ZOWNG "HEWGH T SECcToN 636 2/[7/06
SCWTEP 2 (71077 ?3 | e S

County of San Mateo

VIO: 2{/07 - (0 D 0 Z/Y Assigned to:
= : Planning and Building Department
Vlolatio-n : 455 County Center = Hedumdé:sig -3%.3 9:?2.‘13
Complaint Form . | |
(All ltems Must Be Completed) M Loot —000J7
2 _ 2005 g0 ‘Ité’ .
1. Violation Type: ﬂZomng L] Nuisance / Abandoned Vehicle(s) Building

. 0O Grading 7 Land fill [J Vegetation / Tree removal

Description of Complaint.
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7Ievant Ordinance Sections:
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2. Location of Alleged Violation:
Address: _1OSO ACACIA APN(s): 0% | L Lo

MonTARA, CA 9027 : -
Zoning: _. ;_2 “'{(/g*"f ) /T Pyl

3. Names of Alleged Violators:

Property Owner:_ RapI ALD NELSON

Address: L ol pERS = TAMTS
|20 ALTORAS DRIVE
; O CA Q9010

Phone: 6'50 342~911C _
4. Complam%W_‘ Initiated By: (check one}

Name: 4 3 Phone ¥ Counter

Date: ( 2/{ 1 [ 4 7 O Letter [J Other Department

O Drive by Observation [ FAX '

(Complete Item 6 on reverse) O3 Unrelated Inspection
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1050 Acacia - imate of Actual Building Height 107

To estimate actual building height refer to the actual grades shown on the Nov

2006 revised survey (marked up copy attached). The Nov 2006 survey shows

two spot elevations 187.15 and 188.35 on the south side which appear to be

near the actual natural grade, i.e. at the bottom of the slope created by the

imported fill (however they are probably higher than the actual natural grade due

to grading activity in the area). These grades are on either side of the ridge point

in question so their average is an estimate of the natural grade at the south edge

of the site at an appropriate location. The average is 187.75. The slope up to

the midpoint of the site appears to be minimal from the photos (attached) but to

be conservative assume 1.5 foot increase in grade which is reasonably

consistent with the grade shown by the contours on the original survey. This

results in a conservative (high) estimated natural grade below the ridge point in
question of 187.75 + 1.5 feet = 189.25 This gives a building height of 218.7 -

189.2 = 29.5 feet, well above the 28’ allowed by the zoning regulations and far
greater than the submitted design plans claimed 27 feet 1 inch. \

This is a low estimate of the actual building height, the actual height may be an \
additional one foot higher. :

These estimates are entirely consistent with a similar estimate using the spot \
elevations at the rear of the lot. !

The estimate of natural grade under the ridge point can be checked by noting l,‘
that the elevation shown at the ‘well pad” on the north side of the building is \
190.28 (uphill from the ridge point and possibly on top of the pad). This would

give a clearly high estimate of natural grade under the western ridge point of the

average of 187.75 and 190.28 is 189.0. Resulting in a clearly low estimate of

building height of 29.7°
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