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626 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 550
Los Angeles, California 90017

Tel: (213) 629-5300

TRUMAN & ELLIOTT LLP wt

September 14, 2016 REVISED

VIA E-MAIL & U.S. MAIL

Ms. Cynthia de la Torre
Associate Planner
City of Beverly Hills
Planning Division, Department of Community Development
455 N. Rexford Drive
Beverly Hills, California 90210

Re: 250 North Crescent Drive Project
Shade and Shadow Study

Dear Ms. de Ia Torre:

At the Beverly Hills City Council Meeting of April 5, 2016, as part of the request for City
Council review of the proposed Density Bonus project located at 250 N. Crescent Drive (the
“Project”), the City Council decided to call up the Planning Commission’s decision for review
and requested to include, among other things, a shade and shadow study for the Project.

We also bring your attention to section 21099 of the California Environmental Quality
Act (Public Health & Safety Code, § 21000, et seq., hereinafter “CEQA”). In particular,
subdivision (d) of section 21099 provides that “aesthetic. . . impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not
be considered significant impacts on the environment.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 21099, subd.
(d)(1).) Pursuant to Appendix G of CEQA “aesthetic impacts” include shade and shadow
impacts caused by a project onto surrounding properties. In other words, a project which meets
the criteria of section 21099 cannot have a physical impact on the environment, under CEQA,
caused by shade and/or shadow. See attached copy of California Public Resources Code section
21099.

The Project meets the criteria of CEQA section 21099 and, accordingly, pursuant to State
law camot have an aesthetic impact under CEQA. First, the Project is a residential project,
consisting of 8 residential condominium units, and is located on an inifil site, defined by CEQA.1

An “infihl site” is defined under CEQA as a “development occur[ingj within city limits on a project site of no more
than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses”, with “no value as habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened
species” and that “can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.”
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Second, the Project is located within a “transit priority area”, defined by subsection (a) as “an
area within one-half mile of a major transit stop...” As the intersection of Wilshire Boulevard
and Beverly Drive meets the definition of a major transit stop because it is “served by two or
more major bus routes within a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the
morning and afternoon peak commute periods” and is less than 0.5 miles from the Project, the
Project qualifies as within a transit priority area and exempt from aesthetic impacts analysis.

Nonetheless, because the City Council was interested, we have prepared and enclosed
with this letter, a shade and shadow impact analysis for the Project as a courtesy. We also have
provided enhanced versions of the shade and shadow study pursuant to your recent request. As
indicated in the analysis, the Project will not have an impact on surrounding properties due to
shade and/or shadow.

I trust this additional information will allow you to complete your review of the Project.
Please feel free to contact me at (213) 629-5300 if you have any further questions. We look
forward to continue working with the City on this project.

Sincerely,

To d Elliott
of TRUMAN & ELLIOTT LLP

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Ryan Gohlich
Mr. Masa Alkire



PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE
SECTION 21099

21099. (a) For purposes of this section, the following terms mean
the following:

(1) “Employment center project” means a project located on
property zoned for commercial uses with a floor area ratio of no less
than 0.75 and that is located within a transit priority area.

(2) “Floor area ratio” means the ratio of gross building area of
the development, excluding structured parking areas, proposed for the
project divided by the net lot area.

(3) “Gross building area” means the sum of all finished areas of
all floors of a building included within the outside faces of its
exterior walls.

(4) “Infill site” means a lot located within an urban area that
has been previously developed, or on a vacant site where at least 75
percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins, or is separated only by
an improved public right-of-way from, parcels that are developed
with qualified urban uses.

(5) “Lot” means all parcels utilized by the project.
(6) “Net lot area” means the area of a lot, excluding publicly

dedicated land and private streets that meet local standards, and
other public use areas as determined by the local land use authority.

(7) “Transit priority area” means an area within one—half mile of
a major transit stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop
is scheduled to be completed within the planning horizon included in
a Transportation Improvement Program adopted pursuant to Section
450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal Regulations.

(b) (1) The Office of Planning and Research shall prepare,
develop, and transmit to the Secretary of the Natural Resources
Agency for certification and adoption proposed revisions to the
guidelines adopted pursuant to Section 21083 establishing criteria
for determining the significance of transportation impacts of
projects within transit priority areas. Those criteria shall promote
the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of
multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses. In
developing the criteria, the office shall recommend potential metrics
to measure transportation impacts that may include, but are not
limited to, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per
capita, automobile trip generation rates, or automobile trips
generated. The office may also establish criteria for models used to
analyze transportation impacts to ensure the models are accurate,
reliable, and consistent with the intent of this section.

(2) Upon certification of the guidelines by the Secretary of the
Natural Resources Agency pursuant to this section, automobile delay,
as described solely by level of service or similar measures of
vehicular capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a
significant impact on the environment pursuant to this division,
except in locations specifically identified in the guidelines, if
any.

(3) This subdivision does not relieve a public agency of the
requirement to analyze a project’s potentially significant
transportation impacts related to air quality, noise, safety, or any
other impact associated with transportation. The methodology
established by these guidelines shall not create a presumption that a
project will not result in significant impacts related to air



quality, noise, safety, or any other impact associated with
transportation. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the adequacy of
parking for a project shall not support a finding of significance
pursuant to this section.

(4) This subdivision does not preclude the application of local
general plan policies, zoning codes, conditions of approval,
thresholds, or any other planning requirements pursuant to the police
power or any other authority.

(5) On or before July 1, 2014, the Office of Planning and Research
shall circulate a draft revision prepared pursuant to paragraph (1).

fc) (1) The Office of Planning and Research may adopt guidelines
pursuant to Section 21083 establishing alternative metrics to the
metrics used for traffic levels of service for transportation impacts
outside transit priority areas. The alternative metrics may include
the retention of traffic levels of service, where appropriate and as
determined by the office.

(2) This subdivision shall not affect the standard of review that
would apply to the new guidelines adopted pursuant to this section.

(d) (1) Aesthetic and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a
transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on
the environment.

(2) (A) This subdivision does not affect, change, or modify the
authority of a lead agency to consider aesthetic impacts pursuant to
local design review ordinances or other discretionary powers provided
by other laws or policies.

(B) For the purposes of this subdivision, aesthetic impacts do not
include impacts on historical or cultural resources.

(e) This section does not affect the authority of a public agency
to establish or adopt thresholds of significance that are more
protective of the environment.



250 N. Crescent Drive
Shade and Shadow Analysis

Description of Proiect Site

The proposed project includes the development of one parcel located on the east side of North
Crescent Drive. The Project Site is a vacant and unused property with no structures. The
groundcover consists mostly of grass. The site is adjacent, on its north and south side, to three-
and four-story multi-family residential buildings. An approximately 20-foot wide alley is located
east of the project site. East of the alley are single family homes, including 1- and 2-story
garages with entrances from the alley. Figure la shows the land uses around the project site.
The project site does not possess high aesthetic value and is devoid of noteworthy visual
resources.

Methodology

This analysis was undertaken to determine whether the Project would create a new source of
shade or shadow which would adversely affect existing structures or uses in the area. This
analysis measures the existing visual resource against the proposed action, analyzing the nature
of the anticipated change. In determining shadow effects, several factors are considered:

• Affected land use (i.e., is it a light-sensitive use whereby sunlight is essential to its use);

• Duration (i.e., how many hours per day might a use be shadowed);

• Time of day (i.e., is use in shadow at a time of day when sunlight is most important);
• Season (i.e., what time of year might a particular use be in shadow);
• Extent (i.e., what percentage of a particular use may be in shadow);

• Nature of the shadows (i.e., is the shadow more solid or more dappled in nature);

• Pre-existing conditions (i.e., are there existing buildings, landscaping or other features
that currently shadow the use)

Generally, in order for a project to generate a shadow impact, which could potentially be
considered significant, it must increase shadows cast upon shadow-sensitive uses. Shadow-
sensitive uses include nurseries, outdoor-oriented retail or restaurant uses (e.g., outdoor eating
areas), existing solar collectors, or routinely useable outdoor spaces associated with
recreational, institutional, or residential land uses. These uses are considered sensitive because
sunlight is important to their function, physical comfort, and/or commerce.

Shadow impacts may be considered potentially significant if shadow-sensitive uses would be
shaded by project-related structures for more than three hours between the hours of 9:00 AM
and 3:00 PM Pacific Standard Time between late October and early April (including Winter
Solstice), or for more than four hours between the hours of 9:00 AM and 5:00 PM Pacific
Standard Time between early April and late October (including Summer Solstice).



Project Impact

Because the proposed structure is four stories in height, it may cast shadows in the immediate
area surrounding the buildings. Figure lb shows land uses adjacent the project site, including
tall trees and landscaping east of the project site. The only potentially shadow-sensitive uses
surrounding the project site are the residential uses north and south of the project site and the
single family houses east of the alley on the east side of the project side. In general, shadows
cast by buildings are shortest on the Summer Solstice (June 21) and longest on the Winter
Solstice (December 21). A shadow analysis was performed to determine how the proposed
project would affect nearby residences (shown in figures 2a and 2b). Although the proposed
height of four stories may result in a new source of shade and shadow, no sensitive uses would
be affected.

As shown on the bottom of Figure 2a, during summer mornings, shadows would fall to the
west, and would fall on the sidewalk and east side of Crescent Drive, west of the project site.
The street and sidewalk is not considered a shadow sensitive use. As the day progresses,
shadows would move eastward. Noon shadows would be cast north of the project building but
would not cast shadows onto the adjacent building north of the project site. Summer evening
shadows would project onto the alley east of the project site. However, this alley is not
considered a shadow sensitive use. In addition, existing trees and landscaping on neighboring
properties to the east of the Project site currently shade the single family residences east of the
Project site during afternoon hours. See Figure ic showing the shadow effect of existing trees
and landscaping on single family homes east of the project site. Therefore, the Project would
not cause an impact due to shade and shadow during the summer hours.

As shown on the top of Figure 2a, during the winter mornings, shadows would project north of
the project site. A four-story condominium building is located north of the project site.
Shadows would fall on the southern wall of the apartment building north of the Project site.
South facing windows on the four-story apartment building would be shaded but these are not
considered shadow-sensitive outdoor spaces. Further, the two covered verandas on the south
side of the existing four-story condominium building would already be in shade because they
are covered verandas, a pre-existing condition not caused by the Project. As the day
progresses, shadows would move in a northeasterly direction. By 12:00 PM, the north
residential building is in shade, but caused by its own design and not the Project site. The
Project would not cause any new shade or shadows on the covered verandas to the north. In
the late afternoon and evening, winter shadows would project onto the alley east of the project
site and potentially into the rear yard of a single family residential property located east of the
project site. In the rear of the residential site closest to the proposed project are parking areas
and a parking garage. The alley is not considered a shadow sensitive use and the parking areas
and parking garage are not considered shadow-sensitive. No routinely useable outdoor space
associated with residential uses would be affected by shadows for more than three continuous
hours. In addition, existing and landscaping trees on neighboring properties to the east of the
Project site currently shade these areas during afternoon hours. See Figure ic showing the
shadow effect of existing trees and landscaping on single family homes east of the project site.



The only site potentially affected by shadows caused by the project is the property at 254 N.
Rexford (immediately east of the Project site). However, existing trees and landscaping of at
least 20 feet in height at the rear of the property cast an approximately 67-foot shadow east
during the Winter Solstice at the 3:00 p.m. hour, covering the rear yard of the property.’ Of the
151 foot lot depth of 254 N. Rexford, more than 90 feet are utilized by the front yard and main
home on the property, leaving less than 60 feet at the rear of the property, which is less than
the reach of shadows at the 3:00 p.m. hour given existing trees at the site. Therefore, the
Project would not cause an impact due to shade and shadow during the winter hours and the
Project would have a less than significant impact from shade and shadow.

Figure 2b illustrates an enhanced depiction of the shade and shadow study during Winter
Solstice, including a set of images depicting the existing context of the project site without the
project. The top row of images shows the project future conditions, while the center row of
images shows the existing pre-project conditions. The top row is a repetition of the December
22 images on Figure 2A, but “enhanced” as requested by Planning Staff to confirm conditions at
Winter Solstice in combination with existing conditions produce no shadow impact. As
confirmed by the study, the Project would not cause an impact due to shade and shadow
during the winter season and the Project would have a less than significant impact from shade
and shadow.

1 The length of a shadow is equal to the height of a tree divided by the tangent angle of the
sun at a given hour during the Winter Solstice. The tangent angle at 3:00 p.m. for this
geographic location is approximately 0.2992. Calculation: 20 + 0.2992 = 66.84.
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EDWARD S. LEVIN
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LEED Accredited Pm1ssional

J’rJntipal
Lcvjn-Mcirris Arct itects Lw

Vcst Hollywood, California

SELECtfD Full restonsibility for all aspects of design, production, technical specificalions, prqjL’ct

PROJiCTS trlarlagerneilt and overall firm management. Buildings and prqjects includt’

923 931 Pa/rn ,f,i’gjuc: 45-unit c’iiloi housing p1 nject, in West Ilollywood. fin approvals)

8017— 8031 Ptror0 A i’ctaue 34—unit condotnittiutri nqj(, lit ‘vVcst IloHywnod. (in

construction completion anticipated 1,)ectniher 2f)1?)

250iV &rvcvnt Drire 8—unit condominium 1rccct, in Beverly Hills. (in approvals)

85.7 144’it Knoll: 6-unit townhouse condominium project, in ‘sVest Hollywood. (development

entitlement tereived)

9265 92611 .f]tutrm Wtty : S—story, 23—unit residential wiudonulniute project, with on—site

affordable units, in Beverly Hilit. (in consttuctioti; completion anticipated December 2016)

1312 N Hayworth: 4-story, 16-unit retideEial condominium, with on-site affordable units. in

West Hollywood. (in construction: completion aitticipated October 2016)

11715— 11731 11< Bdllagio Road: 3-story, 23-unit resIdential conclomiutium ptject, in Las

Angeles. (compktcd December 2014)

1232— 123tiN Kingu Road: 4-story, 25-tinit residential rental prqject; hIgh-achieving green

buiLding, with on-site affotdabte units, in West Hollywood. (completed October 2013)

L, Th,rau’ 117N Doheny Drivc: S-story 20 unit luxury coisdotninium project, with 55,000

square ftatl of residential units, In Beverly hills, (cornpleledjartttarv 2011)

CectvnlcRest,jurant: 15,000 square feet high-end restaurant (for Soho House, London), in West

Hollywood. twnspletcd April 2009)

GafktyLthr; I-story, 100-unit loft condominium project, with 1/4,000 square feet ol loft units,

in Los Angeles. (completed August 2011)

Sunset Tosvev hotel ,4fteratfurz : renovations & ultetatiurts to entry, lobby, bar & rCStUurSflt, and

hotel mores itt the Sunset Tower Hotel, litd on National 3 fistoric Register, in West Hollywood.

(lobby! bar Ircttaurant completed 2005; rooms completed 2011)

Rmev Meyer il1c’crion: rcrtiovation of 2-story 1928 parking garage for classic car collection display,

in Beverly lulls. (corrlpleled November 2012)

215 South La Ctcnta &uievartf: 3-story commercial renovation project, with new facade and

entry, in Beverly HIlls. (completed in modified hem july 2013)

300 South Raymond: 2-story commercial reriovatioit project, with 15000 square feel of retail and

professional office space, In Pasadena. (completed Septeinbet 2010)

1653 Robertson &ultvacd: award-winning remodel oil-story retail building In ileveily Hi1l.

(completed 2003)

Ahmaoson-Lovviacc Brain Jnsafln,. C’enter: 14,000 square-foot, 2-story research building tot

functional biain imaging tesesarcit, including MRI and PET facilities, at UCLA. (completed 1998)

Acherman Union Student $Ioret Interior (lesigir, including Ilxtuies. for 63,030 square-foot campus

store lop’ UCLA. (completed 1006)

Live. Mo., Ascen ..-i .r- ns N H Avc,e., Wee He ea’nne. CA t33) th 31)34



l?rHtn]?raearch Jtzcuiute !,eveiA &13A]tr’rationc 24.5t)0 square—foot research lat)DIa tory

ret ovation o i 2 fi )f thC JC IA Cnn i at for I 1rrl ti I Sciences (c’oh71J) later 39911)

WiJllarnAn,Irews iarkA:,zoriaiLibriryA’ejtd,’r & Lpgratier ltisloxic. poiceivation, and life

sarety / accessibility ipgiadcs to e historic ]927 library building for UCLA. (cornplctt’d 1995)

301 A,üunjj 32,000 square-foot, 4 story i etail & office buflcling flu the Third Street Prrnnonatltr

in Santa Monica. (completed 1992)

Abate ,Hil1 Readfn,g Roam $ reading room / faculty euritnar room for tire UCLA Graduate School

of Education, in liltou ir 1930 canipuc building. (completed 1993)

J’WA otdwlltthorAtcallc.paii’s & L8rack’s: hitioric preservation ssork and acraislhility

upgraclta to a 1918, JulIa Nforgart-ciesigneci YWCA building In San Pedro. (completed 1993)

VginJa Avenue Park lvpancIon improvensents do a city park for the Cit.y of $a tin Monica,

couipIeted 1992)

The 1_iJ.B. : 12,000 square—foot, two-building industrial to reait conversitnl in Costa Mesa,

irududinug Urban t)utfitter.s .tcnti, (completed 3991)

tlrbcan Outfiutvv : ]2,50t) squai’e—foou. jetail luolect in Itistork building In Old Town Pasadena

(completed 1995); 15,01)0 squarr-thor seismic renovation and retail project on rho Third Street

Proum’nado in Santa Monica. (completed 1992)

Antiu-ojxiioj,oc: 20,000 square-foot retail project in Santa Monica. (completed 1996)

Land-use p1annint, consulting, and lorcusic services for CalTi ans, lite City of Santa Monica,

Deloitte & Touche. and otlicr public antI private entitle_c,

PUDUSli[D Sarah Fcrrc]l. “Sunsrt Revival: The Old Hollywood Made New’

WOBI The New Thr-k flrnc’.c Style Magazine tNovexruborr 20, 2005); article on Suruet ‘I’owea Hotel

Thomas S. Hirue 9350 Cvir cer#er Drive (llullding Types Study 810)

Ai’thitecturai Rtsor’d19t):6 (june 20(12); article on 9350 Civic Center Drive

“Malong the Crada at UCLA” VfswiI Merchandising and Store Drotrs 128:8 (August 1997);

article our UCI A Ackerrsnai I Union Student Stoic

Michael Fickes, “t]ihan Oulfitteta: Image with an Attitude” Retail Stare Image 4:7 (October 1993);

article on Urban Ointt’Itters, Sante Monica

Tod Williams arid Ricerdo Scolidin, edc., tl4indr YRoarnd’uji;iture (New York: Rii,zoli, 1981);

exhibition catalogue arid essay by ].P. l3onta on Wir,tfow/Roa,n/J4irnitore

Paul Coidliciger. “Design Notebook’ The JVmH’ York Timer (December 10, 1931):

review of WindowfR’iam Euroftur exhibition

Susan Doubitet. “The Classical Transformed” Progrrsnlve Architecture (October 1981);

article including Kirkwood Residence

Douglas Davis, Back to the Classics” Nwetvtr’k fSc’ptember 7, 1981);

evittw cit S viking a Netr’ Chnth’,um: An rican A ichftednxn’ Now cxl jib ition

Ada louise I luxtabte. “Futurism’s Diroctioui loUsy? Full Speed Backward” The Nero’ York Times

(JunI’ 14, 1981); a Nei’ C’ia.oicirm; American AtdüfcaureiV,mu’exhiblricsra

Helen Searing. “Speaking a New Classicism: Anvirican Architecture Now”

a Nero’ Oassicinm.’ Ainerkan Architectorc Now

(Northampton. Mass.: Smith College Museum of Art, 1981); exhibition catalogue

Ellen K. Morris. “Architecture: News 1mm the Academics’ At-i’ in Amen Joe (No’s’enibcr 1980);

review of ,4rt’hitertujv.’ Priictkr & J4dagrngy exhibitioui

Paul Coldberger. “Architecture: Past Glory arud tIre Future” The 1Vc14’ York 7mns Quly 3, 1980);

rcvicw of Arc/i itedg,n’; j’rn,ctice & J’’daqagj” exhibition

Ellen K. Men Us, “Architecture Without Messialts” SAThic (December 1979);
review of Thuzg Faculty Arch] (en-trite cxhibitioot

Lv,N-Map,’iC A,r,,,itnis NC n305 N oeor A’nxc’L, ‘C’t’.r Honnewen,’ CA 9.0r45 l3s3) G56 3034
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PVBLICAIIONS “louis 1. Kahn - A Poscsciipt”
AUThORED J’ortpecta 2& The Yak Atrhlreetural]ournal (New York: Rix7nli, 1997)

Jypelogy in Design Education”
Thrne issue of the Jour,wlafArrh;tccture fduiatiii 35:2 f1962):
co-ediloc of issue, with Ellen K. Morris, and co-author, with Ellen K. Morris, of

Introduction, “On the IJiscipilne of Architecture

“In Searcls of lost Time’
Journal ofAirldtectue .Educt’ion 35:2 (]982)

Exitur’s personal stateluefit, in “Aichitecti - Vitae — Verba”
ikien Searing, ed. Seaking a New Glaxckisrn: Ainnscwi Ani.’itrcture Now
(Northampton, Mas...: Smith College Museum of Art, 1981)

“Architecture Beyond the ScntencC”

John Meunier, ed., Language hi Architecture: Freeredingi of the 68th A CSA Annual Meeting
(Washington, D.C.: Association of Collegiate Schoots ot ATchiteciIlrO, 1981)

EXHIBIT1D 1961 83 group exhibition: “Window/Room/Fwrilturc’
WORK fla’ Cooper tin ion Gallery. The Cooper thifon

New York, New York
(exhibition subsequently traveled to Axis Gallery. Tokyo, Japan & Osaka, Japan)

1981-83 group exhibition: “Speaking a New Classic:ism: An,ericari Architecture Now”

Smith College Muceum olArt
Northampton. Massachusetts
(exhibition traveled to Clark Art Institute, Wlfliamstown, Massachusetts: Portland Art

Museum, Portland, Oregon: Parish Gallery, Rice University, Houston, Texas:

Washington University Gallery of Art, St. Louis, Missourt: Tulane University School

of Architecture, New Orleans, Louisiana; and the National Museum of Ainerkan Art,

\Nashi ngton, D.C.) work rcqutsted h.,r inclusion, in the penzzanezJt rolleeflnti of the

Nadonalliulldingliu.reum, Wtsrhlrtgton, D.C

1980 group exhibition: “Architecture: Practice & Pedagogy”
A/ationai A cadernv of Design
New York, New York

1979 group exhibition: Architecturc: Practice & Pedagof”
Suzanne Leniherg Usd7n GaJky. &nnhllgeoii college

Bennington, Vermont

1979 group exhibition “Young faculty Architecture”
Joe and Emi,v Lowe Art Gallery, S)’racu.w Univerriry
Syracuse, New York

1977 ilewk’tt Gallery, Catsiegie-.M”lJon thilvesxi’y
Pittsburgh. Pennsylvania

COMHUNITI 2005 C’omwissiox,ei

SERVICE Historic Preservation Commission. City of West Hollywood

(current Vice-Chair: Chair, 2010—2011)

2000- 06 Garnmiscionep
Architectural Commission, City of Beverly Hills
(Chair, 2002 -03 / 2003—04)

Eh8ERHIPS A1inbe,; Las Angeles Conservancy
M’intxe We.i Hollywood Cliansher ol Commerce

tn’i.-Mo.-R,s ac..rrcic .c no N. HA AvCN., Wcs HoLLrcoo, CA 9oo4C (323) 66 3034



tOll 4

LECIUKES I 2001 Papcsr Delivered “A lOC)k by the Window
CRITICISM Society of ArchLlrictural Iiisturiims Annual Meeting

Providence, Rhode Island

1980 lectiuc: ‘Architecture Beyond the Sentence”
Association of Collegiate Schoots ofArchiteci Ire 68th Annual Meriting

San Antonio 1exa

AWDS / 1983 Jntllviriual Prrfrd h’itowsblp

FEOWSHPl Nation.rI Endowment for the Arts
Washington flC.

1974 GradL,at Feilou’xbjo
Graduate School of Dcsigrt, Harvard University
Cambridge, Massachuset Is

1974 Otto A’. bgcrr Memorial P,ize

Department of Architecture, Comelt University
]thaca, New York

ACADE1IIC 1996 97 V!sithigLectun’r
POSITIONS University of Southern California

3rd-year and 2nd-year design studios

1982--$4 AnnPcuiry
Southern California Institute of Architecture
graduate-level seminars in architectural üicoiy

1979—81 Asxistant Professor ofArthitcciure

Syracuse University
undergraduate design studios & seminars In architectural theory

1975—79 Ascistant Prvfcssor ofArclzitcdure (1rstnictot; 1975- 76)
Carnegie-Mellon University
undergiaduate & graduate design studios;
graduate & upper-level undergraduate seminars in architectural theory:

Chairman, Visiting Critics & Lecturers CommIttee, 1976—79;
Director, Pre-Collogo Summer Session. 1977

1974 75 ThacbingJ’flow

Graduate School of Design, Harvard University

graduate-level design graphics course
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University of Southern California
University of Callfoi ha, Lr Angeles
Columbia University
Cornell University
University of Virginia
Syracuse University
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