
CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date:  August 29, 2013 

Carpinteria California 93013 

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

ROLL CALL 

Boardmembers present:  Rachelle Gahan 

                                           Richard Johnson  

                                           Jim Reginato 

          

Boardmembers absent:   Bill Araluce 

                                           Scott Ellinwood             

 

OTHERS PRESENT:  Approximately 7 interested persons 

PRESENTATIONS BY CITIZENS: None 

PROJECT REVIEW 

1) Applicant:  Dylan Chappell, architect for Alex Hamadi Planner:  Shanna R Farley-Judkins 

Project Number:  13-1674-ARB 

Project Location:  901 Linden Avenue 

Zoning: Central Business (CB) 

 

 Continued hearing on the request of Dylan Chappell, architect for Alex Hamadi owner of Beach Bowls to 

consider Case No.13-1674-ARB for preliminary/final review of a project to modify the exterior façade of 

an existing commercial space and install new signage. The property currently consists of a multitenant 

commercial building with tenants including Napa Auto Parts, The Gym Next Door and Blue Pacific, is 

located at 901 Linden Avenue. The property is a 0.15 acre parcel zoned Central Business (CB) and shown 

as APN 003-261-007. 

 

Planner Shanna Farley-Judkins briefly presented the applicants revised sign proposal which included two 

options.  Architect Dylan Chappell explained the applicant’s preference to remove the raised center façade detail 

to better frame the sign but also showed a second option which maintained the existing façade pattern. Mr. 

Chappell also introduced a faux wood porcelain tile which was now proposed as part of the alternative material 

on the bulkhead, in this revised application.  

 

The Board and applicant discussed the proposed changes and clarified the installation techniques to be used on 

the sign.  

 

Public Comment 

No public comments made.  

 

Boardmember Discussion 

The Board appreciated the revised sign and frontage proposals which reduced the use of the barnwood to a sign 

background, rather than a full façade change. Boardmember Reginato suggested that the wall sign needed more 

relief from the raised façade pattern and should be set off a few inches to allow more space between the sign and 

the tile elements. The Board agreed that they preferred a stucco finish to the lower bulkhead rather than the 

proposed wood tile, should the red tile be removed. Boardmember Johnson requested that staff ensure that the 

illumination of the sign be minimal.    
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ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Gahan, to recommend final                                          

with the following comments: 

 

 Make use of Sign Option 1, which would allow the removal of the center raised façade detail and tile;  

 The lower bulkhead should be finished in existing tile and if removed, finished in stucco to match 

existing building color and carried across the full frontage of the building; and 

 The wall sign should be reduced in in width to better fit within the frame of the raised details. 

 

VOTE: 3-0  

 

PROJECT REVIEW 

2)     Applicant:  BBP Architects for M3 Multifamily, LLC                    Planner:  Nick Bobroff 

Project Number:  13-1650-DP/CDP 

Project Location: 4819 Carpinteria Avenue 

Zoning:  Central Business (CB) 

 

           Hearing on the request of Burnell, Branch and Pester Architects, agent/architect for M3 Multifamily, LLC 

to consider Case No. 13-1650-DP/CDP for a conceptual/in-progress review of a proposed commercial 

mixed-use development on an existing vacant parcel located at the intersection of Carpinteria Avenue and 

Holly Avenue.  The project would include a two-story 8,156 square foot building comprised of 6,620 

square feet of commercial space split between two stories, two 540 square foot one-bedroom apartments 

and two 228 square foot single car garages (for the apartments).  The maximum height of the mixed use 

building would be 29 feet to the uppermost parapet wall.  A 10-car parking lot for the commercial 

component of the project would also be provided onsite.  The property is a 10,000 square foot parcel zoned 

Central Business (CB) and shown as APN 003-253-008 located at 4819 Carpinteria Avenue. 

Project Architect Tracy Burnell presented the revised project to the Board and explained some of the rationale 

behind various design elements such as the shed roofs, second floor deck and cable-supported awnings.  He noted 

they were very happy with the revised design’s outcome. 

 

Public Comment 

Rik Prusing, representing the Carpinteria Valley Association (CVA), commended the applicant on a significantly 

improved project.  He did however, note that the CVA had several suggestions for further refinements or 

changes to the project: 

 Incorporate solar panels for as much electricity/hot water needs for the building as feasible; 

 Utilize permeable materials for parking and walkway areas; 

 All required parking should be provided onsite.  The CVA does not support granting a modification or 

reduction to any of the required parking spaces as this may have an impact on available public parking in 

nearby residential areas; 

 Building heights should be kept as low as possible; and 

 Sidewalks should be made as wide as possible. 

 

A public comment letter was also received from Mike Wondolowski.  The letter stated Mr. Wondolowski was 

not in favor of granting any relief from the number of required parking spaces or allowing the applicants to 

participate in the City’s parking DIF program in lieu of providing all required spaces onsite.  He also asked that 

all project requirements and conditions of approval be clearly documented and explained so as to ensure that the 

City’s expectations for the project are met. 
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Boardmember Discussion 

The Boardmembers were pleased with the revised design and noted that it favorably responded to the Board’s 

previous comments.  The Board and applicant team spent some time discussing possible details for building 

materials, windows, colors and similar features.  The applicant team noted they had not got that far into those 

details yet for this revised concept but were able to discuss general ideas for the project’s finishes. 

 

Boardmember Reginato stated he liked the revised project over the previous design.  He noted he also agreed 

with the applicants’ plans to introduce more, and larger, trees along the street frontages and landscape areas.  He 

was also pleased to see that the parking area had been kept in the interior of the lot and that no driveways are 

placed on the Carpinteria Avenue frontage.  He suggested one area that might need a little more study was the 

second floor of the commercial portion of the project.  He felt it looked a little heavy and suggested it could be 

the large size of the roof overhangs that was troubling him. 

 

Boardmember Gahan noted she was not a member of the ARB the first time it was reviewed, but that from 

viewing the old and new plans side-by-side, she agreed that the revised design was a nice change and that she 

appreciated the attention to detail and design in the new concept.  She noted that she agreed with the idea of 

utilizing permeable materials for hardscape areas and would like to see as much landscaping as possible 

integrated into the site plan. 

 

Boardmember Johnson was also pleased with the revised project.  His comments are summarized below: 

 Likes the open corner; 

 Believes the massing along the Carpinteria Avenue frontage is improved; 

 Felt that the revised Holly Avenue elevation has been improved and made more interesting.  He also 

liked the mirrored separate stairs for the two residential units; 

 Regarding the corner element, he asked whether its height could be reduced at all.  He also suggested 

that perhaps the roof overhang on the corner element could be eliminated which may help to address 

Boardmember Reginato’s concerns with the second floor; 

 He questioned how the roof lines of the corner element and the main shed roof over the second floor 

commercial deck interact.  He noted he preferred the break between the roof lines as shown in the 

perspective rendering; 

 He liked the awnings but noted the cabling could get busy if there’s too much of it; 

 He liked the frequency and break-ups of windows along the commercial frontage and thought they were 

appropriately scaled to the pedestrian; 

 He agreed with the other Boardmembers and the CVA that incorporating solar and permeable hardscape 

materials into the design would be great ideas; 

 He felt that the requested parking modification was reasonable considering some of the modifications or 

reductions granted to other recent projects in the downtown; 

 He noted that exterior colors and landscaping along the streetscapes will be important; and 

 He inquired about the open area at the east end of the Carpinteria Avenue frontage and what the plans 

were for this space.  He suggested it might work well to create a walkway through to the rear parking 

area. 

 

ACTION: 

No formal action taken.  Conceptual comments provided to applicants. 
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OTHER BUSINESS:  None 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR: 

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held August 15, 2013. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Gahan to recommend approval with 

one modification to change the word “county” to “counter” on page 5.  

 

VOTE:  3-0 

 

MATTERS PRESENTED BY STAFF:  None 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Johnson adjourned the meeting at 6:45 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting to be held at 

5:30 pm on Thursday, September 12, 2013 in City Council Chambers.  Boardmember Gahan           

indicated she would not likely be in attendance. 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary, Architectural Review Board 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Chair, Architectural Review Board 

 

 

 

 


