
CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date:  August 30, 2012 

Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  

 

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Jim Reginato, Chair. 

 

ROLL CALL 
Boardmembers present:   Scott Ellinwood 

                                            Richard Johnson 

                                            Jim Reginato 

 

Boardmembers absent:    William Araluce 

                                            Wade Nomura 

                                                                                         

OTHERS PRESENT:  Approximately 5 interested persons were present. 

 

PRESENTATIONS BY CITIZENS – None 

PROJECT REVIEW 

1) Applicant:  City of Carpinteria     Intern:  Sloan Campi  

Project Number:  12-1636-DG 

Project Location:  Beach Neighborhood 

Zoning:  Planned Residential Development (PRD-20) 

 

Hearing on the request of the City of Carpinteria to consider the continued 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. 

 

This item is continued until September 13, 2012. 

 

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

 

PROJECT REVIEW 

2) Applicant:  Ubaldo Diaz, agent for Bernardo Cruz  Planner:  Nick Bobroff 

Project Number:  12-1635-DPR/CDP  

Project Location:  1028 Cramer Road 

Zoning:  Planned Residential Development (PRD-20) 

 

Hearing on the request of Ubaldo Diaz, agent for Bernardo Cruz to consider Case No. 12-1635-

DPR/CDP for preliminary/final review of a request to remove an existing six-foot high wood 

fence in the side yard and replace it with a new relocated five-foot high solid wood fence.  The 

existing fence is set four feet into the property off the side property line; the new fence would 

instead be placed on the side property line.  The property is a 5,184 square foot parcel zoned 

Planned Residential Development (PRD-20) and shown as APN 004-036-016 located at 1028 

Cramer Road. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Dennis Shea, attorney for the applicant, explained some of the background history of the project and the 
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reason for wanting to relocate the wall to the property line.  He explained there have been conflicts 

between the neighbors concerning the fence and that the applicant was willing to try to accommodate the 

neighbor’s concerns by adjusting the height of the new (relocated) fence.  He reminded the Board that he 

had submitted a comment letter with attached photographs to the Board. 

 

Public Comment: 

Jim McMahon, 4518 Carpinteria Avenue, explained that when the project was initially reviewed, he 

raised his concerns to the decision-makers about the impact the new retaining wall and fence would have 

on his mountain views.  When the applicant proposed the offset fence, he felt it was a fair compromise 

that adequately addressed his initial concerns, but after construction was complete, it turned out that the 

plantings that were approved for the area outside of the fence grew too tall and blocked out his views.  

He stated the plantings have not been adequately maintained at a reasonably low height despite repeated 

requests.  He also explained that there have been problems with tenants of the apartments yelling and 

looking over the fence into his backyard and dogs kept on the property which he believed posed a 

danger. 

 

Mr. Shea explained that the dogs have since been removed from the property and that there has been no 

intent to purposely let the Eugenia hedge grow too tall.  Mr. Shea felt that moving the fence out to the 

property line but adjusting the height down could still allow the neighbor’s views to be protected while 

returning use of the area outside of the fence to Mr. Cruz.   

 

Mr. McMahon noted that he would prefer the existing fence stay where it is and that he would be willing 

to maintain the landscaping for Mr. Cruz to keep it at a reasonable height. 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

Boardmember Reginato suggested this would be a matter best resolved amongst the neighbors 

themselves.  He asked Mr. McMahon if there was a fence height that he could accept having stacked on 

top of the retaining wall.  Mr. McMahon explained that a three-foot high fence would be fine but that 

they do not want to be looking at a “massive wall” in their back yard.  They enjoy and want to preserve 

their mountain views. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood reminded the Board that the original offset fence design was proposed by Mr. 

Cruz’s designer and accepted by Mr. Cruz prior to the City approving it.  If the applicant now wished to 

change the fence, the Board was charged with considering the aesthetics of the new fence, including its 

impacts on neighboring properties.   

 

Boardmember Johnson indicated he was inclined to support maintaining the existing wall as approved on 

the original plans.  He believed the existing layout was the better solution for all affected parties. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood agreed, noting that it seemed unreasonable to “change the rules” after getting 

the project approved in a particular manner.  He acknowledged that Mr. Cruz’s lot is constrained given 

its narrow width and that it required creativity to develop a concept that could work on the lot and not 

negatively impact the neighbors.  The original fence solution was agreed to by both parties and if the 

main issue is the height of the bushes, then the solution ought to address the plantings and not moving 

the fence. 

 

Boardmember Reginato agreed with the other Boardmembers’ comments, noting he was not inclined to 
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go against the previous Board’s judgment. 

 

Mr. Shea pointed out that Mr. McMahon had locked Mr. Cruz’s access gate to the area outside of the 

fence and was in effect preventing Mr. Cruz was accessing his own property.  Mr. McMahon countered 

and said that when the dogs were moved onto Mr. Cruz’s property, Mr. Cruz gave Mr. McMahon 

permission to nail up the gate so that the dogs could not get into Mr. McMahon’s property.   

 

Mr. McMahon again reiterated that he was willing to maintain the landscaping for Mr. Cruz; however 

Mr. Cruz’s attorney indicated that Mr. Cruz wanted access to his own property to maintain his own 

landscaping.  Boardmember Reginato asked what types of plantings were originally approved for the 

area outside of the fence.  Staff indicated the project was originally approved with a line of Eugenia 

plantings along the side property line.  The Board acknowledged that this was not the best plant choice 

for this area and Boardmember Ellinwood suggested that the existing plantings be replaced with 

something that would not grow as tall and therefore not need to be maintained.  Nonetheless, 

Boardmember Ellinwood noted that Mr. Cruz ought to have access to his own property.   

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Ellinwood, seconded by Boardmember Johnson, to recommend 

preliminary/final approval with the following comments: 

 

 The existing fence should remain in place; and 

 The existing plantings outside of the fence should be replaced with something lower growing 

that would stay below the fence height or give Mr. McMahon permission to maintain the 

landscaping. 

 

VOTE  3-0 

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

 

PROJECT REVIEW 

3) Applicant:  Brett Woods, agent for Art Damiani  Planner:  Nick Bobroff 

Project Number:  12-1637-ARB/CDP 

Project Location:  1137 Church Lane 

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

 

Hearing on the request of Brett Woods, agent/architect for Art Damiani to consider Case No. 

12-1637-ARB/CDP for preliminary review of a proposal to construct a single story 2,480 

square foot single family dwelling with attached 385 square foot two-car garage on a vacant 

parcel.  The project includes site grading, perimeter retaining walls and site walls, site 

landscaping and hardscape and frontage improvements.  The property is an 8,580 (gross) 

square foot parcel zoned Single Family Residential (6-R-1) and shown as APN 004-041-025) 

located at 1137 Church Lane. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Brett Woods, project architect introduced the project.  He noted the clerestory windows on the north 

(side) elevation were introduced to allow for views of the inland mountains.  He answered a few 

questions for the Board including the pitch of the roof (between 1:12 and 2:12) and the anticipated 

material for the garage door (cedar shingles to match the exterior finishes).  He walked the Board 

through the proposed colors/materials for the residence and presented the colored renderings of the 
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home.  He also shared with the Board some of the design inspiration for the project. 

 

Public Comment: 

Gary Nielsen, 1155 Church Lane, noted that he lived immediately behind the subject residence and that 

his primary concern with the project was his sewer easement (and sewer line) which ran through the side 

yard of the property.  He indicated that from time to time, they need to be able to access the clean outs 

on the subject property.  He wanted to understand how access for this purpose would work and to be 

reassured that the project would not impact his sewer service.  In response to the applicant’s concerns, 

staff explained that the applicant is required to determine the exact location of the sewer lines prior to 

construction to ensure they are not located within the work area.  If necessary, the applicant would be 

required to work with the neighboring property owner(s) to relocate the line(s). 

 

Mr. Nielsen noted that he was pleased with the low overall height of the residence and commented that it 

was a beautiful home but that he felt the residence’s architecture was a little “Palms Springs-like” for 

Carpinteria.  He clarified that the existing six-foot high solid wall on Church Lane was actually that 

property’s rear property line and was enclosing their rear yard swimming pool. 

 

Boardmember Discussion: 

Boardmember Johnson noted that most of the other residences on Church Lane tend to be smaller and 

more fragmented, whereas the proposed residence exhibits very clean lines and is simple and boxed out 

in its appearance.  He suggested the frontage and the building be softened with additional landscaping.  

He also noted that he was not supportive of the solid front yard wall as proposed as he felt it would set a 

bad precedent.  To address the stormwater requirements, he suggested the use of permeable materials for 

the driveway.  He also noted that the proposed colors/materials were acceptable.  He asked if there was a 

way to create more interest along the frontage, perhaps breaking up the roof plane somehow. 

 

Boardmember Ellinwood noted that the residence has an elegant, clean, simple design but that it reads as 

being blank and fortress-like from the street.  He felt it was important to create a more prominent entry 

statement.  Possible solutions included relocating the walkway from adjacent to the south (side) property 

line to adjacent to the driveway, redesigning the entry area to create a landscape pocket next to the entry 

walkway, moving the front yard wall back or lowering it in height or re-orienting the entry to face or be 

visible from the street. 

 

Boardmember Reginato noted that he liked the design and that even though it is not an exact fit for the 

area, it adds to the eclectic mix of residences found in the area.  He agreed with the other Boardmembers 

that the solid six-foot high wall was not preferred and that he would like to see the entry way focused 

toward the street.  He also inquired about lighting and noted that the Board is very sensitive to night-sky 

friendly lighting. 

 

The applicant and architect noted they could work with the Board to respond to their comments and try 

to create a more visible entry statement by reducing and/or relocating the wall and revising the entry.  

The applicant inquired about the possibility of a front yard wall taller than three feet but lower than six.  

The Board indicated it was an option but it would be at least partially dependent on how much 

landscaping Public Works would allow along the frontage. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Ellinwood, seconded by Boardmember Johnson, to continue the 

project to the September 13
th

, 2012 ARB meeting with their comments attached. 
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VOTE  3-0 

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

 

OTHER BUSINESS:  None 

 

CONSENT CALENDAR:   

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held August 16, 2012.  

 

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

Minutes of August 16, 2012. 

 

VOTE:  3-0 

 

MATTERS REFERRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION/CITY COUNCIL – None 

 

 

MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS/STAFF  

 Boardmember Ellinwood provided an update on the Linden – Casitas Overpass Design Review 

Team meetings. 

 Staff reminded the Boardmembers of their joint PC/ARB meeting scheduled for the upcoming 

Tuesday, September 4
th

 to tour the Lagunitas residential development. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 
 

Chair Reginato adjourned the meeting at 7:30 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting to be 

held at 5:30 pm on Thursday, September 13, 2012 in City Council Chambers.  All 

Boardmembers indicated they would be in attendance.  

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary, Architectural Review Board 

 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Chair, Architectural Review Board 

 

 


