
CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date: June 12, 2014 

Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  

 

The meeting was called to order at 5:35 p.m. by Richard Johnson, Chair. 

ROLL CALL 

Boardmembers present:  Richard Johnson 

                                            Dylan Chappell 

                                           Jim Reginato 

                                           Scott Ellinwood 

                                           Rachelle Gahan 

 

Boardmembers absent:   None 

 

OTHERS PRESENT:  Approximately 45 interested persons 

PRESENTATIONS BY CITIZENS: Alex Pulido was unaware that the City’s Adopted General/Coastal Plan 

includes a Town Map with six Design Subareas and that General Plan Policy CDS5-b indicates that design 

guidelines should be developed for the Concha Loma Neighborhood (Subarea 5). 

PROJECT REVIEW 

11) Applicant:  Jan Hochhauser, Agent for Janet Gonzales  Planner:  Steve Goggia 

Project Number:  12-1612-DP/TPM/CDP 

Project Location:  4610 Fourth Street 

Zoning:  Planned Residential Development (PRD-20) 

 

 Hearing on the request of Jan Hochhauser, Agent/Architect for Janet Gonzales to consider Case No. 12-

1612-DP/TPM/CDP for final review of a proposal to demolish an existing SFD and detached garage and 

construct a four-unit condominium project with nine covered parking spaces and associated landscaping.  

The four units would be located within one three-story structure with two levels of residential living area 

above a recessed parking level.  The property is an 11,589 sq. ft. parcel zoned Planned Residential 

Development (PRD-20) and shown as APN 003-431-005 located at 4610 Fourth Street. 

 

Staff provided a PowerPoint presentation regarding past reviews by the ARB and Planning Commission with a 

focus on addressing comments made by both bodies, and how the project architect responded to the comments.  

The proposed colors, material and lighting cut sheets were presented by the architect. 

 

Public Comment:  None 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

The Boardmembers were in agreement that it is a well-designed and detailed project.  Boardmember Reginato 

thought the upper floor balcony screens could extend farther out toward each end for additional privacy 

protection.  The other members did not agree. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Chappell, seconded by Boardmember Ellinwood to recommend final 

approval on the structure, with the landscaping to return at a later date. 

 

VOTE:  5-0 
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PROJECT REVIEW 

 

2) Applicant:  Laura Weinstein for Edward St. George  Planner: Shanna R. Farley-Judkins 

Project Number:  14-1714-CDP/ARB 

Project Location:  5408 Shemara Street 

Zoning: Single Family Residential (8-R-1) 

 
Hearing on the request of Laura Weinstein, agent for Edward St. George, to consider Case No. 14-1714-
CDP/ARB for preliminary review of a second floor and ground floor additions of approximately 897 square 
feet.  The property is a 10,019 square foot parcel zoned Single Family Residential (8-R-1) and shown as APN 
001-271-002 located at 5408 Shemara Street. 

Staff provided a PowerPoint presentation about the project and the concerns outlined in the staff report. The 

applicant provided a presentation on the project and clarified the colors and materials proposed.  The applicant 

also presented images of neighboring properties to show common architectural styles, landscape materials and 

second floor additions. 

 

Public Comment: None (Note:  A comment letter was submitted by a neighboring property owner and was made 

available to the Board at the meeting.  The letter was also made part of the project file.) 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

The Board asked the applicant to clarify which walls were new and existing.  The Board was concerned that the 

plans seemed conceptual in nature and not fully completed.  The Board suggested that “hard-lined” plans be 

completed prior to further review of the project. 

 

The Board generally supported the design of the project and respected individualistic architectural styles where 

appropriate.  The Board suggested use of darker tones in color choices and roofing materials to be more 

compatible with the neighborhood.  The Board also suggested incorporation of contrasting textures such as 

wood or stone into the exterior façade.  The Board appreciated the landscape plan and removal of a chain link 

fence along the front and street side of the property.  Boardmember Gahan recommended trees such as 

Jacaranda and Sweet Shake to add additional screening and shade to the front of the house.  She also suggested 

that the lawn could be changed to a more drought tolerant species, like an ornamental grass. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood explained that the General Plan and Design Guidelines encourage a friendly 

interaction between the home and the neighborhood and suggested that this proposal “barricades” the project 

from the street.  Boardmember Ellinwood suggested that the courtyard wall be recessed.  Boardmember 

Chappell suggested reorientation of the courtyard to the rear or side of the house rather than at the front. Overall, 

the Board agreed that the solid courtyard wall was too tall and created too much coverage on the frontage of the 

house.  The Board suggested a variety of options to reduce the bulk and mass of this proposed courtyard. 

 

Boardmember Johnson suggested that the overall height of the building could be reduced through lowering the 

pitch of the roof and reduction of plate heights.  The Board suggested that additional second floor articulation 

was required to step in the second floor elements.  The Board suggested that the windows should be further 

recessed to create dimension and shadows.  The Board agreed that the rear balcony created privacy impacts for 

the neighboring home to the north and should be relocated to the street side or front elevations. 
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ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Ellinwood, seconded by Boardmember Chappell to continue the item to 

the meeting of July 17th so that the applicant’s team could respond to the comments made by the Board. 

 

VOTE:  5-0 

 

PROJECT REVIEW 

3) Applicant:  City of Carpinteria     CDD Intern:  Emmanuel Angulo 

Project Number:  14-1717-ARB/PC 

Project Location:  Concha Loma Neighborhood 

Zoning:  Single Family Residential (6-R-1) 

 
Hearing on the request of the City of Carpinteria to review Draft Residential Design Guidelines for the Concha 
Loma Neighborhood (Subarea 5).  The Guidelines address building mass and scale, frontage design, 
architectural elements, landscaping, lighting, fencing, solar access and utility and services.  The Guidelines 
apply to all properties zoned Single Family Residential (6-R-1) in the Concha Loma Neighborhood (Subarea 
5) as identified in the Community Design Element of the City’s General Plan/Local Coastal Land Use Plan. 

Following a presentation by Emmanuel Angulo and Shanna R. Farley-Judkins, members of the public were 

invited to speak to the proposed Guidelines. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Gail Marshall indicated that setbacks are important to her and it is important to maintain the existing footprint of 

existing buildings.  Size bulk and scale of new development and window placement on new second stories is a 

priority for existing neighbors.  Consideration for privacy for all is a very big deal for the neighbors.  Does not 

want to lose the individuality of the homes in the neighborhood by applying an unvarying color palette, mailbox 

style or landscape elements to each project. 

 

Judy Pierce questioned why staff was lumping the Concha Loma neighborhood with Carpinteria Park the as 

they were developed at different times and are not similar. Also indicated the CC&Rs are void.  Appreciates 

keeping the ambience of the neighborhood. Doesn’t like the creek setbacks and the existing street lights that are 

too bright. 

 

Staff responded that the Concha Loma Neighborhood was used as that is how it is identified in the General 

Plan/Coastal Plan, but we can add additional information in the document.  The creek setbacks are required by 

existing policies.  The streetlight issue will be relayed to Public Works staff. 

 

Jim Taylor would like to have a serious discussion about preventing any more two-story additions. 

 

Lou Panizzon thought the CC&Rs should not be part of the Guidelines. 

 

Ann Matson does not like the idea of additional Guidelines for the neighborhood to be applied by the City; 

thinks the City is overstepping.  Wants to see the utilities undergrounded. 

 

Caroline Kuizenga spoke about the CC&Rs and a Concha Loma neighborhood meeting that occurred in 1986. 

 

Chuck McQuary is interested in a discussion regarding undergrounding the utilities which he finds to be not 

only an eyesore but a safety issue, too.  He would like to know how much it would cost homeowners to have 



ACTIONS, ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
 

June 12, 2014 

Continued—Page 4 
 

 
 

them undergrounded. 

 

Harry Manuras spoke about the diversity of lots in the neighborhood.  He would like the Post Office to allow 

residents to have mail delivered to their house rather than mailboxes at the curb. 

 

Kathleen Lord agreed with the earlier comments that the Guidelines should make a clear distinction between the 

Carpinteria Park and Concha Loma neighborhoods.  The Concha Loma side has been built over time and 

includes a lot of variety; Carpinteria Park has been maintained as a classic 50s subdivision, one set of Guidelines 

does not work for both neighborhoods.  She also spoke on the height limits identified in the CC&Rs and a 

previous lawsuit regarding a single story structure able to reach the full 30-foot height. 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood thought the Guidelines are clear and general enough as to not impose undue 

restrictions and that it is the job of the ARB and Planning Commission to apply common sense to the 

applicability of the Guidelines. 

 

Boardmember Chappell asked for additional clarification regarding the application of the CC&Rs.  He would 

like to see the Guidelines show good and bad examples of second story additions.  Any information regarding 

sidewalks, curbs and gutters would be helpful. 

 

Boardmember Reginato agreed that the proposed Guidelines are very general and not unreasonable and that the 

decisionmakers would apply common sense reason when reviewing projects. 

 

Boardmember Gahan also agreed that the Guidelines allow flexibility; and thinks it is okay to see a purple 

garage door, or change a side-loaded to a front-loaded garage. 

 

Boardmember Johnson agreed with the comments made by the other Boardmembers. 

 

Staff indicated that they would work these comments into the Design Guidelines and return to the Board with a 

revised document for a recommendation before presenting the document to the Planning Commission. 

 

 

OTHER BUSINESS:  None 
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CONSENT CALENDAR: 

1) Action minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held April 17, 2014. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Gahan to approve the Minutes as 

presented. 

 

VOTE: 3-0 (Ellinwood and Chappell abstained) 

 

2) Action minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held May 15, 2014. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Chappell, seconded by Boardmember Gahan to approve the Minutes as 

presented 

 

VOTE: 4-0 (Reginato abstained) 

 

MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS and STAFF:  None 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Johnson adjourned the meeting at 7:55 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting to be held at 

5:30 pm on Thursday, July17, 2014 in City Council Chambers.  All Boardmembers indicated they would 

be present. 

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary, Architectural Review Board 

  

ATTEST: 

 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Chair, Architectural Review Board 

 

 


