


Alternate Method 1: Height using Points #2A and #6
Point #6 (reference Exhibit H-1) appears to be the top of Well Pad elevation, which is about 
4 inches above natural grade.  The Well Pad can be seen on the right side of Photo-1 on 
Exhibit H-3 as a small concrete pad with a white pipe stubbed up.  Point #1 is located 
approximately at the midpoint between Point #2A and Point #6.  The average elevation of 
Point #2A and #6 is (187.15 + 190.28) / 2 = 188.72 = estimate of natural grade elevation at 
Point #1.  This method corroborates the value of natural grade used in the main calculation 
for Point #1 (i.e., 188.75) and thus is consistent with a building height determination of 
approximately 30 feet

Alternate Method 2: Height using Points #2B and #4A
Point #1 is located near the midpoint between Point #2B and Point #4A.  The average 
elevation of Points #2B and #4A is (188.35 + 188.72) / 2 = 188.54 = estimate of natural 
grade elevation at Point #1.  This method corroborates the value of natural grade used in 
the main calculation for Point #1 (i.e., 188.75) and thus is consistent with a building height 
determination of approximately 30 feet.

Alternate Method 3: Height using Point #5 at West fence
The elevation of Point #5, near the West fence, can be interpolated as 187.7 based on the 
two adjacent elevations of 188.2 and 186.75.  Pre-construction Photo-2 on Exhibit H-3 
shows that the natural grade was fairly level in the East-West direction between Points #5 
and #1; this evidence corroborates the value of natural grade used in the main calculation 
for Point #1 (i.e., 188.75) and thus is consistent with a building height determination of 
approximately 30 feet. 

NOTE-1:  Estimate slope of natural grade between Point #3 and Point #1  
Points #4A & #4B  are located outside of the area filled by the Contractor and thus are a 
reasonable estimate of natural grade.  The distance between these two points is 
approximately 50’.  The slope between these points is (188.72-186.8)/50’ = 3.9% (i.e., a 
four feet rise in 100’ distance, or one foot (1’) of rise in 25 feet distance).  

Photos taken prior to construction provide a good indication of the slope of the natural 
grade from Point #3 to Point #1 (south to north).  Exhibit H-3 Photo-1 shows the site prior to 
construction looking west from Acacia Street.  There is only a slight slope between the 
South fence (Point #3) and the middle of the lot (Point #1); the lot appears almost level at 
this location.  Using the top of the West fence (rear lot) as a guide (a level line) provides 
confirmation that the slope of the natural grade at this location is minimal.  By examining 
the ground along the West fence, it can be seen that the slope increases near the north 
side of the lot (closer to Point #4A).

The original site plan showed a fall of 2 feet in 50 feet, or a grade of 4%, between contours 
190 and 192 (refer to Exhibit H-4).  Note that these contour elevations are defective, 
showing elevations up to three feet higher than actual natural grade.  Some of this error 
appears to be a reflection of the defective 2000 survey.  However, while the absolute values 
of the contour elevations are defective, the indicated slope (4%) does agree with the slope 
found in the method used above.

Based on the above analysis it is reasonable to conclude that a conservative (i.e. 
maximum) slope between Points #3 and #1 is 4% (i.e. one foot rise in 25 feet distance).
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NOTE-2: Check height using Points #7A & 7B - above fill on North perimeter
The Nov 2006 survey includes two spot elevations on the north side of the building 
identified as Points #7A and #7B on Exhibit H-1.  These points are: a) located on top of fill 
imported by the Contractor, b) on the high side of the structure, and c) up the slope from 
Point #1.  Since the elevations of these points are significantly higher than natural grade at 
Point #1, they will produce a building height that is significantly lower than the actual height.  
However, this method provides a simple check confirming that the building height is higher 
than approved in design review (i.e., 27’-1”) and allowed by Zoning Regulations (i.e., 28’).  
Average elevation of Points #7A & #7B = (189.8 + 190.5)/2 = 190.15.  Thus using Points 
#7A & #7B results in a building height = 218.67 - 190.15 = 28.5 feet (low value - not an 
actual estimate of building height).  

NOTE-3:  County determination of building height is inaccurate
As of the date of this document, the County has presented only one evaluation of the 1050 
Acacia building height - reference County letter to Robert Carey dated 12/15/06 signed by 
Lisa Grote.  The 12/15/06 County height calculation uses elevation 191.69 for natural grade 
(reference Point #8 on Exhibit H-1).  As can be seen from the legend on Exhibit H-1 this 
point is from the 2000 survey.  The 2000 survey is defective and the elevation shown for 
Point #8 (191.69) is much higher than the actual natural grade.  Observe that Point #8 on 
Exhibit H-1 is approximately centered between Points #7A and #7B.  Points #7A & #7B are 
from the 2006 survey and are located on top of fill imported by the Contractor; therefore, 
these points are higher than the actual natural grade.   The average elevation of points 
#7A & #7B is (189.8 + 190.5) / 2 = 190.15.    Therefore the elevation used in the County’s 
calculation is 1.54’ higher (191.69-190.15) than even the top of fill at Point #8.  In addition, 
the location at which the County based its building height calculation (Point #8) is incorrect 
since the applicable Zoning Regulation (6300.2.6) requires the height determination be 
made under the roof ridge (Point #1).  

The data and method used by the County to determine the height of the structure at 1050 
Acacia is inaccurate and results in a building height approximately three feet (3’) lower than 
that found by using correct survey data and the methodology required by zoning 
regulations.

Attachments: Exhibits H-1, H-2, H-3, H-4

Prepared by: Robert Carey  P.E.
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