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ABSTRACT:  The project proposes the disposal (sale) of the Cal Sorrento Property located within Sorrento Valley in San Diego, 
California.  The property has been vacant since 2010 and is being maintained as-is. All five buildings on Industrial Court 
comprise a small historic district known as the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park (SVIP) Historic District, which includes the 
individually eligible Sorrento Tower Complex.  All historic properties within the SVIP Historic District, including all five buildings, 
the courtyard, and façade landscaping are contributing elements to the SVIP Historic District.  After researching the potential to 
market the buildings with historic preservation covenants for rehabilitation and adaptive use, Caltrans has determined that it is 
neither prudent nor feasible to sell the property with historic preservation covenants for the buildings.  The SVIP Historic District 
and Sorrento Tower Complex represent two historical resources that are eligible for inclusion in the California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR) and National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Project alternatives that have been considered 
for the proposed project include the sale of the property as a whole parcel or divided into smaller parcels, as follows: 1) sell the 
property as-is, without historic preservation covenants, and without changes to the buildings; 2) sell property with all structures 
demolished (without the buildings); and 3) taking no action.  Caltrans has concluded, pursuant to PRC§ 5024.5 and PRC § 
5024(f), that both build alternatives even with the proposed mitigation, would constitute an adverse effect, and  pursuant to 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines § 15064.5(b)(3)(c), both build alternatives would result in a substantial 
adverse change and significant unavoidable impact due to the reasonably foreseeable potential for alterations or demolition of 
the property’s character defining features such that the significance of the historical resources would be impaired.  Impacts 
associated with any future development would be subject to environmental review in accordance with CEQA. 

The project consists of two build alternatives that ultimately dispose of State property.  Under Alternative 1, Caltrans would 
transfer all five historic properties out of State ownership in “as-is” condition and without historic preservation covenants.  Under 
Alternative 2, Caltrans would sell the property without the five historic properties by demolishing the buildings prior to transfer 
out of State ownership.
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Chapter 1.0 Proposed Project 
 
1.1 Project Location 
 
The project is located on Industrial Court and Sorrento Valley Road, which is within Sorrento Valley in the 
City of San Diego, California.  The project site occupies approximately 6.65 acres (289,674 square feet) 
within a built-out commercial and industrial-zoned area of Sorrento Valley, which is defined by Carmel 
Mountain Road (north), the I-5 freeway (east), Sorrento Valley Road and San Diego Northern Railway 
(west), and the I-5/805 Merge (south).  Before being acquired by the State, there were seven properties 
with buildings having separate addresses and individual assessor parcel numbers.  Once acquired by the 
State, the individual parcels were combined into one State-owned property.  The entire property is 
currently vacant. 
 
The project site and surrounding area contain a high density of office buildings and warehouses dating 
back to the 1960s, with paved driveways and parking area filling in much of the space between the 
buildings.  There is no building located at 11777 Sorrento Valley Road, because it was demolished on 
February 15, 2013.   
 
This EIR focuses on the following addresses of the five buildings within the Cal Sorrento Property in 
San Diego, CA 92121: 

 11803 Sorrento Valley Road;  
 3330 Industrial Court;  
 3336-3346 Industrial Court;  
 3337 Industrial Court;   
 3347 Industrial Court; and 
 11777 Sorrento Valley Road (demolished site). 

 
See Figure 1-1: Project Vicinity Map, Figure 1-2: Project Location Map, and Figure 1-3: The Cal 
Sorrento Property.  Figure 1-3 identifies the addresses within the property, including the Sorrento Tower 
Complex and Sorrento Tower, the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park (SVIP) Historic District, and the 
Plantable Geosynthetic Reinforced (PGR) retaining wall. 
 
1.2 Purpose and Need 
 
The project proposes the disposal (sale) of the Cal Sorrento Property.  The purpose of the project is to 
dispose of excess State-owned property that is not being occupied or utilized.  A few buildings had 
tenants when Caltrans acquired the property in 2010; however, the property has been vacant since 
2012.  The total cost associated with maintaining the property has been in excess of approximately 
$160,000.  The need for the project is to save the State money and resources that are otherwise devoted 
to maintaining a vacant and unproductive facility. 
 
The objectives of the project are to: 

 Reduce Caltrans’ inventory of properties that serve no transportation purpose. 
 Eliminate the nonessential expenditure of State funds and resources for properties with high 

maintenance costs. 
 
Caltrans is assessing the release of the Cal Sorrento Property (all seven addresses) from Caltrans’ 
property inventory, following standard procedures for the sale of excess-land, because the property is not 
and cannot be used for transportation purposes.  After Caltrans purchased the Cal Sorrento Property, the 
agency incurred large expenses to maintain it, including construction of a drainage system to reduce 
flooding from the high water table.  Additionally, since the property has been vacant, there have been a 
number of concerns, including break-ins, vandalism, and evidence that homeless people are living in the 
buildings.  These events have necessitated extra patrolling of the area by law enforcement.  
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As a matter of policy, Caltrans disposes of excess parcels or properties if they are no longer needed for 
future transportation purposes or if they are not suitable for use in restoring, preserving, or improving the 
scenic beauty next to the highway.  Streets and Highways Code Section 118 permits Caltrans to sell, 
contract to sell, sell by trust deed, or exchange real properties or interests in properties, in the manner 
and upon terms, standards, and conditions established by the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC) when Caltrans determines that any real property or interest acquired by Caltrans for transportation 
purposes is no longer necessary for those purposes.  Once these properties have been identified, they 
can be disposed of through public sale.  State agencies are required to dispose of excess property at fair 
market value unless directed otherwise by legislation.  Excess land disposal activities are considered 
projects under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), but are categorically exempt.  However, 
when a project may cause substantial adverse change to the significance of a historical resource, such 
as this project, further environmental study and documentation is required.   
 
Because future use of the property after its sale would be speculative, and because any future change to 
the property would require additional permitting, this EIR is focused upon the potential sale of the 
property and does not speculate as to its future use. 
 
1.3 Background and Additional Property Information 
 
Purchase of the Property 
  
On June 24, 2010, Caltrans acquired seven parcels with buildings, which have been combined to form 
the Cal Sorrento Property.  The building located at 11777 Sorrento Valley Road was demolished on 
February 15, 2013.  A CEQA Categorical Exemption was completed on June 13, 2012 for the demolition. 
 
Deterioration and Maintenance of Buildings at the Site 
 
Currently, the buildings on the Cal Sorrento Property are sitting vacant, with boarded up doors and 
windows, and chain link security fencing.  The interior of the buildings are in very poor condition, and the 
wood is heavily infested with dry rot and termite damage.  Due to vandalism, there is missing plumbing, 
heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC), ceiling tiles, and electrical including lighting and copper 
wiring.  The continual break-ins and vandalism of these buildings has required ongoing property 
maintenance to repair the damage to the interior and exterior.   
 
The baseline conditions of the buildings on the Cal Sorrento Property were identified in Caltrans’ 
Property Management’s Cal Sorrento August 31, 2010: Baseline Property Conditions that includes the 
initial field inspection of the seven addresses within the Cal Sorrento Property.  Deterioration to the 
building’s exterior was noted as deteriorated roofing and overhangs, and deferred landscape 
maintenance.  Various building materials are falling and hanging off of the buildings, including roof 
material, pipes, boards, blocks, and fixtures.  The concrete stairs leading to various floors of the three-
story Sorrento Tower Complex building are showing significant cracking, as do some balconies may be 
unsafe.  There is concern over the Sorrento Tower Complex’s ability to withstand seismic events due to 
the additional lateral loads from earthquakes that would be distributed throughout the multi-story 
structure.  The ceilings and roofs of the buildings on the Cal Sorrento Property are leaking and failing.  
The balconies’ interior ceiling tiles are falling to the floor, then wick water from underlying cement slabs 
and grow mildew.   
 
Caltrans began work in 2010 to repair and upgrade the Cal Sorrento Property, which included 
maintenance and repair of leaky roofs, air conditioning units, and landscaping.  During a site visit 
following a break-in in March 2014, interior walls showed signs of mold growth, and Caltrans personnel 
noticed high levels of humidity and the smell of mold and mildew.  Much of the deterioration to the 
buildings on the Cal Sorrento Property since Caltrans acquired the property in 2010 has been due to the 
multiple break-ins to the vacant buildings.  Caltrans Property Management, along with the California 
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Highway Patrol, has been patrolling the cul-de-sac of Industrial Court and, and when feasible, parking in 
this cul-de-sac at night to write their daily police reports while keeping an eye out for trespassers and 
intruders. However, it is not feasible to have 24-hour surveillance of the Cal Sorrento Property. 
 
Frequently, many transients illegally access the property for shelter to take materials from the buildings, 
and have left graffiti on the buildings.  Defacement of the exteriors and interiors of the property include 
stripping out copper wiring from walls, pulling copper pipes out, ripping open entry doors, and spreading 
human waste throughout the bathrooms.  These actions, along with the property’s vacancy, have altered 
the appearance of the Cal Sorrento Property and it is considered to be a blight on the surrounding 
community by neighbors and the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board.   
 
High Groundwater 
 
The property has historically been affected by a high groundwater table due to its location within the Los 
Peñasquitos Canyon watershed, just upstream from the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon.  In the last century, 
Sorrento Valley has been flooded on several occasions, with one of the worst floods occurring in 1938.  
At that time, only ranches and farms existed in Sorrento Valley, and structures were generally above 
flood level.  In the mid to late 1960s, extensive development took place in this section of the valley, 
forming what is known as Sorrento Valley Industrial Park (SVIP) (HRER 2011).  Flooding periodically 
occurs in the valley because the flood control channel is insufficient to handle large volumes of water.  
The lack of sufficient water drainage in the area continues to affect the Cal Sorrento Property.  Currently, 
the high water table is a continuous source of water infiltration of the property, causing pooling of water in 
many of the parking areas.  When the water is high, there is often standing water in the gutters, 
promoting algae growth and causing a swamp-like appearance to the sidewalk and vegetated areas.  
Water is continually draining from the property and down the street to the local storm drains.  Water 
seeps out of the utility access holes in the sidewalks, and Sorrento Valley Road is full of potholes and 
patches where the water has caused deterioration of the road.  Annually, the intersection of Sorrento 
Valley Road and Carmel Mountain Road is frequently flooded and traffic must be rerouted to avoid the 
pooling water.   
 
Since purchasing the Cal Sorrento Property, Caltrans has installed a passive drainage system during the 
fall of 2015.   
 
1.4 Why an Environmental Impact Report? 
 
Determining whether a project may have a significant effect plays a critical role in the CEQA process.  
CEQA Section 15064(f)(1) provides guidance for determining potential significant effects caused by a 
project. If a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on 
the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) even though it 
may also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant effect.  
There are two historical resources that are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) within the Cal Sorrento Property that 
are identified on Figure 1-3 and discussed in Section 3.3 of this EIR.  
 
Caltrans previously evaluated the Caltrans-owned Cal Sorrento Property on Industrial Court, a  
cul-de-sac, and Sorrento Valley Road in November 2011 in accordance with PRC §5024(a) and (b), and 
determined that there are two historical resources that are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP:  The State 
Historic Preservation Officer concurred with this finding in a letter to Caltrans dated May 21, 2012. 
 

1) The Sorrento Valley Industrial Park (SVIP) Historic District, consisting of five 
[historic] properties that face onto Industrial Court, a cul-de-sac and eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion C and Criteria Consideration (g) at the 
local level of significance as  good example of an industrial park that was 



Chapter 1 – Proposed Project 
 

October 2016 Disposal of the Cal Sorrento Property 
 Page 1-4 

intentionally designed as a Modernist campus.  Its period of significance is 1965-
1967.  All five [historic] properties, the courtyard, and façade landscaping are 
contributing elements.  The district also meets California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR) Criterion 3 and is a historical resource for purposes of 
CEQA.  

 
2) Sorrento Tower Complex located at 3336-3346 Industrial Court, which also is a 

contributing property to the historic district.  The complex is eligible at the local 
level of significance under NRHP Criterion C and Criteria Consideration (g) and 
as a historical resource under CEQA under California Register Criterion 3 and 
Special Consideration (d)(2) because it is a very good example of Wrightian 
Modern architecture identified in the City of San Diego’s “Modernism Historic 
Context Statement,” and as a good example of Loch Crane’s commercial 
designs.  The period of significance is 1965, the boundaries [of the SVIP Historic 
District] are the parcel boundaries, and contributing features are Buildings A-E, 
the courtyard and landscaping [See Items 3 and 4 from Figure 1-3]. 

 
This EIR has been prepared following CEQA requirements, and complies with all other substantive 
environmental laws where they are relevant to the proposed project, as the environmental studies have 
been conducted following Caltrans standards, policies, and procedures for environmental compliance.  
While the potential impacts to environmental resources have been considered, this document focuses on 
one particular topic, as historical resources do exist on the project site and could potentially be affected 
by the proposed action.  Caltrans has concluded, pursuant to PRC Section 5024.5, that the sale of the 
property without historic preservation covenants and sale of the property with demolition would both 
constitute an adverse effect. 



Chapter 1 – Proposed Project 
 

October 2016 Disposal of the Cal Sorrento Property 
 Page 1-5 

1.5 Project Maps 
  

Figure 1-1: Project Vicinity Map 
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Figure 1-2: Project Location Map 
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Figure 1-3: The Cal Sorrento Property 
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Chapter 2.0 Project Description/Preferred Alternative 

The project proposes to sell the Cal Sorrento Property, with possible options to 1) sell the property as-is 
without historic preservation covenants, and without changes to the buildings, or 2) sell property with all 
structures demolished (without the buildings).  These build alternatives are identified below.  The Cal 
Sorrento Property is a State-owned property that occupies approximately 6.65 acres in an industrial park 
containing buildings.  Before the State acquired this property, there were seven properties on site with 
buildings having separate addresses and individual assessor parcel numbers.  Once acquired by the 
State, the individual parcels were combined into one State-owned property.  The property is currently 
vacant. 

2.1 Build Alternatives 

The project alternatives that have been considered for the proposed project include the sale of the 
property as a whole parcel or divided into smaller parcels, as follows: 

 Alternative 1 – Sell property as-is, without historic preservation covenants, and without changes
to the buildings.

 Alternative 2 – Sell property with all structures demolished (without the buildings).

Preferred Alternative 

Caltrans has determined that either build alternative would result in a similar outcome where the 
preservation of the historic resources is not likely due to the lack of preservation covenants.  Both build 
alternatives allow for the sale of the property, which meets the need for the project to save the State 
money and resources that are otherwise devoted to maintaining a vacant and unproductive facility.  The 
Caltrans Project Development Team (PDT) met on July 12, 2016, and determined that the sale of the 
property was preferred.  The expedient sale of the property would help Caltrans meet its objective to 
reduce Caltrans’ inventory of properties that serve no transportation purpose, and eliminate the 
nonessential expenditure of State funds and resources for properties with high maintenance costs.   

Alternative 1 is selected as the Preferred Alternative, because no additional funds are required to remove 
the property from State inventory.  Alternative 2 requires additional funds for the demolition of the 
buildings on the property.  Because there are no historic preservation covenants, changes to the historic 
resources are likely.  Therefore, both Alternative 1 and Alternate 2 have similar impacts and the same 
mitigation. 

No Action Alternative 

No action is taken.  Caltrans would continue to own the property, and therefore would not meet agency 
requirements to reduce the State-owned inventory of property that is unnecessary for transportation 
purposes.  The property would continue to be vacant due to the dilapidated condition of the property, and 
deterioration of the buildings would continue.  High maintenance costs would continue to be incurred by 
the State, and the State would potentially be at risk for payment of substantial future construction costs 
for further improvements to the property.  In addition, the current treatment of water is on a five year 
permit from the City of San Diego.  As of April 2016, the total cost associated with maintaining the 
property has been in excess of approximately $160,000 since its acquisition in 2010 according to 
Caltrans Property Management staff. 
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2.2 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Discussion 
 
Several alternatives have been considered to sell the property with different combinations of features to 
either fix-up the property, and/or move or demolish the buildings.  The project alternatives that have been 
considered but eliminated from further discussion include: 
 
Passively drain water.  Passive drainage relies on gravity to move the water.  This alternative would 
passively drain the water off of the property through a system of perforated pipes that would collect and 
distribute the water to areas with less water.  The perforated pipe would both collect and filter water 
along the pipe system.  This alternative was eliminated because a feasible, passive drainage system was 
identified that became a separate project (Cal Sorrento Property Passive Drainage CEQA Categorical 
Exemption [CE] signed and approved on September 3, 2014).  Construction of the passive drainage 
system occurred during the fall of 2015. 
 
Passively drain water and demolish buildings.  Passive drainage was considered as previously described 
above.  Demolishing the buildings would include bringing in heavy equipment to destroy the buildings 
and remove all of the associated debris, including landscaping hardscape and trash.  This alternative 
was eliminated because a feasible, passive drainage system was identified that became a separate 
project (Cal Sorrento Property Passive Drainage CEQA CE signed and approved on September 3, 
2014), and because demolishing the buildings is considered to be an adverse effect to historical 
resources, as described above in Section 1.4 of this EIR. 
 
Actively drain water.  Active drainage involves continuous or intermittent action to move the water.  This 
alternative would actively drain the water with pumps to move water off of the property after filtering the 
water.  An active drain water system would cost more than passively draining the water.  Caltrans is not 
moving forward with evaluating this alternative based on the approval of the Cal Sorrento Property 
Passive Drainage CE project (to meet requirement to passively drain water), and the excessive cost to 
actively drain the water as determined in the July, 2013 Project Development Team (PDT) Meeting.   
 
Actively drain water and demolish buildings.  Active drainage and demolition would be performed as 
previously described above.  Caltrans is not moving forward with evaluating this alternative based on 
approval of the Cal Sorrento Property Passive Drainage CE project (to meet requirement to passively 
drain water), and the excessive cost to actively drain the water at the project site, as determined in the 
July, 2013 PDT Meeting.  Actively draining the water using pumping methods costs more than passively 
draining the water. 
 
Re-grade project site to improve drainage problems, and demolish buildings.  Regrading the project site 
would consist of bringing truckloads of topsoil to the property.  The topsoil would be leveled to raise the 
existing grade as desired.  Demolition of the buildings must occur to provide access to change the grade.  
Demolition was rejected as previously described above.  This alternative has been eliminated because 
the water table is too high, as determined in the July, 2013 PDT Meeting.  Based on the TYLin report, it 
was determined that vertically lifting the structures in place would allow for a new foundation to be built at 
a higher elevation to avoid the groundwater issues, and the structures would be set back down on new 
foundations.  After consulting with a contractor who specializes in moving structures, it was determined 
that this scenario is feasible, however, based on the poor soil conditions due to high groundwater, it is 
not ideal.   
 
Sell property as-is with historic preservation covenants.  A historic preservation covenant is where the 
property is sold with legally binding requirements that would include stipulations to protect the cultural 
resources.  After researching the potential to market the Cal Sorrento Property with historic preservation 
covenants for rehabilitation and reuse, Caltrans determined that it is neither prudent nor feasible to sell 
the Cal Sorrento Property with historic preservation covenants.  In 2016, structural engineers estimated 
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the cost to rehabilitate the buildings and bring them up to decent, safe, and sanitary conditions, all in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties would 
cost about $1,450 per square foot (TYLin 2014).  This cost is considered to be exceedingly high when 
compared to the estimated purchase price of equivalent office space at $250 per square foot, or 
industrial space at $130 per square feet, respectively, for property in for-sale condition.  The total costs 
would include the vertical lifting of the structures to be placed on new foundations to be elevated above 
the high water table.  This would be the only guaranteed approach to remediate the water table issue to 
protect the buildings in place as a historic district.  In addition, the high cost reflects the encapsulation of 
hazardous materials, and estimates for the cost of improvements needed to comply with the American 
with Disabilities Act (ADA).  The high price of this alternative renders it financially infeasible, and was 
removed as an option on April 24, 2015.  In May of 2015, Caltrans’ cultural resources staff also identified 
that there would be substantial additional costs required by any potential buyers of the Cal Sorrento 
Property to fulfill the requirements needed to save the numerous exterior, character-defining features of 
the buildings in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior Standards (see Section 3.3.3).  Caltrans 
determined this would limit the list of potential buyers, as it would be too cost-prohibitive to pay for the 
required repairs and maintenance.  The cost to save and restore the interior and exterior defining 
character features of the historic properties would far exceed their property value.   
 
Based on the Cal-Sorrento Historic District Preservation Evaluation prepared by TYLin and dated August 
18, 2014, the estimated cost to rehabilitate the property at the SVIP Historic District is $1,450 per square 
foot or $110,000,000.  The cost is based on several factors that includes ADA compliance, and 
encapsulation of hazardous materials for mold, lead-based paint (LBP), and asbestos containing 
materials (ACMs).  The ACMs may cost $63,000 to simply review the buildings and prepare a 
management plan to estimate the cost of the hazardous material work.  The buildings are not in 
compliance with ADA code, and that would cost about $1,364,000 for ADA improvements.  In addition, if 
the water table issue could be resolved and a new foundation installed for the structures after vertically 
lifting the buildings, the total cost for rehabilitation would be about $110,000,000.  
 
Relocate historical resources, re-grade, and maintain original placement.   This alternative considered 
three options: 1) Relocation of the Sorrento Tower Complex and Sorrento Valley Industrial Park (SVIP) 
Historic District buildings to permanently move them to another location in order to preserve the 
buildings; 2) Temporarily move the buildings to re-grade the property and correct the drainage concern 
and build new elevated foundations for the buildings; or 3) Leave the buildings in place, and make some 
improvement for drainage and landscaping.  This alternative and the options were not considered 
feasible and were eliminated because temporary moving of the buildings could damage the masonry 
structures, there is only limited space to temporarily place the buildings on the properties in the area, and 
there are excessive costs of conducting these improvements.  In addition, re-grading the property was 
considered not feasible because the water table is too high (July, 2013 PDT Meeting).  Please refer to 
the Cal-Sorrento Historic District Preservation Evaluation prepared by TYLin for more information on how 
the determination was made, specifically page 17 and 18 of this report (TYLin 2014).  
 
Re-use, with minimal repairs and maintenance.  The Cal Sorrento Property was acquired by Caltrans in 
2010 in an already dilapidated condition due to deferred maintenance from the previous owner.  In 2014, 
the cost to improve structures for re-use, which includes the cost to vertically lift the structures in place, 
rehabilitate, and retrofit, is estimated to be $1,450 per square foot.  However, the purchase price of 
equivalent office space is estimated to be $250 per square foot.  The purchase price of equivalent 
industrial space is estimated to be $130 per square foot.  Please refer to the Cal-Sorrento Historic District 
Preservation Evaluation prepared by TYLin for more information.  Therefore, the cost for re-use is 
excessive.  The 2014 values are used to assess costs and are anticipated to be similar to the 2010 cost 
values. 
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2.3 Permits and Approvals Needed 
 
The following permits, reviews, and approvals would be required for project construction: 
 

Table 1: Permits, Reviews, and Approvals 
Agency Permits/Approvals 
City of San Diego Coastal Development Permit (CDP)/Local Coastal 

Program (LCP) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of San Diego Potential Demolition Permit 
City of San Diego Two Site Development Permits (for the Historic 

Resources for non-public entities) 
 
The proposed project is located within the Coastal Zone jurisdiction of the City of San Diego.  A Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) is required for Alternative 2.  A CDP is not required if the buildings are not 
demolished, as identified in Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) and the No Action Alternative.  The 
California Transportation Commission (CTC) would provide the final approval for the disposal of the Cal 
Sorrento Property.  Streets and Highways Code Section 118 permits Caltrans to sell, contract to sell, sell 
by trust deed, or exchange real properties or interests in properties, in the manner and upon terms, 
standards, and conditions established by the CTC when Caltrans determines that any real property or 
interest acquired by Caltrans for transportation purposes is no longer necessary for those purposes.  In 
addition, non-public entities would need Site Development Permits for both the Sorrento Tower Complex 
and the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District to make any modifications. 
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Chapter 3.0 Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

3.1 Determining Significance Under CEQA 

CEQA requires the lead agency to identify each “significant effect on the environment” resulting from the 
project and ways to mitigate each significant effect.  If the project may have a significant effect on any 
environmental resource, then an EIR must be prepared.  Each and every significant effect on the 
environment must be disclosed in the EIR and mitigated, if feasible.  In addition, CEQA Guidelines list a 
number of mandatory findings of significance, which also require the preparation of an EIR.  This chapter 
discusses the effects of this project and its CEQA significance.   

This chapter primarily focuses on the potential impacts to Cultural Resources, with the remaining 
environmental resources discussed in Appendix A – CEQA Checklist and Appendix D – Environmental 
Commitments Record. 

3.2 Effects of the Proposed Project 

3.2.1 No Effects 

The proposed project would have no impacts to: 
 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
 Biological Resources
 Geology and Soils
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
 Hydrology and Water Quality
 Land Use and Planning
 Mineral Resources
 Population and Housing
 Public Services
 Recreation
 Transportation and Traffic
 Utilities and Service Systems

For further information regarding determination of impacts and/or environmental commitments for 
hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality (stormwater/National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System [NPDES] compliance), see Appendix A: CEQA Checklist and Appendix C: 
Environmental Commitments Record.   

3.2.2 Less than Significant Effects of the Proposed Project 

This section lists the resources that would have a less than significant impact from implementation of the 
proposed project.  As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the proposed project, 
the following environmental issues were considered, but no significant impacts were identified.  Refer to 
these relative sections in the Appendix A: CEQA Checklist and Appendix C: Environmental 
Commitments Record discussing the potential project impacts.   
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The proposed project would have less than significant impacts to: 
 Aesthetics
 Air Quality
 Noise

3.3 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project

Only cultural resources have the potential for significant effects.  All of the other resources are less than 
significant and are discussed in Appendix A – CEQA Checklist, with any avoidance, minimization, or 
mitigation listed in Appendix D – Environmental Commitments Record. 

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting – Cultural Resources 

“Cultural resources”, as used in this document, refers to all historical and archaeological resources, 
regardless of significance.  The relevant laws and regulations dealing with cultural resources for this 
project include:  Historical resources are considered under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), as well as California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5024.1, which established the 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR).  PRC Section 5024 requires State agencies to 
identify and protect State-owned resources that meet National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listing 
criteria.  It further specifically requires Caltrans to inventory State-owned structures in its right-of-way.  
Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 require State agencies to provide notice to and consult with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before altering, transferring, relocating, or demolishing State-owned 
historical resources that are listed on or are eligible for inclusion in the National Register or are registered 
or eligible for registration as California Historical Landmarks. 

3.3.2 Affected Environment – Cultural Resources 

This cultural resource discussion relies on studies prepared for the proposed project that were performed 
within the Project Area Limits (PAL).  The following documents were prepared to assess the project for 
potential impacts to cultural resources.  Some of the cultural reports and/or documents listed below are 
not available for general public review, because the sensitive resources discussed in them are protected 
by state and federal law. 

TYLin International 
2014 Cal-Sorrento Historic District Preservation Evaluation 

State Historical Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
2012 Determination of Eligibility for the National Register and the California Register of 
Historical Resources 

Crafts, Karen 
2012 Historical Resources Compliance Report (HRCR) 
2014 Historical Resources Compliance Report (HRCR) for Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 
Passive Drainage System 

Davis, Shannon 
2015, Second Supplemental HRCR for Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 

Scott, Gloria, and Dana Supernowicz 
2011 Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) for State-Owned Properties in Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park, San Diego County.  Prepared by Caltrans. 
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The SVIP Historic District is a significant historical resource for the purposes of CEQA because it meets 
Criterion 3 and Special Consideration 2 at the local level of significance.  All five historic properties, the 
courtyard, and façade landscaping are contributing elements.  See Table 2. 

Table 2. State-owned Historical Resources within Project Area Limits 

Name/Function Address/Location Community 

OHP 
Status 
Code 

Sorrento Tower Complex* 3336-3346 Industrial Court San Diego 4CM 

Sorrento Valley Industrial Historic District 3330-3347 Industrial Court and 
11803 Sorrento Valley Road San Diego 4CM 

District Contributor 3330 Industrial Court San Diego 4CM 
District Contributor 3336-3346 Industrial Court San Diego 4CM 
District Contributor 3337 Industrial Court San Diego 4CM 
District Contributor 3347 Industrial Court San Diego 4CM 
District Contributor 11803 Sorrento Valley Road San Diego 4CM 

*Also determined to be a district contributor

Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District 

The SVIP Historic District meets NRHP Criterion C at the local level of significance as a good example of 
an industrial park that was intentionally designed as a Modernist campus.  Criterion C is classified as 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, work of a master, high artistic 
values, or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual 
distinction.  Criterion C correlates to the California Register Criteria (3) Distinctive characteristics of a 
type, period, region, or method of construction, work of an important creative individual, or possess high 
artistic values.  Although at the time of study, the SVIP Historic District was less than 50 years old, it 
meets the Criteria Consideration G for achieving exceptional significance within that time period, as 
supported by scholarly research.  Criteria Consideration G is classified as a property achieving 
significance within the past 50 years and is eligible if it is of exceptional importance.  The period of 
significance for the SVIP Historic District is 1965-1967, the period in which the buildings within the 
District were constructed.  The SVIP Historic District includes 3330 Industrial Court, 3336-3346 Industrial 
Court (Sorrento Tower Complex), 3337 Industrial Court, 3347 Industrial Court, and 11803 Sorrento 
Valley Road.  The SVIP Historic District retains high integrity of location, setting, and design, and fair 
integrity of materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.  Boundaries for the SVIP Historic District 
are the legal parcel boundaries for 3330, 3336-3346, 3337 and 3347 Industrial Court, and 11803 
Sorrento Valley Road (Figure 1-3). 

Sorrento Tower Complex 

In addition to being a contributing property to the SVIP Historic District, the Sorrento Tower Complex 
(3336-3346 Industrial Court) individually meets NRHP Criterion C at the local level of significance 
because it is a very good example of Wrightian Modern architecture identified in the City of San Diego’s 
“Modernism Historic Context Statement,” and as a good example of Loch Crane’s commercial designs.  
Although the complex was less than 50 years old at the time it was evaluated, it meets the Criteria 
Consideration G for achieving exceptional significance within that time period, as supported by scholarly 
research.  The period of significance is 1965, the boundaries are the parcel boundaries, and contributing 
features are Buildings A-E, the courtyard and landscaping. 
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Exempt from Evaluation 

The following building is not considered part of the SVIP Historic District.  The Sorrento Arts Center, 
located at 11777 Sorrento Valley Road, was constructed in 1970 (Figure 1-3, X).  At the time this survey 
was conducted, the PRC 5024 MOU had not been drafted and the SHPO allowed Caltrans to use the 
guidelines in the Section 106 PA Attachment 4 for compliance with PRC 5024.  A CEQA Categorical 
Exemption was completed on June 13, 2012 for the demolition of the buildings at 11777 Sorrento Valley 
Road, and the buildings were subsequently demolished on February 15, 2013.   

3.3.3 Environmental Consequences – Cultural Resources 

In determining significance for cultural resources, Caltrans reviewed the balanced of the economic, legal, 
social, technological, and/or other benefits for the proposed alternatives against its unavoidable 
environmental risks.  

The Second Supplemental HRCR, documenting Caltrans’ efforts to determine the feasibility of disposing 
of the State-owned SVIP Historic District and the Sorrento Tower Complex with historic preservation 
covenants and proposed measures to mitigate adverse effects, was prepared and submitted to Caltrans 
Headquarters Cultural Studies Office (CSO) on June 22, 2015 for concurrence with a finding of “Adverse 
Effect.”  In preparing the above, specialists working in the preservation field in San Diego were contacted 
in February and March 2015 about the prudence and feasibility of marketing the SVIP Historic District 
and the Sorrento Tower Complex with historic preservation covenants and restrictions (See Section 4.5 
Consulting Parties/Public Participation).  Although the Tower and Complex could be used for various 
types of businesses, the costs associated with bringing them up to a decent, safe, and sanitary condition 
while adhering to the Secretary of Interiors Standards, and abating the groundwater issues, would not 
only be cost prohibitive, but it would be difficult to sell with historic preservation covenants due to the 
property’s character-defining features which would limit the list of potential buyers.   

On May 21, 2012, the SHPO concurred with the eligibility determination and as a result and pursuant to 
PRC § 5024.1, the State-owned SVIP Historic District and the Sorrento Tower Complex were placed on 
the Master List of Historical Resources. 

Both build alternatives under consideration for the Project result in the transfer or demolition of eligible, 
State-owned historical resources due to adverse ground water conditions, financial infeasibility of 
rehabilitation, and lack of a viable market for the sale of the property with historic preservation covenants. 
Mitigation measures include preparation of Heritage documentation of the Sorrento Tower Complex and 
the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District and to develop an article  discussing Loch Crane’s 
body of work, and that of his students and peers within the San Diego Modernism Historic Context.  
Caltrans will conduct an historic resource Survey utilizing the City of San Diego’s Modernism Historic 
Context.  The emphasis of the survey will be on the work of architect Loch Crane and the Organic 
Geometric style. Both residential and commercial/industrial properties will be included in the Survey. 

Caltrans has concluded that pursuant to Memorandum of Understanding Between the California 
Department of Transportation and the California State Historic Preservation Officer Regarding 
Compliance with Public Resources Code Section 5024 and Governor’s Executive Order W-26-92 (5024 
MOU) Stipulation X.C.2a and PRC 5024.5, both Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in an adverse effect to 
the SVIP Historic District and the Sorrento Tower Complex.  Pursuant to CEQA and PRC 
15064.5(b)(3)(c), Caltrans has determined both Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in substantial adverse 
change and significant unavoidable impacts to the SVIP Historic District and the Sorrento Tower 
Complex, and is a substantial adverse change and significant unavoidable impact due to the reasonably 
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foreseeable potential for alteration or demolition of the property’s character-defining features such that 
the significance of the historical resources would be impaired.  

The Second Supplemental HRCR concluded, pursuant to PRC§ 5024.5 and PRC§ 5024(f), that the 
disposal of the Tower and Complex without historic preservation covenants, even with mitigation 
proposed, would constitute an adverse effect; therefore, any demolition of the buildings would also be an 
adverse effect.  On May 18, 2016 SHPO provided their concurrence of Caltrans’ determination that the 
project would constitute an adverse effect on historical resources before approval of the Final EIR 
(Figure 3-2). 

Caltrans then determined, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15064.5(b)(3)(c), that disposal of the property 
without historic preservation covenants would be a substantial adverse change due to the reasonably 
foreseeable potential for demolition or alteration of the property’s historic characteristics.  For the 
proposed project alternatives, Caltrans determined the following: 

 Alternative 1 has the potential to cause an adverse effect to the significant historical features and
fabric of both the Sorrento Tower Complex and the SVIP Historic District through foreseeable
alterations or complete demolition [by the subsequent purchaser(s)];

 Alternative 2 would cause an adverse effect to the significant historical features and fabric of both
the Sorrento Tower Complex and the SVIP Historic District through complete demolition.
Caltrans’ Professionally Qualified Staff (PQS) have determined that there is an adverse effect to
the two historical resources within the PAL.  As a result, Caltrans has concluded that both build
alternatives would result in an adverse effect to the Sorrento Tower Complex and the SVIP
Historic District.

In considering the protection of the historical resources, there are limiting factors regarding the financial 
infeasibility of rehabilitation, and lack of a viable market for the sale of the properties.  In addition, there is 
a reasonably foreseeable potential for alteration or demolition of the properties that would impair the 
character-defining features.  Impacts to these historical resources would remain significant and 
unmitigable, even with the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation methods implemented as described in 
the next section. 

3.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures – Cultural Resources 

Caltrans prepared a Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) that created “Heritage” documentation 
of the Sorrento Tower Complex and SVIP Historic District. 

The “Heritage” documentation of the SVIP and Sorrento Tower Complex followed the outline in the 
Caltrans Environmental Handbook, Volume 2, Exhibit 7.6. (Caltrans 2014).  The documentation consists 
of two documentation packages: 

1) Sorrento Tower Complex Heritage Documentation package:
a) Complete documentation following HABS Level II standard
b) Views were photographed guided by the character-defining features
c) Photographs followed HABS photograph standard, i.e., large format negative, archival paper

and inks
d) Print images were scanned to create electronic versions, and files were saved following the

guidance for digital images per Caltrans Exhibit 7.6 Heritage Documentation for
HABS/HAER/HALS
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e) Select as-built drawings were reproduced on mylar sheets measuring 24 by 36 inches,
meeting the HABS Level II standard

2) Sorrento Valley Industrial Park (SVIP) Historic District Heritage Documentation package:
a) Completed documentation followed HABS Level III standard
b) Views photographed guided by the character-defining features
c) No large format negatives; photos were taken with digital cameras and printed

per Caltrans Exhibit 7.6-11 guidelines and meet the permanence standards established in the
NRHP photo policy

d) Select as-built drawings were reproduced on mylar sheets measuring 24 by 36 inches,
meeting the HABS Level II standard

One hard copy of each package would be submitted to each of the following repositories: 
 Caltrans Headquarters Transportation Library and History Center
 Caltrans District 11 archives
 Office of Historic Preservation
 San Diego History Center

Additionally, Caltrans will conduct an historic resource Survey utilizing the City of San Diego’s 
Modernism Historic Context.  The emphasis of the Survey will be on the work of architect Loch Crane 
and the Organic Geometric style.  Both residential and commercial/industrial properties will be included 
in the Survey. 
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Figure 3-1: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Eligibility 



Chapter 3 – Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures 

October 2016 Disposal of the Cal Sorrento Property 
Page 3-8 

Figure 3-1: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Eligibility (continued) 
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Figure 3-1: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Eligibility (continued) 
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Figure 3-1: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Eligibility (continued) 
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Figure 3-2: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Effect
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Figure 3-2: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Effect (continued)
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Figure 3-2: State Historic Preservation Office: Concurrence on Effect (continued)
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Chapter 4.0 – Comments and Coordination 
 
Early and continuing coordination with the appropriate public agencies and the general public is an 
essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental documentation, the 
level of analysis, potential impacts, mitigation measures, and related environmental requirements.  
Agency consultation and public participation for this project have been accomplished through formal and 
informal methods, including community group and planning group presentations, and by the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) process.  
 
4.1 Project Scoping Process 
 
Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR is being prepared for the project.  The NOP was issued by the State 
Clearinghouse March 18, 2013, and the review was completed April 19, 2013.  Comments on the NOP 
were received from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), and the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board (TPCPB).  They have 
been carefully considered in the preparation of this EIR.   
 
In response to the NOP, a letter was received from the NAHC, which recommended that Caltrans contact 
the appropriate Information Center for a record search to determine if a part or all of the area of potential 
effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural resources, and that known cultural resources 
recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in the Draft EIR.  The NAHC also identified that lead 
agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of 
accidentally discovered archaeological resources, per CEQA Section 15064.5(f).  The appropriate record 
searches were conducted and no archaeological resources of any kind were identified.   
 
The DTSC recommends that the hazardous materials be properly identified, assessed, and, handled in 
the manner that complies with Health and Safety Codes and Hazardous Waste laws, regulations, and 
policies. 
 
The letter from the TPCPB contends the Sorrento Tower Complex qualifies for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  Caltrans has completed the historical resources review and has 
made the same determination.  Please refer to Section 3.3 in the EIR for information regarding the 
Sorrento Tower Complex qualifying for inclusion in the NRHP.  The TPCPB further contends that Cal 
Sorrento Industries appealed City of San Diego’s Historical Resources Board (HRB) recommendation 
that Loch Crane Building located at 3344 Industrial Court be designated under HRB Criterion C as a very 
good example of the Contemporary style which retains a high degree of integrity to its 1965 period of 
significance.  Caltrans agrees with this recommendation.  The TPCPB contends that the alternative of 
“taking no action” is not an option as Cal Sorrento Property is a blighted, non-productive asset, and 
presents an environmental hazard to the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon.  Caltrans made a concerted effort to 
not include a “no action” alternative as a viable option by rejecting this alternative.  Lastly, the TPCPB 
recommends historic conveyance should include the Sorrento Tower Complex, 3344 Industrial Court, 
and that this conveyance needs to include Building E and the trellised walkway with vertical pierced 
concrete block posts and wood slat roof that leads to Building E, and also that this alternative include the 
‘adaptive reuse’ of the Sorrento Tower to allow for flexibility in design and development of the Cal 
Sorrento Property while preserving the most important historical features.  Caltrans recommended 
historic conveyance for the entire Sorrento Tower Complex.  Caltrans did consider re-use as an 
alternative, however, the Cal-Sorrento Historic Preservation Evaluation determined that the cost to 
repair, rehabilitate, and retrofit the site was too excessive with an estimated $1,450 per square foot, while 
the purchase price of equivalent industrial space is estimated to be only $130 per square foot.  Please 
refer to Section 2.2 for further information. 
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4.2 Public Review Period – Public Hearing and Public Comments for the Draft EIR 
 
A public hearing was held on June 15, 2016, from 5 p.m. to 7 p.m. at the California Department of 
Transportation District 11 Office, 4050 Taylor Street, Garcia Room, San Diego, CA 92110.  There were 
no attendees. 
 
The public review period on the Draft EIR was from May 12, 2016 to June 27, 2016.  Caltrans received a 
comment letter from the City of San Diego’s Planning Department dated June 27, 2016.  This comment 
letter and Caltrans responses are in Appendix C – Response to Comments.  The California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife emailed Caltrans on May 31, 2016, to indicate they had no comments, and the State 
Clearinghouse provided a letter dated June 28, 2016 acknowledging that Caltrans has complied with 
State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA. 
 
4.3 Coordination with State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
 
In accordance with Sections 5024(f) and 5024.5 that require State agencies to provide notice to and 
consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before altering, transferring, relocating, or 
demolishing State-owned historical resources that are listed on or are eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register or are registered or eligible for registration as California Historical Landmarks. Caltrans has had 
on-going coordination with the SHPO since early 2012.  SHPO concurred with the eligibility of the historic 
resources on May 21, 2012 (Figure 3-1).  On May 18, 2016, the SHPO concurred that demolition of the 
buildings is an adverse impact (Figure 3-2).   
 
4.4 Coordination with State Historical Building Safety Board Regarding Use of California 

Historical Building Code 
 
Because Caltrans determined, and SHPO concurred, that these resources meet the NRHP eligibility 
criteria, they are “qualified historical buildings” for the purposes of the California Historical Building Code 
(CHBC) Section 8-201 Definitions.  Caltrans, as a State agency, is required to consult with the State 
Historical Building Safety Board (SHBSB) “prior to taking action or making decisions or appeals that 
affect qualified historical buildings or properties, per Section 18961 of the Health and Safety Code,” 
pursuant to CHBC Section 8-104.2.1.  On April 21, 2015, Gloria Scott, Built Environmental Preservation 
Services Branch Chief in the Division of Environmental Analysis Cultural Studies Office, and liaison with 
the SHBSB, contacted the SHBSB.  The SHBSB stated that because the proposed demolition was not a 
code-related issue, it was outside the purview of the SHBSB, and consultation was not required.  
 
4.5  Consulting Parties/Public Participation 
 
During the evaluation of the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, and development of the initial HRCR in 
2011, Caltrans consulted with the staff of the City of San Diego Planning and Community Investment 
Department’s Historical Resources Board.  
 
In 2011, Caltrans also consulted with the San Diego Historical Society and Save Our Heritage 
Organization (SOHO).  In 2013, Caltrans circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the DEIR for the 
proposed disposal of the property.  In 2015, in response to comments to the NOP and prior to 
determining the final alternatives in the DEIR, ASM Affiliates (ASM), on behalf of Caltrans, contacted 
several area experts and interested parties to assess the marketability of the property with historic 
preservation covenants but without guarantee that the passive drain would remediate the water table 
issue.  Interested parties that ASM spoke with over the phone in February and April of 2015 included 
David Marshall, Marie Burke-Lia, Tim Winslow, and Dennis Ridz.  These parties were identified from a 
list of names of specialists the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) provided to Caltrans in 
2011 for a similar project, to identify specialists working in the field of preservation in San Diego who 
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could best comment on the prudence and feasibility of marketing the property with historic preservation 
covenants and restrictions. 
 
On February 25 and March 23, 2015, ASM contacted David Marshall of Heritage Architecture.  Mr. 
Marshall communicated that there would be a good market for the property assuming the water table 
was remediated.  Mr. Marshall was familiar with the SVIP Historic District; also discussed were costs of 
potential rehabilitation in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties.  Based on his prior experience, Mr. Marshall stated that $300 per square foot was a 
typical rehabilitation cost for these types of Modernist concrete buildings, and that costs included the 
scope of mold and asbestos remediation, new mechanical and air systems, and seismic retrofit that 
would be required to bring the SVIP Historic District to decent, safe, and sanitary conditions.  The TYLIN 
report supports Mr. Marshall’s ballpark estimate for the rehabilitation costs, but concluded that due to 
poor soil conditions that may continue to exist even after the installation of a passive drain, there would 
be extremely high costs to vertically lift the buildings to prepare new foundations at a higher elevation.  
Mr. Marshall’s conclusion was that “given that the fix can’t be guaranteed I would think that selling the 
buildings would be impossible.” 
 
On February 25 and March 23, 2015, ASM also contacted Marie Burke-Lia, a land use attorney who 
specializes in historical properties.  Ms. Burke-Lia felt that the historic preservation covenants proposed 
would be a deterrent to potential buyers.  She further stated that because there was no guarantee that 
the passive drainage would remediate the water table, Caltrans would not be likely to find a buyer.  Ms. 
Burke-Lia referenced the City of San Diego Code 1260504(h) to follow with regard to site development 
permits for demolition of historical resources when preservation is not economically feasible.  
 
On February 26, 2015, ASM also contacted Tim Winslow, a real estate broker with Cassidy Turley BRE 
Commercial’s Investment Division.  He was referred by Ms. Burke-Lia due to his experience marketing 
City of San Diego-owned buildings and experience with a similar project.  Mr. Winslow stated that “fixing 
the water table issue is critical to be able to sell it [the property] with or without the buildings.”  He did not 
see a viable market for the property until the water table issue is fixed.  He further did not see a viable 
market for rehabilitation, even if the costs were as little as $300 per square foot, as he didn’t feel there is 
a large market for these types of small Modernist concrete buildings.  Because he felt strongly that the 
property is more marketable without the buildings on it (land value only), he didn’t think it mattered 
whether the property was to be sold with historic preservation covenants. 
 
Finally, ASM contacted Dennis E. Ridz with Torrey Pines Community Planning Board, in response to his 
comments on the NOP.  Mr. Ridz, on behalf of the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board, had asked 
Caltrans to consider a project alternative that retained solely 3336-3346 Industrial Court (Sorrento Tower 
Complex) instead of all five buildings of the SVIP Historic District.  Like the other specialists contacted, 
Mr. Ridz foresaw no viable market if there is no guarantee that the water table issue would be abated at 
the time the property is sold.  Torrey Pines Community Planning Board would like to see the Sorrento 
Tower Complex retained even if the other [historic] properties are demolished, but Mr. Ridz indicated that 
it was unlikely any buyer would be interested in purchasing the property if the potential to rehabilitate the 
building could be as high as $1,450 per square foot (if the passive drain does not remediate the water 
table).  
 
Because Caltrans determined, and CA SHPO concurred, that these resources meet the NRHP eligibility 
criteria, they are “qualified historical buildings” for the purposes of the California Historical Building Code 
(CHBC) Section 8-201 Definitions.  Caltrans, as a State agency, is required to consult with the State 
Historical Building Safety Board (SHBSB) “prior to taking action or making decisions or appeals that 
affect qualified historical buildings or [historic] properties, per Section 18961 of the Health and Safety 
Code,” pursuant to CHBC Section 8-104.2.1.  On April 21, 2015, Gloria Scott, Built Environmental 
Preservation Services Branch Chief in the Division of Environmental Analysis Cultural Studies Office, 
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and liaison with the SHBSB, contacted the SHBSB.  The SHBSB stated that because the proposed 
demolition was not a code-related issue, it was outside the purview of the SHBSB, and consultation was 
not required. 
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This EIR and related technical studies were prepared by and under the supervision of Caltrans District 11 
staff and other contributors identified below. 
 
Caltrans Staff 
Bruce April, Deputy District Director, Environmental Division; B.S. Biology; San Diego State University; 
25 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Claudia Barron, Graphic Designer III; B.F.A; Syracuse University; 26 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Karen Crafts, Associate Environmental Planner (Archaeology); Bachelor of Arts in 
Anthropology, San Diego State University; 35 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Jayne Dowda, Senior Transportation Engineer, Branch Chief, Environmental Engineering; B.S. Civil 
Engineering – San Diego State University; Registered Civil Engineer; 16 years of Environmental 
Engineering experience, 31 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Shay Lynn M. Harrison, Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch C; B.S. Environmental Science, University 
of California Riverside; 17 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Emery McCaffery, Associate Environmental Planner, Environmental Generalist; B.A. Geography, San 
Diego State University; 14 years of environmental planning experience, 4 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Kevin Hovey, Senior Environmental Planner, Project Analysis – Cultural Resources Studies; M.A. 
University of California Riverside, 18 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Kenneth Johansson, Transportation Engineer, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; 
B.S.  Civil Engineering – San Diego State University; M.S. Transportation Management – San Jose State 
University; M.S. Project Management – University of Sydney; Registered Civil Engineer; 6 years of Storm 
Water Compliance experience, 11 years Caltrans experience. 
 
Joel Kloth, Engineering Geologist, Environmental Engineering; California Lutheran University; 16 years 
of Caltrans experience. 
 
Sandra Lavender, Associate Environment Planner, Environmental Generalist; B.A. Urban Studies and 
Planning, University of California San Diego; 14 years of Caltrans experience. 
 
Zachary Svelling, Associate Right of Way Agent, Property Management; B.A. Psychology, San Diego 
State University; 7 years of Caltrans Right of Way experience. 
 
Consultants 
TYLin International, 404 Camino del Rio South, Suite 700, San Diego, CA 92108, prepared Cal-Sorrento 
Historic District Preservation Evaluation
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Chapter 6.0 – Distribution List 
 
 
Elected Officials 
 
The Honorable Barbara Boxer 
U.S. Senate 
600 B Street, Suite 2240 
San Diego, CA 92101 
 
The Honorable Dianne Feinstein 
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Brownfield’s and Environmental Restoration 

Program 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
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Chapter 8.0 – Acronyms  
 
ACMs – asbestos containing materials 
APE – area of potential effect 
Caltrans – California Department of Transportation 
CAA – Clean Air Act 
CDP – Coastal Development Permit 
CE – Categorical Exemption 
CEQA – California Environmental Quality Act 
CERCLA – Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
CERFA – Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act 
CGP – Construction General Permit 
CHBC – California Historical Building Code 
CRHR – California Register of Historical Resources 
CSO – Cultural Studies Office 
CTC – California Transportation Commission 
CWA – Clean Water Act  
DTSC – Department of Toxic Substances Control 
EIR – Environmental Impact Report 
FIFRA – Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
gpm – gallons per minute 
HABS – Historic American Buildings Survey 
HAER – Historic American Engineering Record 
HALS – Historic American Landscapes Survey 
HRB – Historical Resources Board 
HRCR – Historical Resources Compliance Report 
HRER – Historical Resources Evaluation Report  
HRRR – Historical Resources Regulations 
HSAA – Hazardous Substance Account Act 
HVAC – heating, ventilating, and air conditioning 
IWCP – Industrial Wastewater Control Program 
LBP – lead based paint 
LCP – Local Coastal Program 
mg/L – milligrams per liter 
NAHC – Native American Heritage Commission 
NOP – Notice of Preparation 
NPDES – National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP – National Register of Historic Places 
NCWRP – North City Water Reclamation Plant 
OHP – Office of Historic Preservation  
OSHA – Occupational Safety and Health Act 
PA – Programmatic Agreement 
PAL – project area limits 
PDT – Project Development Team 
PGR – Plantable Geosynthetic Reinforced 
PQS – Professionally Qualified Staff 
PRC – Public Resources Code 
RCRA – Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
SDWA – Safe Drinking Water Act 
SHBSB – State Historical Building Safety Board 
SHPO – State Historic Preservation Officer 
SOHO – Save Our Heritage Organization 
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SVIP – Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 
SWPPP – Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
TDS – total dissolved solids 
TPCPB – Torrey Pines Community Planning Board  
TSCA – Toxic Substances Control Act  
WPCP – Water Pollution Control Program 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A – CEQA Checklist 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  This page is intentionally blank. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix A – CEQA Checklist  
 

October 2016 Disposal of the Cal Sorrento Property 
 Page A-1 

This section presents the CEQA Checklist Questions for the environmental topics required for study 
under CEQA Guidelines Appendix G.  Beside each question is a box with an “x” identifying the level of 
potential environmental impact, indicated by the “Lead Agency,” Caltrans, as a result of the analysis 
conducted for the Cal Sorrento Property project.  Additionally, at the end of each environmental topic 
section there is relevant information provided to inform and/or to put any specific project issues to rest. 
 
 
1.1 Aesthetics 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but 

not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of the site and its surroundings?  

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the 
area? 

    

 
1.1.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.1 – Aesthetics 
 
The project site is not located within a scenic resource area or scenic vista.  The potential sale of the 
property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, would not substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings, because any new 
structures to be built would be required to comply with the City of San Diego zoning use regulations and 
be subject to review and approval in accordance with CEQA and City of San Diego land use regulations.  
No lighting is proposed, therefore, the project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.  Caltrans Landscape Architect assessed 
the potential project impacts and determined no further study is required.  This information was verified 
as remaining valid in April 2016. 
 
1.1.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
 
In determining whether impacts  to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and  Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether impacts to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and  Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation 
as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining whether 
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the State’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest 
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols 
adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?  

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 

    

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use? 

    

 
1.2.1   Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.2 - Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources 
 
The Cal Sorrento Property is in an area that does not contain agricultural uses.  The site is currently 
zoned IL-3-1, which is Industrial-Light, and is not zoned for agricultural use.  Neither conveyance of the 
property to a new owner, nor demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, would change 
this Industrial-Light zoning designation. 
 
1.2.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.3 Air Quality 
 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.  Would the project:  
 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?  

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation?  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or State 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for 
ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?  

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people? 

    
 

 
1.3.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.3 - Air Quality 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not affect the capacity or location of major roads or other elements of the transportation system 
that would cause air quality impacts.  Demolition may have temporary construction impacts that would be 
minimized with Standard Specifications Caltrans implements during demolition activities.  Furthermore, 
no change to odors would be anticipated.  Caltrans specialists assessed the potential project impacts 
and determined no further study is required.  This information was verified as remaining valid in April 
2016. 
 
1.3.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.4 Biological Resources 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Have a substantial adverse effect either directly or 

through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community identified 
in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
the California Department of Fish and Game or US 
Fish and Wildlife Service?  

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?  

 

    

 



Appendix A – CEQA Checklist  
 

October 2016 Disposal of the Cal Sorrento Property 
 Page A-4 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites?  

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance?  

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State 
habitat conservation plan? 

    

 
1.4.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.4 - Biological Resources 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not have an impact on any sensitive biological resources because no habitat or sensitive biological 
resources are located on the project site.  The Caltrans biologist assessed the potential project impacts 
and determined no further study is required.  This information was verified as remaining valid in April 
2016. 
 
1.4.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.5 Cultural Resources 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?  
    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?  

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

    
 

 
Please see Section 3.3 Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project, which identifies all of 
the cultural resource analyses. 
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1.6 Geology and Soils 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project: 
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial

adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated

on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the 
area, or based on other substantial evidence of a 
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including

liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or

that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-
B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use
of septic tanks or alternative waste-water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

1.6.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.6 - Geology and Soils 

The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not have an impact on any geological and soil resources, or seismic conditions.  The Caltrans 
geotechnical specialist assessed the potential project impacts and determined no further study is 
required.  This information was verified as remaining valid in April 2016. 

1.6.2   Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation is required. 



Appendix A – CEQA Checklist  
 

October 2016 Disposal of the Cal Sorrento Property 
 Page A-6 

1.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases? 

    

 
1.7.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.7 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not have an impact on greenhouse gas emissions, because no change in air quality is anticipated. 
 
1.7.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials?  

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into 
the environment?  

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area?  

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  

    

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires; including where 
wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas, or where 
residences are intermixed with wildlands?  

    

 
1.8.1 Regulatory Setting 
 
Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many State and federal laws.  These 
include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a variety of laws regulating air and 
water quality, human health and land use.   
 
The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA).  The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as Superfund, is to clean up 
contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not compromised.  RCRA provides for “cradle to 
grave” regulation of hazardous wastes.  Other federal laws include: 
 

 Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA)  
 Clean Water Act (CWA) 
 Clean Air Act (CAA) 
 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) 
 Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 
 Atomic Energy Act 
 Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 

 
In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution Control, 
mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control environmental pollution when federal 
activities or federal facilities are involved. 
 
Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health and Safety Code.  The Hazardous 
Substance Account Act (HSAA) is the State version of CERCLA which also regulates hazardous waste 
on the State level.  Other California laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to handling, storage, 
transportation, disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup and emergency planning. 
 
Worker health and safety and public safety are key issues when dealing with hazardous materials that 
may affect human health and the environment.  Proper disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is 
disturbed during project construction. 
 
1.8.2 Affected Environment 
 
Testing performed by JMR Environmental Services during January 2012 confirmed the presence of 
hazardous waste materials including lead-based paint (LBP), and asbestos containing materials (ACMs) 
in the building materials on the project site.  
 
There are many hazardous materials that were used in the construction of older buildings that must be 
removed to meet the current building and health codes.  Caltrans has identified that lead paint and 
asbestos exist inside the buildings.  Removal of these materials requires specialized equipment and 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec1/ch1fedlaw/chap1.htm#Ch1RCRA1976
http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec1/ch1fedlaw/chap1.htm#Ch1RCRA1976
http://leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=hsc&group=25001-26000&file=25280-25299.8
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disposal.  Any lead pipes found in the structures would be considered hazardous and would need to be 
removed and replaced.  The Caltrans hazardous waste specialist assessed the potential project impacts 
and determined no further study is required.  This information was verified as remaining valid in April 
2016. 
 
1.8.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
Mitigation measures are identified below in Section 1.8.4 to ameliorate any potential hazardous waste 
impacts. 
 
1.8.4 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Disclosure 
 
Mitigation of LBP and ACM abatement would be performed by a certified ACM contractor and lead 
contractor according to Cal-OSHA guidelines, Title 8, Section 1532.1(e)(2)(B) and Section 1529 of the 
California Code of Regulations, and Federal EPA guidelines.  The contractor would be advised of the 
presence of ACMs and LBP issues. 
 
 
1.9 Hydrology and Water Quality 
 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements?  
    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge, such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would 
not support existing land uses or planned uses for which 
permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site?  

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water, which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?      
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area, structures which 
would impede or redirect flood flows?  
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving flooding; including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     
 
1.9.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not violate or degrade any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, affect 
groundwater supply, alter existing drainage patterns, create or contribute to runoff that would exceed the 
capacity of planned or existing drainage systems.  
 
This property has a high groundwater table.  A passive drainage system has been approved to be 
installed at the Cal Sorrento Property, and as previously mentioned, a CEQA Categorical Exemption was 
approved on September 3, 2014 for this action.  Construction of the passive drainage system occurred 
during the fall of 2015. 
 
The City of San Diego Municipal Code prohibits the discharge of groundwater and storm water to the 
sanitary sewer.  Furthermore, waiver of capacity purchase requirements for remediation and long-term 
construction projects is only provided for two years.  It is the City of San Diego’s understanding that 
Caltrans’ request to discharge groundwater seepage to the North City Water Reclamation Plant 
(NCWRP) is a short term solution intended to resolve an unanticipated groundwater seepage problem. 
 
The Industrial Wastewater Control Program (IWCP) would issue a discharge permit subject to approval 
of the extracted groundwater permit application and required documentation, and an on-site inspection.  
Caltrans believes the proposed project may take three to five years to complete.  According to the 
IWCP’s Groundwater Policies and Procedures, sewer capacity is waived for the second year only if the 
discharger purchases capacity or applies to discharge with a NPDES permit.  Because Caltrans has 
purchased the Cal Sorrento Property and is demolishing the surrounding buildings to conduct the 
discharge activities, the sewer capacity vested to the demolished buildings would apply to this discharge. 
 
The City of San Diego requires that Caltrans would perform periodic testing to ensure to the City that 
Caltrans is within the constituent parameters that Caltrans estimated and not introducing excess levels of 
expected constituents or new items that would cause the City’s treatment systems downstream issues.  
 
The City of San Diego Municipal Code prohibits the discharge of groundwater and storm water to the 
sanitary sewer but has considered Caltrans’ circumstances unique and granted Caltrans a 
waiver.  Furthermore, the City recognizes that the Cal Sorrento Property structures are not utilizing the 
existing sewer system, and therefore, has also waived the new sewer connection capacity fees for the 
proposed short term solution.  This waiver of the capacity purchase requirements for remediation and 
long-term construction projects is only provided for two years.  After the two years the capacity fees may 
be required.  The City of San Diego understands that Caltrans’ request and the City’s approval of the 
groundwater discharge to the NCWRP is a short term solution intended to resolve an unanticipated 
groundwater seepage problem during the three to five year period needed to seek and obtain necessary 
approvals of the environmental process as well as execute the Preferred Alternative to sell the property 
under Alternatives 1 with the buildings existing.  During that five year time frame, Caltrans or the 
purchaser of the Cal Sorrento Property, would need to provide for an infiltration strategy or some other 
acceptable treatment strategy prior to discharge to the water table of the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon.  The 
City has confirmed that Caltrans has purchased parcels that have their own sewer capacity sufficient for 
the proposed average discharge rate.  Caltrans has determined that the flow would decrease from 10 

http://www.sandiego.gov/mwwd/environment/iwcp/pdf/gw_policy.pdf
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gpm to 1-2 gpm when the initial water pressure on the wall is relieved.  Both the Total Dissolved Solids 
(TDS) and the manganese concentrations in the post-treatment discharge are predicted to exceed 
reclaimed water criteria (1,200 mg/L TDS and 0.05 mg/L manganese), but, at the stabilized post 
construction flow rate, the post-treatment concentrations are not calculated to result in a noticeable 
increase in plant loadings or concentrations influent to the NWRCP.  The NCWRP has technology in 
place to remove TDS to a level in compliance with recycled water permit requirements.   
 
The City has submitted a request and is in negotiations with to the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
for an increase in the recycled water permit manganese limit of 0.05 mg/L to 0.10 mg/L, which is still 
lower than Caltrans’ anticipated manganese post-treatment discharge level of 1.13 mg/L.  
 
Prior to the passage of five years, Caltrans would have the option of selling the property as-is with the 
stipulation that as a long term solution, the City of San Diego sewer system cannot be used to discharge 
the groundwater and storm water, and that the water quality issues created by the seeping water must be 
addressed long term or demolishing the buildings and installing a long term water quality solution such 
as an infiltration system.  If the sale of the property results in future development, the new owner would 
be responsible for discharge of the groundwater and storm water per CEQA guidance. 
 
1.9.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
The following storm water and NPDES commitments would apply: 
 
This project would be designed and constructed in compliance with State Water Resources Control 
Board adopted Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ NPDES No. CAS000003 National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  The permit became effective on July 1, 2013. 
 
This project would be constructed in compliance with the State Water Resources Control Board issued 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 2009-009-DWQ, as amended 
by 2010-0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ (NPDES No. CAS000002 commonly called the Construction 
General Permit [CGP]), on September 2, 2009.  The permit became effective on July 1, 2010. 
 
The project must develop a Water Pollution Control Program (WPCP) or Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). 
 
 
1.10 Land Use and Planning 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Physically divide an established community?      
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project  
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, 
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?  

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan?  
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1.10.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.10 - Land Use and Planning 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not have any impacts to the existing land use and planning requirements.  A Coastal Development 
Permit (CDP) must be acquired prior to any demolition activities.  The project site has a general plan 
designation of Industrial Employment as identified within the City of San Diego’s General Plan.  The 
project site zoning use is IL-3-1, which is Industrial-Light.  The proposed project would not conflict with 
the City of San Diego’s general plan or zoning use regulations. 
 
Impacts associated with any future proposed development of the site may or may not be compatible with 
the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, but would be subject to review and approval in accordance with 
CEQA and City of San Diego land use requirements.  These requirements include the potential for a City 
of San Diego Site Development Permit. 
 
The Historical Resources Regulations (HRRR) of the City of San Diego’s LDC states that all 
modifications to a designated historic resource are subject to a Site Development Permit, unless the 
modification is minor and consistent with the U.S. Secretary of the Interior's Standards.  In addition, 
relocation, substantial alteration or demolition of a designated historic resource requires a deviation with 
supplemental permit findings.  Because the SVIP Historic District and Sorrento Tower Complex were 
determined eligible for listing on both the National Register and the California Register, demolition of 
these resources by a private owner after purchase from Caltrans (Alternative 1) would require the 
processing of a Site Development Permit with deviation findings.  Impacts to historic resources would 
also need to be addressed through the associated environmental review process.   
 
The City of San Diego’s Historical Resources Board (HRB) designated the Sorrento Tower building 
(3344 Industrial Court) under HRB Criterion C as a very good example of the Contemporary style, 
embodying all of the primary and most of the applicable secondary character defining features of the 
style, which retains a high degree of integrity to its 1965 period of significance.  The designation included 
the Sorrento Tower and the trellised walkway with vertical pierced concrete block posts and wood slat 
roof that leads this building.  Both the SVIP District and the Sorrento Tower were added to the Master 
List of Historic Resources.  The designation action was appealed to the City Council by the property 
owner at the time, Cal-Sorrento Ltd, following the Board's action.  Once a historic designation appeal is 
filed with the City Clerk, the City's municipal code does not provide for an expiration of that appeal or a 
time frame in which it must be heard.  The appeal was never brought before City Council prior to 
Caltrans' acquisition of the property in 2010, and remains unresolved.  Therefore, the new private 
property owner of the Cal Sorrento Property would be required to contact the City of San Diego to 
address the Cal-Sorrento Ltd appeal regarding the HRB’s designation of the Sorrento Tower building, 
before proceeding with development of the site. 
 
1.10.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
The proposed project is located within the Coastal Zone jurisdiction of the City of San Diego.  A Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP) is required for Alternative 2.  A CDP is not required if the buildings are not 
demolished as identified in Alternative 1 and the No Action Alternative.
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1.11 Mineral Resources 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
State?  

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general 
plan, specific plan or other land use plan?  

 

    
 

 
1.11.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.11 - Mineral Resources 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region 
and the residents of the State. 
 
1.11.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
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1.12 Noise 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project result in:      
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 

excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?  

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels?  

    
 

 
1.12.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.12 - Noise 
 
No change in noise levels would be anticipated except during demolition activities, which would expose 
people to groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels.  Demolition would have the potential for 
temporary noise impacts and groundborne vibrations, and would be completed in accordance to Caltrans 
specifications that minimize noise impacts.  The project is not located near an airport or private air strip. 
The Caltrans noise specialist assessed the potential project impacts and determined no further study is 
required.  This information was verified as remaining valid in April 2016. 
 
1.12.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
For noise control measures, the project would be required to comply with Caltrans Standard Specification 
Section 14-8.02A during construction.  Therefore, noise levels cannot exceed 86 decibels at 50 feet from 
the job site activities from 9 p.m. to 6 a.m. 
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1.13 Population and Housing 
 Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:      
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either 

directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere?  

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?  

    

 
1.13.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.13 - Population and Housing 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not have any impacts on population or housing. 
 
1.13.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation required. 
 
 
1.14 Public Services 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

     
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical 

impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities;  need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other 
performance objectives for any of  the following  public 
services:  

    

Fire protection?     
Police protection?     
Schools?     
Parks?     
Other public facilities?     

1.14.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.14 – Public Services 
 
The proposed project would not cause disruption of service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for fire protection, police protection, schools, parks or other public facilities. 
 
The City provides solid waste collection, recycling and disposal services to residences and small 
businesses that comply with regulation set forth in the Municipal Code and meet specific eligibility 
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criteria.  Any proposed future project should consider and plan for the mitigation of solid waste impacts 
during all phases, including demolition, construction, and occupancy. 
 
1.14.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.15 Recreation 
 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

     
a) Would the project increase the use of existing 

neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities, such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

 

    

 
1.15.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.15 - Recreation 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not result in any impacts to recreational uses or recreational facilities.  The project site is located in 
a light industrial zone that does not include these recreation elements. 
 
1.15.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation required. 
 
 
1.16 Transportation and Traffic 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 

establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of 
transportation including mass transit and non-motorized 
travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways 
and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways? 
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 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 
increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results 
in substantial safety risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

 
1.16.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.16 - Transportation and Traffic 
 
The proposed project would not have any transportation or traffic related impacts.  No new trips would be 
generated.  If the sale of the property results in future development, the new owner would be 
responsible for determining the number of trips they would be generating per CEQA guidance. 
 
1.16.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required. 
 
 
1.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

Would the project:     
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
    

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project, that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 
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1.17.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.17 - Utilities and Service Systems 
 
The potential sale of the property, including demolishing the buildings onsite prior to selling the property, 
would not have any impacts to utilities and service systems.  Any new and/or replacement public water 
and sewer facilities associated with future development of the site would be subject to the most current 
version of the City’s Water Facility Design Guidelines, Sewer Design Guide and any other applicable 
regulations, standards and practices.  Any work would require review by Development Services and the 
Public Utility Department, and approval of the City Engineer. 
 
1.17.2 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No mitigation is required.  
 
 
1.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

     
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the 

quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or 
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal; or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively 
considerable" means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? 

    
 

 
1.18.1 Discussion of Environmental Evaluation Question 1.18 - Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
 
The proposed project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment for fish or 
wildlife species, does not threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or have environmental 
effects which would be cumulatively considerable, or cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly.   
 
Impacts associated with any future proposed development of the site may or may not be compatible with 
the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, but would be subject to review and approval in accordance with 
CEQA and City of San Diego requirements.   
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Potential impacts to the identified historical resources would remain significant and unmitigable, even 
with the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation methods implemented as described in Section 3.3.4 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures – Cultural Resources. 
 
The project does not have impacts that are cumulatively considerable.  There are no direct or indirect 
environmental effects that would cause a substantial adverse effect on human beings.   
 
1.18.2 Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures  
 
Caltrans would implement the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation methods described in Section 
3.3.4 Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures – Cultural Resources. 
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1

2

Thank you for your information that explains that the new provate property owner 
of the Cal Sorrento Property would be required to contact the City of San Diego to 
address the Cal-Sorrento Ltd appeal reqarding the Historical Resources Board’s 
Designation of the Sorrento Tower building, before proceeding with development of 
the site.  This information is now included in Section 1.10.1 of the Final EIR.

Comment 1 Response

Comment 2 Response is on the next page

Appendix C – Response to Comments
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3

2
cont.

Thank you for your information that identifies the City of San Diego’s LDC definition 
of a "designated historic resource."  This information is now included in Section 
1.10.1 of the Final EIR. 

Comment 3 Response

Comment 2 Response

Thank you for the comment that addresses land use and permitting requirements.Th 
Caltrans has selected Alternative 1 as the Preferred Alternative, which is to sell 
the Cal Sorrento Property as-is.  Caltrans, as the property owner, is not subject to 
the City of San Diego’s Land Development Code (LDC).  Therefore, there is not a 
LDC requirement under either Alternative 1 or Alternative 2.  Once Caltrans sells 
the property, the new property owner would be subject to the City’s LDC and 
associated environmental review process, including the requirement of a Site 
Development Permit with variance findings.  Section 1.10.1 has been updated in 
the Final EIR to explain the land use and permitting requirements as identified in 
your comment letter.  
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Disposal of Cal Sorrento Property 

Task and Brief Description Ref.

PS&E 
Responsible 

Branch / Staff

Construction 
Responsible 

Branch / Staff
Timing / 
Phase

NSSP, SSP, 
Std Spec, 

Permit
Action Taken to 

Comply/Remarks
Stormwater / NPDES
This project will be designed and 
constructed in compliance with State 
Water Resources Control Board 
adopted Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ 
NPDES No. CAS000003 National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit. The permit 
became effective on July 1, 2013.

Draft EIR, 
Section 3.9.2

Design Engineer and 
Contractor

RE, Contractor, and 
Construction Storm 
Water Coordinator

Design and 
Construction

Permit, 
Standard Spec 
(State Water 
Resources 

Control Board 
adopted Order 
No. 2012-0011-
DWQ NPDES 

This project will be constructed in 
compliance with the State Water 
Resources Control Board issued 
National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General 
Permit for Storm Water Discharges 
Associated with Construction and 
Land Disturbance Activities, Order No. 
2009-009-DWQ, as amended by 2010-
0014-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ 
(NPDES No. CAS000002 commonly 
called the Construction General 
Permit [CGP]), on September 2, 2009.  
The permit became effective on July 
1, 2010.

Draft EIR, 
Section 3.9.2

Design Engineer and 
Contractor

RE, Contractor, and 
Construction Storm 
Water Coordinator

Design and 
Construction

Permit, 
Standard Spec 
#13-3.01, and 
Construction 

General Permit

The project must develop a Water 
Pollution Control Program (WPCP) or 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP).

Draft EIR, 
Section 3.9.2 

Design Engineer and 
Contractor

RE, Contractor, and 
Construction Storm 
Water Coordinator

Design and 
Construction

Standard Spec 
#13-3.01

Hazardous Materials

Mitigation of LBP and ACM abatement
shall be performed by a certified ACM
contractor and lead contractor
according to Cal-OSHA guidelines,
Title 8, Section 1532.1(e)(2)(B) and
Section 1529 of the California Code of
Regulations, and Federal EPA
guidelines. The contractor shall be
advised of the presence of ACMs and
LBP issues.

Draft EIR, 
Section 3.8.4 Haz. Waste RE, Contractor

Design and 
Construction NSSP 

PS&E Task 
Completed

Construction 
Task 

Completed
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Executive Summary 
 
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the feasibility and order of magnitude 
costs associated with bringing the buildings located within the Sorrento Valley 
Park district up to an occupiable state. This report does not assess the 
reasonableness of any option. The options reviewed to achieve this criterion 
were vertically lifting and rehabilitating in place or relocating and rehabilitating the 
structures.  The buildings under consideration are located at 11803 Sorrento 
Valley Rd., and 3330, 3336-3346, 3347, and 3337 Industrial Court. These 
buildings are on land owned by Caltrans and were determined to have historical 
significance according to the Historical Resources Evaluation Report for 
Properties on Industrial Court in Sorrento Valley Industrial Park San Diego, San 
Diego County (Sorrento Valley Industrial Park HRER).  Caltrans is currently 
preparing an environmental document to evaluate the relative impacts and 
options for how to treat these structures.   
 
The Sorrento Tower and the one-story reinforced concrete masonry unit (CMU) 
wall structures in the immediate area suffer from similar conditions. There are 
concerns over the containment of lead based paint and asbestos within these 
buildings, and they all suffer from broken/missing electrical components, poor 
plumbing conditions, and water saturation – they have been determined to be 
uninhabitable. In many cases, the wooden diaphragm supporting the CMU wall 
structures contain mold, show excessive deformation, and deterioration from 
harsh environmental conditions. 
 
This study considered the feasibility of three basic options: 

1. Rehabilitate/retrofit and lift vertically 
2. Move buildings within parcel 
3. Move the buildings off-site 

 
This study is limited and it is understood that should Caltrans elect to move 
forward with any of these options substantial additional studies would be 
required.  All three options assume that the buildings would be rehabilitated to 
occupiable status and thus would require extensive rehabilitation efforts. 
 
This study has determined that moving the buildings both on-site and off-site is 
not feasible due to a myriad of factors which are discussed later in the report.  
However, vertically lifting the structures in place, retrofitting, and rehabilitating 
them to an occupiable state is a feasible option. Table 1 summarizes the 
feasibility and order of magnitude cost associated with each option. 
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Table 1 Feasibility Summary 

Option Feasible? 

Order of Magnitude Costs 

Structure 

Retrofit and 
Rehabilitation 

Costs 

Building 
Movement 

cost 
Total Cost 

Sorrento 
Tower 

Lift Vertically in 
Place Yes $1,890,000 

$5,000,000 - 
$6,000,000 

$7,000,000-
$9,000,000 

On-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

Off-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

3336-3346 
Industrial 

Court 

Lift Vertically in 
Place Yes $6,210,000 

$20,800,000 - 
$24,800,000 

$29,000,000-
$34,000,000 

On-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

Off-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

11803 
Sorrento 

Valley Road 

Lift Vertically in 
Place Yes $5,440,000 

$18,300,000 - 
$21,800,000 

$25,000,000-
$30,000,000 

On-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

Off-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

3330 
Industrial 

Court 

Lift Vertically in 
Place Yes $2,520,000 

$8,500,000 - 
$10,100,000 

$11,000,000-
$14,000,000 

On-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

Off-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

3347 
Industrial 

Court 

Lift Vertically in 
Place Yes $6,250,000 

$21,000,000 - 
$25,000,000 

$29,000,000-
$34,000,000 

On-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

Off-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

3337 
Industrial 

Court 

Lift Vertically in 
Place Yes $1,360,000 

$4,600,000 - 
$5,400,000 

$6,000,000-
$8,000,000 

On-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 

Off-site Relocation No n/a n/a n/a 
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1. Project Background 
 
On June 24, 2010 Caltrans acquired a group of properties adjacent to Interstate 
5 (I-5). The properties acquired by Caltrans are located west of I-5 and south of 
Carmel Mountain Road, on Industrial Court between Sorrento Valley Road to the 
west and the Plantable Geosynthetic Reinforced (PGR) wall supporting I-5 to the 
east (Figure 2). Since the properties are subject to groundwater infiltration and 
were in a state of substantial disrepair upon purchase, Caltrans proposed to 
demolish all of the structures located on the acquired properties. However, the 
structures located in the industrial park have been identified as a historic district 
after consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). In the 2011 
Historical Resources Evaluation Report (HRER), Caltrans determined that there 
were no eligible properties. SHPO did not concur with the findings of the HRER, 
so Caltrans agreed to reconsider the properties as if they were fifty years old and 
concluded that the five properties comprised a small historic district and the 
Sorrento Tower was individually eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places. Caltrans tasked T.Y. Lin International with preparing this report to 
evaluate the existing condition of the structures and the feasibility and associated 
costs of bringing them up to code in their current locations or moving them on the 
site or to another site altogether. 
 
 

 
Figure 1 Vicinity Map 

N 

Project Location 
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Figure 2 Properties Acquired by Caltrans 

 

 
 
1.1 BUILDING DESCRIPTIONS 

1.1.1 Sorrento Tower  
Sorrento Tower is located at 3344 Industrial Court (Figure 2). It is situated on the 
north side of the cul-de-sac at the end of Industrial Court. Sorrento Tower is a 
three story masonry and wood structure comprising roughly 5,340 square feet of 
office space. Exterior dimensions of the building measure approximately 49’ wide 
by 40’ deep. The tower features a flat roof with overhanging eaves and a 
concrete block exterior with vertical wood detailing. Roughly centered on the front 
of the building is the exterior stairwell leading to the upper floors. Reinforced 
Concrete Masonry Unit (CMU) bearing walls in combination with wood bearing 
walls and wood diaphragms comprise the structural system of the building. 
Surrounding the Sorrento Tower are five single story warehouse and 
manufacturing buildings forming a “U” shape around the tower and an open 
courtyard.  
 

I-5 

Properties Acquired by Caltrans 

Sorrento Valley Road 

PGR Wall 

Industrial Court 

Carmel Mountain Road 

N 

Sorrento Tower 
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Figure 3 Isometric View of Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 

 
 
1.1.2 Complex Surrounding Sorrento Tower 
Four connected one-story buildings arranged in a U-shape surround the Sorrento 
Tower, located at 3336-3346 Industrial Court (Figure 3). The complex contains 
industrial and commercial structures on a concrete foundation with concrete 
block walls and flat roofs, comprising roughly 22,145 square feet of work space. 
Reinforced CMU bearing walls in combination with wood bearing walls and wood 
diaphragms comprise the structural system of the building. The building contains 
roll up doors in the rear and is surrounded by asphalt parking lots. 
 
1.1.3 Building at 11803 Sorrento Valley Road 
The complex located at the west corner of the district at 11803 Sorrento Valley 
Road (Figure 3) is a one-story, flat roof structure on a concrete foundation, with 
concrete block walls. The east two-thirds of the building is a U-shape structure 
comprising roughly 13,160 square feet of work space, with a central courtyard 
containing an above ground tank once used for hydro-dynamic testing. The west 
one-third is a rectangular structure comprising 6,280 square feet of work space. 
Reinforced CMU bearing walls in combination with wood bearing walls and wood 
diaphragms comprise the structural system of the building. 
 
1.1.4 Building at 3330 Industrial Court 
The building at 3330 Industrial Court is located between the 11803 Sorrento 
Valley Rd and the Sorrento Tower complex (Figure 3), with asphalt parking lots 
on the east and west. It is a one-story, flat-roofed, rectangular structure on a 
concrete foundation, with concrete block walls, containing roughly 9,000 square 
feet of work space. Reinforced CMU bearing walls in combination with wood 
bearing walls and wood diaphragms comprise the structural system of the 
building. 
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1.1.5 Building at 3347 Industrial Court 
The building at 3347 Industrial Court is located at the east-most section of the 
district (Figure 3). It is a single-story, flat roof structure composed of two L-
shaped concrete block wall structures that enclose a central courtyard. 
Reinforced CMU bearing walls in combination with wood bearing walls and wood 
diaphragms comprise the structural system of the building. Roll up doors exist in 
the rear and the interior courtyard can be accessed by two concrete covered 
walkways at opposite sides of the building. Partially shaded concrete walkways 
with wooden supports and awnings frame the rectangular courtyard. There is 
about 22,320 square feet of work space in the structure. 
 
1.1.6 Building at 3337 Industrial Court 
The building at 3337 Industrial Court (Figure 3) is a one-story, flat roof, square 
structure with roughly 4,850 square feet of work space. It resides on a concrete 
foundation, with reinforced CMU bearing walls in combination with wood bearing 
walls and wood diaphragms, which comprise the structural system of the 
building. It is flanked by concrete and asphalt parking lots east and west of it.  
 
 
 

 
Figure 4 Sorrento Tower 

 
 

 
 



 

Page 9 

 
Figure 5 Isometric View of Sorrento Tower Location 

 

 
1.2 HISTORY 

The Sorrento Tower and surrounding buildings were built in 1965 for partial 
owner Clark Higgins by friend and local architect Loch Crane. The tower was 
originally designed as an office building to house Loch Crane and Associates and 
Industrial Developers, LTD. It remained a commercial property until Caltrans 
acquired it in 2010. 
 
 
1.3 CONDITION OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE 

1.3.1 Sorrento Tower  
Currently the Sorrento Tower is sitting vacant, with boarded up doors and 
windows. The wood balconies, roof elements, wood vertical and horizontal wall 
detailing are heavily infested with dry rot, termite damage, and are in a very poor 
condition. The balconies are unsafe to stand on and present a significant safety 
hazard. Nearly all of the wood in the structure needs replacement. There are also 
signs of water damage from the roof and floors leading to mold. Many electrical 
components are broken and missing, and copper piping has been pulled out of 
the walls, and the HVAC system contains damage. 
 
 
 
 
 

I-5 

PGR Wall 

Sorrento Tower 

Industrial Court 
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1.3.2 Complex Surrounding Sorrento Tower 
The exterior of the tower and its surrounding complex appears to have minor 
cosmetic issues associated with being poorly maintained for a long period of 
time. The complex has been altered over the decades with the addition of new 
doors and windows, outdoor storage sheds, and the placement of air conditioning 
units. The interior of the complex currently exhibits damage from vandalism and 
many years without maintenance. The electrical, plumbing, HVAC, ceiling tiles, 
and lighting are all damaged and missing from vandalism and a lack of upkeep. It 
is apparent that minor retrofits to the wooden beams in the structure’s roof 
diaphragm have been 
attempted in the form of 
externally attached wooden 
beams. Many wooden 
structural components 
throughout the structure also 
appear to be in a state of 
disrepair. Evidence of leaking 
roofs can be found from the 
visible water and mold can be 
found in many areas on the 
floor and walls as a result. 
Other Issues include dry rot 
and termites on the wood 
portions of the exterior walls, 
roof elements, and wood awnings 
over the exterior windows.  

  

1.3.3 Building at 11803 Sorrento Valley Road 
In the exterior courtyard of 11803 Sorrento Valley Road, there is a collapsed 
outdoor roof with extensive damage. The wooden components show evidence of 

dry rot and termites, which 
may have contributed to the 
failure of members. There is 
also a steel crane and a tank 
once used for hydro-
dynamic testing in the 
outdoor courtyard. 
 
The interior of the complex 
is in very poor condition. 
There are missing and loose 
ceiling tiles/fixtures, as well 
as hanging wires and other 
components. Visible water 
damage to the ceiling and 
walls can be observed, as 

Figure 7 Collapsed Roof in Courtyard 

Figure 6 Exterior of Sorrento Tower Complex  
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well as evidence of standing water located on the floor. Mold can also be found 
on the ceiling, floors, and walls. Nearly all of the wooden components appear to 
be deteriorating. There are also broken/missing electrical components, copper 
piping removed from the walls, and the HVAC system needs repair or 
replacement. There is also evidence of water flow through the structure as there 
are streaks of sand left over from water flow from the entrances to the more inner 
portions of the building. 
 
1.3.4 Building at 3330 Industrial Court 
Currently the building at 3330 Industrial Court is guarded with boarded up doors 
and entering was not possible for this investigation. As a result, all investigation 
of the structure occurred through reviewing available plans and viewing the 
exterior of the structure. Since this building is nearly identical to the others in the 
area, it is assumed similar damage exists. Likely conditions include poor quality 
of timber members, missing electrical components, HVAC damage, missing 
copper piping, and water damage on the roof and floor.  
 
1.3.5 Building at 3347 Industrial Court 
The structure contains doors and windows 
that are boarded up and the exterior wood 
awnings are subject to deterioration. The 
building exhibits damage from vandalism 
and many years without maintenance. 
The interior is subject to loose and 
hanging wires and ceiling segments, as 
well as damaged and missing electrical 
components. The HVAC system, electrical 
components, and copper piping will need 
to be replaced. Above the dropped ceiling, 
the wooden roof diaphragm is in general 
disrepair from dry rot, termites, and water 
damage. Mold is visible on the ceiling and 
walls throughout the buildings, with 
evidence of water leaking from the ceiling. 
There is also evidence of damage on the 
interior walls caused by physical force. 
Part of the building’s exterior contains a 
courtyard that is host to overgrown 
vegetation. The wooden awning in this area contains serious damage at its 
connections and members. 
 
1.3.6 Building at 3337 Industrial Court 
Some of the ceiling tiles and components are broken and missing, and there is a 
general mess due to vandalism and the lack of maintenance. There is mold 
visible throughout the building, serving as evidence of water damage that seems 
to originate from the ceiling and floor. Furthermore, it is apparent that the wooden 

Figure 8 Interior Ceiling of 3347 
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diaphragm is deteriorating due to dry rot and termites. Electrical components are 
broken and missing, the HVAC system will need to be repaired or replaced, and 
copper wire and piping has been stripped from the walls.  

2. Building Retrofit and Rehabilitation Measures

Only a partial set of architectural plans for the Sorrento Tower and its 
surrounding complex were obtained, many sheets were missing; most notably 
the structural details sheets. Architectural plans for the buildings at addresses 
11803 Sorrento Valley Rd. and 3347 Industrial Court have also been obtained. 
Since the scope of this report only deals with bringing the structures up to code, 
no considerations were made regarding the costs associated with interior or 
exterior finishing, cabinetry, or any other aesthetic features. Based on a review of 
the available architectural plans and an on-site inspection of the buildings, the 
following areas were identified as likely needing addressing in order to bring the 
structures up to current code.  

2.1 STRUCTURAL RETROFIT AND REHABILITATION 

Sorrento Tower Complex and other structures within the historical district were 
designed and built in accordance with the 1961 Uniform Building Code (UBC). 
Currently the City of San Diego requires structures to be built in accordance with 
the 2013 California Building Code (CBC) with local amendments, however due to 
the historical nature of the structures, rehabilitation and retrofit will conform with 
the California Historic Building Code (CHBC). The majority of differences 
between the current code and the 1961 UBC deal with the lateral force resisting 
systems and seismic detailing. The following are typical problems and solutions 
for structures similar to those within the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park. 

The connections between wood and concrete or wood and CMU such as the 
connection of wood bearing walls to the foundation and the connection of wood 
diaphragms to CMU bearing walls will need improvement. Although the CMU 
walls in this structure are reinforced, it is likely that they do not have the capacity 
required to withstand the prescribed seismic loads. Many measures may be 
taken to improve the capacity of the walls if necessary.  These improvements 
may include adding reinforcement to the wall internally, adding reinforcement to 
the wall externally by attaching steel angles and plates to the face of the wall, or 
strengthening the wall through adding high strength cement or fiber reinforced 
polymer (FRP) overlay, which will likely change the visual character of the 
structures. 

2.1.1 Sorrento Tower 
The Sorrento Tower is a 3-story masonry and wood frame structure. There is 
greater concern over the structure’s ability to withstand seismic events due to the 
additional lateral loads that would distribute throughout the multi-story structure. 
It is likely the damage to the wood floor/roof diaphragms from water/dry 
rot/termites is extreme enough that they need to be entirely replaced. 
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Numerous seismic retrofits of this nature have occurred in California with the 
prices ranging from $20-$100 per square foot. Higher costs are usually 
associated with historic buildings whose appearance and materials cannot be 
altered by construction. Sorrento Tower would likely fall in the middle of this price 
range, therefore, $60 per square foot is used for estimating structural retrofit 
costs. Structural rehabilitation to the wooden roof diaphragms, roofs, and walls 
for commercial office structures have occurred in California with the prices 
averaging about $20 per square foot. A total structural rehab and retrofit cost of 
$80 per square feet will therefore be used. 
 
Another area of the structure that needs to be addressed is its foundation. Since 
the ground water table currently sits near the ground surface at this site the 
potential for large settlements or differential settlements during a seismic event is 
very high. A full geotechnical investigation specific to the Sorrento Tower is 
necessary to determine the measures required to mitigate the possibility of 
differential settlement. It is necessary to raise the finished floor elevation of the 
structure to alleviate surface water flow and groundwater percolation into the 
structure. The Sorrento Tower is currently on a foundation which consists of strip 
and isolated footings in conjunction with a 4 inch floor slab. A more rigid 
foundation is likely needed to be constructed based on the findings of a 
geotechnical investigation. A new mat foundation would likely cost around 
$200,000. 
 
2.1.2 Remaining Structures Within the Sorrento Valley District 
Most of the wooden members, which include framing and roof diaphragms, are in 
poor condition due to general deterioration, dry rot, and termites. Single story 
structures will likely not need much seismic retrofit, but these structures will need 
extensive replacement of timber roofs and walls as evidenced by the wooden 
member shown in Figure 9. Wooden awnings will also need to be replaced in 
structures that contain them.  
 
Structural Rehabilitation to the 
wooden roof diaphragms, 
roofs, and walls for similar 
structures has occurred in 
California with the prices 
averaging about $20 per 
square foot. Numerous 
seismic retrofits of this nature 
have occurred in California 
with the prices ranging from 
$20-$100 per square foot. 
Higher costs are usually 
associated with historic 
buildings whose appearance Figure 9 Existing Condition of a Support 
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and materials cannot be altered by construction. These structures are not likely 
to require much seismic retrofit; therefore $20 per square feet will be used to 
estimate the seismic retrofit cost of these structures. A total structural rehab and 
retrofit cost of $40 per square foot will be used. 
 
The ground water table currently sits near the ground surface at these sites; 
therefore the potential for large settlements or differential settlements during a 
seismic event is very high. A full geotechnical investigation specific to these 
complexes is necessary to determine the measures required to mitigate the 
possibility of settlement. It may also be necessary to raise the finished floor 
elevation of the structure to alleviate surface water flow into the structure. 
 
Table 2 shows a summary of the rehab, retrofit, and foundation cost for each of 
the structures in the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park.  

 

 
Table 2 Summary of Structural Rehabilitation and Retrofit Cost 

Structure 
Square 

Footage Cost per sqft 
Foundation 

Cost Total Cost 
Sorrento Tower 5336 $80 $200,100 $630,000 

3336-3346 Industrial Court 22145 $40 $830,438 $1,720,000 

11803 Sorrento Valley Rd 19440 $40 $729,000 $1,510,000 

3330 Industrial Court 9000 $40 $337,500 $700,000 

3347 Industrial Court 22320 $40 $837,000 $1,730,000 

3337 Industrial Court 4850 $40 $181,875 $380,000 

 
 

2.2 HAZARDOUS MATERIAL ABATEMENT 

There are many hazardous materials that were used in the construction of older 
buildings which must be removed to meet current building and health codes. 
Caltrans has already identified that lead paint and asbestos exist inside the 
buildings. Removal of these materials requires specialized equipment and 
disposal. Also any lead pipes found in the structures will be considered 
hazardous and will need to be removed and replaced. Since the buildings have 
experienced standing water and roof leaks, mold will be a hazard. Depending on 
the extent of the mold, solutions may range from minor cleaning to full 
replacement of drywall and wood elements. According to a contractor that 
specializes in demolition, the material abatement can be estimated at $28.00 per 
square foot for each structure, assuming the hazardous materials are in place, 
not strewn about the interior, and that the mold is primarily located on material 
that is already being removed. If the hazardous materials have been disturbed 
and are all over the place or extensive mold is found this price could increase. 
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2.3 ADA COMPLIANCE 

Title III of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) provides protection against 
discrimination for disabled Americans by defining one form of discrimination as 
the failure to remove architectural barriers from existing public accommodations 
and commercial facilities. In simple terms this requirement means providing 
access to the buildings for all, including those people requiring wheelchairs or 
with limited mobility. For all structures, considerations include increasing door 
and walkway widths, providing ramps, handrails, and handicap suitable restroom 
accommodations. ADA renovation to most buildings are expected to be less 
extensive than the Sorrento Tower due to their already spacious entrance and 
walkways, stemming from their previous function as commercial/industrial 
complexes. The ADA states that these upgrades must be carried out to the 
extent feasible but that disproportionately high costs for ADA compliance may be 
cause for omitting certain items.  
 
To guarantee access for all within a multistory building like Sorrento Tower, 
including those with wheelchairs or limited mobility, adding an elevator may be a 
viable option. Based on the current configuration, two elevators would be 
required to access all floors. As another option, ramps could be added inside the 
building to allow access between the two elevations of each level. 
 
A cost that is disproportionately high is one that exceeds 20% of the original 
improvement costs. In addition to the disproportionality rule, historical buildings 
may also forego improvements that “threaten to destroy the historical quality of 
the building”. Since 20% of the improvement cost is the maximum that can be 
required to be spent on ADA compliance, this is used for estimating purposes. 
Table 3 summarizes the cost of ADA compliance on each structure. 
 

Table 3 Summary of ADA Compliance Cost 
Structure Rehab and Retrofit cost ADA Compliance (20%) 

Sorrento Tower $1,049,408 $210,000 

3336-3346 Industrial Court $3,450,060 $690,000 

11803 Sorrento Valley Rd $3,024,320 $600,000 

3330 Industrial Court $1,402,000 $280,000 

3347 Industrial Court $3,474,960 $690,000 

3337 Industrial Court $755,800 $150,000 

 
 
2.4 NON-STRUCTURAL IMPROVEMENTS AND REPAIRS 

Given the evidence collected from photos and on-site inspections, it can be 
concluded that extensive improvements will need to be made to the interior and 
exterior of the structures within the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park. These include 
improving or replacing the electrical, plumbing, heating/air conditioning, and fire 
sprinkler systems to make them fully functional and code compliant. Additionally, 
the entire ceiling and the interior and exterior walls will need to be completely 
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replaced due to mold and water damage. Typical remodel and improvement 
projects carry a $30 to $70 per square foot price tag for electric, plumbing, 
HVAC, and fire sprinkler systems. For estimating purposes, $50 per square foot 
will be used for the facilities. Table 4 summarizes the cost of non-structural 
improvements and repairs. 
 
 

Table 4 Non-Structural Improvements and Repairs 
Structure Square Footage Cost per sqft Total Cost 

Sorrento Tower 5336 $50 $270,000 

3336-3346 Industrial Court 22145 $50 $1,110,000 

11803 Sorrento Valley Rd 19440 $50 $970,000 

3330 Industrial Court 9000 $50 $450,000 

3347 Industrial Court 22320 $50 $1,120,000 

3337 Industrial Court 4850 $50 $240,000 

 
 
 
 
 
2.5 SUMMARY OF REHABILITATION AND RETROFIT COSTS 

Table 5 Summary of Retrofit and Rehabilitation Costs 

 
Sorrento 

Tower 

3336-3346 
Industrial 

Court 

11803 
Sorrento 
Valley Rd 

3330 
Industrial 

Court 

3347 
Industrial 

Court 

3337 
Industrial 

Court 

Structural Rehab and 
Retrofit $630,000 $1,720,000 $1,510,000 $700,000 $1,730,000 $380,000 

Hazardous Material 
Abatement $149,408 $620,060 $544,320 $252,000 $624,960 $135,800 

ADA Compliance $210,000 $690,000 $600,000 $280,000 $690,000 $150,000 

Non-structural 
Improvements and Repair $270,000 $1,110,000 $970,000 $450,000 $1,120,000 $240,000 

Engineering Investigation 
and Design @ 20% $251,900 $828,000 $724,900 $336,400 $833,000 $181,200 

Construction 
Management @10% $125,900 $414,000 $362,400 $168,200 $416,500 $90,600 

Contingency @ 20% $251,900 $828,000 $724,900 $336,400 $833,000 $181,200 

Total $1,890,000 $6,210,000 $5,440,000 $2,520,000 $6,250,000 $1,360,000 
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3. Relocation Options 
 
3.1 ON-SITE 

Moving the structures across the site would allow more flexibility for the space to 
be repurposed and still provide a new higher foundation for the buildings. After 
the analysis of the report was expanded to take into account the historic 
significance of the entire district, an on-site relocation was deemed infeasible due 
to the lack of available space. The structure sizes in Figure 10 are referenced to 
depict the infeasibility of having an on-site relocation. 
 
Vertically lifting the structures in place would allow for a new foundation to be 
built at a higher elevation to avoid the groundwater issues, the structures would 
then be set back down on this new foundation. After consulting with a contractor 
specializing in moving structures, it was determined that this scenario is feasible, 
although the primary concern was the poor soil conditions due to high 
groundwater. Since the entire weight of the structures will have to transfer from 
their current distributed condition to being carried by a handful of supports, this 
will create a few very heavily loaded support locations. Methods should be 
considered to avoid ground settlement due to these conditions.  
 

 
Figure 10 On-Site Relocation Options 

 

11803 Sorrento Valley 
Road Structure Area 

3330 Industrial Court 
Structure Area 

3337 Industrial 
Court Structure Area 

3347 Industrial 
Court Structure Area 

3336-3346 Industrial 
Court Structure Area 
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3.2 OFF-SITE 

Similarly to moving the structures on site, an off-site move was also analyzed. 
Due to the entire district having historical significance, the district’s layout must 
be taken into consideration. To preserve the historic presence of the district, the 
relative placements of each structure and their proximity to one another must be 
retained. An off-site move would require an area that is large enough to hold all 
the structures in a similar arrangement, and be close enough to the original 
location to ensure the feasibility of off-site transportation. Furthermore, the route 
of travel must have sufficient space for the structures to be transported. Due to 
the insufficient availability of suitable plots needed for an off-site relocation, this 
option is deemed infeasible. Figure 11 shows the required area size of the 
Sorrento Valley Industrial Park and the unavailability of sufficient space in the 
vicinity. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 11 Off-Site Move Area 

Area of potential off-
site move 

Area size of Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park 
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3.3 SUMMARY OF RELOCATION COSTS  

 
Table 6 Summary of Relocation Costs 

 
Sorrento 

Tower 

3336-3346 
Industrial 

Court 

11803 
Sorrento 
Valley Rd 

3330 
Industrial 

Court 

3347 
Industrial 

Court 

3337 
Industrial 

Court 

Vertically Lift 
Structure in Place 

$5,000,000 - 
$6,000,000 

$20,800,000 - 
$24,800,000 

$18,300,000 - 
$21,800,000 

$8,500,000 - 
$10,100,000 

$21,000,000 - 
$25,000,000 

$4,600,000 - 
$5,400,000 

Retrofit and 
Rehabilitation $1,890,000 $6,210,000 $5,440,000 $2,520,000 $6,250,000 $1,360,000 

Engineering 
Investigation and 
Design @ 7% $552,300 $2,170,700 $1,906,800 $883,400 $2,187,500 $473,200 

Range of Total 
Costs 

$7,000,000-
$9,000,000 

$29,000,000-
$34,000,000 

$25,000,000-
$30,000,000 

$11,000,000-
$14,000,000 

$29,000,000-
$34,000,000 

$6,000,000-
$8,000,000 

 

 
 
4. Conclusion 
 
Feasibility and order of magnitude costs associated with rehabilitating in place, 
retrofitting and rehabilitating Sorrento Tower and other structures in the residing 
district were evaluated based on reviewing the available architectural plans and 
performing an on-site inspection. It is determined that rehabilitating, retrofitting, 
and vertically lifting the structures in place is a feasible option. Relocating the 
structures on-site is not feasible due to the lack of available space in the area. 
Moving the structures off site is determined not feasible due to a long list of 
barriers and complications associated with such a move.  
 
For evaluation of the ‘reasonableness’ aspect of this project we have converted 
the approximate costs to $/square foot (SF): 
 
Vertically lift in place, rehab, and retrofit:  $1,450/SF 
 
Purchase price of equivalent office space: $250/SF 
Purchase price of equivalent industrial space: $130/SF 
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City Planning & Community Investment 
202 C Street, MS 5A ● San Diego, CA 92101-3865 

Tel (619) 235-5200 Fax (619) 533-5951 

DATE ISSUED: February 12, 2009    REPORT NO. HRB-09-008 
 
ATTENTION:  Historical Resources Board  
   Agenda of February 26, 2009 
 
SUBJECT:  ITEM #5 – Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Office Building 
 
APPLICANT:  Cal-Sorrento, LTD, owners; represented by the Office of Marie Burke Lia 
 
LOCATION:  3344 Industrial Court, Torrey Pines Community, Council District 1 
 
DESCRIPTION: Consider the designation of the Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Office 

Building located at 3344 Industrial Court as a historical resource. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION   
 
Designate the Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Office Building located at 3344 Industrial Court 
as a historical resource with a period of significance of 1965 under HRB Criterion C. This 
recommendation is based on the following finding: 
 

The resource embodies the distinctive characteristics through the retention of character 
defining features of the Contemporary sub-style of Modernism and retains a very good level 
of architectural integrity from its 1965 period of significance.  
 

The designation shall include building E and the trellised walkway with vertical pierced concrete 
block posts and wood slat roof that leads to building E. 
 



BACKGROUND   
 
This item is being brought before the Historical Resources Board in conjunction with a 
discretionary permit application for a proposed building demolition of a structure located at 3344 
Industrial Court. A historic resource technical report was required as part of the CEQA review 
process. The building site consists of a central three-story Contemporary style office building 
surrounded by a small courtyard and four single story buildings to the east, north and west. The 
complex was built in 1965 for Clark Higgins, partial owner under the name Industrial 
Developers Ltd, who commissioned friend and architect Loch Crane to design the project. The 
completed building would house Crane’s office on the ground floor, Industrial Developers’ 
offices on the second floor, and a gym space on the third floor. 
 
The historic name of the resource, the Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Office Building, has 
been identified consistent with the Board’s adopted naming policy and includes the name of 
Industrial Developers and Loch Crane, the original tenants of the building. 
 
ANALYSIS
 
A historical resource research report was prepared by Kathleen Crawford of the Offices of Marie 
Burke Lia, which concludes that the resource is not significant under any HRB Criteria. Staff 
disagrees, and finds that the site is a significant historical resource under HRB Criterion C as 
follows: 
 
CRITERION C - Embodies distinctive characteristics of a style, type, period or method of 
construction or is a valuable example of the use of natural materials or craftsmanship. 
 
The subject property is a Contemporary style office and warehouse/manufacturing complex built 
in 1965 for partial owner Clark Higgins by friend and architect Loch Crane. Higgins had seen an 
office complex in La Mesa that had buildings grouped around a central courtyard and he liked 
the concept. The decision was made to incorporate these ideas into the overall design as they 
corresponded with Crane’s views towards nature and use of structures. The site consists of five 
buildings, labeled A-E on the original plot plan. Buildings A-D are single story 
warehouse/manufacturing buildings which are grouped in a general “U” configuration around a 
small central courtyard and building E, which is a three story office building.  
 
Buildings A, B and C are one contiguous single-story structure consisting of concrete block with 
vertical wood siding and a flat roof. The facades which face the interior courtyard includes 
vertical wood posts connected to the front of the building with horizontal wood posts, creating an 
“L” shaped design motif. These posts are placed at intervals along the façade to add an 
additional horizontal/vertical element to the design. Windows vary in size, shape and placement 
around the structure and include metal framed, rectangular shaped fixed pane and slider 
windows. Entrance doors are composed of a variety of materials, including metal, metal and 
glass, wood, and wood and glass. The main entrance on building C is more elaborate than others 
and visually connects with building E through the use of similar stylistic elements. The entrance 
area has a corrugated metal flat roof which extends out over the entrance and is supported by a 
pierced, openwork, concrete pillar and supplementary posts. The south, north and east façades of 
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the structure contain bays with metal service doors for delivery and distribution. Building D is a 
one story concrete block building with vertical wood siding and a flat roof. The south façade of 
the building contains an entrance area to the offices which includes a concrete trellised walkway 
framed by a series of rectangular shaped arches. The arches are composed of vertical pierced 
concrete block posts with a wood slat roof over walkway which leads to building E. The west 
façade has several openings for different retail units with different interior configurations. The 
building’s windows vary in size, shape and style and include metal framed, rectangular shaped 
fixed pane and slider windows. Entry doors include metal and wood. The west façade also 
contains bays with metal service doors for delivery and distribution. Buildings A-D are largely 
utilitarian structures with minimal expression of the Contemporary style. In addition, these 
buildings have undergone various modifications which, although relatively minor, do have an 
adverse impact on the very simple structures. Therefore, staff does not recommend designation 
of buildings A-D under HRB Criterion C. The only exception is the trellised walkway in front of 
building D which leads to building E. 
 
Building E is sited as the focal point and central element of the complex. Building E is a three 
story Contemporary style commercial/office structure on a concrete foundation. It features a flat 
roof with overhanging eaves and a concrete block exterior with vertical wood detailing. Roughly 
centered on the building is the exterior stairwell leading to the upper floors. The stairs themselves 
are recessed inside a concrete block mass which projects slightly forward of the building. A 
simple railing with vertical wood balusters set on thin top and bottom rails are present at each 
landing. Access to the building is taken at each level through single metal doors. To the left of the 
central stairwell two columns of large fixed pane picture windows are present at the second and 
third floors. The columns are separated by decorative concrete block which runs from the 
foundation up past the roofline. The windows are metal frame and consist of a larger upper pane 
over a smaller lower pane. A corner balcony with a simple wood railing sits to the left of the 
windows at the second and third floors. Metal frame slider windows with vertical wood siding 
below look out onto the corner balconies. Horizontal wood slat sunshades accent the windows and 
balconies at each level on this façade, which receives considerable sun exposure. Large fixed pane 
metal frame windows and metal frame doors are present at the ground floor, which is taller than 
the two upper floors. To the right of the central stairwell is a large decorative vertical mass 
consisting of stacked, pierced cement block. To the right and set back from this decorative mass is 
a recessed plane consisting of more fixed metal frame windows with horizontal wood siding above 
and below. The recessed bay is topped with a flat roof and overhanging eaves. The three 
remaining facades are less ornate and consist of concrete block and horizontal wood siding that 
accents metal frame windows of varying sizes and operations. Some windows appear to have been 
replaced within the original openings; however, all existing windows are metal frame and sash.  
 
Unlike buildings A-D, building E clearly embodies the distinctive characteristics of the 
Contemporary style, as identified in the San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement, 
including all of the primary character defining features and many of the secondary character 
defining features. Primary character defining features are considered fundamental elements of 
the design and are more essential to the expression of the style. Secondary character defining 
features may be commonly found on examples of the style, but are not critical to its expression. 
The primary and secondary character defining features of the Contemporary style found on the 
building include: 
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Character Defining Features of the 

Contemporary Style 
(from the Modernism Context Statement) 

Character Defining Features Found on 
Building E 

Primary  
Strong roof forms including flat, gabled, shed 
or butterfly, typically with deep overhangs. 

A strong flat roof. Overhangs are present at the 
southeast corner. The illusion of overhangs is 
created through the use of sunshades. 

Large windows, often aluminum framed. Large aluminum frame windows throughout. 
Non-traditional exterior finishes include 
vertical wood siding, concrete block, stucco, 
flagstone and mullion-free glass. 

Extensive use of vertical wood siding, concrete 
block and mullion-free glass throughout. 

Secondary  
Angular massing. Strong angular massing is seen in both vertical 

and horizontal elements. Angular elements are 
emphasized through the use of concrete block 
and wood siding. No curvilinear or arched 
elements are found on the building. 

Sun shades, screens or shadow block accents. Sunshades are present above the windows and 
balconies at the second and third floors. 

Attached garages or carports for homes. N/A; commercial site. 
Split-level design, especially on sloped 
residential sites. 

N/A; commercial site on a flat lot. 

Horizontally oriented commercial buildings. Horizontal emphasis on an otherwise vertical 
building is achieved through strong horizontal 
elements including the flat roof; wood slat 
sunshades which break up the vertical massing 
and emphasize horizontal lines; and large 
picture windows which create greater 
transparency and de-emphasize the vertical 
nature of the three story building. 

Distinctive triangular, parabolic or arched 
forms. 

Not present. 

“Eyebrow” overhangs on commercial 
buildings. 

Not present. 

Integrated, stylized signage on commercial 
buildings. 

Not present. The building was designed as an 
office building in an otherwise undeveloped 
area and signage was not an important element.

 
The applicant’s report states that the building is not a good example of the Contemporary style 
due to the vertical nature of the 3-story building. The report also asserts that the building does 
not express any secondary character defining features of the Contemporary style, which is not 
consistent with the analysis above. As to the vertical nature of the building, the office use and 
needs of the client, Mr. Higgins, required a multi-story structure. Employing his fundamental 
principle of “form follows function” which states that the shape of a building or object should be 

 4



primarily based upon its intended function or purpose, architect Loch Crane designed a building 
which met the functional needs of his client while at the same time expressing a strong 
Contemporary design aesthetic. As a very good example of the Contemporary style, embodying 
all of the primary and most of the applicable secondary character defining features of the style, 
which retains a high degree of integrity to its 1965 period of significance, staff recommends 
designation under HRB Criterion C. The designation shall include building E and the trellised 
walkway with vertical pierced concrete block posts and wood slat roof that leads to building E. 
 
CRITERION D - Is representative of a notable work of a master builder, designer, architect, 
engineer, landscape architect, interior designer, artist or craftsman. 
 
Loch Crane was born in Wyoming and his family moved to Point Loma in 1929. Crane’s 
childhood interest in drawing led to high school drafting classes, after which he worked in the 
offices of Richard Requa and William Templeton Johnson. In March of 1941 Crane was 
accepted to Frank Lloyd Wright’s Taliesin West in Scottsdale, Arizona. Under Frank Lloyd 
Wright’s tutelage, Crane adopted Wright’s credo of “form follows function”, borrowed from his 
own mentor Louis Sullivan, as his most fundamental principle of design. After the attack on 
Pearl Harbor Crane relinquished his fellowship and joined the Army Air Corps in April 1942. 
During the postwar period he stayed in Japan and during his travels he was able to explore his 
love of Japanese culture, lifestyle, housing and architecture, which would influence his design 
philosophy. Crane appreciated the “human scale” of Japanese architecture, which emphasized 
flexibility and versatility of spaces. The connection between indoor and outdoor elements and 
the blending of the two through the use of natural elements and materials was a value which 
Crane also shared and would incorporate into his design.  
 
Crane returned to San Diego in 1946 and began an architectural practice. His first project was his 
own family residence on Udall Street in Point Loma, which was designed to be built in stages 
and expand as the family grew. Soon Crane was obtaining commissions for various projects, 
including private residences, business buildings and warehouses. As an unlicensed architect, 
Crane soon came under pressure from the City of San Diego to obtain his architect’s license. 
Under the G.I. Bill, Crane received his education at the University of Southern California, 
completing the five year degree program in just three years (1954-1957). Crane worked as an 
architect designing both residential and commercial buildings in San Diego during the 1950’s 
and 1960’s. A partial list of Crane’s known work was provided in the applicant’s report. 
 
Crane’s core beliefs in architecture were influenced by his time spent with Wright at Taliesin, his 
experiences in Japan, and his early work with Requa and Johnson. In a 2009 interview discussed 
in detail in the report, Crane stated that his primary design philosophies and principles were: 
 

1. Form follows function. 
2. The honesty of the exposed structure. 
3. The structure should be open and spacious. 
4. Natural materials in texture and color should be used. 
5. The modular unit was essential to a sense of scale and proportion. 
6. The use of the hexagon as a measure to ensure openness of the interior and allow for 

different activities within the interior space. 
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The applicant’s report states that the subject property is not representative of Crane’s work, as it 
reflects the preferences of his client and lacks the horizontal layout of his residential design. The 
fact that several of his commercial buildings, including two of his other former offices, are multi-
story show that Crane was not at all adverse to constructing a multi-story Modern building when 
the function required it. In addition, Modern structures, including Contemporary style structures, 
are not limited to single story buildings by nature. As to the building reflecting only the 
preferences of his client, the building clearly exhibits Crane’s design aesthetic when compared to 
his other commercial buildings, most notably the La Jolla Racquet Club. The two buildings share 
some striking similarities, including a flat roof, extensive use of decorative pierced concrete 
block, vertical wood siding, large fixed pane windows, covered walkways, and the same balcony 
railing seen on the landings on the subject property.  

Although building E appears to be representative of Crane’s commercial work, it is not clearly 
documented at this point in time that the building is a notable example of his work. More 
importantly, while the report does provide a good deal of information on Crane, it stops short of 
providing an analysis of Crane’s work and whether or not he could be considered a Master 
Architect. An analysis of Crane’s work within the context of the Modernist movement is not 
provided and a clear and compelling case for his overall body of work reflecting that of a Master 
has not been made. Therefore, it is not appropriate at this time to establish Loch Crane as a 
Master Architect. With further research and analysis this may be possible, at which time building 
E could be reconsidered for its association with Crane as a Master Architect. Therefore, staff 
does not recommend designation under HRB Criterion D at this time. 

As a side note, although building E did serve as Crane’s office from 1965 through an unknown 
date, it would not be appropriate to designate the building for that particular association under 
any criteria. Crane has not been established as a Master Architect or a historically significant 
individual, and there is insufficient evidence to show that this building would be the most 
appropriate to reflect an association with him or his work. 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

Should the applicant chose to apply for a Mills Act, conditions related to restoration or 
rehabilitation of the resource may be identified by staff during the Mills Act application process, 
and included in any future Mills Act contract. 

CONCLUSION

Based on the information submitted and staff's field check, it is recommended that the Industrial 
Developers/Loch Crane Office Building located at 3344 Industrial Court be designated under 
HRB Criterion C as a very good example of the Contemporary style, embodying all of the 
primary and most of the applicable secondary character defining features of the style, which 
retains a high degree of integrity to its 1965 period of significance. The designation shall include 
building E and the trellised walkway with vertical pierced concrete block posts and wood slat 
roof that leads to building E. Designation brings with it the responsibility of maintaining the 
building in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The benefits of designation 
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include the availability of the Mills Act Program for reduced property tax; the use of the more 
flexible Historical Building Code; flexibility in the application of other regulatory requirements; 
the use of the Historical Conditional Use Permit which allows flexibility of use; and other 
programs which vary depending on the specific site conditions and owner objectives. 
 
 
 
_________________________    _________________________ 
Kelley Saunders      Cathy Winterrowd 
Senior Planner       Senior Planner/Program Coordinator 
 
KS/cw  
 
Attachment(s):   Applicant's Historical Report under separate cover 
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I. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

This Historic Resources Evaluation Report (HRER) documents the results of a historical 
resources study in compliance with the California Department of Transportation‘s 
(Caltrans) responsibilities under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
California Public Resources Code (PRC) §5024, and Governor‘s Executive Order W-26-
92, prior to taking any action at Caltrans-owned properties on Industrial Court in the 
Sorrento Valley Industrial Park in San Diego, San Diego County (Refer to Figures 1-3). 
Caltrans needs to identify any historical resources on the parcels in order to take into 
account effects to historical resources and to determine whether additional consultation 
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will be necessary under §5024. 
Caltrans is requesting the SHPO‘s concurrence on the eligibility findings pursuant to 
PRC §5024(b). 

Five of the six resources within the Project Area Limits (PAL) were evaluated using the 
National Register of Historic Places criteria, in accordance with PRC §5024(b), and using 
the California Register of Historical Resources criteria outlined in PRC §5024.1, in 
accordance with PRC §15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines. One resource was 
exempted from evaluation using the guidelines in Attachment 4 of the Section 106 
Programmatic Agreement1 (Section 106 PA). 

As described in this report, Caltrans evaluated the non-archaeological Caltrans-owned 
resources on Industrial Court, in accordance with PRC §5024, early in the planning 
process to determine whether there are any historical resources that might be adversely 
affected by Caltrans actions, such as demolition or transferring the properties out of state 
ownership. The outcome of this HRER– whether any of the buildings are significant – 
will determine the more specific alternatives to be considered for future activities, and 
whether continuing consultation under PRC §5024 will be necessary for the state-owned 
resources.  

Within the PAL (see Figure 2), there is one historical resource for purposes of CEQA, the 
Sorrento Tower Complex, 3336-3346 Industrial Court, San Diego (Map Reference #3). 
The Complex meets California Register of Historical Resources eligibility criteria at the 

local level of significance under Criterion 3 because it is a very good example of 

Modernist architecture, in the “Organic Geometric” sub-style, as identified in the City of 

San Diego’s “Modernism Historic Context Statement.” The period of significance is 

1965, the boundaries are the parcel boundaries, and contributing features include 

Buildings A through E, the courtyard and the landscaping. Although it is less than fifty 

years of age, the complex meets the California Register Special Consideration for 

achieving significance within the past fifty years because sufficient time has passed to 

understand its significance [California Code of Regulations Section 4852(d)(2)]. 

However, while the Sorrento Tower Complex does appears to meet National Register of 

Historic Places Criterion C, it is less than fifty years old and its significance does not rise 

                                                 
1 Programmatic Agreement Among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation, the California State Historic Preservation Officer, and the California Department of 
Transportation Regarding Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it 
Pertains to the Administration of the Federal-Aid Highway Program in California. 
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to the “exceptional” level at 46 years of age (in 2011) and does not meet Criteria 

Consideration (g). Therefore, at this point in time, the Complex is not eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 

None of the remaining resources meet the National Register or California Register 
criteria; neither are they historical resources for purposes of CEQA. There does not 
appear to be a National Register-eligible historic district or landscape, nor are there any 
districts or landscapes that are historical resources for the purposes of CEQA.  
This HRER is intended to satisfy the historical built-environment aspects of cultural 
studies under PRC §5024 and CEQA, and does not reflect the archaeological concerns 
that need to be addressed prior to any ground-disturbing activity in the PAL. 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Caltrans owns properties on Industrial Court, adjacent to the State Route 56/Interstate 5 
right of way in San Diego. Some of the properties are leased and some are vacant and 
boarded up There was vandalism in one of the vacant and boarded-up propertiers 
(Building E of the Sorrento Tower Complex) that disturbed asbestos, which was removed 
as soon as the problem was discovered. Ultimately, Caltrans intends to sell the Industrial 
Court properties, but prior to taking any further actions, Caltrans needs to determine 
whether there any of these state-owned resources meet the criteria for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places, California Historical Landmarks or the California 
Register of Historical Resources.  

The Project Area Limits (PAL) is delineated on Figure 2, as all the parcels on Industrial 
Court, as determined by District 11 Associate Environmental Planner, Karen Crafts and 
Associate Right-of-Way Agent Anastasia Hunter.  

III. RESEARCH METHODS 

Research methods for this project adhered to the Caltrans Environmental Handbook 
Volume 2: Cultural Resources (updated November 2010). Research for the project was 
conducted at the Caltrans Headquarters Library, Sacramento; the California State Library, 
History Room; Save Our Heritage Organization (SOHO), San Diego; San Diego 
Historical Society, San Diego; the internet; and oral history with the Higgins family 
members. In addition to the primary authors of the project, Caltrans Headquarters 
Cultural Studies Office staff Gloria Scott and Dana Supernowicz, who both meet the 
Professionally Qualified Staff Standards in Section 106 PA Attachment 1 as Principal 
Architectural Historians, District 11 Associate Environmental Planner Karen Crafts, and 
Headquarters Intern Margo Nayyar provided assistance.  

Other resources examined include the National Register of Historic Places (National 
Register) online database; California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); 
California Historical Landmarks; and California Points of Historical Interest.  

A review of the NRHP and CRHR revealed that no historic properties within the PAL 
have been listed or determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP or California Register, 
or have been registered as California Historical Landmarks (CHL).  

One building however, called the ―Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Office Building‖ at 
3344 Industrial Court, Building E of the Sorrento Tower Complex, was designated as 
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City of San Diego Historic Landmark #897 on February 26, 2009 for its architectural 
significance. 
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FIGURE 2: PROJECT AREA LIMIT MAP 
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Figure 3: Del Mar, CA Quadrangle, 1967 USGS Topographic Map (1” = 24,000’) 
The red arrow points to the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park. 
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IV. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

Introduction 

The six parcels on Industrial Court are located in the Sorrento Valley region of the City 
of San Diego in northern San Diego County; the area also is referred to as Torrey Pines. 
The area within and surrounding the project's PAL contains moderate density suburban 
offices, residential and light industrial developments dating from the late 1960s to the 
present. Interstate 5 and the recently constructed State Route 56 local bypass are directly 
behind and to the east of the PAL. To the west is Torrey Pines Preserve.  

History of Sorrento Valley 

Sorrento Valley, besides its modern commercial buildings and freeways, was once 
inhabited by San Diegueno Indians. Numerous shell midden deposits have been found 
along the bluffs surrounding the valley. Several sites have been dated by amino acid 
method to about 4,500 to 10,000 years old. The northwesterly trend of the valley is 
thought to be structurally controlled as it parallels the La Nación Fault to the south, and 
as it is oriented in an anomalous direction toward the lagoons to the north.  

In 1874, Judge Benjamin Hayes described the extensive cobble barrier that completely 
sealed off the mouth of the lagoon and noted that its height exceeded forty feet above sea 
level. In 1889, the California Southern Railroad installed a beach shingle railroad siding 
in order to mine cobbles for use as abrasives and as paving material for the streets in the 
city of San Diego. In 1883 the railroad company located its right-of-way through the 
valley. During the great storms and flood of 1884, the railroad had to be dug out after 
massive landslides sealed off the lower valley and buried the track. Since then, Sorrento 
Valley has been flooded on several occasions, with one of the worst floods in 1938. At 
that time, only ranches and farms existed there, and the structures were generally above 
the flood level. In the mid to late 1960s extensive development took place in the eastern 
section of the valley, forming what is known as Sorrento Valley Industrial Park. Flooding 
periodically occurs in the valley, since there is no adequate flood control channel to 
handle large volumes of water.2 

Industrial Parks 

Industrial or business parks, whichever term is used, reflect an idea that was born in the 
late 19th century from attempts to humanize the nation‘s workspace by providing fresh air 
and outdoor spaces in factories that were overcrowded, poorly ventilated, and generally 
offered unhealthy working conditions. In other words, planners, architects, and in some 
instances, factory owners, began a more concerted effort to reorder the workspace in 
terms of cultural concerns and aesthetics. The evolution of industrial or business parks 

                                                 

2 Gerold G. Kuhn and Francis P. Chepard. Some Amazing Histories and Some Horrifying Implications. 
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984.    
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made great strides after World War II in response to new technologies in building design, 
suburban sprawl, the creation of an interstate freeway system, and a more mobile 
workforce.  

Another term that has been applied to aggregating industry, including the formation of 
industrial parks within or near cities, is referred to as ―city-industries.‖ The idea evolved 
from economic reasoning that suggested like-industries should group or cluster together 
taking advantage of skilled labor and an abundance of labor.  

In the case of San Diego, the post-World War II Era brought with it the transition of 
wartime industries to peacetime industries that included the introduction of advanced 
technological firms, a well-educated labor pool, affordable housing, and adequate 
transportation generally in the form of highways and freeways. 

By the late 1950s, San Diego‘s suburban growth had moved northward towards La Jolla, 
Encinitas, Poway, Oceanside and Escondido. Besides the historic coastal communities 
aligning the Pacific Coast Highway, much of the inland areas of north San Diego County 
remained largely undeveloped and suitable for both industrial and residential growth, 
thanks to the completion of Interstate 5 and 805.  

Taking into account all the factors that influenced development in San Diego County in 
the 1960s, industrial or business parks appear to have been an integral component of the 
region‘s economy, and that parks of this character were speculative in that they attempted 
to induce companies or corporations to acquire parcels and construct corporate 
headquarters, offices, or manufacturing facilities. Another assumption is that the building 
boom of the 1960s in San Diego was a significant event, both economically, and in 
respect to the adaptation of Modernist designs in both commercial and residential 
architecture. Finally, historic documents suggest that the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 
was not unique in its design approach, marketing, and eventual development as compared 
to other similar industrial or business parks in San Diego, or for that matter, in Southern 
California. 

History of Business/Industrial Parks 

Since the early 1900s there have been several types of industrial or business parks that 
evolved in the United States. The first was a business park that was designed for a single 
industry. The second was a business park that was developed to attract multiple industries 
or businesses. It is this type of industrial park that led to the creation of the Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park in north San Diego County.  

Several well documented and important examples of this form of park include Stanford 
Industrial Park in Palo Alto created in 1951; Technology Road along Route 128 in 
Boston created in the 1950s; and Research Triangle Park in Raleigh, North Carolina 
established in the mid-1950s.3 Research Triangle Park is noted as being the ―largest 
planned park of its type in the United States, dedicated entirely to research.‖

4 Stanford 
Industrial Park was designed with the same approach as Research Triangle Park. Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park was designed to be the ―Southern California counterpart to 

                                                 
3 Gwendolyn Wright. ―The Virtual Architecture of Silicon Valley.‖ Journal of Architectural Education 

Vol. 54, No. 2 (Nov., 2000). 88-94. 
4 W. Hamley. ―Research Triangle Park: North Carolina.‖ Geography, Vol. 67, No. 1 (January 1982), 59. 
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Stanford Research Park in Palo Alto;5 however, it is more typical of the smaller, more 
speculative parks that flourished after World War II throughout California.  

The central idea behind Research Triangle Park, similar to Stanford Industrial Park, was 
to unite together corporate, educational, business, and government in research 
laboratories, manufacturing, and research institutes into a single park-like facility. 
Research Triangle Park encompasses over 5,000 acres as compared to Stanford Industrial 
Park that covers approximately 660 acres, and the original Sorrento Valley Industrial 
Park that covers less than 50 acres.6   

Industrial parks generally sell or lease land to respective parties. As a general rule, many 
if not all, industrial parks try to encourage like-industries. In the case of Research 
Triangle and Stanford parks the goal was to encourage research and development 
companies, such as International Business Machines (IBM) in the case of North Carolina, 
and Hewlett Packard (HP) in California. In North Carolina the developers also 
encouraged federal agencies involved in research to acquire property in the park.7 
Industrial or business parks were encouraged by government, businesses and chambers of 
commerce, as vital to providing new jobs and boosting the local economy.  

The proximity to transportation systems was also a key ingredient in locating industrial or 
business parks. Research Triangle Park, Stanford Industrial Park, and Sorrento Valley 
Industrial Park are located adjacent to or near major transportation corridors that make 
access easy and transporting parts and equipment efficient. Another factor that played a 
role in location, certainly in the case of the Sorrento Valley, was shifting from high cost 
to low cost locations, generally in the suburbs or periphery of cities. During the late 
1950s and early 1960s the cost of land in San Diego‘s periphery was relatively low, as 
compared to the city itself, with the exception of beach towns, such as La Jolla and Del 
Mar. Sorrento Valley was located on the east side of the choice lands occupied by these 
pricy beach towns, in an area that was in the past used principally for agriculture. 
Certainly the cost of new construction was also a major factor in the park‘s development. 

Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 

Beginning in the late 1950s the demand for land zoned for industrial use became 
particularly acute in San Diego County. The wartime industries in the region had been 
superseded by aerospace, high technology firms, and light manufacturing. By the early 
1960s there were at least three industrial parks in the county – San Diego Industrial Park 
in University City, Oceanside Industrial Park near the airport, and Mission Industrial Park 
in Santee. In 1966, the Southland Industrial Park opened, located near I-5 and National 
Avenue in San Diego.   

Historic documents suggest that plans were likely underway in the early 1960s for the 
creation of yet another industrial park, this time in Sorrento Valley, partly in response to 
the completion of the new Interstate 5 interchange in the center of the valley. Sorrento 
Valley was also close to the new University of California campus at La Jolla and the 
technology firms that were relocating to north San Diego County. The importance of 

                                                 
5 ―Huge Industrial Park Started Near La Jolla,‖ Los Angeles Times, September 13, 1959. 
6 Hamley, 88. 
7 Ibid, 61. 
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transportation systems on the growth of San Diego is illustrated in the following 
comments printed in the March 1965 issue of San Diego Magazine: 

Who would deny the highway is the prime mover in the San Diego 
building scene? Whatever grows around here, grows because a river of 
cars can get there, and sometimes places die because cars can‘t. . . . In San 
Diego , the hottest spots are anywhere north of Ocean House along one 
line that travels northward through La Jolla, Torrey Pines and the coastal 
towns of Oceanside; and another which snakes its way north through Rose 
Canyon, Sorrento Valley, around Rancho Santa Fe and breaks back to the 
coast near Carlsbad.8 

Sorrento Valley Industrial Park lies directly along the I-5 corridor straddling the valley. 
Its proximity to I-5 is no coincidence since the freeway was instrumental in opening up 
the region to development. During its first phase of development, Sorrento Valley 
Industrial Park was promoted by Clark Higgins, whose company was known as Industrial 
Developers, Ltd.9 Higgins was an entrepreneur-developer whose interests went well 
beyond Sorrento Valley. Higgins was also responsible for the development of the La Jolla 
Racquet Club Apartments at La Jolla Shores in the mid-1960s (refer to Figures 6 and 15).  

Virtually all of the construction in San Diego County in the 1960s shared a common 
vocabulary of architecture – namely Modern. Higgins, who was the principal developer 
of Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, hired his friend and colleague Loch Crane, to design 
both the first phase of the industrial park and the La Jolla Racquet Club Apartments. Both 
properties illustrate Crane‘s penchant for Modernist design influenced by the integration 
of outdoor spaces, work, and living areas. According to Higgins family members, 
Higgins employed architect Loch Crane, who had trained under Frank Lloyd Wright, to 
design a Modern style three-story wood-frame and concrete building for use as his 
personal office, along with an office for Crane. One floor was devoted to recreational 
activities. Higgins‘ office occupied the upper floor and Crane‘s office was on the second 
floor. The building was surrounded by a single-story unit with warehouses or factory 
space and a central courtyard (refer to Figure 5).10 Crane‘s vision for the park clearly 
strayed from the typical utilitarian industrial designs commonly found in many industrial 
parks throughout the nation. Instead, the building‘s abstract organic geometric Modernist 
design creates a more intellectual and playful space that is both functional and pleasing in 
contrast to the starkness of many concrete industrial buildings constructed later in the 
park (refer to Figure 7).  

According to the March 1965 issue of San Diego Magazine, an advertisement for the 
Sorrento Valley Industrial Park proclaimed it ―is the ideal environment for the incubation 
and growth of scientifically-oriented industry.‖11 A photograph taken as part of the 
advertisement depicts one of the existing buildings in the park and perhaps Higgins along 
with a potential buyer or lessee (refer to Figure 4). The photograph appears to have been 
                                                 
8 San Diego Magazine, pub. ―Boom Along the Hot Line: How Freeways Open Up the Territory,‖ March 

1965, 90-94. 
9 City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Report No. HRB-09-008, February 12, 2009; San Diego 

Magazine. pub. ―Sorrento Valley Industrial Park,‖ advertisement, March 1965. 20. 
10 Ironically, the building located at 3344 Industrial Court near its northeastern terminus and the Racquet 

Club Apartments are deviations from most of Crane‘s work that focused on residential house design.  
11 Ibid. 
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taken at 3347 Industrial Court (Map Reference #4). The photograph would suggest that 
like the Sorrento Tower complex, this building, including landscaping, also had been 
completed by March 1965. In the picture are trellised outdoor spaces with tables 
surrounded by a single-story building with large picture windows.  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4: Advertisement for the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, March 1965. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Illustration of the Sorrento Tower Complex in March, 1965 designed by Loch Crane and 
built by Lyle W. Carson.  
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By 1966, residential home construction had gained pace with industrial development, 
including the opening of Arroyo Seco, a residential suburban neighborhood in the 
Valley.12 In the meantime, Loch Crane was actively designing residential homes, many in 
La Jolla. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 6: Loch Crane’s design plan for Clark Higgins’ $2 million La Jolla Racquet Club 
Apartments. 

The Racquet Club Apartments was a garden apartment development at La Jolla Shores. 
Each three-bedroom unit included a substantial patio and 17-foot vaulted ceilings. The 
apartments also offered two championship tennis courts, a large pool, putting greens, 
sauna baths, an exercise gym, recreation room with wet bar and kitchen. The apartments, 
designed by Loch Crane and Associates, AIA, were developed in concert with the 
Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, in 1965.13 

By the late 1960s and through the 1970s, most of the building construction in Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park was carried out using pre-fabricated concrete products, as depicted 
in Figure 7, taken in 1973. Note the simple rectangular building shape, use of 
prefabricated concrete wall panels, and textured panels for depth. The abstract forms of 
design have clearly given way to a more utilitarian Modernist contemporary approach to 
industrial building. 

  

                                                 
12 San Diego Magazine, pub. Arroyo Sorrento-Advertisement, March 1966. 
13 San Diego Magazine, March 1965, 66. 
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Figure 7: The founders of Linkabit, a technology firm, in front of their new San Diego 
headquarters in Sorrento Valley, ca. 1973. Pictured: Andrew Viterbi, unidentified, Irwin M. Jacobs, 
and Jerry Heller. Courtesy of Irwin M. Jacobs (Joel West. “Before Qualcomm: Linkabit and the 
Origins of San Diego’s Telecom Industry,” The Journal of San Diego History, Volume 55, No. 1 & 
2, Winter/Spring 2009. 

As illustrated in Figure 3 (USGS topographic map), by 1967 industrial development in 
the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park included approximately 13 buildings, most of which 
were concentrated along Industrial Court. Another observation is that the bulk of the 
buildings in the industrial park were constructed after 1967.  

In summary, historical documents suggest that the proliferation of industrial parks in San 
Diego played an important role in the economic development in San Diego during the 
latter part of the 1950s through the 1960s. The influence of industrial parks in San Diego 
was more cumulative, unlike other communities that created very large parks that 
subsumed much of the research and high technology being developed for an entire 
region, as was the case in Stanford Research Park Palo Alto and Research Triangle Park 
in North Carolina.  

Clearly, Sorrento Valley Industrial Park was not unique, nor was it the first industrial 
park built in San Diego County during the post-World War II era. In concert with the 
development of industrial parks in San Diego County during the 1950s and 1960s was a 
boom in commercial and residential development. Hundreds of ―Modern‖ inspired 
commercial buildings and apartments were constructed throughout the county during this 
period and thousands of residential homes were built. Virtually all the architecture of this 
period was Modernist Contemporary in design, influenced by new technologies, 
particularly prefabricated concrete and steel. Finally, while the rest of the buildings were 
more utilitarian in design, the Sorrento Tower combination office/industrial building 
complex in Sorrento Valley Industrial Park appears to be somewhat unique, even though 
the park itself was not unique. Embodying abstract Modernist organic geometric 
principles, the Sorrento Tower Complex is a departure from the more utilitarian designs 
of most industrial park buildings constructed during this period in San Diego.  
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In conclusion, as an industrial park property type, the buildings on Industrial Court, as 
compared to the universe of modern commercial buildings being built in the county at 
that period, are not unique.  

Modern Architecture in San Diego
14

 

After the turn of the twentieth century, the City of San Diego developed a recognizable 
style of civic architecture associated with the expansion of commercial development and 
later with the creation of Balboa Park. Of particular importance was the financial 
investment made by J. D. Spreckles and the architectural designs of William Templeton 
Johnson, Irving J. Gill, Sim Bruce Richards, and others.

15
  

The antecedents for American Modernism come essentially come from two different 
philosophies, one based in European Bauhaus School, and the other in the American 
organic design of Louis Sullivan and Frank Lloyd Wright.  

Modernism‘s European antecedents, particularly in Germany early in the twentieth 
century, were expressed when artists, craftsmen, landscape designers, architects and 
patrons alike began to experiment with innovative designs that broke away from 
historical styles. Of particular importance for pre-war Modernism was the Bauhaus 
school (1919-1933) located in Weimar and Dessau, Germany. The school called for a 
new "rational" social housing for the working class. Bauhaus architects, designers, and 
students rejected "bourgeois" details such as cornices, eaves and decorative details. They 
wanted to use principles of Classical architecture in their most pure form, generally 
without ornamentation of any kind.16 Bauhaus designs typically incorporated flat roofs, 
monochromatic color schemes, open floor plans, and cubic volumes with clean, smooth 
façades. The Bauhaus ideas were quickly transferred to the United States and adopted by 
numerous architects active in America beginning in the 1930s, including Walter Gropius, 
Marcel Breuer, and Mies van der Rohe. On the heels of the Bauhaus design movement, 
evolved the styles we now associate with ―International Architecture.‖ The design 
principles of ―International‖ spread quickly following the 1932 publication of The 

International Style by critic Henry-Russell Hitchcock and architect Philip Johnson in 
conjunction with an exhibition at the Museum of Modern Art in New York.17 These 
principles were melded with other forms of art and design to form a new ―Modernism‖ in 
America. By the post-World War II era, the stage had been set for a host of new 
architects borrowing from the work of Hitchcock, Johnson, and others while 
experimenting with new technologies to create modern buildings. 

                                                 
14 The following section on the Modern Architecture in San Diego is adapted from Dana E. Supernowicz 

and Janice Calpo‘s ―Historical Resources Evaluation Report for the State of California, Department of 
Transportation Former Caltrans District 11 Office Complex, APN 442-463-01 San Diego, San Diego 
County, California EA 1100000072, January 2011.‖ 

15 Sim Bruce Richards was a WPA (Works Progress Administration) artist turned Taliesin Fellowship 
student, Richards worked alongside Frank Lloyd Wright to learn how to integrate a plot of land with the 
structures built on them. Richards completed over 200 residential projects, as well as a numerous public 
buildings.  

16 Bauhaus School 1919-1933, http://thebauhaus.org/thebauhaus, accessed December 2010. 
17 Henry-Russell Hitchcock and Philip Johnson. The International Style. W. W. Norton & Company, 1932 

reprinted 1966. 

http://thebauhaus.org/thebauhaus
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As described in Modern San Diego:  

Against the rules of composition, symmetry, proportion and ornament, 
modern architecture became a force of straightforward, rational and clean 
design. Like elsewhere, San Diego Modern Architecture fought the 
Beaux-Arts, Victorian and Edwardian traditions, instead seeking service 
and problem-solving as its aim. Using advanced building technologies, a 
focus on integrity of structures and materials, research and 
experimentation, and a new moral compass of the living environment 
(among other design strategies, architects sought a seamless integration of 
the built environment and landscape), architects and planners alike moved 
swiftly to change the face of San Diego‘s built environment.18 

In San Diego during the first decades of the twentieth century, most architectural 
historians agree that a regional approach to modernism took shape with Irving Gill‘s 
early ―cubist‖ structures, such as Scripps Cottage (1912) and Rudolph Schindler‘s Pueblo 
Ribera (1923). 19 Irving Gill, in particular, had a profound influence on San Diego-based 
architects that succeeded him. Gill arrived in San Diego in 1893. His early designs 
adopted the Arts and Crafts and Prairie School style of architecture espoused by his 
mentor Louis Sullivan and partner William Hebbard. In a 1916 issue of The Craftsman, 

Gill described architecture as ―straight lines, simple cubes, and shear plain walls, un-
adorned by cornices, overhangs or anything but a simple vine growing along the 
structure.‖ In addition to plain walls of light color, Gill instructed his readers to 
appreciate the beauty and simplicity, as well as structural strength, of the architecture. 
Gill‘s preference for simplicity, as well as his desire to organize a structure and its 
outdoor landscapes, would prove important to mid-twentieth century Modern idealists, 
particularly those espousing California Ranch style architecture, such as Cliff May.20 

  

                                                 
18 Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, ―Towards a Definition of San Diego Modernism, www. 

www.modernsandiego.com/SDModernismDefined.html, accessed November 2010. 
19 Ibid. 
20 Ibid; for an excellent overview of the work of Cliff May refer to Daniel P. Gregory. Cliff May: The 

Modern Ranch House. New York: Rizzoli International Publications, 2008. 

http://www.modernsandiego.com/SDModernismDefined.html
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Figure 8: Irving Gill’s design for the Scripps Biological Station, La Jolla, CA circa 
1920s (Ann Jamusch, San Diego Union-Book Review, “Irving Gill: Our Resident 
Master New Book complements studies of First Modernist,” December 3, 2006). 
Note the smooth walls surfaces, cubist massing, and the lack of ornamentation 
and roof eaves. Today the building remains largely unchanged. 

Gill‘s use of reinforced concrete and stark geometry was adapted by Lilian Rice‘s 
contribution to regional Modernism. Rice, a graduate of U.C. Berkeley, is recognized for 
her plan and construction supervision of the Village of Rancho Santa Fe while employed 
by Richard Requa and Herbert Jackson. Her Spanish Colonial Revival designs were a 
departure from the traditional approach of the times, and local modern architects Lloyd 
Ruocco and Sim Bruce Richards would later adapt her vision of harmony in design in 
their own work.21 

According to Modern San Diego: 

Following a brief stint with Irving Gill (1907-1912), Richard Requa 
partnered with Frank L. Mead. Their early work may have reflected Gill‘s 
designs, but soon their interest in Colonial Mexico, Pueblo, and Moorish 
styles gained acceptance as well-suited for the regional climate. Calling 
this style ―Southern California Architecture,‖ historian Parker Jackson 
says Requa believed ―that the design of the building, the landscaping and 
the terrain should all be compatible and complement each other.22 

Beyond his work as Official Architect for the 1935 California Pacific International 
Exposition, and in 1936 for his design work on the City-County Administration Building, 
Requa's designs paralleled the work of Gill. Stressing stucco exteriors, tiled roofs, 
Moorish arches (akin to Cliff May‘s early designs) and unique chimney designs, Requa 
achieved a regional identity that would be built upon by later Modernist architects.23 

 

  

                                                 
21 York, ―Towards a Definition of San Diego Modernism,‖ 2010.  
22 Ibid. 
23 Ibid. 
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Figure 9: Richard Requa’s Modernist/Neo-Classical Grande Colonial Hotel, 
Prospect Street, La Jolla, California (built 1913). The Grande Colonial Hotel 
offered a prelude into the melding of Classical Architecture with modern details. 
The building remains an important landmark in La Jolla. 

Gaining notoriety for his invention of Lincoln Logs in 1916, and later for his 1946 book 
My Father Who is on Earth, John Lloyd Wright, son of Frank Lloyd Wright, also would 
make significant contributions to San Diego‘s mid-twentieth century architectural legacy. 
Having relocated to San Diego, John Lloyd Wright‘s first job was with Harrison Albright 
on the Golden West Hotel in 1913. Later, taking up residence in Del Mar, Wright would 
design and build a number of homes along the Pacific Coast. Of the few to study with 
Wright, neighbor Herb Turner worked in his office for a mere 75 cents per hour. Turner 
would assist Wright on his redwood naturalistic buildings, which often borrowed from 
his father‘s Prairie influence, before striking out on his own as one of North County‘s 
pre-eminent Modernists.24 

 
Figure 10: Rudolph Schindler’s Pueblo Ribera Apartments in La Jolla, completed in 1923. HABS 
CAL, 37-LAJOL, 3-6,National Park Service HABS/HAER/HALS Collections.  

                                                 
24 Ibid. 

 



Sorrento Valley Industrial Park HRER 

 18 

Of particular importance is Rudolph Schindler‘s experiment in low-cost housing, known 
as the Pueblo Ribera Courts (1923) in La Jolla (refer to Figure 10). After practicing in 
Vienna and Chicago, Schindler came to Southern California to supervise construction of 
Frank Lloyd Wright‘s Hollyhock house. The twelve-unit Pueblo Ribera Courts project 
suggests Schindler‘s desire to create communal indoor-outdoor living spaces, a feature 
that gained popularity with the work of Cliff May in the 1930s and 1940s.25  

Equally important to Modern architecture in San Diego, was the more organic philosophy 
of architecture that was influenced by Louis Sullivan and Frank Lloyd Wright and others. 
After World War II, architect Lloyd Ruocco played an important role in the development 
of a more organic regional style of Modern architecture in San Diego through his own 
architecture, writings, lectures and encouragement of young architects‘ ideas. ―Ruocco‘s 
ideas took hold as demand for housing, as well as civic and commercial buildings 
increased exponentially with an expanding economy, created by post-war optimism and 
the growth of new industries.‖26 Much like Los Angeles, San Diego‘s temperate climate, 
politics, and commerce together forged the beginning of a push towards modern design. 
Sharing the concepts of simplification of form and minimal ornamentation with their 
―International style‖ brethren, those who embraced organic architecture focused on 
natural materials, site location and the intimate relationship between interior and exterior 
spaces, as can be seen in Lloyd Ruocco‘s design of the Design Center in Figure 11. 27 

 
Figure 11: Front façade of Lloyd Ruocco’s Design Center, San Diego, completed 
1949 (City of San Diego, “San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement, 
October 17, 2007, p. 69). While the Context Statement identifies this as the Post 
and Beam sub-style, it equally could be classified as Organic Geometric. 

                                                 
25Ibid; Gregory, 2008.  
26 Arriving in San Diego in the early 1920s, philosopher architect Lloyd Ruocco immersed himself in 

San Diego‘s thriving architectural community. His first position was as a draftsman in the offices of 
Richard Requa where this high school student was exposed to the Mediterranean styles that had 
become immensely popular throughout Southern California. Ruocco developed a sensitive respect for 
siting and the built environment‘s relationship to the outdoors. Following graduation from U.C. 
Berkeley, Ruocco returned to San Diego to work in the offices of Requa and Jackson and William 
Templeton Johnson. He also assisted on the 1935 California Pacific International Exposition 
(building construction models), County Administration Building (he is credited with designing the 
terrazzo mosaics outside of elevators), and worked on Requa‘s Alfred Mitchell Residence (1937). 
Ruocco worked on the Rancho Santa Fe‘s master plan under the supervision of his high school 
drafting instructor Lilian Rice. At the Exposition, Ruocco (using his middle name Antonio) and 
Kenneth Messenger displayed several models of designs for local International Style homes. 

27 City of San Diego, 69. 
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Keith York, in his online article on ―Modernism: How The Principles Developed – A 
Brief History,‖ identifies these two philosophies as the proponents of the International 
School and the Humanists .Internationalists fuse ―science and life, attempting to unite art 
and industry, and bring them into daily life using architecture as the intermediary,‖ while 
Humanists ―create work that stimulated emotional responses in people when they 
experienced the built-environment, in contrast to their responding intellectually.‖28 

 
Humanists 

Humanists respect the nature of the building 
site and its microclimates, and design their 
projects to take full advantage of a site‘s 
natural characteristics. To preserve them, they 
employ natural materials -- wood, stone, 
copper, etc. -- to express the innate quality of 
those materials and their inherent structural 
and practical fitness; they combine art and 
building techniques to create unity and 
harmony between the two; and they create 
their designs to avoid formalism.29 

Internationalists 
Internationalists reject all forms of extraneous 
ornament, choosing to allow the building‘s 
structure, functional joining and detailing of 
their buildings to provide visual refinement. 
They design their projects with clean, crisp 
lines -- uncluttered, simple forms that clearly 
express the building‘s structure and the 
functions they house; they are careful to use 
their building-material palette -- metals, 
concrete, plastics, glass, etc. -- to clearly 
express the true nature of the materials and 
structural systems employed, and visually 
define the various elements of the building as 
a whole.30 

 

Sim Bruce Richards31 took a more organic ―humanist‖ approach to architecture that is 
clearly in his residential designs. The Jerome Lipetsky House in Alpine illustrates his 
predominant use of natural materials and deliberate site location, see Figure 12. He often 
used untreated Pecky Cedar for exteriors because it weathered to a ―misty gray,‖ and 
incense cedar in house interiors because of its subtle fragrance. Richards, had been a 
Fellow at Frank Lloyd Wright‘s Taliesin, had worked for Richard Requa early in his 
career, and eventually became president of the San Diego Chapter of the American 
Institute of Architects, and as one of the most respected contemporary San Diego 

                                                 
28 Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, ―Modernism: How The Principles Developed – A Brief History,‖ 

accessed August 15, 2011. 
29 Ibid. 
30 Ibid. 
31 Born in March, 1908 in Oklahoma, Sim Bruce Richards majored in art at the University of California, 

Berkeley, where he taught himself to weave. Frank Lloyd Wright liked the quality of the weaving and 
invited him to come to Taliesin. Richards‘ time at Taliesin as well as his upbringing in Arizona and his 
Native American heritage influenced him for the rest of his career, in which he designed a number of 
public buildings and 125 homes. As mentioned in May 9, 1984 Los Angeles Times article, Richards‘ 
style ―was a style recognizable by its celebration of natural materials, by its sweeping horizontal lines, 
by its molding o structure to fit site and its blending of art with architecture.‖ When many architects 
were designing in the International and similar styles, Richards mentored a ―small group of San Diego 
architects and designers attracted to his humanistic ways.‖ Wayne Swanson, ―Richards Left Mark on San 
Diego Architecture,‖ Los Angeles Times, May 9, 1984, ProQuest Historical Newspapers Los Angeles 
Times (1881-1987). See also City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Biographies of Established 
Masters,‖ 2011, and City of San Diego, 2007. 
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architects, whose designs blended into their natural surroundings. He in turn mentored 
other architects like Kendrick Kellogg, Robert Thiele and J. Spencer Lake.32  

 
Figure 12: Lipetsky Residence, completed in 1965 and designed by Sim Bruce Richards. Photo 
was taken by an unknown photographer shortly after completion. (Modern San Diego, 
http://www.modernsandiego.com/SimBruceRichards.html, accessed September 19, 2011). 

Other San Diego-based twentieth-century architects that embraced Modernism included 
Robert Mosher, Russell Forester, Eugene Weston III, Dale Naegle, Bill Lewis, Richard 
Wheeler, Hal Sadler, Homer Delawie, Robert Jones, Stanley J. French, and Henry 
Hartwell Hester. Other architects working in San Diego who followed the tenets of Frank 
Lloyd Wright and Louis Sullivan and developed a more organic geometric Modern 
architecture included Frederick Liebhardt, Kendrick Bangs Kellogg, and James 
Hubbell.33  

Besides the examples already provided, other examples of Modern organic geometric 
architecture in San Diego include: Cecil Roper Residence, Sim Bruce Richards 
Residence, Wiley Residence, Islandia Hotel, and the Liebhardt Residence.34 

Modernism Sub-styles: Organic Geometric, Post and Beam, and Contemporary 

The term ―Modernism,‖ while to some can mean a very specific style with specific 
characteristics, also has come to embrace a variety of Post-World War II styles and 
property types first built after World War II and into the 1970s. Much like the term 
―Victorian,‖ refers to many styles that were popular during Queen Victoria‘s reign, 
Modernism refers to at least half-a dozen style that range from International to Googie. 
The City of San Diego, in its ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement‖ of 
October 17, 2007 has classified Modernism into twelve sub-styles for its city: Streamline 
Moderne, Minimal Traditional, International, Futurist-Googie, Tiki-Polynesian, Post and 
Beam, Tract Ranch, Custom Ranch, Contemporary, Brutalism, Organic Geometric and 

                                                 
32 Swanson, 1984. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Ibid. 

http://www.modernsandiego.com/SimBruceRichards.html
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Organic Free-Form. 35 This historic context statement provides a brief history of each 
sub-style and identifies its characteristics. Two of the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 
complexes within the PAL best fit in the Organic Geometric sub-style, the Sorrento 
Tower Complex at 3336-3346 Industrial Court and the complex at 3347 Industrial Court. 
The remaining buildings within the PAL, which are more vernacular in appearance, best 
fit under the Contemporary sub-style. 

 

Organic Geometric Sub-style 36  

By the 1950s-60s, Frank Lloyd Wright had practiced his philosophy of ―organic 
architecture‖ for approximately fifty years, but the term was coined by Wright in a 1939 
speech called ―An Organic Architecture.‖ Adopting his former employer Louis Sullivan‘s 
often-repeated slogan, ―Form follows function,‖ Wright tweaked the slogan to "‗form and 
function are one,‘ claiming Nature as the ultimate model.‖ 

37 This philosophy had been 
picked up by Wright‘s followers and other architects like California architects John 
Lautner and Bruce Goff. A number of San Diego‘s modern architects embraced this 
philosophy, including Wright‘s former apprentices at Taliesin, Loch Crane, Vincent 
Bonini (who in 1960 designed the interior remodel of Disneyland‘s Monsanto House of 
the Future)38, Frederick Liebhardt, and Sim Bruce Richards.39 Embracing the notion of 
harmony between nature and the built environment, organic architecture, ―… is not a 
style of imitation, because [Wright] did not claim to be building forms which were 
representative of nature. Instead, organic architecture is a reinterpretation of nature‘s 
principles as they had been filtered through the intelligent minds of men and women who 
could then build forms which are more natural than nature itself.‖

40 In this philosophy, a 
building‘s materials were respected for their own inherent properties, spaces are 
integrated into the whole design and…a marriage between the site and the structure and a 
union between the context and the structure.‖

41 

As described in ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement,‖ the Organic 
Geometric sub-style flourished between 1955 and 1975; buildings were integrated into 
their surroundings with minimal separation between interior and exterior spaces, often 
emphasized rectilinear geometry, and often had asymmetrical façades, and angular 
shapes.42 Architects in San Diego who designed in this style included Loch Crane, John 

                                                 
35 The City of San Diego, ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement,‖ submitted to the State of 

California Office of Historic Preservation, October 17, 2007, 53. 
36 Ibid, 80. 
37 Organic Architect, ―Where Did the Term Come From?‖ < http://www.organicarchitect.com/organic/>, 

(accessed August 15, 2011). 
38 Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, ―Vincent R. Bonini,‖ www.modernsandiego.com (Accessed 

August 15, 2011). 
39 Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, Frank Lloyd Wright‘s Legacy in San Diego, 

<http://www.modernsandiego.com/WrightinSandiego.html> (Accessed August 15, 2011). 
40 Legacy Essay, <http://www.pbs.org/flw/legacy/essay1.html> (Accessed August 15, 2011). 
41 Ibid. 
42 City of San Diego, 80. 

http://www.organicarchitect.com/organic/
http://www.modernsandiego.com/
http://www.modernsandiego.com/WrightinSandiego.html
http://www.pbs.org/flw/legacy/essay1.html
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August Reed, Sim Bruce Richards, and Lloyd Ruocco.43 There are few examples of this 
sub-style in San Diego, and most can be found in the areas of La Jolla and Point Loma.44 

Organic Geometric character-defining features include: 

―Primary Secondary 
 Exposed structure and materials  Sharp angular massing 
 Square, diamond and polygon design motifs  Asymmetrical facades 
 Natural materials (wood, stone, glass)   Complex roof forms 

  Site specific design‖ 45 
 

Post and Beam Sub-style46  

As described in ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement,‖ the Post and Beam 
sub-style flourished between 1950 and 70.47 Rather than a style, this is a method of 
construction, but in the mid-twentieth century it was used to allow the expansive use of 
glass on a building‘s perimeter by limiting the need for load-bearing walls.48 Typically 
Post and Beam buildings are rectangular with grid-layout open floor plans that are based 
on a module or beam length, have deep overhangs and are highly individual due to 
custom designs.49  

Post and Beam sub-style character-defining features include: 

―Primary Secondary 
 Direct expression of the 

structural system, usually wood 
or steel frames 

 Repetitive façade geometry 
 Minimal use or solid load bearing walls 
 Absence of applied decoration 

 Horizontal massing  Strong interior/exterior connections 
 Flat or shallow pitch roofs (with 

deep overhangs or no parapet) 
 Floor-to-ceiling glass 

 Open interior floor plans 
 Exterior finish materials usually include wood, 

steel, and glass‖
 50 

 

Contemporary Sub-style51  

As described in ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement,‖ the Contemporary 
sub-style flourished between 1955 and 1965.52 In San Diego, as in the rest of California 
the post-World War II sub-style is ubiquitous both for single-family residences in 
housing tracts and in commercial and industrial developments. Typically Contemporary 
buildings, particularly for commercial and industrial uses, have rectangular massing, one 
                                                 
43 Ibid, 81. 
44 Ibid. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Ibid, 67. 
47 Ibid, 75. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Ibid. 
50 Ibid, 68. 
51 Ibid, 75. 
52 Ibid, 75. 
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or more stories, flat roofs and little to no decorative detailing. Surfaces often are plain, 
rendered in concrete block or stucco, and there may be shade screens of slatted wood or 
decorative concrete. Contemporary commercial and industrial buildings typically are 
based on standardized plans, using pre-fabricated and readily available materials. 

In San Diego, the Contemporary sub-style for commercial buildings displays ―angular 
massing, varied materials use, and unusual roof forms, especially on free-standing 
commercial buildings.‖53 Large signs to attract motorist also are typical for San Diego‘s 
commercial streetscapes and often are taller than the buildings themselves.54  

Contemporary sub-style character-defining features include: 

―Primary Secondary 
 Strong roof forms, including 

flat, gabled, shed, or butterfly, 
typically with deep overhangs 

 Angular massing 
 Sun shades, screens or shadow block accents 
 Horizontally oriented commercial buildings 

 Large windows, often 
aluminum framed 

 Distinctive triangular, parabolic or arched 
forms 

 Non-traditional exterior finishes 
included vertical wood siding, 
concrete block, stucco, 
flagstone and mullion-free glass 

 ‗Eyebrow‘ overhangs on commercial buildings 
 Integrated, stylized signage on commercial 

buildings‖
 55 

In summary, San Diego ―Modernism‖ inherently was part of a regional shift in the 
thinking and application of new technologies, materials, and design to commercial and 
residential architecture during the first half of the twentieth century. Clearly, early 
twentieth century San Diego architects, such as Irving Gill and Frank Lloyd Wright, 
influenced a host of young architects who borrowed upon and expanded ideas of design 
expressed by Gill and Wright. Although it has been stated that "San Diego had more 
Modernist architecture per capita in 1950 than Los Angeles," it is less clear whether San 
Diego ever developed its own ―vernacular‖ style of ―Modernist‖ architecture or whether 
the regional influences of southern California as a whole permeated through to San Diego 
and were expressed by a wide range of local and regional architects. 56   

  

                                                 
53 Ibid, 75. 
54 Ibid, 75. 
55 Ibid, 76. 
56 Supernowicz and Calpo, 17. The quote was provided by the world-renowned architectural photographer 

Julius Shulman who stressed the importance of San Diego's mid-twentieth century Modernist movement. 
See Bryan Forward. ―Announcing San Diego's First Modernism Weekend: Why a Modernism Show in 
San Diego?‖ in Save Our Heritage Organization (SOHO), Reflections Quarterly Newsletter, July 2003, 
Volume 34, Issue 3. 
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Loch Crane 

Loch Crane was born in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania on December 22 1921 to Russell Crane 
and Edith (Schiedt) Crane. Prior to his birth, his parents had lived in Wyoming, and in 
1929, the family, including Loch, his parents and a brother Russell, settled in San Diego 
County.57  

It was Crane‘s mother, Edith (Loch) Crane, who introduced Frank Lloyd Wright to her 
son and determined that he should become an architect:  

Mrs. Crane showed her son the January 17, 1938 issue of Time Magazine, 
featuring Frank Lloyd Wright on the cover as ―the greatest American 
architect of all time‖. As Crane looked at the magazine, his mother said, 
―this is who you will go work for‖. Crane was skeptical of his mother‘s 
words. But after a number of high school drafting classes, and short stint 
[sic] in the offices of Richard Requa and Templeton Johnson (with Robert 
Mosher), he and his mother packed up her Model A Ford and drove to 
Taliesin West outside of Scottsdale. They arrived in Arizona in early 
March 1941 - Mrs. Crane brandishing a $1000 check for the fellowship 
tuition, and the younger Crane armed with completed drawings from 
Templeton Johnson‘s office. Wright accepted him for the fellowship. 
After returning to Point Loma briefly, Crane returned to Taliesin in April 
to begin the long caravan road trip to Spring Green, Wisconsin for the 
spring and summer months with Wright and other students. To this day, 
Crane is unsure if Wright accepted him based on merit and skill, or saw 
his tuition check as immediately necessary to get his family and 
apprentices back to Taliesin.58 

Not quite twenty years old, in 1941, Crane became a fellow at Taliesin, where he met his 
future wife, Clare Bloodgood, a native of Wisconsin who was participating in a summer 
fellowship program at Taliesin. Loch Crane‘s apprenticeship was interrupted eight 
months after his arrival when World War II broke out. He terminated his fellowship and 
enlisted in the Army Air Force; in 1944, while serving as a flight instructor, Loch and 
Clare were married.59 His service in the military took him to Japan, where he stayed until 
after the war. While there, he became intrigued by the country‘s architecture and culture. 

Upon his return to San Diego after World War II, Crane began practicing architecture—
residences, small businesses and warehouses, and in 1948 his first ―‘expandable house‘ 
on Udall Street in Point Loma, testing…[his] concept house[that was]…intended to be 

                                                 
57 1920 United States Federal Census Election District 4, Park Wyoming and 1930 United State Federal 

Census, Enumeration District #3740, Supervisors District 21, San Diego City and Township, Provo, 
Utah: Ancestry.com Operations Inc., 2002, database-online, 
<http://search.ancestry.com/iexec?htx=View&r=an&dbid=6224&iid=CAT626_192-
0141&fn=Lock&ln=Crane&st=r&ssrc=&pid=92165868> (Accessed August 15, 2011); City of San 
Diego, 85; Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, ―Loch Crane biography,‖ www.modernsandiego.com 
(Accessed August 15, 2011). 

58 York, ―Loch Crane biography,‖ 2011; City of San Diego, 85. 
59 SignOnSanDiegoDotCom, ―Historian, civic activist Clare Crane dies at 85,‖ 

http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/2011/jul/05/historian-civic-activist-clare-crane-dies-at-85/> 
(Accessed July 8, 2011).  

http://search.ancestry.com/iexec?htx=View&r=an&dbid=6224&iid=CAT626_192-0141&fn=Lock&ln=Crane&st=r&ssrc=&pid=92165868
http://search.ancestry.com/iexec?htx=View&r=an&dbid=6224&iid=CAT626_192-0141&fn=Lock&ln=Crane&st=r&ssrc=&pid=92165868
http://www.modernsandiego.com/
http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/2011/jul/05/historian-civic-activist-clare-crane-dies-at-85/


Sorrento Valley Industrial Park HRER 

 25 

built in stages, expanding as one‘s family grew.‖60 His architectural designs incorporated 
both Wrightian concepts of nature, the relationship between interior and exterior spaces, 
and Japanese forms that had intrigued him. The result was a new, more modern style of 
architecture that fit well into San Diego‘s Mediterranean coastal environment, one 
identified in the San Diego Modernism Context Statement the ―Organic Geometric sub-
style, as well as elements of the Post and Beam sub-style.61 However, because he was 
practicing without a license and the City of San Diego was pressuring him on that point, 
he attended the University of Southern California's School of Architecture, completing a 
five-year program in three years, graduating cum laude in 1957, and obtaining his 
architect‘s license on September 22, 1960. His career as a licensed architect was 
relatively short—seventeen years— as his license expired August 31, 1977 and was never 
renewed.62 

Crane designed a number of non-residential buildings, including those on Industrial 
Court, but his primary interest was residential design. ―Understanding the relationship 
between indoors and outdoors, building something useful, and creating small 
environments in harmony with the larger environment are the essence of his search for 
connection and belonging. He continues to believe in doing it yourself, finding your own 
way, and following your own path. Staying well outside the conventions of AIA meetings 
and conferences, as well as city politics, Crane reflects, ‗I want to turn to nature for my 
sense of belonging.‘‖63 

Crane‘s principles of architecture echo Frank Lloyd Wright‘s, but with some additions; 
they are:  

1. Form follows function. 
2. Honesty of the exposed structure. 
3. The structure should be open and spacious. 
4. Natural materials in texture and color should be used. 
5. The modular unit was essential to a sense of scale and proportion. 
6. Use of the hexagon as a measure to ensure openness of the interior and allow for 

different activities within the interior space.64 

Remembering his time in Japan, Crane‘s philosophy also embraced the Japanese 
pragmatic principles of residential design, which he explained to Marie Burke Lia and 
Kathleen Anderson on January 19, 2009 when they interviewed him at his home in La 
Jolla (Refer to Figures 13 and 14). 

Japanese homes were designed using the tatami mat as the basic unit of 
measurement. ‗It all begins with tatami mats…‘ The mats are three feet by 
six feet in size and rooms are laid out using this measurement as the 

                                                 
60 City of San Diego, 85. 
61 Ibid. 80. 
62 American Institute of Architects, AIA American Architects Directory, 1962; City of San Diego, 85; 

California Architects Board License #C3109, 
http://www2.dca.ca.gov/pls/wllpub/WLLQRYNA$LCEV2.QueryView?P_LICENSE_NUMBER=3109
&P_LTE_ID=1010 (Accessed August 15, 2011). 

63 Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, ―Loch Crane biography,‖ www.modernsandiego.com (Accessed 
August 15, 2011) 

64 K.A. Anderson, ―DPR 523 Primary, Building Structure Object and Continuation forms for 3344 
Industrial Court,‖ September 2008, 9-10. 

http://www2.dca.ca.gov/pls/wllpub/WLLQRYNA$LCEV2.QueryView?P_LICENSE_NUMBER=3109&P_LTE_ID=1010
http://www2.dca.ca.gov/pls/wllpub/WLLQRYNA$LCEV2.QueryView?P_LICENSE_NUMBER=3109&P_LTE_ID=1010
http://www.modernsandiego.com/
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foundation…This gives the basic floor plan of the house, including the 
roof and window/door dimensions. Crane felt that this size brought a 
‗human scale‘ to the dimensions, allowing for space that was adapted to 
people. 

Japanese homes use furniture sparingly, emphasizing the openness of the 
rooms and allowing for adapting the room to a variety of use, simply by 
switching elements around. The rooms are divided by Shoji screens which 
can be opened and closed to create a smaller or larger space at will. The 
rooms are seen as modular units, a concept Crane first became acquainted 
with during his time with Frank Lloyd Wright. The modular unit concept 
of the tatami mat is extremely adaptable and can be expanded indefinitely 
to meet the needs of the residents. The modular unit allowed for a balance 
of scale from one room to another. 

In addition to the human scale of the tatami mat and its definition of space, 
the use of screens to make spaces larger or smaller, and the integration of 
these ideas into the modular unit, Crane experienced the Japanese love of 
natural materials and natural light. The Japanese have a deep love of the 
outdoors and want their houses to have a direct relationship to the 
environment. Their respect for nature is seen in the materials used in their 
homes for everyday use…While living in various residences in Japan, 
Crane experienced the beauty, simplicity, and ease of these design 
concepts and they became primary influences in his design philosophy. In 
addition, the homes always shoed the structural elements with the 
exposure of beams, roof supports and wall junctures…65  

As mentioned previously, Loch Crane and Clark E. Higgins, his friend and client for the 
buildings on Industrial Court, envisioned the industrial park as a park-like campus, which 
is evident in the Sorrento Tower complex (Map Reference #3 and Figure 16), such that it 
appears to be the flagship complex for the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, and the 
building at 3347 Industrial Court (Map Reference #4). In addition to this property, Crane 
designed the other three evaluated properties on Industrial Court.66 

Crane related his thoughts on the Sorrento Tower complex67 in his January 2009 
interview. 

Crane stated that he preferred residential design to commercial design as it 
allowed him to use his basic design concepts in very fundamental ways. 
However, when he designed commercial projects, he attempted to 
incorporate these ideas into his commercial buildings, whenever feasible. 
He specifically was asked about the Higgins buildings on Industrial Court 
in Sorrento Valley and he made the following comments about the 
building.  

                                                 
65 Ibid, 9-11. 
66 Kimberly Higgins, Clark E. Higgins‘ daughter-in-law, telephone interview with Dana Supernowicz, July, 

2011. 
67 Called the Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Office Building in Ms. Anderson‘s 2008 DPR forms. 
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Mr. Crane was friends with Clark Higgins and Mr. Higgins had seen an 
office complex in la Mesa that had buildings grouped around a central 
courtyard and he liked the concept, which he brought to Crane‘s attention. 
The decision was made to incorporate these ideas into the overall design 
as they corresponded with Crane‘s views toward nature and the use of 
structures. As a result, he designed a three-story structure surrounded by 
one-story components. He housed the main office functions in the three 
story building which included his office space on the first floor, Mr. 
Higgins‘ office operations on the second floor and a gym space on the 
third floor. He created the open grass filled courtyard space between the 
three-story building and the one-storey buildings to bring some semblance 
of nature into the setting. He explained that he attempted to contrast the 
cold, work-centered office spaces with the outdoor area to give the 
occupants a warm, nature-centered environment to provide an alternative 
to the interior spaces. He specifically put the large open bays with garage 
style doors on the outside walls of the complex to facilitate east of access 
for deliveries and storage, preferring to have the customer entrances on the 
more attractive front facades. He stated that he ‗did not want to design tin 
warehouses…and that money is the biggest inhibitor of good design.‘ 

In the conclusion of the interview, Mr. Crane was asked to define his 
personal architectural style and stated that his style boiled down to one key 
phrase: ‗Form and material follows function.‘ He did not feel that he 
adhered to Modernist principles in any particular genre of Modern 
architecture and that he occupied an entirely different space. He did not 
feel that he was influenced by Modernist principle but rather, the ancient 
traditions of Japan and his time with Frank Lloyd Wright. He felt his work 
was a distillation of these principles and that he did not exemplify the 
Modernist philosophies. He eschewed contact at the standard architectural 
conventions and society and felt that he had blazed his own trail with 
different influences than those that shaped other architects of the period.68  

As with earlier architectural eras, labels assigned later by architectural historians often 
are umbrella terms that include many styles. For instance, ―Victorian‖ architecture refers 
to the era in which Queen Victoria lived, but includes many styles that were popular or 
developed in that era, such as Queen Anne, Italianate, and Colonial Revival. Similarly, 
―Modern‖ over the years has shifted from meaning styles in the early twentieth century 
such as Modernistic (which began to be called Art Deco and Art Moderne in the 
1960s70s) and International, to ―Modern Movement‖ in the postwar years, which 
includes Miesian, New Formalism, Wrightian and Neo-Expressionism.69 More recently 
these labels have been refined by a variety of cities and states to suit their own needs. 
While Loch Crane might not see himself as an architect of the Modern Movement, 

                                                 
68 Anderson, 12-13. 
69 National Park Service‘s National Register Bulletin 16A and Office of Historic Preservation‘s March 1995 

Instructions for Recording Historical Resources that recommend using the style names that contained in 
Marcus Whiffen‘s, American Architecture Since 1780: A Guide to the Styles, John J-G. Blumenson‘s 

Identifying American Architecture: A Pictorial Guide to Styles and Terms, 1600-1945 and Virginia and 
Lee McAlester‘s Field Guide to American Houses. 
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looking through a historical lens some forty to fifty years later, he is. His architectural 
designs reinterpreted ancient Japanese and Wrightian organic principles in a fresh and 
more contemporary way. Some might call this Abstract Modern or Wrightian; the City of 
San Diego assigns the sub-styles of Organic Geometric and Post and Beam to what 
ultimately is Crane‘s organic, humanist and environmental approach to architecture. 

      
Figure 13 (left) and Figure 14 (right). Two different views of the Loch Crane Residence #3, (1962, 
which Loch Crane designed and which is his current residence in La Jolla. Photo on left is by 
George Lyons. (Modern San Diego, http://www.modernsandiego.com, accessed September 19, 
2011) 

 

     
  

 

 

 

 

  

Figure15: La Jolla Racquet Club, completed in 
1965 and designed by Loch Crane. Note the 
similarities with the Sorrento Tower Complex. 
(Modern San Diego, 
http://www.modernsandiego.com, accessed 
September 19, 2011).  

Figure 16: Sorrento Tower complex, completed 
in 1965 and designed by Loch Crane. Caltrans 
photo, 2011.  

http://www.modernsandiego.com/
http://www.modernsandiego.com/
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V. FIELD AND EVALUATION METHODS 

Because Caltrans projects often have long lead times from environmental studies to 
construction, typically three to five years, it is necessary to take into consideration 
whether properties might become fifty years old during the life of a project. "In order to 
conduct cultural resources surveys efficiently and not have to re-survey the same [area], it 
is Caltrans policy to treat as 50 years old all cultural resources that will become 50 years 
old by the time a project is scheduled to be completed." (Caltrans Environmental 
Handbook, Volume 2, Cultural Resources Chapter 7, Section 7-7.3) However, for this 
project, the work would be completed within the next year and the oldest of the properties 
would not be fifty by then.  

In June 2011, Caltrans Headquarters Division of Environmental Analysis Principal 
Architectural Historian Gloria Scott, aided by District 11 Co-Principal Investigator-
Archaeology Karen C. Crafts, photographed and recorded five of the seven resources 
within the PAL. Ms. Scott evaluated the recorded properties using the National Register 
eligibility criteria, and using the California Register of Historical Resources eligibility 
criteria outlined in California Public Resources Code §5024.1, in accordance with 
Section 15064.5(a)(2)-(3) of the CEQA Guidelines (refer to Appendix 1: Inventory 
Forms). 

Ms. Scott also determined that the remaining two resources within the PAL are exempt 
from evaluation because they meet the categories of properties identified in the Section 
106 PA Attachment 4 (Properties Exempt from Evaluation).  

VI. RESOURCE SIGNIFICANCE 

Four of the five evaluated resources, 3330, 3337 and 3347 Industrial Court, 11803 
Sorrento Valley Road, do not appear to have any architectural or historical significance. 
While these were designed by Loch Crane, they are of utilitarian construction with little 
to distinguish them architecturally. They housed a series of businesses and industries, but 
research did not reveal any significant events or people with which these buildings were 
associated.  

Sorrento Tower Complex 

The relatively recent construction of the Sorrento Tower Complex, new and emerging 
scholarship on mid-twentieth century architecture, and the different conclusions reached 
by the former owners‘ consultant and the City of San Diego regarding historical 
significance of 3344 Industrial Court, San Diego70 were taken into account by a team of 
Caltrans Principal Architectural Historians.71 City and consultant documents and 

                                                 
70 The former owners applied for a permit to demolish 3344 Industrial Court. See City of San Diego, 

Historical Resources Board ―Report NO. HRB-09-008,‖ February 12, 2009. 
71 Caltrans Headquarters Principal Architectural Historians Janice Calpo, Gloria Scott, and Dana 
Supernowicz, District 4 Principal Architectural Historian Andrew Hope, and Headquarters Volunteer Intern 
Historian Margo Nayyar. 
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arguments were carefully reviewed regarding the significance of the resources in the 
PAL.  

In the late 2000s, Cal-Sorrento, LTD, owner of the Sorrento Tower Complex applied for 
a demolition permit to demolish the building at 3344 Industrial Court, which is a 
discretionary action in the City of San Diego. This triggered the preparation of a historic 
resource technical report as part of the City‘s review under CEQA. The owner retained 
attorney Maria Burke Lia to represent the company, who in turn retained historian 
Kathleen A. Anderson to prepare the inventory and evaluation forms (DPR 523 Primary 
and Building, Structure, Object Records).  

Consultant Evaluation 

The consultant historian evaluated the Sorrento Tower complex using the National 
Register, California Register and City of San Diego eligibility criteria, identified the 
complex as the Contemporary sub-style in the City of San Diego‘s Historic Context 
Statement, and concluded that neither the complex as a whole nor Building E (3344 
Industrial Court) individually met any eligibility criteria and was not significant.  

Under the National Register criteria A and B, the consultant concluded that historical 
research failed to reveal significant events or people with which the buildings are 
associated, and under Criterion D subsequent study would not reveal significant 
information; the buildings do not meet these criteria.  

Under National Register Criterion C, the consultant concluded that 

The buildings were constructed originally as Modern/Contemporary style 
commercial structures. The buildings located at 3336-3346 Industrial 
Court do not include the majority of the character defining elements of the 
Modern/Contemporary style. The buildings have retained their integrity 
however; the overall design of the building complex does not reach the 
level necessary for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. 

As such, the building complex does not embody the distinctive 
characteristic of a type, period, or method of Modern/Contemporary 
construction to meet the federal level of criteria to qualify under National 
Register Criterion C: Design/Construction… 

Loch Crane was the architect for the building under investigation. 
Historical research determined that the building complex does not qualify 
under National Register Criterion C… as a structure that expresses a 
particular phase in the development of his career, an aspect of his work or 
a particular theme in his craft. Therefore, the building does not serve as an 
example of the work of a master architect such that it meets the federal 
level of criteria… 

Historical research determined that the building complex does not qualify 
under … Criterion C..as a structure that possesses high artistic values. The 
building complex does not articulate a particular concept of 
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Modern/Contemporary design to the extent that it meets the criteria for the 
federal level...72 

Regarding integrity under the National Register, the consultant concluded that it had 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship and feeling. However, Ms. 
Anderson concluded that ―The building complex has not been determined to have been 
directly linked to historically significant individual or events. Also, the building complex 
has not been identified with any important events in San Diego‘s history. Consequently, 
the buildings do not have an associative element for integrity purposes.‖

73 

The consultant‘s conclusions under CEQA state, ―The project site contains one potential 
historical resource, the ca. 1965 Modern/Contemporary style commercial building 
complex located at 3336-3346 Industrial Court in Sorrento Valley. The building complex 
does not meet the criteria for significance at the local, state or federal levels. The property 
is not considered to be eligible for nomination to the San Diego Historical Resources 
board Register, the California Register of Historic [sic] Resources or the National 
Register of Historic Places. Consequently, the building complex is not considered to be a 
‗historical resource‘ as that tern [sic] is defined in CEQA. Therefore, there will be no 
direct or indirect adverse effects to the environment if the building complex is 
removed.‖

74 

Under PRC 5024.1, the California Register eligibility criteria, the consultant concluded 
that the complex does not meet any of the criteria for reasons stated above under her 
National Register conclusions. 

City of San Diego Evaluation 

Under the City of San Diego‘s ordinance, the application for the demolition permit 
required review by the Historical Resources Board. Staff had come to a different 
conclusion than the consultant‘s conclusion about whether the resource meets the City‘s 
Historical Resources Board (HRB) eligibility criteria for local designation. Staff 
concluded that Building E (3344 Industrial Court) met HRB Criterion C75 because the 
three-story building ―embodies the distinctive characteristics through the retention of 
character defining features of the Contemporary sub-style of Modernism and retains a 
very good level of architectural integrity from its 1965 period of significance.‖

76 City 
staff, however, did not think the rest of the complex (Buildings A-D) was distinctive 
enough to meet the City criteria because they ―are largely utilitarian structures with 
minimal expression of the Contemporary style. In addition, these buildings have 
undergone various modifications which, although relatively minor, do have an adverse 

                                                 
72 Anderson, 27-29. 
73 Ibid, 30. 
74 Ibid, 31. 
75 ―(Embodies distinctive characteristics of style, type, period, or method of construction or is a valuable 

example of the use of indigenous material or craftsmanship,‖ City of San Diego Historical Resources 
Board, ―Guidelines for the Application of Historical Resources Board Designation Criteria,‖ Land 

Development Manual Historical Resources Guidelines, Appendix E, Part 2, August 27, 2009, Revised 
February 24, 2011, 20. City of San Diego 
http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/historical/pdf/201102criteriaguidelines.pdf, accessed 
September 23, 2011. HRB Criterion C is essentially the same as National Register Criterion C and 
California Register Criterion 3. 

76 City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Report No. HRB-09-008, February 26, 2009, 1. 

http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/historical/pdf/201102criteriaguidelines.pdf
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impact on the very simple structures…the only exception is the trellised walkway in front 
of building D which leads to building E.‖

77 

Caltrans Evaluation 

In addition to conducting research at many of the same facilities as the consultant, 
Caltrans conducted additional research on the history and development of industrial 
parks, San Diego‘s industrial parks, and postwar suburban development in the Sorrento 
Valley and the San Diego metropolitan area to determine the potential of the industrial 
park as a significant property type in San Diego, as well as to reassess industrial 
development as a significant theme in San Diego. Additional research also was conducted 
on Loch Crane, Clark E. Higgins.  

National Register Criterion A / California Register Criterion 1: Sorrento Valley Industrial 
Park was not unique, nor was it the first industrial park built in San Diego County during 
the post-World War II era. The developers of Sorrento Valley Industrial Park envisioned 
it as the Southern California counterpart to Northern California‘s Stanford Industrial Park 
and the Raleigh/Durham North Carolina‘s Research Triangle Park, both of which were 
built out according to the general plan for their respective campuses. At Sorrento Valley 
Industrial Park, however, portions were built at different times, it never was built out as 
planned, and the architecture and siting of the later buildings does not reflect the mid-
1960s vision. Only the pre-1970 buildings Industrial Court have a semblance of the 
original plan, or have the feeling and association of a mid-1960s commercial/industrial 
park. In concert with the development of industrial parks in San Diego County during the 
1950s and 1960s was a boom in commercial and residential development. Hundreds of 
―Modern‖ inspired commercial buildings and apartments were constructed throughout the 
county during this period and thousands of residential homes were built. Virtually all the 
architecture of this period was Modernist in design, and influenced by new technologies, 
particularly prefabricated concrete and steel.  

National Register Criterion B / California Register Criterion 2: The major players in the 
development and construction of the buildings on Industrial Court, including the Sorrento 
Tower Complex, were owners Industrial Developers, LTD and its successor company, 
Cal-Sorrento, LTD, Clark E. Higgins, part owner of these companies, and Loch Crane, 
who designed the buildings. Within the parameters of Criterion B, Clark E. Higgins‘ 
contribution to the development of the Sorrento Valley and to San Diego has not been 
established. Moreover, Clark Higgins is still alive and sufficient time has not passed to 
ascertain whether his contributions have historical significance. Similarly, Loch Crane‘s 
architectural career continued into the 1970s, he is still alive, and, like Higgins, sufficient 
time has not passed to ascertain whether his contributions to architecture, boating, or 
charities have historical significance. 

National Register Criterion C / California Register Criterion 3: As with many other 
styles, sometimes it is difficult to pigeon-hole buildings into sub-styles since they share 
many common features. This is the case with the Sorrento Tower complex. It is clearly a 
building that reflects characteristics of the Modern Movement. Caltrans Principal 
Architectural Historians, in reviewing the City of San Diego‘s ―Modernism Historic 

                                                 
77 Ibid, 3. 
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Context Statement sub-style,78 have concluded that the complex reflects most of the 
characteristics of the Organic Geometric sub-style, with elements of the Post and Beam 
sub-style.  
Organic Geometric Primary Sorrento Tower Complex 
 Exposed structure and materials  Exposed concrete block 
 Square, diamond and polygon design 

motifs 
 Geometric (square, rectangular) decorative 

concrete screens 
 Natural materials (wood, stone, glass)   Exposed vertical wood siding, glass shop-

fronts and doors on Buildings A, D and E; 
frosted and colored glass transoms on Building 
A main façade; wood-slat and pier exterior 
shaded walkways 

Secondary  
 Sharp angular massing  All the buildings have sharp angular massing, 

which is most prevalent on Buildings A and E 
 Asymmetrical façades  There is some asymmetrical fenestration 
 Complex roof forms  No 
 Site specific design‖ 

79 
 

 Complex was consciously designed for the site 
and the environment with a central courtyard 

 
Post and Beam Primary Sorrento Tower Complex 
 Direct expression of the structural 

system, usually wood or steel frames 
 Exposed concrete block 

 Horizontal massing  Buildings A through D have horizontal 
massing 

 Flat or shallow pitch roofs (with deep 
overhangs or no parapet) 

 The buildings have flat roofs and no parapet 

 Floor-to-ceiling glass  Buildings A and E have floor-to-ceiling glass 
on the main façades; Building D on a portion 
of the north façade 

Secondary  
 Repetitive façade geometry  All the buildings have repetitive elements 
 Minimal use or solid load bearing 

walls 
 Interior spaces generally are large, with few 

load-bearing walls 
 Absence of applied decoration  There is no applied decoration on the side or 

rear façades; the main façades have minimal 
decoration 

 Strong interior/exterior connections  There is some asymmetrical fenestration 
 Open interior floor plans  Many in Buildings A through D are open in 

that they would be used for manufacturing or 
subdivided by non-load-bearing walls for a 
variety of uses. 

 Exterior finish materials usually 
include wood, steel, and glass‖

 80 
 Exposed vertical wood siding, and glass; there 

is also exposed concrete 
 

                                                 
78 City of San Diego, Modernism, 53-84. 
79 Ibid, 81. 
80 Ibid, 68. 
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The Sorrento Tower complex possesses all the primary character-defining features and 
three out of four secondary character-defining features for the Organic Geometric sub-
style, with the site-specific design being the most important of the secondary features. 
Also, the complex possesses all the character-defining features of the Post and Beam sub-
style, with the first primary feature being less important than the other primary features of 
this sub-style. Overall, however, the Sorrento Tower complex reflects Cranes‘ principles 
for organic architecture, particularly in terms of its conscious site design, building 
something useful and creating a small environment in harmony with the larger 
environment.81 Five of Crane‘s six principles of architecture are reflected in the Sorrento 
Tower Complex: form follows function, honesty of the exposed structure, the structure 
should be open and spacious, natural materials in texture and color should be used, and 
the modular unit is essential to a sense of scale and proportion.82 

While Crane preferred residential design, he did design commercial buildings, and for his 
friend, Clark Wiggins, industrial buildings. However much the Sorrento Tower Complex 
might be a departure from his residential design, it clearly is in the Modern style and 
reflects Crane‘s organic and pragmatic ideals. Within the context of San Diego‘s 
Modernism, it is a good example of Modernism applied to a commercial/industrial 
complex. 

That Loch Crane clearly preferred residential design is evident from numerous interviews 
and articles about him. In fact, his residential designs outnumber his other designs. In 
addition, his was a relatively short career, at least as a licensed architect. Many buildings 
that he designed are less than fifty years old. Thus, while he is recognized as one of San 
Diego‘s modern architects, there is not enough historical perspective or scholarship to 
determine whether he is a master architect. In terms of the built projects, however, the 
Sorrento Tower Complex does not appear to be the work of a master, even though it is a 
good example of Organic Geometric architecture.  

The essential physical features (character-defining features) under Criterion C for this 
complex include its massing, site orientation around a courtyard with the three-story 
tower at the entry, use of unpainted wood vertical siding on the courtyard-facing façades, 
main façade of Buildings A and D with the wood and decorative concrete pier shaded 
walkway and glass fronts, the wood-slat and pier-shaded walkway that connects 
Buildings B through D, Building E‘s three-story high external concrete-screen piers that 
have abstract geometric piercings and extend beyond the roofline; exterior staircase 
framed by exposed concrete-block walls forms, projecting wood-slat shade canopies at 
the roof, and first and second stories; small corner balconies, large single-pane picture 
windows with vertical-board panels below the windows, and vertical panelling that is 
punctuated at the end boards and between the floors with pairs of stylized wood plugs. 
The main entries on Buildings A and D are primary character-defining features, and the 
walkways, shrubs, remaining trees and berms make up the courtyard‘s character-defining 
features. The utilitarian side and rear façades of Buildings A through D are reflective of 
1960s industrial buildings and are historic fabric that is commonly found.  

Aspects of integrity under Criterion C: There have been some minor alterations to the 
exteriors of the buildings within the complex, and with their vacancy in the past few 
                                                 
81 York ―Loch Crane biography,‖ 2011. 
82 Anderson, ―3344 Industrial Court,‖ 9-10. 
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years; neither they nor the landscaping has been maintained, resulting in the loss of some 
of the vegetation. The complex was designed to accommodate changes in use and interior 
space alterations. The important aspects of integrity for the Sorrento Tower complex are 
its location, setting, and design, which have a high degree of integrity; and materials, 
which still retains good integrity despite minor alterations. While the complex still retains 
a 1960s feeling and association—one can immediately tell it is a 1960s complex—these 
aspects of integrity are less important to this property‘s significance. 

National Register Criteria Consideration (g)—Less than fifty years of age/California 
Register Special Consideration: While the Sorrento Tower complex clearly is a good 
example of San Diego Modernism in the Organic Geometric sub-style, its significance 
does not rise to the level of exceptional for this 47-year old resource. However, under the 
California Register Special Consideration criterion for resources that are less than fifty 
years old,83 sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance and there is 
enough scholarly evidence to establish that Modernism and its sub-styles are significant 
architectural styles in San Diego. 

National Register Criterion D / California Register Criterion 4: All of the buildings on 
Industrial Court were built in the mid-1960s and there is a plethora of information about 
mid-twentieth century construction practices, industries and commercial endeavors. It is 
highly unlikely that any of the properties on Industrial Court would yield information that 
is significant to San Diego‘s mid-twentieth century history. However, this report covers 
only the built environment resources. An archaeological survey of the area would need to 
be completed before the properties‘ potential to yield significant information regarding 
prehistory or pre-twentieth century history could be assessed.  

VII. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

A team of Caltrans Principal Architectural Historians carefully reviewed the city and 
consultant documents and the arguments contained therein regarding significance. 

Five of the seven resources within the project PAL were formally evaluated. See list 
below and accompanying inventory forms in the appendix. 

List of Evaluated Properties 

 

 

 

Location 

Map Reference 

Number 

11803 Sorrento Valley Rd., San Diego 1 
3330 Industrial Court, San Diego 2 

3336-3346 Industrial Court, San Diego 3 
3347 Industrial Court, San Diego 4 
3337 Industrial Court, San Diego 5 

                                                 
83 A resource that is less than fifty years old may be considered for listing in the California Register if it can 

be demonstrated that sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance; it does not have 
to be exceptionally important. [CCR §4852 (d)(2)] 
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List of Properties that meet California Register eligibility criteria 

 

 

 

Location 

Map Reference 

Number 

3336-3346 Industrial Court, San Diego 
(Sorrento Tower Complex) 

3 

 

List of Properties Exempted from Evaluation 

 

 

 

Location 

Map Reference 

Number 

11777 Sorrento Valley Road, San Diego 
(Type 4 of Properties Exempt from 
Evaluation, Attachment 4, Section 106 PA); 
listed here for PRC §5024(b) inventory 
purposes 

6 

 PGR wall in Caltrans right-of-way 
(Type 1 of Properties Exempt from 
Evaluation, Attachment 4, Section 106 PA) 

 

List of Properties Locally Designated Properties 

 

 

 

Location 

San Diego Historic 

Landmark 

3344 Industrial Court, San Diego  
(Building E only) 

897 

RESULTS 

The relatively recent construction of the buildings on Industrial Court, new and emerging 
scholarship on mid-twentieth century architecture, and the different conclusions on 
historical significance reached by the former owners‘ consultant and the City of San 
Diego regarding Building E in the Sorrento Tower Complex,84 were taken into account 
by the Caltrans Principal Architectural Historians. The Caltrans conclusions regarding the 
significance of all the resources within the PAL, particularly for the Sorrento Tower 
Complex, were reached through a consensus opinion of four Caltrans PQS Principal 
Architectural Historians: Janice Calpo, Andrew Hope, Gloria Scott, and Dana 
Supernowicz, with input from Caltrans Headquarters Intern Historian Margo Nayyar. 

Within the PAL (see Figure 2), there is one historical resource for purposes of CEQA, the 
Sorrento Tower Complex, 3336-3346 Industrial Court, San Diego (Map Reference #3 
and Figure 16). The Complex meets California Register of Historical Resources 

eligibility criteria at the local level of significance under Criterion 3 because it is a very 

good example of Modernist architecture, in the “Organic Geometric” sub-style identified 

in the City of San Diego’s “Modernism Historic Context Statement.” The period of 

significance is 1965, the boundaries are the parcel boundaries (former APN #310-080-43, 
Lots 3 and 4, Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Unit 2A, Map 4910), and contributing 

                                                 
84 The former owners applied for a permit to demolish 3344 Industrial Court. See City of San Diego, 

Historical Resources Board ― Report NO. HRB-09-008,‖ February 12, 2009. 
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features include Buildings A through E, the courtyard and the landscaping. Although it is 

less than fifty years of age, the complex meets California Register Special Consideration 

for achieving significance within the past fifty years because sufficient time has passed to 

understand its significance [California Code of Regulations Section 4852(d)(2)].  

However, while the Sorrento Tower Complex does appears to meet National Register of 

Historic Places Criterion C, it is less than fifty years old and its significance does not rise 

to the “exceptional” level at 46 years of age (in 2011) and does not meet Criteria 

Consideration (g). Therefore, at this point in time, the Complex is not eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 

None of the remaining resources meet the criteria for inclusion in the National Register. 
They lack architectural significance, and associations with persons or events important in 
the broad patterns of history on the local, state or national level; one property was 
exempted from evaluation. Likewise, none of the remaining resources are historical 
resources for purposes of CEQA. 

Because of the recent age of the surrounding buildings in the industrial park, as well as 
alterations to the early 1960s buildings, there is no strong physical link that conveys a 
sense of Sorrento Valley Industrial Park's historical development. There is, therefore, no 
potential for a historic district or landscape within the PAL. 
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IX. PREPARER'S QUALIFICATIONS 

Gloria Scott, Senior Environmental Planner, conducted the architectural/historical 
resources inventory and prepared this Historical Resources Evaluation Report. She is a 
certified Professionally Qualified Staff (PQS) at the Principal Architectural Historian 
level outlined in Attachment 1 of the Section 106 PA, and is the Chief of the Built 
Environment Preservation Services Branch with the California Department of 
Transportation, Division of Environmental Analysis. She also has been certified as 
meeting the professional qualifications standards in the fields of history and architectural 
history, as outlined in Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior's 

Standards and Guidelines and in 36 CFR 61, Appendix A. Ms. Scott has a B.A. in 
History, University of California, Santa Barbara and M.S., Historic Preservation, 
University of Vermont. Qualifying experience for Ms. Scott includes twenty-three years 
with Caltrans working in cultural resources survey, Section 106 and CEQA compliance; 
and an additional ten years identifying and evaluating architectural and historical 
properties and working with Section 106 procedures in the Arizona, Ohio and Vermont 
State Historic Preservation Offices, with the City of Cincinnati Planning Department and 
with the Central Virginia Planning District Commission. 

Dana Supernowicz, Associate Environmental Planner, conducted the historical research 
for this report. He is a certified Professionally Qualified Staff (PQS) at the Principal 
Architectural Historian level outlined in Attachment 1 of the Section 106 PA, as well as 
certified as meeting the professional qualifications standards in the field of history, as 
outlined in Archaeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior's Standards 

and Guidelines and in 36 CFR 61, Appendix A. Mr. Supernowicz has a B.A in Social 
Ecology from the University of California, Irvine, and a M.A. in History from California 
State University, Sacramento. Qualifying experience for Mr. Supernowicz twelve years 
with Caltrans in cultural resources studies, and twenty-five additional years having 
completed hundreds of historic architectural and archaeological studies throughout 
Northern California, and conducting Section 106 and CEQA compliance reviews, and co-
writing several statewide historical contexts in the Caltrans HARD Study series. Prior to 
Caltrans, he worked as a historian for the U.S. Forest Service.  
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Caltrans DPR 523B (11/94) Page  1 of  11 

*Required Information. 
 

 
State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code:        4CM 
 Other Listings  
 Review 

Code 
 Reviewer    Date  

 

*Resource Name or #: Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District Caltrans Map Reference No.  1 through 5 
  P1. Other Identifier:  
*P2. Location:  __ Not for Publication x_ Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego County/Route/Postmile:  SD-5/805/56 

. *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
   c. Address 3330 - 3347 Industrial Court, and 11803 Sorrento Valley Road 
       City San Diego Zip 92121  
 *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-01-00, 310-080-02-00, 310-080-43-00, 310-080-05-00, 310-080-06-00,   
*P3a. Description: (Briefly describe resource below) 

The Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District is located just south of the Carmel Mountain Road interchange with I-5 in San 
Diego’s Sorrento Valley neighborhood. All five properties face onto Industrial Court, a cul-de-sac. The five building district has 
one-story concrete and wood-frame industrial structures with flat roofs. The property, 3336-3346 Industrial Court also has a three-
story concrete commercial building as its centerpiece. Some have courtyards with modest landscaping. The Modernist buildings 
have International Style influences, while two also are a subtype identified by the City of San Diego’s Modernism Historic Context 
as “Organic Geometric.” The surrounding environment is predominantly light industrial and commercial.  

(See District Record.) 
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP8)-Industrial buildings 
**P4. Resources Present: X Building  Structure  Object  Site X District 

  Elements of District  Other       

P5a. Photograph or Drawing  
 

P5b.   Description of Photo:   
Aerial looking NE (google map) 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
ca. 1965 – 1967 

x Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
Updated March 23, 2012 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

 Reconnaissance  Other 

*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley 
Industrial Park, San Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 

*Attachments:  NONE X Map Sheet X Continuation Sheet x Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record X District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

 
See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 

 

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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*Required information 
 

State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #    
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#    
DISTRICT RECORD Trinomial    

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. *NRHP Status Code:  
Resource Identifier: Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Caltrans Map Reference No.: 1 through 5 
County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
D1.  Historic Name: Sorrento Valley Industrial Park D2.  Common Name:  
*D3. Detailed Description (Describe below):   

The Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District lies directly along the Interstate 5 (I-5) Corridor straddling the 
valley, just south of the Carmel Mountain Road interchange with I-5. All of the buildings face the Industrial Court 
cul-de-sac and have Industrial Court addresses, with the exception of the building at the northwest corner of the 
district, whose address is on Sorrento Valley Road. The five properties in the district have, for the most part, one-
story concrete and wood-frame industrial structures with flat roof. One property, 3336-3346 Industrial Court, has a 
series of one-story structures with a three-story concrete commercial building as its centerpiece. The eastern 
boundary of the district is defined an elevated onramp to the I-5 local bypass within the I-5, I-805 corridor. The 
surrounding environment is predominantly light industrial and commercial, most of which postdates the 
construction of the properties within the historic district. Across Sorrento Valley Road to the west is the Torrey 
Preserve.         (See continuation sheet.) 
 

*D4.  Boundary Description: (Describe below):   

The boundaries encompass all the property parcel boundaries for 3330, 3336-3346, 3337 and 3347 Industrial Court, 
and 11803 Sorrento Valley Road, in the Sorrento Valley area of San Diego, San Diego County. 
 

*D5.  Boundary Justification: (Describe below):   
The boundaries include the properties with the highest integrity that Industrial Developers, Ltd., headed by Clark 
Higgins, developed between 1965 and 1967 and whose design is attributed to San Diego architect Loch Crane.  
 

*D6.  Significance: --Theme: Modern Architecture - Industrial Area: City of San Diego 
     Period of Significance:  1965-1967 Applicable Criteria: C, Criteria consideration (g) 

The Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District meets National Register criterion C and Criteria Consideration 
(g) at the local level of significance as a good example of an industrial park that was intentionally designed as a 
Modernist campus, utilizing both landscaped industrial and commercial courtyard complexes and more 
straightforward industrial buildings. Constructed within a period of about three years in the mid-1960s, the 
developer, Industrial Developers, intended for Sorrento Valley Industrial Park to be the Southern California 
equivalent of Palo Alto’s Stanford Research Park and hired local architect Loch Crane to design the buildings. 
While the entire complex was not realized and the remaining development was constructed in later decades, the 
buildings facing Industrial Court remain as an intact mid-1960s Modernist complex of light industrial buildings. 
One of the properties, the Sorrento Tower Complex at 3336-3346 Industrial Court, also individually meets the 
criteria for inclusion in the National Register; its central portion, 3344 Industrial Court is locally designated by the 
City of San Diego under its preservation ordinance. 
Likewise, the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park meets California Register of Historical Resources Criterion 3 and 
Special Consideration (2), at the local level of significance for the reasons stated above. 
 
*D7.  References: (Give full citations below) 
 

(See continuation sheet.) 
 
 
 
D8.  Evaluator: Gloria Scott Date: March 23, 2012 
 Affiliation and Address: Caltrans Division of Environmental Analysis, 1120 N St., Sacramento, CA 95814 
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State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #:  

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #/Trinomial  

CONTINUATION SHEET 

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. X Continuation  Update 

Caltrans Map Reference No.:   1 through 5 
Resource Identifier: Sorrento Valley Industrial Park County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 

 
D3. Detailed Description (Continued) 
Three of the properties are courtyard complexes, two of which are modestly landscaped, while the third contains 
a large above-ground pool that appears to have been used for testing purposes. The remaining two buildings are 
simple rectangular structures with minimal landscaping along the front façade. 
All five building complexes, the courtyard and façade landscaping are contributing elements, as is the spatial 
relationship of the buildings to one another, separated by plain asphalt parking areas.  
 
List of Five Contributing Properties 

- 11803 Sorrento Valley Road     - 3337 Industrial Court 
- 3330 Industrial Court      - 3347 Industrial Court 
- 3336-3346 Industrial Court (Sorrento Tower Complex)* 
   *also individually meets the National Register criteria) 

D7.  References (Continued) 
Books, Articles, and Manuscripts 
Blumenson, John J-G.  Identifying American Architecture: A Pictorial Guide to Styles and Terms, 1600-1945. 

Nashville: American Association for State and Local History, 1977. 
City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, “Report No. HRB-09-008, February 12, 2009, with attachment: 

K.A. Anderson, “DPR 523 Primary, Building Structure Object and Continuation forms for 3344 Industrial 
Court,” September 2008. 

_____. “San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement,” submitted to the State of California Office of 
Historic Preservation, October 17, 2007. 

Gregory, Daniel P. Cliff May: The Modern Ranch House. New York: Rizzoli International Publications, 2008. 
Gudde, Erwin G. California Place Names. Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1969. 
Hamley, W.  “Research Triangle Park: North Carolina.” Geography, Vol. 67, No. 1 (January 1982). 
Hitchcock, Henry-Russell, and Philip Johnson. The International Style. W. W. Norton & Company, 1932 

reprinted 1966. 
Hoover, Mildred Brooke, Hero Eugene Rensch, Ethel Grace Rensch. Historic Spots in California. Third Edition 

revised by William N. Abeloe. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1966. 
“Huge Industrial Park Started Near La Jolla,” Los Angeles Times, September 13, 1959. 
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Union-Book Review, December 3, 2006. 
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University of California Press, 1984. 
McAlester, Virginia and Lee. Field Guide to American House. New York: Alfred, Inc. 1991. 
San Diego Magazine, pub. “Boom Along the Hot Line: How Freeways Open Up the Territory,” March 1965, pp. 

90-94. 
_____. “Sorrento Valley Industrial Park,” advertisement, March 1965. p. 20. 
_____. Arroyo Sorrento-Advertisement, March 1966. 
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(revised 1990), with supplements through 2011.  
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http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #    
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI#    
SKETCH MAP Trinomial    

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 
 *Resource Identifier: Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Historic District Caltrans Map Reference No.: 1 through 5 
County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
 *Drawn by:: Gloria Scott *Date: March 23, 2012 
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*Required Information. 
 

 
State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code: 4CM contributor 
 Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer    Date  
 

*Resource Name or #: Building at 11803 Sorrento Valley Road Caltrans Map Reference No.:       1 
  P1. Other Identifier:  
*P2. Location:  __ Not for Publication x Unrestricted *a. County San Diego County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
. *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
   c. Address 11803 Sorrento Valley Road 
       City San Diego Zip 92121  
 *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-01-00 
*P3a. Description: (Briefly describe resource below) 
This building with International style influences is a one-story, flat-roof, industrial structure on a concrete foundation, with concrete-block walls. 
The eastern two-thirds of the building is a U-shape around a central exposed area; the west third of the building is rectangular and set back from 
the main entrance on the southwest corner of the U-shaped building. The façade facing Sorrento Valley Road is the most architecturally 
embellished, with a wide slightly overhanging fascia of narrow vertical wood siding, square concrete block wall with wide grout lines, slightly 
protruding block corner, glass office door and adjacent narrow floor-to-ceiling single-pane transomed window. The eastern half of the façade has 
large glass windows and a fenced-in patio. The fence is a series of alternating narrow and wide vertical boards, with a sun-shade covering on plain 
wood posts; the narrow vertical wood boards serve as the shade. The southwest corner of the building facing Industrial Court serves as the L-
shape main entry, with a decorative geometric-patterned concrete block wall and adjacent large multi-light glass window. Narrow vertical wood 
siding marks the crook of the “L” and contains a solid core doors. A square concrete block screen with wide grout lines extends above the roof 
line at the entry’s east wall, door/transomed window similar to west façade that wrap around the corner. The south façade has a wide slightly 
overhanging fascia of narrow vertical wood siding, square concrete block wall with wide grout lines, an approximately 36”-wide metal roll-down, 
two adjacent narrow floor-to-ceiling single-pane transomed windows, and a door/transomed window like the others. A row of Italian cypress is 
planted along the western half of the façade decorating by the main office area. The central courtyard contains an above-ground pool in the central 
courtyard that appears to have been used for testing purposes. 
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP8)-Industrial building 
**P4. Resources Present: x Building  Structure  Object  Site X District 

  Elements of District  Other       

P5a. Photograph or Drawing   

 

P5b.   Description of Photo:   
Main façade looking east 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
 Ca. 1965 

 Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
Status code updated March 23, 2012 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

 Reconnaissance  Other 

*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, San 
Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 

*Attachments: X NONE  Map Sheet  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

 
See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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*Required Information. 
 

State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code:       4CM contributor 
 Other Listings  
 Review 

Code 
 Reviewer    Date  

 

*Resource Name or #: Building at 3330 Industrial Court Caltrans Map Reference No.      2 
  P1. Other Identifier:  
*P2. Location:  __ Not for Publication x_ Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego County/Route/Postmile:  SD-5/805/56 

. *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
   c. Address 3330 Industrial Court 
       City San Diego Zip 92121  
 *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-02-00 
*P3a. Description: (Briefly describe resource below) 

This vernacular building with International Style elements is a one-story, flat-roof, rectangular industrial structure on a 
concrete foundation, with concrete-block walls and flanked by asphalt parking lots on the east and west. The rear portion of 
the building has exposed concrete block walls, the main (south) façade is clad in vertical siding composed of narrow wood 
slats, with wide slightly overhanging fascia of the same vertical wood siding that wraps around the front, west and east 
façades of the building. A decorative geometric-pattern concrete marks the southeastern corner and main entry, which is 
asymmetrically placed on the façade and projects slightly from the wall. Glass aluminum doors and right angles to one 
another compose the entry, with floor-to-ceiling glass sidelights. A concrete walkway leads the entry and extends along the 
main façade, ending in a wide concrete apron at the west end of the building. Palm trees and shrubs frame the front entry, 
and there is a small front lawn. A secondary office entry is on the west façade, with a glass transomed door and two floor-to-
ceiling glass sidelights. The varied fenestration consists is a variety of aluminum-frame windows, mostly single-pane and 
sliding windows. 

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP8)-Industrial building 
**P4. Resources Present: X Building  Structure  Object  Site X District 

  Elements of District  Other       

P5a. Photograph or Drawing  

 

P5b.   Description of Photo:   
Main façade looking northeast. 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
ca. 1965 

x Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
Status code updated March 23, 2012 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

 Reconnaissance  Other 

*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley Industrial 
Park, San Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 

*Attachments: X NONE  Map Sheet  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  
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*Required Information. 
 

 

State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code: 4CM Individual & district 

contributor 
 Other Listings  
 Review 

Code 
 Reviewer    Date  

 
*Resource Name or #: Sorrento Tower Caltrans Map Reference No.:    3 
  P1. Other Identifier: Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Complex, Cal-Sorrento Commercial Building 
*P2. Location:   Not for Publication X Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego Co./Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
  *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
    c. Address 3336-3346 Industrial Court 
        City San Diego Zip  92121  
  *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-43  
*P3a. Description:  
The International Style complex in the Organic-Geometric San Diego sub-type consists of one three-story building flanked by 
four connected one-story buildings arranged in a U-shape around a landscaped courtyard, with parking lots on the west and south 
ends of the property and paved vehicular access to the rear of the complex on the north and east sides. The one-story buildings are 
unified by a wooden shade structure that forms a corridor on the courtyard side of the complex. The courtyard is a major design 
feature of the complex with slight berms at the east and west ends, planted to grass, with low ornamental shrubs, with shade trees, 
hedges and seating areas strategically placed throughout. Since the buildings were vacated, however, some of the trees have been 
cut down and the landscaping has not been maintained. Palm trees and low shrubs accentuate, as well as cypress and hedges mark 
entrances. See also Sorrento Tower Complex DPR 523 forms for the property’s individual eligibility. 
*P3b. Resource Attributes:  (HP-8)—Industrial 
**P4. Resources Present: x Building  Structure  Object  Site x District 

  Elements of District  Other    

P5a. Photograph or Drawing  P5b.   Description of Photo:   
View looking east. 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
1965 

 X Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
Status Code updated March 23, 2012 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

  Reconnaissance  Other 

 Describe:    
*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley 

Industrial Park, San Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 
*Attachments: X NONE  Map Sheet  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 

 

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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*Required Information. 
 

State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code: 4CM contributor 
 Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer    Date  
 

*Resource Name or #: Building at 3347 Industrial Court Caltrans Map Reference No.:    4 
  P1. Other Identifier:  
 *P2. Location:  __ Not for Publication x_ Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
  *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
   c. Address 3347 Industrial Court 
       City San Diego Zip  92121  
 *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-05-00 
*P3a. Description: (Briefly describe resource below) 
The International Style complex in the Organic-Geometric San Diego sub-type is a single-story, flat roof structure composed of two L-shape 
exposed concrete-wall structures that enclose a central courtyard. On the four-bay front façade, three have shallow flat roof canopies (one of 
these is the main entry), and the fourth entrance has no canopy. The north-facing main corner entrance is slightly set back slightly and has a 
canopy with protruding end-board rafters, double-leaf glass door, two large transom lights and ground-to-roof wrap-around windows. A 
wrap-around decorative geometric-patterned concrete-block wall also marks the entry and constitutes one-third of the north side façade. A 
small semi-circular plot of landscaping from the front entry has low shrubs, grasses and a tall palm tree. The north side façade is similar to 
the main façade; however, windows and doors have been altered. The interior courtyard is reached by two concrete covered walkways at 
opposite ends of the building. Partially shaded concrete walkways with plain supports and wood ceilings frame the rectangular courtyard. 
Courtyard-facing walls of the building have narrow vertical wood siding and exposed concrete-block; most of the spaces have courtyard 
doors with ground-roof large 2/2 light windows and glass doors. Some units have single-pane aluminum windows, sliding doors or solid 
doors; these appear to be alterations. There is a planter box/ exterior cupboard on the north courtyard wall, with a narrow vertical wood 
siding and a plain wood planter atop. The courtyard has bermed landscaping planted with a variety of low-lying plants and shrubs, two 
shade trees, and a concrete deck of rectangular large-aggregate slabs, a concrete table with three segmental concrete benches and an 
umbrella. Palms are planted in the northeast corner; a grouping of four palms is planted in the center and there is large, low, concrete planter 
with seating, planted with shrubs and palms in the southeast corner of the courtyard.  
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP8)-Industrial building 
**P4. Resources Present: x Building  Structure  Object  Site X District 

  Elements of District  Other       

P5a. Photograph or Drawing  

 

P5b.   Description of Photo:   
Front façade looking southeast 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
Ca. 1965 

X Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
Status code updated March 23, 2012 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

 Reconnaissance  Other 

*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, San 
Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 

*Attachments: X NONE  Map Sheet  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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*Required Information. 
 

 
State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code:     4CM contributor 
 Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer    Date  
 

*Resource Name or #: Building at 3337 Industrial Court Caltrans Map Reference No.:    5 
  P1. Other Identifier:  
*P2. Location:  __ Not for Publication x Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego County/Route/Postmile:  SD-5/805/56 
  *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
    c. Address 3337 Industrial Court 
        City San Diego Zip  92121  
  *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-06-00 
*P3a. Description: (Briefly describe resource below) 
This building with International Style influences is a one-story, flat-roof, square industrial and commercial structure on a concrete 
foundation, with concrete-block walls and flanked by concrete and asphalt parking lots on the east and west. The building is set back 
from the street with tall covered chain-link fencing enclosing a front lawn. .The slightly-projecting main entry is asymmetrically 
placed on the front northwest corner. A decorative concrete screen marks the main entrance and a wood-slatted cover shades the 
entry. Glass doors with floor-to-ceiling sidelight compose the entry. There is a three horizontal-light floor-to-ceiling window at the 
northwest corner of the main façade, and two small aluminum sliding windows punctuate the northeast portion of the façade. A 
concrete walkway leads to this front entry. The landscaping consists of lawn, shrubs and small trees within the enclosed area, and 
small trees, shrubs and a narrow strip of lawn along the west façade. A secondary office entry near the northeast corner of the 
building is covered by a slightly projecting parapet. Fenestration consists of aluminum sliding windows.  
 

*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP8)-Industrial building, (HP5)-1 to 3 story commercial building 
**P4. Resources Present: x Building  Structure  Object  Site X District 

  Elements of District  Other       

P5a. Photograph or Drawing  . 

) 

P5b.   Description of Photo:   
View looking east. 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
Ca. 1965 

 Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
Status code updated March 23, 
2012 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

 Reconnaissance  Other 

*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley 
Industrial Park, San Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 

*Attachments: X NONE  Map Sheet  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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*Required Information. 
 

 

State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code:     4CM 
 Other Listings  
 Review 

Code 
 Reviewer    Date  

 
*Resource Name or #: Sorrento Tower Caltrans Map Reference No.:    3 
  P1. Other Identifier: Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Complex, Cal-Sorrento Commercial Building 
*P2. Location:   Not for Publication X Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego Co./Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
  *b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1965 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
    c. Address 3336-3346 Industrial Court 
        City San Diego Zip  92121  
  *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-43  
*P3a. Description:  
The complex is located at the northeast end of the Industrial Court cul-de sac between Sorrento Valley Road and the 

Interstate 5/State Route 56 local by-pass in a commercial and industrial section of the Sorrento Valley (also referred 

to as Torrey Pines) in the City of San Diego. The complex consists of one three-story building flanked by four 

connected one-story buildings arranged in a U-shape around a landscaped courtyard, with parking lots on the west 

and south ends of the property and paved vehicular access to the rear of the complex on the north and east sides. The 

one-story buildings are unified by a wooden shade structure that forms a corridor on the courtyard side of the 

complex.  

See continuation sheet. 
*P3b. Resource Attributes:  (HP-8)—Industrial 
**P4. Resources Present: x Building  Structure  Object  Site  District 

  Elements of District  Other    

P5a. Photograph or Drawing  P5b.   Description of Photo:   
View looking east. 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
1965 

 X Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
June 29, 2011 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensiv
e 

  Reconnaissance  Other 

 Describe:    
*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley 

Industrial Park, San Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 
*Attachments:  NONE X Map Sheet X Continuation Sheet X Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 

 

http://ohp.parks.ca.gov/pages/1054/files/manual95.pdf
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*Required Information 
 

State of California  The Resources Agency: Primary #  

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI#:  

BUILDING, STRUCTURE, AND OBJECT RECORD 

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 
Map Reference No.:     3 

*Resource Identifier:  Sorrento Tower Complex *NRHP Status Code:    4 
 B1. Historic Name: Sorrento Tower 
 B2. Common Name: Industrial Developers/Loch Crane Complex County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
 B3. Original Use: Commercial, Industrial B4.  Present Use: Vacant 
*B5. Architectural Style: Modern (Organic Geometric sub-style) 
*B6. Construction History: Constructed in 1965, no major alterations 

*B7. Moved? x No  Yes  Unknown  Date:   Original Location:  
*B8. Related Features (describe below): 

Complex of one-three story buildings, with courtyard shade screens and landscaping 
B9a. Architect: Loch Crane B9b.  Builder: L.W. Carson 
*B10. Significance:  Theme: Modern Architecture Area: San Diego 
 Period of Significance: 1965 Property Type: Commercial Applicable Criteria:  C, Criteria Consideration (g) 
The Sorrento Tower complex at 3336-3346 Industrial Court, San Diego, meets the criteria for inclusion in the National Register of 

Historic Places because at the local level of significance under Criterion C and Criteria Consideration (g) and as a historical resource 

under CEQA under California Register Criterion 3 and Special Consideration (d)(2) because it is a very good example of Wrightian 

Modern architecture, in the “Organic Geometric” sub-style identified in the City of San Diego’s “Modernism Historic Context 

Statement,” and as a good example of Loch Crane’s commercial designs. The period of significance is 1965, the boundaries are the 

parcel boundaries, and contributing features are Buildings A-E, the courtyard and landscaping.  

(See continuation sheet.) 

B11. Additional Resource Attributes: (HP 6)—1-3 Story Commercial, 
B12. References:  (partial list) 

City of San Diego “San Diego Modernism Historic Context 
Statement,” 2007 

San Diego County Assessor’s Building Records 
“Report No. HRB-09-009,” February 12, 2009,Cit of San Diego 

Historical Resources Board 
“Loch Crane Biography,” Modern San Diego Dot Com 

 

B13. Remarks: 
Demolition of this complex is proposed. 
Prior survey: “Report No. HRB-09-008, February 12, 2009, 
City of San Diego Historical Resources Board,” with DPR 523 
Primary and BSO Records prepared by K.A. Anderson, 
September 2008. 

B14. Evaluator: Gloria Scott and Dana Supernowicz 
Division of Environmental Analysis 
Caltrans HQ 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

 Date of Evaluation: Udated March 23, 2012 
 

(This space reserved for official comments.) 

 

N 
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State of California  The Resources Agency Primary #:  

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION  HRI #/Trinomial  

CONTINUATION SHEET 

See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. x Continuation x Update 

Caltrans Map Reference No.:     3 
Resource Identifier: Sorrento Tower Complex County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 

 
P3a. Description continued: 
For consistency with the DPR 523 Building, Structure Object record for this resource, prepared in 
September 2008 by K.A. Crawford with the Office of Marie Burke Lia, for the City of San Diego Historical 
Resources Board, the one-story buildings are identified in this form as Buildings A, B, C and D, and the 
three-story building is identified as Building E.  

The Modern (Organic-Geometric) Sorrento Tower Complex has four one-story light industrial and office 
buildings (Buildings A through D) enclosing a minimally landscaped courtyard in a U-shape on the west, 
north and east sides of the complex. There is a three-story office building (Building E) at the entrance to the 
courtyard that serves as the focal point for the complex. Buildings A through C are connected to one 
another, as are Buildings D and E. There are small parking lots in the southeast portion of the parcel by 
Building A, and the western edge of the parcel next to Building D.  

Building A: Located in the southeastern portion of the parcel, Building A is a one-story exposed concrete-
block T-shaped building, with a reinforced concrete foundation and a flat roof. There are a number of fixed, 
single-pane aluminum windows and aluminum sliding windows of varying sizes and placement, as well as a 
variety of wood, metal and glass doors of varying size and placement on the façades. The main entrance is 
on the west side of the building near the entrance to the complex. It consists of a transomed metal frame 
glass entry door has large single-pane sidelights and is shaded by a wood-framed porch; the L-shaped plain 
wood posts support narrow wooden slats that form a shade screen. At a later point in time, a piece of 
corrugated metal was placed over the wooden stats. Supporting the northwest corner of the entry porch is a 
concrete-block post with abstract geometric piercings that ties the look of this building in with the rest of the 
complex, and serves as its only decoration. The south façade has two large openings that have glazed 
window and doors enclosing the interior spaces, while the rear, east north façades of the building have large 
and small utilitarian delivery doors. The interior has a small reception area and concrete-floored rooms of 
various sizes with plain walls and partitions that can be changed out to accommodate various uses, as was 
intended in its design. The north façade of Building A is connected to Building B.  

Buildings B and C: Located along the north part of the parcel, Buildings B and C read as one building. They 
are one-story exposed concrete-block rectangular buildings, with reinforced concrete foundations and flat 
roofs and narrow vertical wood siding with four-lap plain wood fascia along the south façade that 
complements Building E. Building B, has a canted northeast corner that appears to have been deliberately 
designed that way, in order to allow trucks to turn the sharp corner at the northeastern most corner of the 
parcel, which abuts the freeway right-of-way. The rear (north) façade is plain exposed concrete block and 
contains truck delivery doors. 

The office/reception doors on the buildings are oriented to the courtyard and unified by a long east-west 
structure that shades the walkway and has L-shaped wood posts that support narrow wooden slats. The 
vertical siding and shade structure form the only architectural embellishment on this mostly industrial 
building.  

There are a number of fixed, single-pane aluminum windows and aluminum sliding windows of varying 
sizes and placement on the façades, as well as a variety of wood, metal and glass doors of varying size and 
placement on the façades. Like Building A, the interiors of Buildings B and C have concrete-floored rooms 
of various sizes with partitions that can be changed out to accommodate various uses, as was intended in its 
design.  
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Building D: Located on the west end of the parcel, Building D is a one-story exposed concrete-block 
rectangular buildings, with a reinforced concrete foundation and flat roof. The main (south) façade faces the 
street and is the most architecturally embellished. That embellishment takes the form of a shaded walkway 
that has narrow wood slats on exposed wood rafters that form the ―roof‖ and that is supported by concrete-
block posts that are pierced with abstract geometric openings, similar to the porch post at Building A 
entrance and that complements the concrete embellishment on Building E. This shaded walkway connects 
Building D to E, as does Building D‘s east façade.  

The portion of the east façade that faces the courtyard, has narrow vertical wood siding with a wide wood 
fascia, composed of narrow vertical siding, that complements Building E, while north half of the east, all of 
the west and north (rear) façades are utilitarian exposed concrete block. A slightly recessed double-leaf glass 
door with a glass transom that opens onto the courtyard from the east façade. There is an original shed-roof 
shed at the northwest corner of the building and an exterior storage locker that has been added to the middle 
of the west façade. 

There are a number of fixed, single-pane aluminum windows and aluminum sliding windows of varying 
sizes and placement, as well as a variety of wood, metal and glass doors of varying size and placement on 
the façades. The entry on the main (south) façade is double-leaf glazed metal-framed door that opens into a 
small reception area. Above the door is a transom with narrow vertical panes of gold-colored frosted 
glazing. This same transom is above the paired single-pane picture windows in what was once an office 
area. There are a number of fixed, single-pane aluminum windows and aluminum sliding windows of 
varying sizes and placement on the façades. Like Buildings A, B and C, the interiors have plain concrete-
floored rooms of various sizes with partitions that can be changed out to accommodate various light 
industrial and manufacturing uses. 

Building E: Building E is the focal point of the complex, is sited toward the street and at the entrance to the 
courtyard, and has the most architectural detail, which is reflected more modestly in Buildings A through D, 
tying them all together as one consciously-designed complex. Building is three-stories in height, rectangular 
in shape, with a reinforced concrete foundation and a flat roof, and asymmetrical fenestration. The main 
(south) façade is dominated by its six vertical bays. The first three bays (on the west half of the façade) are 
divided by three-story high external concrete-screen wing walls that have abstract geometric piercings and 
extend beyond the roofline; the fourth bay is an exterior staircase framed by exposed concrete-block wing 
walls; the fifth bay is a three-story high concrete screen with abstract geometric piercings, and the last bay 
has no vertical definition.  

The main façade spandrels are defined by project wood-slat shade canopies at the roof, and first and second 
stories; there are small balconies on the southwest corners of the second and third floors. Below them are 
large single-pane picture windows with vertical-board panels below the windows. The vertical panelling is 
punctuated at the end boards and between the floors with pairs of stylized wood plugs. 

The exterior staircase both recesses into and protrudes from the façade, and has concrete steps with open 
risers, metal hand rails, concrete landings and vertical wood-slat railings. The walkway from the street leads 
to the staircase, but the entry to the ground-floor office is recessed in the bay to the west of the staircase. The 
door is a glazed metal framed door with glazed sidelights. The concrete-block wall of the staircase extends 
into the entry lobby, which has wood panelled interior walls and ceiling. 

The west, east and rear (south) façades have bays of varying widths, covered by the same vertical siding and 
stylized wood plugs as the main façade, with the exception of the central bays, which have exposed 
concrete-block L-shape wing walls, with one axis protruding from the surface. The windows are a variety of 
single-pane aluminum windows in different pattern (single, pairs, three), jalousie windows adjacent to the 
concrete block, aluminum sliding windows, and on the rear façade, multi-paned fixed windows. There are 
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no external doors on the west and east façades, but there are a number of wood and metal doors on the rear 
of the building. Like the main façade, there is an external staircase on the rear façade that extends from the 
wall. It also has concrete steps with open risers and metal railings, but is supported by square concrete piers 
and beams.  

The interior of the building is typical of office interiors for the 1960s, with very plain spaces that can be 
adapted and designed to suit the business occupying the space; they are very plain, with drywall and 
unadorned office space, storage and bathrooms, with the exception of some spaces that have the exterior 
concrete-block walls piercing the interiors to provide a Modernist embellishment. 

Courtyard and Landscaping: The courtyard is a major design feature of the complex with slight berms at the 
east and west ends, planted to grass, with low ornamental shrubs, with shade trees, hedges and seating areas 
strategically placed throughout. Since the buildings were vacated, however, some of the trees have been cut 
down and the landscaping has not been maintained. Palm trees and low shrubs accentuate Building E, while 
cypress and hedges mark the entrance to Building D. 

Alterations: While some doors and windows have been replaced, some window air conditioners have been 
installed in addition to those that were on the buildings originally, and a storage locker was added to the 
west side of Building D, there are no major exterior alterations to the complex. The interior spaces are plain 
and over the years have been changed many times. However, that is the intent and design of the complex—
to be flexible enough to accommodate a variety of office, commercial and light industrial uses.  

The complex is vacant and boarded up due to vandalism and the presence of friable asbestos. 

 

B10. Significance continued: 
The Sorrento Tower Complex was constructed for Industrial Developers, Ltd. One of its owners, Clark E. 
Higgins, was friends with Loch Crane and had mentioned to Crane that he had liked an office complex in La 
Mesa in which buildings were grouped around a central courtyard.1 Subsequently, a described more fully 
later, Higgins hired Crane to design his new complex in the new Sorrento Valley Industrial Park subdivision 
as a courtyard-centric industrial and office complex. When the complex was completed in 1965, both men 
had offices in the complex, specifically in the three-story office tower that is at the heart of the complex.  

Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, a subdivision created in 1962, lies directly along the I-5 corridor straddling 
the valley. Its proximity to I-5 is no coincidence since the freeway was instrumental in opening up the region 
to development. During its first phase of development, Clark Higgins promoted Sorrento Valley Industrial 
Park.2 Higgins was an entrepreneur-developer whose interests went well beyond Sorrento Valley. He also 
was responsible for the development of the La Jolla Racquet Club Apartments at La Jolla Shores in the mid-
1960s.  

Industrial Parks 

Virtually all of the construction in San Diego County in the 1960s shared a common vocabulary of 
architecture – namely Modern. Higgins, who was the principal developer of Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, 
hired his friend and colleague Loch Crane, to design both the first phase of the industrial park and the La 
Jolla Racquet Club Apartments. Both properties illustrate Crane‘s penchant for organic-geometric Modernist 
design influenced by the integration of outdoor spaces, work, and living areas. According to Higgins family 
members, Higgins employed architect Loch Crane, who had trained under Frank Lloyd Wright, to design a 

                                                           
1 K.A. Anderson, DPR 523 Inventory Forms for 3344 Industrial Court, Continuation Sheet, 13. 
2 City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Report No. HRB-09-008, February 12, 2009; San Diego Magazine. pub. ―Sorrento 

Valley Industrial Park,‖ advertisement, March 1965. 20. 
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Modern three-story wood-frame and concrete building for use as his personal office, along with an office for 
Crane. One floor was devoted to recreational activities. Higgins‘ office occupied the upper floor and Crane‘s 
office was on the second floor. The building was surrounded by a single-story unit with warehouses or 
factory space and a central courtyard.3 Higgins‘ and Crane‘s vision for the park clearly strayed from the 
typical utilitarian industrial designs commonly found in many industrial parks throughout the nation. 
Instead, the building‘s abstract Modernist design creates a more intellectual and playful space that is both 
functional and pleasing in contrast to the starkness of many concrete industrial buildings constructed later in 
the park.  

In the March 1965 issue of San Diego Magazine, an advertisement for the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 
proclaimed it ―is the ideal environment for the incubation and growth of scientifically-oriented industry‖

4 A 
photograph taken as part of the advertisement depicts one of the existing buildings in the park and perhaps 
Higgins along with a potential buyer or lessee.  

By 1966, residential home construction had gained pace with industrial development, including the opening 
of Arroyo Seco, a residential suburban neighborhood in the Valley.5 In the meantime, Loch Crane was 
actively designing residential homes, many in La Jolla. 

In the late 1960s and through the 1970s, most of the building construction in Sorrento Valley Industrial Park 
was carried out using pre-fabricated concrete products. Abstract forms of design have clearly given way to a 
more utilitarian Modernist approach to industrial building. By 1967 industrial development in the Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park included approximately thirteen buildings, most of which were concentrated along 
Industrial Court. Another observation is that the bulk of the buildings in the industrial park were constructed 
after 1967.  

Historical documents suggest that the proliferation of industrial parks in San Diego played an important role 
in the economic development in San Diego during the latter part of the 1950s through the 1960s. The 
influence of industrial parks in San Diego was more cumulative, unlike other communities that created very 
large parks that subsumed much of the research and high technology being developed for an entire region, as 
was the case at Stanford Research Park in Palo Alto and Triangle Research Park in Raleigh/Durham, North 
Carolina. Sorrento Valley Industrial Park was not unique as a property type, nor was it the first industrial 
park built in San Diego County during the post-World War II era. In concert with the development of 
industrial parks in San Diego County during the 1950s and 1960s was a boom in commercial and residential 
development. Hundreds of ―Modern‖ inspired commercial buildings and apartments were constructed 
throughout the county during this period and thousands of residential homes were built. Virtually all the 
architecture of this period was Modernist in design, influenced by new technologies, particularly 
prefabricated concrete and steel; the City of San Diego‘s ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context 
Statement‖ identifies a number of sub-types of Modernism, which is reflected in the various ―Modern‖ 

styles used for the commercial and residential development in the county. Finally, the Sorrento Tower 
combination office/industrial building in Sorrento Valley Industrial Park appears to be somewhat unique, 
even though the park itself was not unique. Embodying abstract Modernist principles, the Crane building is a 
departure from the more utilitarian designs of most industrial park buildings constructed during this period 
in San Diego.  

 

 
                                                           

3 Ironically, the building located at 3344 Industrial Court near its northeastern terminus and the Racquet Club Apartments are 
deviations from most of Crane‘s work that focused on residential house design.   

4 Ibid. 
5 San Diego Magazine, pub. Arroyo Sorrento-Advertisement, March 1966. 
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Modernism Architecture in San Diego 

Post World War II Modern architecture in San Diego is the product of two philosophies; one derived from 
the Bauhaus School and followers of Walter Gropius and Ludwig Mies van der Rohe; the other an evolution 
of a more natural approach, or as Frank Lloyd Wright called it, ―organic architecture6, based on natural 
forms and patterns. Louis Sullivan and Frank Furness were the precursors of this approach, which Frank 
Lloyd Wright, Walter Burley Griffin, and Rudolf Schindler, among others in the United States, and Antoni 
Gaudí in Europe brought into the twentieth century through their interpretations of what are natural forms. 
While both philosophies (Internationalists and Humanists7) share the concepts of simplification of form and 
minimal ornamentation with their use of, Internationalist architects take an approach that uses architecture to 
blend science and art.8 The architecture is most often extremely spare, devoid of ornamentation and angular. 
Humanist architects, on the other hand, use nature and natural elements to influence their designs, with an 
emphasis on the close relationship between interior and exterior spaces, extending exterior materials into 
interior spaces and fitting the building to its topographical and climatic conditions. This architecture can be 
geometric and angular or flowing and curvilinear, but typically has clean ornamentation, use of concrete or 
natural masonry for massing or walls, blends into its environment. 

**Equally important to Modern architecture in San Diego, was the more organic philosophy of architecture 
that was influenced by Louis Sullivan and Frank Lloyd Wright and others. After World War II, architect 
Lloyd Ruocco played an important role in the development of a more organic regional style of Modern 
architecture in San Diego through his own architecture, writings, lectures and encouragement of young 
architects‘ ideas. ―Ruocco‘s ideas took hold as demand for housing, as well as civic and commercial 
buildings increased exponentially with an expanding economy, created by post-war optimism and the 
growth of new industries.‖

9 Much like Los Angeles, San Diego‘s temperate climate, politics, and commerce 
together forged the beginning of a push towards modern design. Sharing the concepts of simplification of 
form and minimal ornamentation with their ―International style‖ brethren, those who embraced organic 
architecture focused on natural materials, site location and the intimate relationship between interior and 
exterior spaces. 

Sim Bruce Richards10 took a more organic ―humanist‖ approach to architecture that is clearly in his 
residential designs. He often used untreated Pecky Cedar for exteriors because it weathered to a ―misty 

                                                           
6 Frank Lloyd Wright coined this term in his 1939 essay ”An Organic Architecture,” Organic Architect, ―Where Did the Term 

Come From?‖ < http://www.organicarchitect.com/organic/>, (accessed August 15, 2011). Wright‘s philosophy stems from 
Louis Sullivan‘s ―Form follows [] function,‖ but was transformed into ―Form and function are one‖ and that every building 
should grow naturally from its environment. 

7 Keith York, ed. In Modern San Diego, ―Modernism: How The Principles Developed – A Brief History,‖ accessed August 15, 2011. 
York uses these terms to differentiate between the two philosophies. 

8 Ibid. 
9 Arriving in San Diego in the early 1920s, philosopher architect Lloyd Ruocco immersed himself in San Diego‘s thriving 

architectural community. His first position was as a draftsman in the offices of Richard Requa where this high school student 
was exposed to the Mediterranean styles that had become immensely popular throughout Southern California. Ruocco 
developed a sensitive respect for siting and the built environment‘s relationship to the outdoors. Following graduation from 
U.C. Berkeley, Ruocco returned to San Diego to work in the offices of Requa and Jackson and William Templeton Johnson. 
He also assisted on the 1935 California Pacific International Exposition (building construction models), County 
Administration Building (he is credited with designing the terrazzo mosaics outside of elevators), and worked on Requa‘s 
Alfred Mitchell Residence (1937). Ruocco worked on the Rancho Santa Fe‘s master plan under the supervision of his high 
school drafting instructor Lilian Rice. At the Exposition, Ruocco (using his middle name Antonio) and Kenneth Messenger 
displayed several models of designs for local International Style homes. 

10 Born in March, 1908 in Oklahoma, Sim Bruce Richards majored in art at the University of California, Berkeley, where he taught 
himself to weave. Frank Lloyd Wright liked the quality of the weaving and invited him to come to Taliesin. Richards‘ time at 
Taliesin as well as his upbringing in Arizona and his Native American heritage influenced him for the rest of his career, in 
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gray,‖ and incense cedar in house interiors because of its subtle fragrance. Richards, had been a Fellow at 
Frank Lloyd Wright‘s Taliesin, had worked for Richard Requa early in his career, and eventually became 
president of the San Diego Chapter of the American Institute of Architects, and as one of the most respected 
contemporary San Diego architects, whose designs blended into their natural surroundings. He in turn 
mentored other architects like Kendrick Kellogg, Robert Thiele and J. Spencer Lake.11 

One can see the Bauhaus (Internationalist) influence in San Diego in the works of Irving Gill, Rudolph 
Schindler, William Templeton Johnson and C.J. Paderewski. Frank Lloyd Wright‘s Organic Architecture 
(Humanist) influence can be seen in the works of Loch Crane, Frederick Liebhardt, Sim Bruce Richards, and 
Lloyd Ruocco. Indeed, Frederick Liebhardt, Sim Bruce Richards, Lloyd Ruocco were fellows at Taliesin.  

The City of San Diego, in its ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement‖ of 2007 October 17, 2007 
identified twelve sub-styles of Modernism in its city: Streamline Moderne, Minimal Traditional, 
International, Futurist-Googie, Tiki-Polynesian, Post and Beam, Tract Ranch, Custom Ranch, 
Contemporary, Brutalism, Organic Geometric and Organic Free-Form. 12 

Post and Beam character-defining features include as primary features: ―direct expression of structural 
system, usually wood or steel frames, horizontal massing, flat or shallow pitch roofs (with deep overhangs 
or no parapet), and floor-to-ceiling glass; secondary features are: repetitive façade geometry, minimal use or 
solid load bearing walls, absence of applied decoration, strong interior/exterior connections, open interior 
floor plans, exterior finish materials usually include wood, steel, and glass.‖13 

Organic Geometric character-defining features include as primary features: ―exposed structure and 
materials, square, diamond and polygon design motifs, natural materials (wood, stone, glass, etc.); secondary 
features are: ―sharp angular massing, asymmetrical façades, complex roof forms and site specific design.‖

14 

The Sorrento Tower Complex has elements of a two of the sub-styles, Post and Beam—direct expression of 
its concrete and wood structural system, horizontal massing on the one-story buildings, flat roofs with no 
parapet, absence of applied decoration on the one-story buildings, and wood exterior finish materials, 
particularly in the shade structures— and Organic Geometric—its exposed concrete load-bearing walls and 
concrete block, geometric design motifs in the concrete screens, wood siding and shade structures, sharp 
angular massing, and site specific design)—with the latter sub-style being predominant.  

Loch Crane, Architect 

Loch Crane, a Taliesin Fellow and devote of Frank Lloyd Wright moved to San Diego with his family in 
1929 when he was a teenager, worked briefly in the architectural firms of Richard Requa and Templeton 
Johnson before becoming a Taliesin Fellow in 1941. However, his stay at Taliesin was brief because he 
enlisted in the military when World War II was declared. He spent time in Japan at the end of the war, where 
he developed a fondness for Japanese architecture and culture. Returning to San Diego in 1946, he began 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                  
which he designed a number of public buildings and 125 homes. As mentioned in May 9, 1984 Los Angeles Times article, 
Richards‘ style ―was a style recognizable by its celebration of natural materials, by its sweeping horizontal lines, by its molding 
o structure to fit site and its blending of art with architecture.‖ When many architects were designing in the International and 
similar styles, Richards mentored a ―small group of San Diego architects and designers attracted to his humanistic ways.‖ 

Wayne Swanson, ―Richards Left Mark on San Diego Architecture,‖ Los Angeles Times, May 9, 1984, ProQuest Historical 
Newspapers Los Angeles Times (1881-1987). See also City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Biographies of 
Established Masters,‖ 2011, and City of San Diego, 2007. 

11 Swanson, 1984. 
12 The City of San Diego, ―San Diego Modernism Historic Context Statement,‖ submitted to the State of California Office of 

Historic Preservation, October 17, 2007, 53. 
13 Ibid, 75. 
14 Ibid, 81. 
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practicing architecture, designing his first residence, a house that could easily be expanded, as a home for his 
family. Over the course of the next eight or so years Crane continued to design buildings in the San Diego 
County, until the City of San Diego pressured him because he was practicing without a license. So, Crane 
went to the University of California School of Architecture from which he graduated in 1957, receiving his 
architect‘s license on September 22, 1960.15 His career as an architect spanned approximately three decades 
and by 1977, his architecture license had expired. By then Crane was devoting more time to his recreational 
and charitable interests, including sailing and supporting Challenge America, a sailing program for those 
with disabilities.16 

Significance and Integrity 

The relatively recent construction of the Sorrento Tower Complex, new and emerging scholarship on mid-
twentieth century architecture, and the different conclusions reached by the former owners‘ consultant and 
the City of San Diego regarding historical significance of 3344 Industrial Court, San Diego17 were taken into 
account by a team of Caltrans Principal Architectural Historians.18  City and consultant documents and the 
arguments were carefully reviewed before coming to a consensus decision regarding significance.  

In the late 2000s, Cal-Sorrento, LTD, owner of the Sorrento Tower Complex applied for a demolition permit 
to demolish the building at 3344 Industrial Court, which is a discretionary action in the City of San Diego. 
This triggered the preparation of a historic resource technical report as part of the City‘s review under 
CEQA. The owner retained attorney Maria Burke Lia to represent the company, who in turn retained 
historian Kathleen A. Anderson to prepare the inventory and evaluation forms (DPR 523 Primary and 
Building, Structure, Object Records).  
Consultant Evaluation 

The consultant historian evaluated the Sorrento Tower complex using the National Register, California 
Register and City of San Diego eligibility criteria, identified the complex as the Contemporary sub-style in 
the City of San Diego‘s Historic Context Statement, and concluded that neither the complex as a whole nor 
Building E (3344 Industrial Court) individually met any eligibility criteria and was not significant.  

Under the National Register criteria A and B, the consultant concluded that historical research failed to 
reveal significant events or people with which the buildings are associated, and under Criterion D 
subsequent study would not reveal significant information; the buildings do not meet these criteria.  

Under National Register Criterion C, the consultant concluded that 

The buildings were constructed originally as Modern/Contemporary style commercial structures. 
The buildings located at 3336-3346 Industrial Court do not include the majority of the character 
defining elements of the Modern/Contemporary style. The buildings have retained their integrity 
however; the overall design of the building complex does not reach the level necessary for 
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places. 

                                                           
15 American Institute of Architects, AIA American Architects Directory, 1962; City of San Diego, 85; California Architects Board 

License #C3109, 
http://www2.dca.ca.gov/pls/wllpub/WLLQRYNA$LCEV2.QueryView?P_LICENSE_NUMBER=3109&P_LTE_ID=1010 
(Accessed August 15, 2011). 

16 SignOnSanDiegoDotCom, ―Historian, civic activist Clare Crane dies at 85,‖ 

http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/2011/jul/05/historian-civic-activist-clare-crane-dies-at-85/> (Accessed July 8, 2011). 
17 The former owners applied for a permit to demolish 3344 Industrial Court. See City of San Diego, Historical Resources Board 

―Report NO. HRB-09-008,‖ February 12, 2009. 
18 Caltrans Headquarters Principal Architectural Historians Janice Calpo, Gloria Scott, and Dana Supernowicz, District 4 Principal 

Architectural Historian Andrew Hope, and Headquarters Intern Historian Margo Nayyar. 
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As such, the building complex does not embody the distinctive characteristic of a type, period, or 
method of Modern/Contemporary construction to meet the federal level of criteria to qualify under 
National Register Criterion C: Design/Construction… 
Loch Crane was the architect for the building under investigation. Historical research determined 
that the building complex does not qualify under National Register Criterion C… as a structure that 
expresses a particular phase in the development of his career, an aspect of his work or a particular 
theme in his craft. Therefore, the building does not serve as an example of the work of a master 
architect such that it meets the federal level of criteria… 
Historical research determined that the building complex does not qualify under … Criterion C...as a 
structure that possesses high artistic values. The building complex does not articulate a particular 
concept of Modern/Contemporary design to the extent that it meets the criteria for the federal 
level...19 

Regarding integrity under the National Register, the consultant concluded that it had integrity of location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship and feeling. However, Ms. Anderson concluded that ―The building 
complex has not been determined to have been directly linked to historically significant individual or events. 
Also, the building complex has not been identified with any important events in San Diego‘s history. 
Consequently, the buildings do not have an associative element for integrity purposes.‖20 

The consultant‘s conclusions under CEQA state, ―The project site contains one potential historical resource, 
the ca. 1965 Modern/Contemporary style commercial building complex located at 3336-3346 Industrial 
Court in Sorrento Valley. The building complex does not meet the criteria for significance at the local, state 
or federal levels. The resource is not considered to be eligible for nomination to the San Diego Historical 
Resources board Register, the California Register of Historic [sic] Resources or the National Register of 
Historic Places. Consequently, the building complex is not considered to be a ‗historical resource‘ as that 
tern [sic] is defined in CEQA. Therefore, there will be no direct or indirect adverse effects to the 
environment if the building complex is removed.‖

21 

Under PRC 5024.1, the California Register eligibility criteria, the consultant concluded that the complex 
does not meet any of the criteria for reasons stated above under her National Register conclusions. 

City of San Diego Evaluation 

Under the City of San Diego‘s ordinance, the application for the demolition permit required review by the 
Historical Resources Board. Staff had come to a different conclusion than the consultant‘s conclusion that 
the resource did not meet the City‘s Historical Resources Board (HRB) eligibility criteria for local 
designation. Staff concluded that Building E (3344 Industrial Court) met HRB Criterion C22 because the 
three-story building ―embodies the distinctive characteristics through the retention of character defining 
features of the Contemporary sub-style of Modernism and retains a very good level of architectural integrity 
from its 1965 period of significance.‖

23 City staff, however, did not think the rest of the complex (Buildings 
A-D) was distinctive enough to meet the City criteria because they ―are largely utilitarian structures with 

                                                           
19 Anderson, 27-29. 
20 Ibid, 30. 
21 Ibid, 31. 

22 ―(Embodies distinctive characteristics of style, type, period, or method of construction or is a valuable example of the use of 
indigenous material or craftsmanship,‖ City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Guidelines for the Application of 
Historical Resources Board Designation Criteria,‖ Land Development Manual Historical Resources Guidelines, Appendix E, 
Part 2, August 27, 2009, Revised February 24, 2011, 20. City of San Diego 
http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/historical/pdf/201102criteriaguidelines.pdf, accessed September 23, 2011. HRB 
Criterion C is essentially the same as National Register Criterion C and California Register Criterion 3. 

23 City of San Diego Historical Resources Board, ―Report No. HRB-09-008, February 26, 2009, 1. 
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minimal expression of the Contemporary style. In addition, these buildings have undergone various 
modifications which, although relatively minor, do have an adverse impact on the very simple 
structures…the only exception is the trellised walkway in front of building D which leads to building E.‖

24 

Caltrans Evaluation 

In addition to conducting research at many of the same facilities as the consultant, Caltrans conducted 
additional research on the history and development of industrial parks, San Diego‘s industrial parks, and 
postwar suburban development in the Sorrento Valley and the San Diego metropolitan area to determine the 
potential of the industrial park as a significant property type in San Diego, as well as to reassess industrial 
development as a significant theme in San Diego. Additional research also was conducted on Loch Crane, 
Clark E. Higgins.  

National Register Criterion A / California Register Criterion 1: Sorrento Valley Industrial Park was not 
unique, nor was it the first industrial park built in San Diego County during the post-World War II era. The 
developers of Sorrento Valley Industrial Park envisioned it as the Southern California counterpart to 
Northern California‘s Stanford Industrial Park and the Raleigh/Durham North Carolina‘s Research Triangle 
Park, both of which were built out according to the general plan for their respective campuses. At Sorrento 
Valley Industrial Park, however, portions were built at different times, it never was built out as planned, and 
the architecture and siting of the later buildings does not reflect the mid-1960s vision. Only the pre-1970 
buildings Industrial Court have a semblance of the original plan, or have the feeling and association of a 
mid-1960s commercial/industrial park. In concert with the development of industrial parks in San Diego 
County during the 1950s and 1960s was a boom in commercial and residential development. Hundreds of 
―Modern‖ inspired commercial buildings and apartments were constructed throughout the county during this 
period and thousands of residential homes were built. Virtually all the architecture of this period was 
Modernist in design, and influenced by new technologies, particularly prefabricated concrete and steel.  

National Register Criterion B / California Register Criterion 2: The major players in the development and 
construction of the buildings in the Sorrento Valley Industrial Park, including the Sorrento Tower Complex, 
were the owners, Industrial Developers LTD, and its successor company, Cal-Sorrento, LTD, Clark E. 
Higgins, part owner of these companies, and Loch Crane, who designed the buildings. Within the 
parameters of Criterion B, Clark E. Higgins‘ contribution to the development of the Sorrento Valley and to 
San Diego has not been established. Moreover, Clark Higgins is still alive and sufficient time has not passed 
to ascertain whether his contributions have historical significance. Similarly, Loch Crane‘s architectural 
career continued into the 1970s, he is still alive, and, like Higgins, sufficient time has not passed to ascertain 
whether his contributions to architecture, boating, or charities have historical significance. 

National Register Criterion C / California Register Criterion 3: As with many other styles, sometimes it is 
difficult to pigeon-hole buildings into sub-styles since they share many common features. This is the case 
with the Sorrento Tower complex. It is clearly a building that reflects characteristics of the Modern 
Movement. Caltrans Principal Architectural Historians, in reviewing the City of San Diego‘s ―Modernism 
Historic Context Statement sub-style,25 have concluded that the complex reflects most of the characteristics 
of the Organic Geometric sub-style, with elements of the Post and Beam sub-style.  

 

 

 

                                                           
24 Ibid, 3. 
25 City of San Diego, Modernism, 53-84. 
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Organic Geometric Primary Sorrento Tower Complex 
 Exposed structure and materials  Exposed concrete block 
 Square, diamond and polygon design motifs  Geometric (square, rectangular) decorative concrete 

screens 
 Natural materials (wood, stone, glass)   Exposed vertical wood siding, glass shop-fronts and 

doors on Buildings A, D and E; frosted and colored 
glass transoms on Building D main façade; wood-slat 
and pier exterior shaded walkways 

Secondary  
 Sharp angular massing  All the buildings have sharp angular massing, which is 

most prevalent on Buildings D and E 
 Asymmetrical façades  There is some asymmetrical fenestration 
 Complex roof forms  No 
 Site specific design‖ 

26 
 

 Complex was consciously designed for the site and the 
environment with a central courtyard 

 
Post and Beam Primary Sorrento Tower Complex 
 Direct expression of the structural system, 

usually wood or steel frames 
 Exposed concrete block 

 Horizontal massing  Buildings A through D have horizontal massing 
 Flat or shallow pitch roofs (with deep 

overhangs or no parapet) 
 The buildings have flat roofs and no parapet 

 Floor-to-ceiling glass  Buildings D and E have floor-to-ceiling glass on the 
main façades; Building A on a portion of the north 
façade 

Post and Beam Secondary Sorrento Tower Complex 
 Repetitive façade geometry  All the buildings have repetitive elements 
 Minimal use or solid load bearing walls  Interior spaces generally are large, with few load-

bearing walls 
 Absence of applied decoration  There is no applied decoration on the side or rear 

façades; the main façades have minimal decoration 
 Strong interior/exterior connections  There is some asymmetrical fenestration 
 Open interior floor plans  Many in Buildings A through D are open in that they 

would be used for manufacturing or subdivided by 
non-load-bearing walls for a variety of uses. 

 Exterior finish materials usually include 
wood, steel, and glass‖

 27 
 Exposed vertical wood siding, and glass; there is also 

exposed concrete 
 

The Sorrento Tower complex possesses all the primary character-defining features and three out of four 
secondary character-defining features for the Organic Geometric sub-style, with the site-specific design 
being the most important of the secondary features. Also, the complex possesses all the character-defining 
features of the Post and Beam sub-style, with the first primary feature being less important than the other 
primary features of this sub-style. Overall, the Sorrento Tower complex reflects Cranes‘ principles for 
organic architecture, particularly in terms of its conscious site design, building something useful and 
creating a small environment in harmony with the larger environment.28 Five of Crane‘s six principles of 
architecture are reflected in the Sorrento Tower Complex: form follows function, honesty of the exposed 
structure, the structure should be open and spacious, natural materials in texture and color should be used, 

                                                           
26 Ibid, 81. 
27 Ibid, 68. 
28 York ―Loch Crane biography,‖ 2011. 
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and the modular unit is essential to a sense of scale and proportion.29 

While Crane preferred residential design, he did design commercial buildings, and for his friend, Clark 
Wiggins, industrial buildings. However much the Sorrento Tower Complex might be a departure from his 
residential design, it clearly is in the Modern style and reflects Crane‘s organic and pragmatic ideals. Within 
the context of San Diego‘s Modernism, it is a good example of Modernism applied to a 
commercial/industrial complex. 

That Loch Crane clearly preferred residential design is evident from numerous interviews and articles about 
him. In fact, his residential designs outnumber his other designs. In addition, his was a relatively short 
career, at least as a licensed architect. Many buildings that he designed are less than fifty years old. Thus, 
while he is recognized as one of San Diego‘s modern architects, there is not enough historical perspective or 
scholarship to determine whether he is a master architect. In terms of the built projects, however, the 
Sorrento Tower Complex does not appear to be the work of a master, even though it is a good example of 
Organic Geometric architecture.  

The essential physical features (character-defining features) under Criterion C for this complex include its 
massing, site orientation around a courtyard with the three-story tower at the entry, use of unpainted wood 
vertical siding on the courtyard-facing façades, main façade of Buildings D and E with the wood and 
decorative concrete pier shaded walkway and glass fronts, the wood-slat and pier-shaded walkway that 
connects Buildings A through C, Building E‘s three-story high external concrete-screen piers that have 
abstract geometric piercings and extend beyond the roofline; exterior staircase framed by exposed concrete-
block walls forms, projecting wood-slat shade canopies at the roof, and first and second stories; small corner 
balconies, large single-pane picture windows with vertical-board panels below the windows, and vertical 
panelling that is punctuated at the end boards and between the floors with pairs of stylized wood plugs. The 
main entries on Buildings A and D are primary character-defining features, and the walkways, shrubs, 
remaining trees and berms make up the courtyard‘s character-defining features. The utilitarian side and rear 
façades of Buildings A through D are reflective of 1960s industrial buildings and are historic fabric that is 
commonly found.  

Aspects of integrity under Criterion C: There have been some minor alterations to the exteriors of the 
buildings within the complex, and with their vacancy in the past few years; neither they nor the landscaping 
has been maintained, resulting in the loss of some of the vegetation. The complex was designed to 
accommodate changes in use and interior space alterations. The important aspects of integrity for the 
Sorrento Tower complex are its location, setting, and design, which have a high degree of integrity; and 
materials, which still retains good integrity despite minor alterations. While the complex still retains a 1960s 
feeling and association—one can immediately tell it is a 1960s complex—these aspects of integrity are less 
important to this resource‘s significance. 

National Register Criteria Consideration (g)—Less than fifty years of age/California Register Special 
Consideration: The Sorrento Tower complex clearly is a good example of San Diego Modernism in the 
Organic Geometric sub-style, although at 47 years, it is not quite fifty years old. Under National Register 
Criteria Consideration (g) and California Register Special Consideration (d)(2) criterion for resources that 
are less than fifty years old, sufficient time has passed to understand its historical importance and there is 
enough scholarly evidence to establish that Modernism and its sub-styles are significant architectural styles 
in San Diego. 

National Register Criterion D / California Register Criterion 4: All of the buildings on Industrial Court were 
built in the mid-1960s and there is a plethora of information about mid-twentieth century construction 
practices, industries and commercial endeavors. It is highly unlikely that the Sorrento Tower Complex 

                                                           
29 Anderson, ―3344 Industrial Court,‖ pp.9-10. 
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would yield information that is significant to San Diego‘s mid-twentieth century history.  

The Sorrento Tower Complex, 3336-3346 Industrial Court, San Diego, meets the criteria for inclusion in the 
National Register at the local level of significance under Criterion C and meetis California Register of 
Historical Resources eligibility criteria Criterion 3 because it is a very good example of Modernist 
architecture, in the ―Organic Geometric‖ sub-style identified in the City of San Diego‘s ―Modernism 
Historic Context Statement.‖ The period of significance is 1965, the boundaries are the parcel boundaries 
(former APN #310-080-43, Lots 3 and 4, Sorrento Valley Industrial Park Unit 2A, Map 4910), and 
contributing features include Buildings A through E, the courtyard and the landscaping. Although it is less 
than fifty years of age, the complex meets National Register Criteria Consideration (g) and California 
Register Special Consideration (d)(2) for achieving significance within the past fifty years because sufficient 
time has passed to understand its significance.  
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Photographs 
 
Building A 
 

 
Above: View looking south across the courtyard. Organic Geometric features include the wood-slat shaded 
porch entry and glass front, floor to ceiling glass on north façade (at left in photo) and exposed concrete 
block, which also is an element of the Post and Beam sub-style. Walkways, berms and plantings in the 
courtyard also are visible and an integral component of the architectural design of the complex. The State 
Route 56 local bypass and elevated portion of the Interstate 5 freeway are visible in the background. 

Below left: View of front entry looking northeast. Below right: Utilitarian south façade looking north. 
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Buildings B and C and Courtyard 
Below left: View looking north at Building C. The vertical wood siding, plain fascia and wood shade 
walkway connecting the buildings are Organic Geometric elements of the building. Office spaces and 
entrances face the courtyard.  

Below right: View looking north to Building B from entrance to courtyard. Buildings B and C are similar in 
their spare Organic Geometric features and arrangement. Some of the minor alterations, in the form of room 
air conditioners are visible on the façade. 

             
Below left and right: Two views looking east from Building C to Building B with Building A in the 
background. 
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Resource Identifier: Sorrento Tower Complex County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 

 
Buildings D and E 
 

 
 
Above: Sorrento Tower Complex looking northeast. Building D is the one-story structure in the foreground; 
Building E is the three-story structure in the center, and the SR 56 Local Bypass wall and I-5 freeway are in 
the background. (Caltrans photo June 2011) 
Below: Detail view of Building D walkway that connects to Building E. (Caltrans photo June 2011) 
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Building D 

              
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

              

Above left: Main entrance looking north.  
Below left: Interior space, looking west; space is 
utilitarian and designed to accommodate a variety 
of uses. (Caltrans photos June 2011) 

Above right: Interior looking south; office walls 
were removed. Note wood ceiling and frosted 
glass transoms. 
Below center: Detail of office ceiling. 
Below right: Utilitarian west façade for light 
industrial uses. (Caltrans photos June 2011) 
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Building E 

 
Above: Building E, view looking north at the main façade from Industrial Court. Building B is visible in the 
background. Architecturally, this three-story building is the most embellished and served. Originally, both 
the owner-developer Clark Higgins and architect Loch Crane had offices in this building. The main entry is 
recessed in the third bay, just to the left of the staircase. (Caltrans photos June 2011) 

Below left: View looking west. Organic Geometric elements visible include the projecting slatted window 
canopies, large windows with vertical wood siding below, corner balconies, exposed concrete block and 
pierced concrete wing walls and screen. Below right: Detail of the address, and staircase. (Caltrans photos June 

2011) 
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Above left: Main entry lobby on Building E south façade, looking through door. 
Above right: Detail of staircase on Building E south façade. 
Below: View looking south on ground floor of Building E at typical interior spaces. (Caltrans photo 

June 2011) 
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Above: East façade of Building E looking west across the courtyard.  
Below left: Rear façade looking southeast from courtyard. 
Below right: Rear staircase and windows looking west. (Caltrans photo June 2011) 
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Above: Details on Building E east façade. Both depict the vertical wood siding in the spandrels between the 
floors and the exposed round and paired plugs on the vertical posts between the bays at the floor levels. 
There are a variety of window types on the building that appear original to its construction. 

Below left: View of courtyard looking northwest. Features include concrete walkways, berms and plantings 
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See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. x Continuation x Update 

Caltrans Map Reference No.:     3 
Resource Identifier: Sorrento Tower Complex County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 

that are visible in foreground. In the background behind the tree is the east façade of Building D, and 
Building E‘s rear staircase is visible on the left. 

Below right: View looking south at Building E from between Buildings C and D. (Caltrans photo June 2011) 

                            
 
 
 
 

    
 
Left: View looking southeast at rear façades of Buildings B (on left) and C (on right), with the truck delivery 
lane in the foreground. The rears of the buildings clearly show the industrial and utilitarian nature of the 
complex, with the unadorned walls with truck doors and service doors. (Caltrans photo June 2011) 

Right: View looking southwest at the rear façade of Building D, depicting the same features as Buildings B 
and C. (Caltrans photo June 2011) 
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Sorrento Tower Complex 

3336-3446 Industrial Court, San Diego 
Historic Boundaries are the Parcel Boundaries 

Buildings A through E and the Courtyard are contributing features 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HISTORICAL RESOURCE BOUNDARY MAP 
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*Required Information. 
 

 
State of California  — The Resources Agency Primary #  
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION HRI #  

PRIMARY RECORD Trinomial  
 NRHP Status Code:               7  
 Other Listings  
 Review Code  Reviewer    Date  
 

*Resource Name or #: Sorrento Arts Center Caltrans Map Reference No.:       6 
  P1. Other Identifier:  
*P2. Location: *a.  County San Diego County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
 *P2. Location:  __ Not for Publication X Unrestricted *a. County  San Diego County/Route/Postmile: SD-5/805/56 
.*b. USGS 7.5 Quad: Del Mar, CA Date: 1967 T  R  ¼ of  ;M.D.  B.M. 
  c. Address 11777 Sorrento Valley Road 
       City San Diego Zip 92121  
 *d. UTM Zone: 10   
  *e. Other Locational Data (APN #) APN# 310-080-08-00 
*P3a. Description: (Briefly describe resource below) 
The building is located at the corner of Industrial Court and Sorrento Valley Road in a commercial and industrial section 

of the Sorrento Valley (also referred to as Torrey Pines) in the City of San Diego. Built ca. 1970, the two-story building 

does not show up on the Del Mar, CA USGS Quadrangle topographic map, from 1967. While a building less than forty-

five or fifty years of age does not need to be evaluated by Caltrans, it was recorded pursuant to California Public 

Resources Code Section5024(b).  
*P3b. Resource Attributes: (HP 6)--1-3 Story Commercial 
**P4. Resources Present: x Building  Structure  Object  Site  District 

  Elements of District  Other       

P5a. Photograph or Drawing   

 

P5b.   Description of Photo:   
View looking southeast from Sorrento 
Valley Rd. 

*P6.   Date Constructed/Age: 
Ca. 1970 

 Historic  Prehistoric  Both 

*P7.   Owner and Address: 
Caltrans District 11 
4050 Taylor St. 
San Diego, CA 92110 

*P8.   Recorded by: 
Gloria Scott 
Caltrans HQ 
Div. of Environmental Analysis 
1120 N St. 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

*P9.   Date Recorded: 
June 29, 2011 

*P10.   Type of Survey: x Intensive 

 Reconnaissance  Other 

           Describe:   
 

*P11. Report Citation:  Historical Resources Evaluation Report for Caltrans-Owned Properties in Sorrento Valley 
Industrial Park, San Diego, San Diego County, September 30, 2011 

*Attachments: x NONE  Map Sheet  Continuation Sheet  Building, Structure and Object Record 

 Linear Resource Record  Archaeological Record  District Record  Milling Station Record  Rock Art Record 
 Artifact Record  Photograph Record  Other (List):  

 
See Office of Historic Preservation Recording Historical Resources for instructions. 
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Appendix F – Cal Sorrento August 31, 2010 
Baseline Property Conditions
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APPRAISAL OF REAL PROPERTY 

Property #'I 

11803 Sorrento Valley Road 

San Diego, San Diego County, CA 92121 

IN A SUMMARY APPRAISAL REPORT 

Prepared For: 

Allen Matkins 

501 West Broadway, 15th Floor 

San Diego, California 92101 

Prepared By: 

Cushman & Wakefield Western , Inc . 

. Valuation & Advisory Services 

4435 Eastgate Mall, Suite 200 

San Diego, CA 92121 

C&W File ID: 10-38503-9089 

11 1111•~ CUSHMAN & 
•l~' WAKEFIELD~ 

Global Real Estate Solutions "' 

t..s a matter of enVironmental responsibi lily C&W has aooptec a corporate-w1de program to pflnt our appra1saJ reports aouble-swed 



CAL-SORRENTO EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION 

Address : 
City : 
State: 
Zip Code: 
County: 
Property Ownership Entity: 
CW File Reference : 

Land Area Acres: 
Is there additional Excess Land? 
Excess Land Are a SF : 
Excess Land Area Acres: 
Total Land Area SF: 
Total Land Area Acres: 
Flood Zone: 
Flood Map Number: 
Flood Ma Date: 

Type of Property: 
Type of Construction: 
Number of Buildings: 
Gross Building Area: 
Net Rentable Area: 
Number of Stories: 
Curable De reciation : 

Assessing Authority: 
Assessor's Parcel Identification : 
Current Tax Year: 
Taxable Assessment: 
Current Tax Liability: 
Taxes per square foot: 
Are taxes current? 
Is a grievance underway ? 
Sub"ect's assessment is: 

As Vacant: 

P1operly# 1 
11 803 Sorrento Valley Road 
San Diego 
CA 
92121 
San Diego 
Cal-Sorrento LTD 
10-38503-9089 

No 
0 
0.00 
57,064 
1.31 
xsoo 
060295 1336F 

20,750 SF 
20 ,750 SF 
1 
$0 

2009/2010 
$489,585 
$5,447 
$0.26 
Taxes are current 
Nol to our knowledge 
Below market levels 

An industrial or office use built to its maximum feasible building area consistent with 
zoning and surrounding development 

Intended Use: Ongoing litigation 

Interest Appraised: 

Date ol Value- Before CondilioP: 
Date of Value· Alter Condition 1: 
Date of Value- Alter Condition 2: 
Date of Inspection : 
Date of Report: 

Frontage: 
Access: 
Visibility: 
Location Rating: 

Year Built : 

Current Use Compliance: 
Zoning Change Applied For: 
Zoning Variance Applied For: 

As Improved : 

Summary 
Fee Simple 
5/21/0a 
5/21/08 
5/21/08 
5/6/10 
6/14/10 

Good 
Good 
Good 
50 
2.41:1 

Average 
Fair 
1968 
N/A 
2.75:1 
c 

Complying use 
No 
Not applicable 

As is currently improved with th e existing improvements representing an interim use 
for lhe remainder of lhe econom ic life of lhe improvements and ultim ate 
redevelopment 

Intended User: Allen Matkins, deposition , trial, and any procedures involved in the current litigation 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 



CAL-SORRENTO 

VALUATION CONCLUSIONS 

Indicated Va lue : 
Per re Foot: 

Indicated Value: 
Per Square Foot (NRA): 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

$1 ,710,000 
$29.97 

N/A 

II ti,I :G)3~M ~~~W~I?,Ijf~~~IIZI~ir~®'tiJ ~IP~Rl®»:OF.I"·"'""?j,j~·'%' -;:r.· i~)~'- . . !'·"'::""· ~ :::"•! '- ~ " • .w . . ~,_~ '!'!<0> · ·~-c . . . ,.. . .;.~~f.:~···~;~~"';;,.·;.;·~; _,; ~-l)L . .f~f~ ~j]~~·~··. ·"'~~ 
Discounted Cash Flow 

Projection Period: 
Holding Period: 
Land Reversionary Rate 
Internal Rate of Return: 
Indicated Value: 
Per Square Foot (NRA): 

Direct Capitalization 
Net Operating Income (stabilized) : 
Capitalization Rate: 
Indicated Va lue: 
lnd icated Value Rounded: 
Per Square Foot (NRA): 

Income Approach Conclusion : 

Concluded Va lu e: 
Per Square Foot (NRA): 

Exposure Time: 
Marketing Time: 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

10 Years 
10 Years 

9.00% 
11 .00% 

$1 ,890,000 
$91 .08 

$172,069 
8.50% 

$2 ,024,338 
$2,020,000 

$97.35 
$2 ,000,000 

12 Months 

10 Years 
10 Years 

9.00% 
13.00% 

$950,000 
$45.78 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

$950 ,000 

10 Years 
10 Years 

30.00% 
13.00% 

$1 ,010,000 
$48.67 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

$1 ,010,000 

l l!lil~ CUSHMAN & 
f,~~· WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO 

Boundaries approximated 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH 

Jlil~l~ CUSHMAN & 
~,Ul WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRE NTO 

Front 

Rear 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

SUBJEC T PHO"TOGRAPHS 

nlll~ CUSHMAN& 
~,U,• WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRE NTO 

. ! \ '· 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERV ICES 

Industrial area 

Typical office 

SUBJECT PHOTOGRAPHS 

1JIIIl~ CUSHMAN & 
w,U,• WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRENTO 

BEFORE CONDITION 

161,172 3.70 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

LAN D VALUAT I ON 

Office, 
Commercial 

Self-Storage 

Industrial 

IP-2-1 Average 

IL-2-1 Average 

S-P Average 

Fee Simple 4/07 S3.800,000 

LAND V!\LULI.TI ON 

a secondary location 
· identity. Some site Work Was re:::juired . Concrete 

planned. 

~ltl., CUSHMAN & 
•,Ul WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO LAND VALUATION 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2 $25.75 I 2/08 

4/07 

4 $31.13 

4/07 

5 $31.51 

Fee Simple ' Arm's-Length I None 

I 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Arm's-Length I None 

I 0.0% ; 0.0% 0.0% 

Fee Simple None 

I 
Arm's-Length I 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Fee Simple Arm's-Length I None I 

(1) Market Cond itions Adjustment Footnote 

Compound annual change in market conditions: 5.00% 
Date of Value (for adjustment calculations): 5/21 /08 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

Inferior 

I 
$26.14 

1.5% 1.5% 

Inferior 

I 
$23.95 

5.5% 5.5% 

Inferior 

I 
$32.90 

5.7% 5.7% 

Inferior I $33.72 

Similar Larger I Similar 

I 
Similar 

0.0% 10 .0% 0.0% 0.0% 
I 

Superior Larger I Similar 

I 
Sim ilar I 

- 15.0% 10 .0% I 0.0% 0.0% 

Superior 

I 
Larger 

-15.0% 10 .0% 

Suoerior I Similar 

(2) Utility Footnote 

Utility includes shape, access , frontage and visibility. 

I 

I 

I 

S.imilar 

0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 
-- --- --

High

Aver?'lge--

$28.75 

10.0% 

$22. 

-5.0% 

$27.84 

~111 •• CUSHMAN& 
•,,,,, WAKEFIELD , 



CAL-SORRENTO 

CONCLUSION OF SITE VALUE 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

I • . i l •(•IJ •' ''l. f (p• 
· nee 

.LAND VALUE CONCL:USION - PSF 
Indicated Value 

S QFT Measure 

Indicated Value 

Rounded to nearest $10,000 

$/SF Basis 

LAND VALUE CONCLUSION 

$/SF Basis 

$30.00 

X 57,064 

$1,711,920 

$1 ,710,000 

$29.97 

$1,710,000 

$29.97 

Compiled by Cushman & Wakefield Western, Inc. 

LAND VALUATION 

~~~·~ CUSHMAN& 
~,,r,• WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRENTO 

BEFORE CONDIT ION 

. - ....•. 
Property #1 

Marshall & Swift- Improve men I Type 

Building Class 

Quali ty of Cons truction 

Marshall & Swrtt- Section 

Marshall & Swift- Page 

Date 

Number of S tories 

Number of S tories 

H eight Per Story 

Perimeter 

C urrent Cost Multiplier 

Local Area Multipli er 

Prospective Multi plier 

Adjusted SF Cost 

Tl MES: SF for Replacement Cost Purposes 

Adjusted Cost 

PLUS: Indirect Costs 

Adjusted Cost 

PLUS: Entreprene urial Profit (Structures) 

PLUS: Total Indirect Costs 

PLUS: Tot a I Entrepreneurial Profit (S truct ures) 

Total RCN 

Total GBA (SF) 

PSF of GBA 

Total includes all component I building costs as detailed above 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

COST APPROACH 

IMP.RQ:.IEMENIDSI(:S !Ii~UCffitiRES) 

2.5% 

10.0% 

20,750 

Office Build-out 
Industrial, Interior Office 

c 
Low CosVAverage 

Section 14 

Page 35 

1.000 

1.150 

1.000 

$38.64 

14,750 

$569,940 

$14,249 

Building Shell 
Light Industrial /Warehouse Shell 

c 
Average/Good 

Section 14 

Page 35 

Feb-DB 

1.000 

1.150 

1.000 

$45.04 

20,750 

$934,646 

$23,366 

$37,615 

$154,220 

$1,696,421 

$81.76 

1 nll l~ CUSHMAN& 
•,U,' WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO 

DE SCRIPTION 

RC N 

LESS: Physical Curable 

LESS: Functional Curable 

Adjusted RCN 

Age/Life Ana lys is 

Year Built 

Actual Age 

Economic Life 

E ffe clive Age 

Remaining Economic Life 

Percent Depreciated 

Age/Life Depreciation(% of Adjusted RCN) 

Adjusted RCN 

LESS: Age/Life Deprecia lion 

Adjusted RCN 

LESS: Functional Incurable 

Adjusted RCN 

LESS: Economic Obsolescence (External) 

Deprecia ted RCN 

Total RC N 
LESS: Total Depreciation -Physical Curable 

LESS: Total Depreciation- Functional Curable 

LESS: Total Depreciation- Age/Life 

LESS: Total Depreciation- Functional Incurable 

0.0% 

LESS: Total Depreciation -Economic Obsolescence (External) 

Total Deprec iated Value o f Improvements 

Total Depreciated Value PSF of GBA 

Total includes all component I building costs as detailed above 

SITE IMPROVEMENTS 
Cost New (S ite Improvements) 

PLUS: Indirect Costs 

Adjusted Cost 

RCN (S ite Improvements) 

LESS: Physical Curable 

LESS: Functional Curable 

Adjusted RCN (Site) 

LESS: Age/Life Depreciation 

Adjusted RCN (S ite ) 

2.5% 

10.0% 

LESS: Economic Obsolescence (External): 

Tota l Depreciated Va l ue of Site Im provements 

Site Area SF (Primary Site) 

Conclusion PSF of Land Area (Primary Site) 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

of Hard Costs 

of Adjusted Cos ts 

0.0% 

57,064 

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

O!Oce Build-out 

$642,607 

$0 

$0 

$642,607 

1968 

40 

50 

40 

10 

80.00% 

$514,086 

$642,607 

($514,086) 

$128,521 

$0 

$128,521 

$0 

Building Shell 

$1,053,814 

$0 

$0 

$1,053,814 

1968 

40 

50 

40 

10 

80.00% 

$843,051 

$1,053,814 

($843,051) 

$210,763 

$0 

$210,763 

$0 

($1,357,137) 

$0 

$0 

$3 39,284 

$16.35 

$181,570 

$4,539 

$186,109 

$18,611 

$204,720 

$0 

$0 

$204,720 

($136,480) 

$68,240 

$0 

$68,240 

$1.20 

~~~·~CUSHMAN & 
~,~:.t WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO 

MARKET VALUE TYPE 

COST SOURCE 

IMPROVEMENTS (Structures) 

Adjusted Costs 

PLUS : Indirect Costs 

PLUS: Entrepreneurial Profit 

LESS: Total Depreciation 

TOTAL DEPRECIATED VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS (Structures) 

IMPROVEMENTS (Site) 

Cost New 

PLUS : Indirect Costs 

PLUS: Entrepreneurial Profit 

LESS: Total Deprec iation 

TOTAL DEPRECIATED VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS (Site) 

SUMMARY (ALL IMPROVEMENTS) 

Adjusted Costs/Cost New 

PLUS : Total Indirect Costs 

PLUS: Total Entrepreneurial Profit 

TOTAL REPLACEMENT COST NEW 

LESS: Total Depreciation 

TOTAL DEPRECIATED VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS 

Depreciated Value PSF of GBA 

TOTAL DEPRECIATED VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS 

PLUS: Land Value (Primary Site) 

INDICATED VALUE BY THE COST APPROACH 

Rounded to the Nearest $10,000 

TOTAL GBA (SF) 

Conclusion PSF of GBA 

20,750 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

Market Value As Is 

Marshall & Swift (Commercial Cost Explorer) 

$1,504,586 

$37,615 

$154,220 

($1,357,1 37) 

$339,284 

$181,570 

$4,539 

$18,611 

($136,480) 

$68,240 

$1,686,156 

$42,154 

$172,831 

$1,901,141 

($1,493,617) 

$407,524 

$19.64 

$1,710,000 

$2,117,524 

$2,120,000 

$1 02.17 

nlll~ CUSHMAN & 11,~~-- WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRENTO 

BE F O RE C ONDITION 

30.492 1.36:1 22,399 l 1981 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

5.0% 24.0' Multi· 
Tenant 

DE, LLC 

SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

9/08 I $7.860.000 I $191 .67 
8/07 $4,603,317 $162.31 

flex buildings 
Business Park. The buildings were 

time of sale and the buyer purchased the 
upgrade to modern creative/loft space . The 

approximately $50 psf on improving the 

a site that the agent estimated contained 
1 usable SF with some poor qunlity office 

at the time of sale. the buildout reportedly 
no value and the building essentially sold ;:\S ::~ 

The buyer estimated deferred maintenance of 
(new roof, new office build-out. mitigation of 

~~~~~CUSHMAN & 
~-~fl WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION A PPROAC H 

BEFORE CONDITION -INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH, DIRECT 
C APITALIZATION METHOD 

VALUATI ON & ADVISORY SERV ICES 1~\\!., CUSHMAN & 
•,,,,. WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

-_-. --- - --- - ,--- - - .. IMPROVEDSA[EADJUsfMEN"n:;Rto - ------------- ------------------- - ~ -- i_; . •, .. "~j;. -,-

No. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Price PSF Property 
& Rights 

I Date Conveyed 

$183.90 Leased Fee 

3/07 0.0% 

I $138.90 Fee Simple 

1/07 0.0% 

I $175.00 Leased Fee 

5/07 0.0% 

I $191.67 Fee Simple 

9/08 0.0% 

I $146.98 Fee Simple 

2107 0.0% 

I $165.32 Fee Simple 

! $134.38 I Fee Simole 

$191.67~- High 
$162.31 - Average 

I 
Conditions 

of Sale 

Arm' s-Length 

0.0% 

Arm's-Length 

0.0% 

Arm 's-Length 

0.0% 
Arm 's-Length 

0.0% 

Free Leaseback 

4.0% 

I Arm 's-Length 

0. 0% 

I Arm's-Length 

Compiled by Cushman & Wakefield Western, 

Financing 

None 

0.0% 

None 

0.0% 

I 
None 

0.0% 

I 
None 

0.0% 

None 

0.0% 

None 

0.0% 

None 

C'l Market Conditions Adjustment 

Market (') 

Conditions 

Inferior 

5.9% 

Inferior 

6.8% 

Inferior 

5.2% 

Superior 

-1.7% 

I 
Inferior 

6.3% 

Inferio r 

3.2% 

Inferior 

Compound annual change in market cond itions: 5.00% 

Date of Val ue (for adjustment calcu lations): 5/21/08 

VAL UATIO N & A DV ISO RY SERV IC ES 

Subtotal 

$194.75 

5.9% 

$148 .35 

6.8% 

$184.10 

5.2% 

$188.41 

-1.7% 

$162.47 

10.5% 

$170.61 

3.2% 

$135.32 

Location 

Similar 

0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 

Superior 

-10.0% 

Superior 

-15.0% 

Superior 

-10.0% 

Simi lar 

1 Age, Quality 
Size 

Larger 

5.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 

Larger Superior 

5.0% -30.0% I 0.0% I 0.0% I 0.0% I 0.0% I -5.0% I -30.0% 

Similar Superior 

0.0% -30.0% -1o.o% 1 10.0% I 0.0% 0.0%. I 0.0% -40.0% 

Similar Superior Superior Inferior 1 Sim ilar Similar 

I 
Simi lar $97.48 

0.0% -30.0% -5.0% 10.0% 0.0% o.o% 0.0% -40.0% 

Similar Superior Superior Similar 

I 
Similar Similar I Simi lar $85.30 

0.0% -30.0% -10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -50.0% 

Smaller Similar Similar Inferior I Similar Simi lar I Similar $135.32 

C>l Utility Footnote 

Utility includes other features including raised flooring, cross docks, colu mn spacing, etc. 

dli~~ CUSHMAN & 
~'~ ~· WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

PERCENTAGE ADJUSTMENT METHOD CONCLUSION 

Net Rentable Area in Square Fee t 

Preliminary Value 

ADJUSTMENTS TO PRELIMINARY VALUE 

LESS No Adjustment 

LESS Curable Depreciation 

Indicated Value 

Compiled by Cushman & Wakefield Western, Inc . 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

X 20,750 

$0 

$2,075,000 

1 11 1il~ CUSHMAN & 
f,~r,• WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRENTO 

,_. 
J: --' 

3 " 
"' =; en 
"' " "' <! uo 

NRA w 00 
>- 00 

23.400 1978 0 

16,000 1975 0 

8,050 1980 0 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

z 

' "' Wo< ::: a 
<>: 0 
00 

6 

6 

1 

7 

22 

6 

I 

I 

,_. 
zw 
~~ 
"' "-W "-
Q.Q 

50.0% 

20 .0% 18.0' 

0.0% 14.0' 

5.0% 18.0' 

100.0% 1 18.0' 

38.8% 15.5' 

Treasures Brand 

Bracken Dance 

2/08 

10/07 

10/08 

2/08 

1.015 

2,328 

2,000 

11.812 

3,994 

I 
1 

5 

5 

3 

$1.49 

$1 .00 

$1.19 

INCOME CAPITALIZATION AP PROACH 

3.0% 

I 
30% 

None 

I 
3.0% 

NNN 

Gross 

lndustri; 
Gross 

0 I $0.00 

$20 .00 

$5 .99 

~~a, CUSHMA N & 
•,~r,• WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO 

Rent & 

No. Date 

1 

I 
$1.20 
10/08 

2 $1.20 

4/08 
3 $1 .00 

11 /07 

4 $1.49 

5/08 

5 $1.00 

2/08 

6 $1.25 
10/07 

7 $1.20 

5/08 

8 

I 
$1.20 

5/07 

Lease Type Industria l 
/In dustrial Gross GrossEquiv. Rent 12l 

Equiv. Adj . Rent Concess. Effect. Rent 

Industrial Gross I $1.20 Superior $0.89 
$0.00 -$0.31 
NNN $1.40 Similar $1.40 
$0.20 $0.00 

Industrial Gross I $1.00 Similar $1.00 

$0.00 $0.00 
Industrial Gross $1.49 Superior $1.07 

$0.00 -$0.42 

Industrial Gross $1.00 Superior $0.95 

$0.00 -$0.05 
Industrial Gross $1.25 Superior $0.92 

$0.00 -$0.33 
NNN $1.40 Superior $1.23 
$0.20 -$0.17 
NNN 

I 
$1.40 Superior $1.24 

$0.20 -$0.16 

Compound annual change in market conditions: 5.00% 
Dale of Lease (for adjustment calculations): 5/21/08 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

Market 111 

Conditions Subtotal 

I 
Superior $0.87 

-1.9% -27.2% 
Inferior $1.41 
0.7% 17.5% 

Inferior $1.03 

2.5% 2.5% 

I 
Inferior $1 .08 

0.3% -27 .7% 

Inferior $0.96 

1.5% -3 .6% 
Inferior $0.95 

3.2% -24.3% 
Inferior $1.24 

0.3% 3.1% 
Inferior $1.30 
4.9% 8.1% 

Location Size 

Similar Similar 
0.0% 0.0% 

Similar Similar 
0.0% 0.0% 

Similar Similar 

0.0% 0.0% 

Similar Similar 

0.0% 0.0% 
Similar Similar 

0.0% 0.0% 
Similar Similar 
0.0% 0.0% 

Similar Similar 
0.0% 0.0% 

Similar Similar 
0.0% 0.0% 

Free Rent (months) 
Tenant Improvement (SF) 

Lease Type 

Age 

Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 
Similar 

0.0% 

Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 

I 0.0% 
Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 

I 0.0% 

INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

Qual ity I 
Condition 

Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 
Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 
0.0% 

Similar 

0.0% 
Similar 
0.0% 

0 months 
$0.00 

I 

Percent Office 

Similar 
0.0% 

Inferior 
10.0% 
Inferior 

10.0% 
Superior 

-10.0% 
Inferior 
10.0% 
Inferior 
15.0% 
Inferior 
15.0% 

Superior 
-10.0% 

Industrial Gross 

Clear Height 

Superior 
-5 .0% 

Superior 
-10.0% 

I 
Superior 

-5.0% 
Similar 

0.0% 
Superior 

-5.0% 
Similar 
0.0% 

Superior 
-5 .0% 
Simi lar 

0.0% 

I 
I 

I 

I 

Adj . 
Rent 

Other PSF 

S!milar $0.83 
0.0% -5.0% 

Similar $1.41 

0.0% 0.0% 
Similar $1 .08 

0.0% 5.0% 
Similar $0.97 

0.0% -10.0% 
Similar $1.01 
0.0% 5.0% 

Similar $1.09 
0.0% 15.0% 

Similar $1 .36 
0.0% 10.0% 

Similar $1.17 

0.0% -10.0% 

·~IU •• CUSHMAN& 
'•,~~· WAKEFIELD. 



CA'..-SORRENTO 

IVIARKET RENT CONCLUSION 

Market Rent 

/SF/month 

Basis 

Compiled by Cushman & Wakefield Western, Inc . 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

$1.15 

Industrial Gross 

~n~ CUSHMAN & 
~,,~,• WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRE NTO 

.), 

REVENUE 

Base Renta l Revenue 
Sub total 

Other Revenu e 

POTENTIAL GROSS REVENUE 

Vacancy and Collection Loss 

EFFECTIVE GROSS REVENUE 

OPERATING EXPENSES 

Property Insurance 
Management Fees 

Ad ministrative Fees 

Electricity 
Water and Sewer 

Total Util ities 

Repairs and Mal ntenance 
Common Area Maintenance 
Cleaning and Janitorial 

Advert ising and Promotion 
Other Operating Expenses 
To tal Operating Expenses 

Real Estate Taxes 

TOTAL EXPENSES 
ffWE-~ER1~'1Jj(Nl3~1N'q®MiE~r@ .;,.-

(1) Fiscal Year Beginning: 5/21/2008 

Fiscal Year Ending: 5120/2009 

" 

Jl006!A:ctual 

Total PSF 

$205,900 $9.92 
$205,900 $9 .92 

$0 $0.00 

$205,900 $9.92 

0 0.00 

$205,900 $9 .92 

3,261 0.16 
0 0.00 

0 0.00 

26,127 1.26 
1,428 0.07 

27,555 1.33 

5,329 0.26 
13,593 0.66 
5,280 0.25 

103 0.00 
564 0.03 

$55,685 $2.68 

5,111 0.25 

$60 ,796 $2.93 
ll4'5;11 i0~$6l\9'9~ 

Compiled by Cushm an & Wakefield Western, Inc. 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

INCOME CA PITALIZATION APPROACH 

Total PSF T·otal PSF 
$166 ,916 $8.04 $50 ,050 $2.41 
$166,916 $8.04 $50,050 $2.41 

$0 $0.00 $0 $0.00 

$166,916 $8.04 $50 ,050 $2.41 

0 0.00 0 0.00 

$166 ,916 $8.04 $50,050 $2.41 

3,261 0.16 2,761 0.13 
0 0.00 0 0.00 

0 0.00 0 0.00 

27 ,346 1.32 11,894 0.57 
2,317 0.11 1,045 0.05 

29,663 1.43 12,939 0.62 

3,718 0.18 2, 108 0.10 
9,163 0.44 7,355 0.35 
5,280 0.25 5,280 0.25 

132 0.01 25 0.00 
156 0.01 156 0.01 

$51,373 $2.48 $30 ,624 $1.48 

5,174 0.25 5,238 0.25 

$56 ,547 $2.73 $35 ,862 $1.73 
~..$l1MIJ9t3'6}llfflf!$s~·!!~ ~'t:3ci$~'!t\11J8-B~;.~;S,:oJ6B~ 

~ 

·e&W~J? one·cast~~ 

Total PSF 

$286,350 $13.80 
$286 ,350 $13.80 

$0 $0.00 

$286 ,350 $13.80 

(28 ,635) (1.38) 

$257 ,71 5 $12.42 

3,261 0.16 
7,731 0.37 

2,577 0.12 

28,000 1.35 
2,400 0.12 

30,400 1.47 

4,000 0.19 
9,500 0.46 
5,280 0.25 

125 0.01 
250 0.01 

$63,125 $3.04 

22 ,522 1.09 

$85,646 $4.13 
~$J!w,.~ro;s !lN$11~29lJ 

!ill~·~ CU SHMA N& 
f,U,• WAK EFIELD , 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

Annual 
$286,35 0 

Other Revenue $0 
POTENTIAL GROSS REVENUE $286,350 

Vacancy and Collection Loss 10 .00% (28,635) 
EFFECTIVE GROSS REVENUE $257,715 100.00% 

OPERATING EXPENSES 
Property Insurance 3,261 0.16 1.27% 
Management Fees 7,731 0 .37 3.00% 
Administrative Fees 2,577 0 .12 1.00% 

Electricity 28,000 1.35 10.86% 
Water and Sewer 2,400 0 .12 0.93% 

Total Utilities 30,400 1.47 11.80% 
Repairs and Maintena nee 4,000 0.19 1.55% 
Common Area Maintenance 9,500 0.46 3.69% 
Cleaning and Janitorial 5,280 0 .25 2.05% 
Advertising and Promotion 125 0 .01 0.05% 
Other Operating Expenses 250 0.01 0.10% 

Total Operating Expenses $63,125 $3 .04 24.49% 
Real Estate Taxes $22,522 $1 .09 8.74% 

TOTAL EXPENSES $85,646 $4.13 33.23% 
(ti.J !Eii[1®;P.JB_~~~]Itlt$lli~E(~;!\)'I IE\~- .• '·'"'~ .. ~¢;~Jf'-'·<'\:·:;y.~:~~:':-,.,:,j"~~";1'- ~$.~~7t2'10'659t~·,·,;t1~~-,;;,.,""~81:'~,9H,j:' - '~§PJ.Z&'(:4'l~ 
Compiled by Cushman & Wakefield Western, Inc. 

BEFORE CONDITION- DIRECT CAPITALIZATION METHOD 
CONCLUSION 

ADJUSTMENTS TO PRELIMINARY VALUE 
LESS Lease-U p Costs 

LESS Curab le Depreciation 

VALUATI ON & ADVISORY SERVICES ul~l~ CUSHMAN & 
~,Ul WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APP ROACH 

BEF E N N - D I S C 0 U N T E D CAS H F L 0 VV 1\/i E H 0 D 

Market Lease Rate 
Holding Period (Years) 
Leasing Commissions 
Tenant Improvements 
Rent Increase 
Annual Expense Increase 
Real Estate Tax Growth Rate 
Real Estate Tax Rate 
Stabilized Vacancy 
Discount Rate 
Land Reversionary Rate 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

5.00% 
$0 .00 
2.50% 
2.50% 
2.00% 

1.1125% 
10.00% 
11.00% 
9.00% 

n lil~ CUSHMAN & 
~,,,,, WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRENTO 

Base Rental Revenue $286,350 $293,509 $300,846 $308,368 
Other Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 

POTENTIAL GROSS REVENUE $286,350 $293,509 $300,846 $308,368 
Vacancl and Collection Loss (28,635) (29,351) (30,085) (30,837) 

EFFECTIVE GROSS REVENUE $257,715 $264,158 $270,762 $277,531 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

Property Insurance 3,261 3,343 3,426 3,512 
Management Fees 7,731 7,925 8, 123 8,326 
Administrative Fees 2,577 2,642 2,708 2,775 

Electricity 28,000 28,700 29,4 18 30,153 
Water and Sewer 2,400 2,460 2,522 2,585 

Total Utilities 30,400 31, 160 31,939 32,737 
Repairs and Maintenance 4,000 4, 100 4,203 4,308 
Common Area Maintenance 9,500 9,738 9,981 10,230 
Cleaning and Janitorial 5,280 5,412 5,547 5,686 
Advertising and Promotion 125 128 131 135 
Other Operating Expenses 250 256 263 269 

Total Operating Expenses $63, 125 $64,703 $66,320 $67,978 
Leasing Commissions 0 0 10,670 0 
Tenant Improvements 0 0 0 0 
Real Estate Taxes 21,000 21,420 21 ,848 22,285 
TOTA L EXPENSES $84,125 $86,123 $98,838 $90,264 

NET OPERATING INCOME $173,590 $178,035 $171,923 $187,267 

Present Value Factor 11 .00% 0.9009 0.8 116 0.7312 0.6587 
Present Value of Cash Flow $156,388 $144,497 $125,709 $123,359 

VALUATI ON & A DVISORY SERVICES 

INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

~~r"~~ ~: 7.A:tsr:r:~~.h~.zt,l:~= ,;;r.;,--.:=a 
$316,077 $323,979 $332,078 

$0 $0 $0 
$316,077 $323,979 $332,078 

(31 ,608) (32,398) (33,208) 

$284,469 $291,581 $298,870 

3,600 3,690 3,782 
8,534 8,747 8,966 
2,845 2,916 2,989 

30,907 31,679 32,471 
2,649 2,715 2,783 

33,556 34,395 35,255 
4,415 4,526 4,639 

10,486 10,748 11 ,017 
5,828 5,974 6, 123 

138 141 145 
276 283 290 

$69,678 $71,420 $73,205 
0 11,490 0 
0 0 0 

22,731 23 ,186 23,649 
$92,409 $106,096 $96,855 

$192,060 $185,485 $202,016 

0.5935 0.5346 0.4817 
$113,978 $99,168 $97,303 

$340,380 
$0 

$340,380 
(34,038) 

$306,342 

3,876 
9,190 
3,063 

33,283 
2,853 

36,136 
4,755 

11 ,293 
6,276 

149 
297 

$75,035 
0 
0 

24,122 
$99,158 

$207,184 

0.4339 
$89,903 

$348,890 $357,612 
$0 $0 

$348,890 $357,612 
-(34,889) (35,761) 

$314,001 $321 ,851 

3,973 4,073 
9,420 9,656 
3,140 3 ,219 

. 34, 11!1 34,968 
2,924 2,997 

37,039 37,965 
4,874 4,995 

11 ,5i5 11,864 
6,433 6.594 

152 156 
3.05 312 

$76,91 1 $78 ,834 
4.023 0 

0 0 
24,605 25,097 

$105,539 $103,931 

$208,462 $217,920 

0.3909 0.3522 
$81,493 $76,748 

~~~- CUSHMAN & 
~.~rl WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

BEFORE CONDITION- DISCOUNTED CASH FLOW METHOD 
CONCLUSION 

Land Value Growth Rate 
Year 10 Land Value PSF 

Land SF 
Reversion 

Sales Costs 
Demolition Costs 
Site Conditions 
Redevelopment 

Net Reversion 
Reversionary Rate 
Present Value Facto r in Year 10 

Present Value of Reversion 
Present Value of Cash Flow 

3.00% 

2.50% 
$38.40 
57,064 

$2 ,191 ,402 
$65,742 

$280,671 
$0 
$0 

$1,844,989 
9.00% 

0.4224 

~~~~~~~~--~~~~ 

RECONCILIATION WITHIN THE INCOME CAPITALIZATION 
APPROACH 

$2,020,000 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

$97.35 

~~~·~CUSHMAN & 
~,U,• WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO 

AFTER 
FLO\N 

CONDITION, 
ET . OD 

Rentable Area 
Market Lease Rate 
Holdi ng Period (Years) 
Leasing Commissions 
Ten ant lm provem ents 
Rent Increase 

SCENARIO 

Annual Expense Increase 
Real Estate Tax Growth Rate 
Rea l Estate Tax Rate 
Stabilized Vacancy 
Discount Rate 
Land Reversionary Rate 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

1 

INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

DISCOUNTED C .A.SH 

20,750 
$12.42 

10 
5.00% 
$0 .00 
2.50% 
2.50% 
2.00% 

1 '1125% 
10.00% 
13.00% 
9.00% 

~~~·~CUSHMAN& 
~'~~-· WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

Jrear~'"~}!:·_-:=. .. -~-~.r1~ ·'"':=-·:-,_-~~--:~~ ~:~:-~--,~~s-7.,..~~:11I~::::4-r~~;:~~~~..a~·:.. ... . ·:.~. ~.s·:-.-~~~~----:.:~7:'~-=~~~ a---:· .e-· ·;.- -· :..a 

Base Rental Revenue $257,7 15 $264, 158 $270 ,762 $277,531 
Other Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 

POTENTIAL GROSS REVENUE $257,715 $264,158 $270,762 $277,531 
Vacanc~ and Collection Loss (25,772) (26,416) (27,076) (27 ,753) 

EFFECTIVE GROSS REVENUE $231,944 $237,742 $243,686 $249,778 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

Property Insurance 3,587 3,677 3,769 3,863 
Management Fees 6,958 7,132 7,311 7,493 
Administrative Fees 2,319 2,377 2,437 2,498 

Electricity 28,000 28,700 29,418 30,153 
Water and Sewer 2,400 2,460 2,522 2,585 

Total Utilities 30,400 31,1 60 31,939 32,737 
Repairs and Maintenance 4,400 4,510 4,623 4,738 
Common Area Maintenance 10,450 10,71 1 10,979 11 ,254 
Cleaning and Janitorial 5,280 5,412 5,547 5,686 
Advertising and Promotion 125 128 131 135 
Other Operating Expenses 250 256 263 269 

Total Operating Expenses $63,770 $65,364 $66,998 $68,673 
Leasing Commissions 0 0 9,603 0 
Tenant Improvements 0 0 0 0 
Real Estate Taxes 10,500 10,710 10,924 11,143 
TOTAL EXPENSES $74,270 $76,074 $87,525 $79,816 

NET OPERATING INCOME $157,674 $161,668 $156,160 $169,962 

Present Value Factor 13.00% 0.8850 0.7831 0.6931 0.6133 
Present Value of Cash Flow $139,534 $126,610 $108,227 $104,241 

VAL UATION & ADVISORY SERVICES 

$284,469 $291,581 $298,870 
$0 $0 $0 

$284,469 $291,581 $298,870 
(28,447) (29,158) (29,887) 

$256,022 $262,423 $268,983 

3,959 4,058 4, 160 
7,681 7,873 8,070 
2,560 2,624 2,690 

30,907 31,679 32,47 1 
2,649 2,715 2,783 

33,556 34,395 35,255 
4,857 4,978 5,103 

11,535 11 ,823 12,119 
5,828 5,974 6,123 

138 141 145 
276 283 290 

$70,390 $72,150 $73,953 
0 10,341 0 
0 0 0 

11,366 11,593 11 ,825 
$81,756 $94,084 $85,778 

$174,267 $168,339 $183,205 

0.5428 0.4803 0.4251 
$94,585 $80,856 $77,873 

$306,342 
$0 

$306,342 
(30,634) - . 

$275,708 

4,264 
8,271 
2,757 

33,283 
2,853 

36, 136 
5,230 

12,422 
6,276 

149 
297 

$75,802 
0 
0 

12,06 1 
$87,863 

$187,844 

0.3762 
$70,660 

$314,001 $321 ,851 
$0 $0 

$314,001 $321 ,851 
(31,400) (32,185) 

$282,60 1 $289 ,666 

4,371 4 ,480 
8,478 8,690 
2,8?6 2.897 

34,115 34,968 
2,924 2,997 

37,039 37 ,965 
5,361 5,495 

12,732 13.051 
6,433 6,594 

152 156 
305 312 

$77,697 $79,640 
3,621 0 

0 0 
12,302 12,548 

$93,621 $92,188 

!1:188,980 $197 ,477 

0.3329 0.2946 
$62,909 $58,175 

ullfl~ CUSHMAN & 1•,~r,• WAKEFIELD. 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

AFT E R C 0 N D IT I 0 N , S C EN A R I 0 1 - D I S C 0 U NT E D CAS H F L 0 W 
METHOD CONCLUSION 

Land Value Growth Rate 
Year 10 Land Value PSF 

Land SF 
Reversion 

Sales Costs 
Demolition Costs 
Site Conditions 
Redevelopment 

Net Reversion 
Reversionary Rate 
Present Value Factor in Year 10 

VALUATION & A DVISORY SERVICES 

3.00% 

$5.00 
2.50% 
$6.40 

57 ,064 
$365,234 

$10,957 
$280,671 

$0 
$0 

$73,605 
9.00% 

0.4224 

$31,092 
$923,669 

nll l~ CUSHMAN & 
~,~:,'WAKEFIELD . 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APPROACH 

AFTER CONDITION, SCENARlO 2- DISCOUNTED CASH 
Fl.OVV METHOD 

DISCOUNTED CASH FLOWANAI.MS ·-'A'IfTER CONDITION, SCENARIO 2 

Rentable Area 20,750 
Market Lease Rate $12.42 
Hoi ding Period (Years) 10 
Leasing Commissions 5.00% 
Ten ant lm provem ents $0 .00 
Rent Increase 2.50% 
Annual Expense Increase 2.50% 
Real Estate Tax Growth Rate 2.00% 
Real Estate Tax Rate 1.1125% 
Stabilized Vacancy 10.00% 
Discount Rate 13.00% 
Land Revers ion ary Rate 30.00% 

VALUATION & ADVISORY SERVICES llli~·~ CUSHMAN& 
f,~~.• WAKEFIELD, 



CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION .L-.!"?ROACH 

~C:a~I:LFI.Qw.sr Me1._:t . .,.---:;;,;=--- Yeai'-...- ·-:c&-w->:.Jif""~·::~' Cc;;;;r~<::'"i~37'~';;t1\i:"""'4: 'i.'~=:r;.'""":s:1":";':~~;;;.:,:.~6-•'~~ .;;,·"":-:::::;~::=.,~-~·::::::;a 

REVENUE 
Base Rental Revenue $257,715 $264, 158 $270,762 $277,531 
Other Revenue $0 $0 $0 $0 

POTENTIAL GROSS REVENUE $257,715 $264, 158 $270 ,762 $277,531 
Vacanc~ and Collection Loss (25,772) (26,416) (27,076) (27,753) 

EFFECTIVE GROSS REVENUE $231,944 $237,742 $243,686 $249,778 
OPERATING EXPENSES 

Property Insurance 3,587 3,677 3, 769 3,863 
Management Fees 6,958 7,132 7,311 7,493 
Administrative Fees 2,319 2,377 2,437 2,498 

Electricity 28,000 28,700 29,418 30, 153 
Water and Sewer 2,400 2,460 2,522 2,585 

Tota l Utilities 30,400 31, 160 31,939 32,737 
Repairs and Maintenance 4,400 4,510 4,623 4,738 
Common Area Maintenance 10,450 10,711 10,979 11 ,254 
Cleaning and Janitorial 5,280 5,412 5,547 5,686 
Advertising and Promotion 125 128 131 135 
Other Operating Expenses 250 256 263 269 

Tota l Operating Expenses $63,770 $65,364 $66,998 $68,673 
Leasing Commissions 0 0 9,603 0 
Tenant Improvements 0 0 0 0 
Real Estate Taxes 11 ,000 11,220 11 ,444 11,673 
TOTAL EXPENSES $74,770 $76,584 $88,045 $80,346 

NET OPERATING INCOME $157,1 74 $161 ,158 $155,640 $169,431 

Present Value Factor 13,00% 0.8850 0.7831 0.6931 0.6133 
Present Value of Cash Flow $139,092 $126,210 $107,867 $103,915 
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$284,469 $291,581 $298,870 
$0 $0 $0 

$284,469 $291,581 $298,870 
(28,447) (29,158) (29,887) 

$256,022 $262,423 $268,983 

3,959 4,058 4,160 
7,681 7,873 8,070 
2,560 2,624 2,690 

30,907 31,679 32,471 
2,649 2,715 2,783 

33,556 34,395 35,255 
4,857 4,978 5,103 

11 ,535 11 ,823 12,1 19 
5,828 5,974 6, 123 

138 141 145 
276 283 290 

$70,390 $72,150 $73,953 
0 10,341 0 
0 0 0 

11 ,907 12,145 12,388 
$82,297 $94,636 $86,341 

$173,726 $167,787 $182,642 

0.5428 04803 0425 1 
$94,291 $80,591 $77,634 

$306,342 
$0 

$306,342 
(30,634) 

$275,708 

4,264 
8,271 
2,757 

33 ,283 
2,853 

36, 136 
5,230 

12,422 
6,276 

149 
297 

$75,802 
0 
0 

12,636 
$88,438 

$187,270 

0.3762 
$70,443 

$314,001 $321,85 1 
$0 $0 

$314,001 $321,851 
(31 ,400) (32,185) 

$282,601 $289,666 

4,37 1 4,480 
8,478 8,690 
2,826 2,897 

34, 115 34,968 
2,924 2,997 

37,039 37,965 
5,361 5,495 

12,732 13,051 
6,433 6,594 

152 156 
305 312 

!t77,697 $79,640 
3,621 0 

0 0 
12,888 13,146 

$94,206 $92,786 

$188 ,394 $196,880 

0.332g 0.2946 
$62,714 $57,999 
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CAL-SORRENTO INCOME CAPITALIZATION APP ROAC H 

AFTER CONDITION, SCENARIO 2- DIS-COUNTED CASH FLOW 
METHOD CONCLUSION 

Land Value Growth Rate 
Year 10 Land Value PSF 

Land SF 
Reversion 

Sales Costs 
Demolition Costs 
Site Conditions 
Red eve lop men t 

Net Reversion 
Reversionary Rate 
Present Value Factor in Year 10 

Present Value of Reversion 
Present Value of Cash Flow 
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3.00% 

2.50% 
$38.40 
57 ,064 

$2 ,191,402 
$65,742 

$280,671 
$635,969 

$0 
$1 ,209,020 

30.00% 
0.0725 

$87,700 
$920,756 
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CAL-SORRENTO ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

.01 S S U M P T I 0 N S AN D L I M IT I N G C 0 N D IT I 0 N S 
"Report" means the appraisal or consulting report and conclusions stated therein, to which these Assumptions and Limiting 

Conditions are annexed. 

"Property" means the subject of the Report. 

"C&W" means Cushman & Wakefield , Inc. or its subsidiary that issued the Report. 

"Appraiser(s)" means the employee(s) of C&W who prepared and signed the Report. 

The Report has been made subject to the following assumptions and limiting conditions: 

• No opinion is intended to be expressed and no responsibility is assumed for the legal description or for any matters 

that are legal in nature or require legal expertise or specialized knowledge beyond that of a real estate appraiser. 

Title to the Property is assumed to be good and marketable and the Property is assumed to be free and clear of all 

liens unless otherwise stated. No survey of the Property was undertaken. 

• The information contained in the Report or upon which the Report is based has been gathered from sources the 

Appraiser assumes to be reliable and accurate. The owner of the Property may have provided some of such 
information . Neither the Appraiser nor C&W shall be responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such 

information, including the correctness of estimates, opinions, dimensions, sketches, exhibits and factual matters. 

Any authorized user of the Report is obligated to bring to the attention of C&W any inaccuracies or errors that it 

believes are contained in the Report. 

• The opinions are only as of the date stated in the Report. Changes since that date in external and market factors or 

in the Property itself can significantly affect the conclusions in the Report. 

• The Report is to be used in whole and not in part. No part of the Report shall be used in conjunction with any other 

analyses. Publication of the Report or any portion thereof without the prior written consent of C&W is prohibited. 

Reference to the Appraisal Institute or to the MAl designation is prohibited. Except as may be otherwise stated in the 
letter of engagement, the Report may not be used by any person(s) other than the party(ies) to whom it is addressed 

or for purposes other than that for which it was prepared . No part of the Report shall be conveyed to the public 

through advertising, or used in any sales, promotion, offering or SEC material without C&W's prior written consent. 

Any authorized user(s) of this Report who provides a copy to, or permits reliance thereon by, any person or entity 

not authorized by C&W in writing to use or rely thereon , hereby agrees to indemnify and hold C&W, its affiliates and 

their respective shareholders, directors, officers and employees, harmless from and against all damages, expenses, 

claims and costs, including attorneys' fees, incurred in investigating and defending any claim arising from or in any 

way connected to the use of, or reliance upon , the Report by any such unauthorized person(s) or entity(ies). 

• Except as may be otherwise stated in the letter of engagement, the Appraiser shall not be required to give testimony 

in any court or administrative proceeding relating to the Property or the Appraisal. 

• The Report assumes (a) responsible ownership and competent management of the Property; (b) there are no 

hidden or unapparent conditions of the Property, subsoil or structures that render the Property more or less valuable 

(no responsibility is assumed for such conditions or for arranging for engineering studies that may be required to 

discover them); (c) full compliance with all applicable federal , state and local zoning and environmental regulations 

and laws, unless noncompliance is stated, defined and considered in the Report; and (d) all required licenses , 

certificates of occupancy and other governmental consents have been or can be obtained and renewed for any use 

on which the value opinion contained in the Report is based. 

• The physical condition of the improvements considered by the Report is based on visual inspection by the Appraiser 

or other person identified in the Report. C&W assumes no responsibility for the soundness of structural components 
or for the condition of mechanical equipment, plumbing or electrical components. 
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CAL-SORRENTO ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

• The forecasted potential gross income referred to in the Report may be based on lease summaries provided by the 

owner or third parties. The Report assumes no responsibility for the authenticity or completeness of lease 

information provided by others. C&.W recommends that legal advice be obtained regarding the interpretation of lease 

provisions and the contractual rights of parties. 

• The forecasts of income and expenses are not predictions of the future. Rather, they are the Appraiser's best 

opinions of current market thinking on future income and expenses. The Appraiser and C&W make no warranty or 

representation that these forecasts will materialize. The real estate market is constantly fluctuating and changing . It 

is not the Appraiser's task to predict or in any way warrant the conditions of a future real estate market; the 

Appraiser can only reflect what the investment community, as of the date of the Report, envisages for the future in 

terms of rental rates , expenses, and supply and demand. 

• Unless otherwise stated in the Report, the existence of potentially hazardous or toxic materials that may have been 

used in the construction or maintenance of the improvements or may be located at or about the Property was not 

considered in arriving at the opinion of value . These materials (such as formaldehyde foam insulation , asbestos 

insulation and other potentially hazardous materials} may adversely affect the value of the Property. The Appraisers 

are not qualified to detect such substances . C&W recommends that an environmental expert be employed to 

determine the impact of these matters on the opinion of value . 

• Unless otherwise stated in the Report, compliance with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (ADA) has not been considered in arriving at the opinion of value. Failure to comply with the requirements of 

the ADA may adversely affect the value of the Property. C&W recommends that an expert in this fie ld be employed 

to determine the compliance of the Property with the requirements of the ADA and the impact of these matters on 

the opinion of value. 

• If the Report is submitted to a lender or investor with the prior approval of C&W, such party should consider this 

Report as only one factor, together with its independent investment considerations and underwriting criteria, in its 
overall investment decision. Such lender or investor is specifically cautioned to understand all Extraordinary 

Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions and the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions incorporated in this Report. 

• In the event of a claim against C&W or its affiliates or their respective officers or employees or the Appraisers in 

connection with or in any way relating to this Report or this engagement, the maximum damages recoverable sha ll 

be the amount of the monies actually collected by C&W or its affiliates for this Report and under no circumstances 

shall any claim for consequential damages be made. 

• If the Report is referred to or included in any offering material or prospectus, the Report shall be deemed referred to 

or included for informational purposes on ly and C&W, its employees and the Appraiser have no liability to such 

recipients . C&W disclaims any and all liability to any party other than the party that retained C&W to prepare the 

Report . 

• Any estimate of insurable value, if included within the agreed upon scope of work and presented within this report, is 

based upon figures derived from a national cost estimating service and is developed consistent with industry 

practices. However, actual local and regional construction costs may vary significantly from our estimate and 

individual insurance policies and underwriters have varied specificat ions, exclusions, and non-insurable items. As 

such, we strongly recommend that the Client obtain estimates from professionals experienced in establishing 

insurance coverage for replacing any structure. This analysis should not be relied upon to determine insurance 

coverage. Furthermore, we make no warranties regarding the accuracy of this estimate. 

• By use of this Report each party that uses this Report agrees to be bound by all of the Assumptions and Limiting 

Conditions, Hypothetical Conditions and Extraordinary Assumptions stated herein. 
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We certi fy tha t, to the best of our knowledge and belief: 

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

~ - ---- ·- · - . ....... . ,.. -. ·-
....... L,, t l ' , ._..,....,, ~ _, , ., -.J f M lr , ,,_.,,~_,.....,.__ 

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited on ly by the reported assumptions and limiting 

conditions, and are our personal, impartial , and un~iased professional analyses , opinions, and conclusions . 

We have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report , and no perso.nal interest 

with respect to th e parties involved. 

• We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of thi s report or to the parties involved with this 

assignment. 

• Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined results. 

• Our compensation for completing this ass ignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of a 

predetermined value or direction .in value that favors the cause of the client, the amo unt of the value opinion, the 

attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directl y rel ated to th e intended use of this 

appraisal. 

" The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and thi s report has been prepared , in conform ity 

with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics & Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the 

Appra isal Institute, which include the Uniform Standards of Professional Apprai sal Practice. 

• The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appra isal Institute relating io review by its duly authorized 

representatives. 

• D. Matt Marschall , MAl , ARA, MRICS did make a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report. 

• I, D. Matt Marschall , MAl , ARA, MRICS, have not performed a previous appraisal involving the subject property 

within the three years prior to this assignment. 

• The following ind ividuals provided sign ificant rea l property assistance in preparing th is appraisal: John Browne, MAl , 

and Curtis A. Buono, LEED AP 

e As of the date of this report, D. Matt Marscha ll, MAl , ARA, MRICS has completed the continuing education program 

of the Appraisal Institute. 

• We reserve the righ t to modify or change our concl us ions with the rece ipt of more rel iable or accurate information . 

D. Matt Marschall , MAl , ARA, MRICS 
Senior Managing Director 
CA Certified General Appraiser 
License No. AG004164 
Matt. Marschall@cushwake. com 
858-558-5626 Office Direct 
858-334-6765 Fax 
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