STRUCTURE.

SHALL NOT INCLUDE A BUSINESS USE
FOR AN OFFICE OF A RESIDENT, SHALL REQUIRE A 
SPECIAL USE PERMIT.

NO REAR DWELLING SHALL BE 
ALLOWED ON ANY LOT IN ANY 
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

ALLOWABLE ACCESSORY  USES
IN 1ST RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

PERMIT SHALL BE REQUIRED 
TO CONSTRUCT AN AUXILIARY 
HOUSING UNIT

ALLOWABLE ACCESSORY  USES
IN 1ST RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

REPAIRING, REBUILDING, SERVICING, 
MAINTENANCE, PAINTING OF MOTOR VEHICLES, 
MOTORCYCLES, BOATS, TRAILERS, FURNITURE OR 
OTHER APPLIANCES OWNED BY RESIDENTS.  ONLY 
WITHIN A PRIVATE GARAGE

ALLOWABLE ACCESSORY  USES
IN 1ST RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT

ANTENNA OR ANTENNA SUPPORT STRUCTURE 
UTILIZED BY ANY PERSON WHO HOLDS AMATEUR 
RADIO OPERATOR'S LICENSE.

FRONT YARD USE

1/3 OR 20 FT (LESS) MAY BE PAVED FOR USE AS A 
DRIVEWAY

ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL ZONE USES

 ALLOWABLE ACCESSORY RESIDENTIAL USES

NOT ALLOWABLE ACCESSORY RESIDENTIAL USES

ALLOWABLE ACCESSORY RESIDENTIAL USES

ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL YARD USES

ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT
ACCESSORY USES:

SHALL NOT BE APPLIED TO BUSINESS USE.  NO 
GARAGE SHALL BE OCCUPIED BY ANY VEHICLE FOR 
BUSINESS PURPOSES OVER 1/2 TON. 

NOT ALLOWABLE RESIDENTIAL USES

VISION CLEARANCE 

INGROUND = ACCESSORY STRUCTURE

ABOVE GROUND = ACCESSORY USE

x 2+

x 2+

IN HOME OFFICE OR IN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE
SINGLE FAMILY

$

SINGLE FAMILY

BOARDER

BOARDER

UNDER NO CONDITION SHALL A GARAGE BE USED AS
 LIVING QUARTERS WHEN NOT ATTACHED TO DWELLING

ENTERING OR COMING OUT A PRIVATE 
DRIVEWAY, ALLEY OR INTERSECTING 
STREET, SHALL HAVE A CLEAR VIEW OF THE 
STREET AND SIDEWALK IN ALL DIRECTIONS.

PERSONS USING THE STREET OR SIDEWALK 
WILL HAVE A CLEAR UNOBSTRUCTED VIEW 
OF VEHICLES APPROACHING. 

VISION CLEARANCE 

THE PROCESSING OF BIG GAME ANIMALS
ONLY TAGGED BY 
OWNER OR OCCUPANT


