
CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date:  August 16, 2012 

Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  

 

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

 

ROLL CALL 
Boardmembers present:   Scott Ellinwood 

                                            Wade Nomura 

                                            Richard Johnson 

                                            Jim Reginato 

 

Boardmembers absent:    Bill Araluce 

                                                                                         

OTHERS PRESENT:  Approximately 15 interested persons were present. 

 

PRESENTATIONS BY CITIZENS – None 

PROJECT REVIEW 

1) Applicant:  City of Carpinteria 

Project Number:  12-1636-DG, Beach Neighborhood Design Guidelines 

Project Location:  Beach Neighborhood (Subarea 1) 

Zoning:  Planned Residential Development (PRD-20) 

 

 Hearing on the request of the City of Carpinteria to consider the preliminary review of the Draft 

Residential Design Guidelines for the Beach Neighborhood (Subarea 1).  The Guidelines 

address building mass and scale, frontage design, architectural elements, landscaping, lighting 

and fencing, and utilities and services.  The Guidelines apply to all properties zoned Planned 

Residential Development (PRD-20) in the Beach Neighborhood (Subarea 1) as identified in the 

Community Design Element of the City’s General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

Community Development Director, Jackie Campbell, introduced the item.  She explained that the Design 

Guidelines for the Beach Neighborhood have grown out of the regulations proposed in the Draft 

Downtown and Beach Neighborhood Specific Plan.  She explained that while the Specific Plan has been 

stalled in the review process, the City recognized the need to go forward with the design standards 

developed for the Beach Neighborhood residential zone by adopting a series of Design Guidelines for 

the Neighborhood.  She introduced Sloan Campi, Community Development Department Intern, who has 

been working on the document and would be presenting the draft Guidelines. 

 

CDD Intern Sloan Campi provided an overview of the background and organization of the draft Design 

Guidelines.  He briefly described the content and intent of each guideline, section by section, and shared 

some of the accompanying graphics.  At the end of each section, he asked that the ARB and members of 

the public provide input and comments on the proposed guidelines and graphics. 

 

Section 1.  Building Mass and Scale 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood said the document and the proposed guidelines were nicely done, nicely 

articulated and well presented.  With respect to the graphics, he suggested that the “preferred” and “not 
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preferred” labels be placed underneath the images rather than above the images.  He also commented 

that the 26-foot height limit for two-story buildings seemed arbitrary and would be too limiting.  He 

explained that the existing 30-foot height limit is already restrictive and that having more flexibility in 

terms of allowed building height is a good thing.  The architectural review process would help to ensure 

building heights are appropriate.   

 

Boardmember Johnson agreed, and said that further limiting building heights reduces the designer’s 

options in terms of roof styles and roof slopes, and that variety in these elements adds charm to a 

community.  When building heights are too low, it encourages lower, flatter roofs which lack interest as 

far as massing is concerned.  He also inquired about the 15 degree encroachment plane and asked if the 

narrower setbacks and smaller lots shouldn’t in fact require a wider encroachment plane to discourage 

second floors from being built out toward the property line. 

 

Staff explained that when the 30-degree encroachment plane used in the Subarea 3 Guidelines was 

applied to recent Beach Neighborhood projects, the buildings were found to be within the encroachment 

plane, presumably because of the relatively narrow five-foot side setbacks.  Therefore, the recommended 

encroachment area was reduced to an amount that still encouraged second floors to be stepped in from 

the sides but that acknowledged the tighter, more limited spaces between residences.   

 

Boardmember Nomura pointed out that there were no guidelines included to address protection of view 

corridors.  He also noted he agreed with Boardmembers Ellinwood and Johnson concerning the building 

height.  The height limit guidelines should also specify where the height is to be measured from.  

Concerning DG-3, he felt the statement, “no building should mirror the exact shape, scale or design of 

other buildings in the neighborhood,” was too definitive; he’d like to see the language on this softened to 

say this is discouraged. 

 

Boardmember Johnson asked if it was possible to develop a guideline that would encourage variation in 

second floor building walls, especially when the building elevations are longer.  Staff pointed out that 

this is what DG-9 was meant to address.  Boardmember Johnson agreed with staff but felt that 40 feet 

was a little long, and that it might be more appropriate to reduce that length to something closer to 20 

feet. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood thought that the 40% restriction for second floors (DG-4) was too restrictive, 

especially in an area where the lots are already small.  Encouraging articulation between first and second 

floors ought to be enough in terms of guidance. 

 

Boardmember Reginato inquired as to the narrowest lot widths in the Beach Neighborhood.  Staff 

explained that many of the smaller lots are around 40-45 feet wide, but that there are a few that may be 

as narrow as 35 feet.  Staff also reminded the Board that when reviewing recent homes approved for the 

Beach Neighborhood, staff had analyzed the ratios of second floor size to total building square footage 

and found that many of the homes cited as being appropriate examples of new development in the Beach 

Neighborhood came in around a 35-40% figure for the percentage of the total building square footage 

comprised of the second floor.  For comparison, a 50% figure would mean the second floor is the same 

size as the ground floor. 

 

Staff clarified that the 26-foot specified height (DG-8) was not chosen arbitrarily.  The 26-foot height 

limit is what is proposed in the draft Zoning Code Update and was included in the draft Specific Plan.  
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The height limit recognizes that properties in the Beach Neighborhood have to rely on imported fill or 

raised floor foundations to address flood plain and drainage requirements and when these factors are 

included in overall height, the maximum height of the building in space can actually be several feet 

higher as compared to adjacent existing grades on other properties or in the public right-of-way.  The 

height limit recommendation also considered typical plate heights and roof pitches. 

 

Boardmember Reginato asked about the average amount of height increase needed in the Beach 

Neighborhood to comply with Flood Zone requirements.  Staff explained it generally averages between 

four and five feet but can go up or down from there depending upon the exact location in the Beach 

Neighborhood. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Fred Shaw pointed out that the 30-foot allowed building height combined with the necessary grading for 

flood plain requirements resulted in a building on Fourth Street sitting approximately 35 feet above street 

level, which blocked out much of the Sandpiper Mobile Home Park residents’ mountain views.  Building 

heights are important as they have impacts on others’ viewsheds.  He also asked whether developers are 

required to take into account the impacts of raising the grade on their own lots to neighboring properties.  

Staff explained that these impacts are taken into account in the review of new development in the area 

and that projects are to be designed to continue to accommodate historic cross-lot drainage flows. 

 

Marla Daily stated she was opposed to the 26-foot height guideline (DG-7).  She shared the particular 

details about her own home which has three stories in 27 feet.  She pointed out that four feet is a lot of 

space that someone can develop attractively in terms of size, bulk and scale without being obtrusive to 

the neighbors. 

 

Pat Henry pointed out it is not the property owner’s fault that finished grades must conform to flood 

zone requirements.  Therefore, further height limitations would be overly restrictive to property owners 

(DGs-7 and -8). 

 

Dylan Chappell agreed the height limit should stay at 30 feet (DG-7), but that guidelines for view 

corridor protections should instead be addressed.  It should be up to the architect to use creativity to 

design a home that protects view corridors.  A 26-foot height limit would take away some of that 

creativity. 

 

Section 2.  Frontage Design 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

The Boardmembers indicated they were satisfied with the Frontage Design guidelines as presented and 

that they are consistent with the direction the Board has given on recent projects in the area.  

Boardmember Johnson suggested it would be nice to discourage carports altogether and that garages are 

preferred. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Pat Henry asked about the City’s policy for installing sidewalks as part of a new development project.  
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Staff explained that sidewalks are required to be installed by the developer as part of their project.  

However, in areas where there are no plans for sidewalks, this requirement is waived. 

 

Kathy Henry asked about the plans for sidewalks in the Beach Neighborhood.  Staff clarified that certain 

streets such as Sandyland or the north-south streets that have sidewalks would be retained and completed 

as future development occurs.  Other streets such as Dorrance Way, where sidewalks were not desired by 

the majority of the residents would be left as is.  In some cases, such as Third Street, the City is 

exploring options for alternative pathways (such as a decomposed granite path) that could provide a safe 

pedestrian path outside of the traffic lanes without using a formal curb, gutter and sidewalk design. 

 

Section 3.  Architectural Elements 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

The Board again felt that the proposed guidelines for this section were well stated and addressed the 

primary issues.  Boardmember Nomura asked that DG-25 be made more specific as to whose privacy the 

guideline was meant to protect.  Staff clarified that the guideline was meant to protect both neighbors 

and that the guideline could be modified to state that. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

None. 

 

Section 4.  Landscaping, Lighting and Fencing 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

Boardmember Nomura suggested that in addition to encouraging low walls, fences or hedges, we also 

recommend or encourage the use of low plantings.  Clarify in DG-26 that native or drought tolerant 

species are acceptable, and that native species be used where appropriate. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood noted that light fixtures should also be designed with cutoffs to prevent 

spillover onto neighboring properties. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Marla Daily stated she was in disagreement with DG-33’s discouragement of the use of chain link 

fencing along street frontages.  She noted that chain link fencing is the most effective and safest fencing 

for pets and animals and that it is transparent and unobjectionable.  Boardmember Nomura responded 

that he would not find chain link fencing objectionable if it were set back from the property line and 

buffered with low landscaping.  He would expect similar treatment for picket fences. 

 

Linda Zimmerman asked that DGs-26 and -27 give consideration to the protection of view corridors 

when choosing appropriate landscape materials. 

 

Kathy Henry noted that she was opposed to chain link fences along property frontages in terms of 

aesthetics, especially when multiple chain link fences are found on the same stretch of a street. 
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Kika Hutchings pointed out that landscaping in front of or training vegetation to climb chain link fences 

can make it look nice. 

 

Section 5.  Utilities and Services 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

 

Boardmember Johnson pointed out there was very little difference (~10%) between the energy collection 

efficiency of a flat solar panel and an inclined panel; therefore we should just ask that all panels be 

mounted flush to the roof rather than allowing panels to project up to 30 inches above a flat roof. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood noted that the optimal angle for energy collection is around 34 degrees for this 

area.  He pointed out that DG-41 covers the bigger picture with respect to solar panels being integrated 

into a design.  He also felt that the provided graphic contradicted DG-43.  He explained that a panel 

could project above a roof ridge if it were properly integrated into an architectural design.   

 

Boardmember Ellinwood also suggested that we clarify that DG-40 applies to dish antennas.  With 

respect to DG-39, he pointed out the most unsightly items are electrical vaults and backflow preventers 

and that these should also be screened and hidden from view.  Staff clarified that both DGs-39 and -40 

were purposely worded in a general manner to cover all types of antennas and all types of utility 

hardware, including larger items like electrical boxes or backflow preventers.  Staff indicated these could 

be called out as specific examples if the Board felt that was needed. 

 

Boardmember Nomura suggested that DG-36 be revised to include a recommendation that landscaping 

be used around trash enclosures to help screen/soften their appearance.  He also asked whether the 

graphic for DG-39 was representative of the direction the City intended to head in with respect to 

mailboxes.  Staff clarified that we may not have much choice in the types of mailboxes, but that the 

intent was to encourage mailboxes to be encased in a structure that complements the building 

architecture as opposed to the generic community boxes. 

 

Public Comment: 

 

Fred Shaw clarified that the Post Office was heading in the direction of the community mailboxes as 

opposed to the traditional individual mailboxes. 

 

Motion 

 

Staff explained that they have notes for the meeting and were prepared to go back and make edits to the 

document to reflect the received comments.  Staff could have the revised Guidelines ready for the Board 

to review at the August 30
th

 meeting.  From there, the Guidelines would be transmitted to the Planning 

Commission for their consideration and review since the Commission is the decision maker for most 

projects in the Beach Neighborhood. 

 

Staff also asked the Board to consider whether there were other issue areas that the Guidelines missed or 

failed to address.  Staff acknowledged that they had received recommendations to consider protection of 

view corridors as well as a suggestion to consider the impacts of the flood zone requirements on new 
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development. 

 

Boardmember Nomura asked that the guideline language be worded to use less definite phrases such as 

“discouraged” rather than “prohibited.”  Staff agreed and reminded the Board that these are only 

guidelines and not regulations and that the guideline language is careful to use “should” rather than 

“shall” when describing desired designs. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Nomura, seconded by Boardmember Johnson, to continue the item 

to the August 30
th

 meeting with their comments attached. 

 

VOTE  4-0 

                                                   ------------------------------------------- 

 

OTHER BUSINESS:  None 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR:   

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held July 26, 2012.  

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Johnson, seconded by Boardmember Nomura to approve Action 

Minutes of July 12, 2012 as submitted. 

 

VOTE:  4-0 

 

MATTERS REFERRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION/CITY COUNCIL – None 

 

 

MATTERS PRESENTED BY STAFF  

 Community Development Director Jackie Campbell informed the Board that a joint ARB-PC-CC 

conceptual review meeting was planned for sometime in October to review the recently 

submitted concept plans for the Rincon Bluffs Resort.  She also reminded the Boardmembers that 

they were invited to attend the upcoming Tuesday, September 4
th

 Planning Commission hearing 

to join the Commission for a site visit to the Lagunitas Homes development at 5:30 p.m. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Chair Reginato adjourned the meeting at 7:00 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting to be 

held at 5:30 pm on Thursday, August 30, 2012 in City Council Chambers.  Boardmember 

Nomura indicated that he may not be able to make the August 30
th

 meeting.  The three other 

Boardmembers stated they would be in attendance.  

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary, Architectural Review Board 

 

 

ATTEST: 
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____________________________________ 

Chair, Architectural Review Board 

 

 


