
CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date:  October 17, 2013 

Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  

 

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

ROLL CALL 

Boardmembers present:  Bill Araluce 

                                           Richard Johnson  

                                           Jim Reginato 

                                           Scott Ellinwood 

                                           Rachelle Gahan 

 

Boardmembers absent:    

 

OTHERS PRESENT:  Approximately 20 interested persons 

PRESENTATIONS BY CITIZENS: None 

PROJECT REVIEW 

1) Applicant:  Mark Blackford of SignCraft for Motel 6  Planner: Shanna R. Farley-Judkins     

Project Number:  13-1675 - SIGN/ARB 

Project Location:  5550 Carpinteria Avenue 

Zoning: Commercial Planned Development (CPD) / Visitor Serving Overlay (V) 
 

 Hearing on the request of Mark Blackford, of Sign Craft, for Motel 6 to consider Case No. 13-1675-

SIGN/ARB for preliminary review of a request to install a new 50 square foot internally illuminated wall 

sign and an 18 square foot window sign near the motel office. The property is a 4 acre parcel zoned 

Commercial Planned Development (CPD) / Visitor Serving Overlay (V) and shown as APN 001-070-039, 

located at 5550 Carpinteria Avenue.  

 

Applicant requested that the item be withdrawn from the agenda. 

 

ACTION:  No motion, item withdrawn. 

                                                                                                                                      

VOTE:  N/A 

 

2) Applicant: Bruce Bornhurst      Planner: Shanna R. Farley-Judkins     

Project Number: 13-1680-CDP/ARB  

Project Location:  5566 Retorno Drive 

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

 Hearing on the request of Bruce Bornhurst, property owner, to consider Case No. 13-1680-CDP/ARB for 

preliminary / final review of a request to construct a 295 square foot addition to the rear of an existing 

single family residence. The property is a 10,352 square foot parcel zoned Single Family Residential (6-R-

1) and shown as APN 003-340-015, located at 5566 Retorno Drive.  

 

Bruce Bornhurst, applicant and property owner, presented a presentation and slideshow explaining the project 

concept and choices made in relation to the existing home and surrounding community. He explained the 

specific materials and colors proposed. The applicant and board discussed details regarding the chosen materials 

and floor plan.  
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Public Comment:   

Caroline Kuizenga, owner of 5578 Retorno Drive, spoke as a neighbor directly next to the project location. She 

expressed concerns with the visibility of the proposed structure from her yard and residence, especially from her 

north facing windows. She provided images which show the view of the proposed structure from her sideyard. 

Although Ms. Kuizenga appreciated the design of the proposed structure, she felt that the visibility and style of 

the art like structure is inappropriate for a residential neighborhood and would be better placed in a public place. 

Ms. Kuizenga raised concerns with the potential glare or reflection caused by the structure and the overall height 

of the roof structure. She invited the Board to visit her home if necessary to experience her personal views.  

 

Virginia Nickelsen, owner of 5585 Retorno Drive, provided images to the Board showing the view of the 

proposed addition from her front yard. She expressed that the structure was very visible to her property.  

 

Robert Mager, owner of 701 Concha Loma, commented on the proposed addition. He noted that the existing 

home was low in height and already very small. He noted that he believed the proposed wave roof design 

allowed more visibility of the sky and views than a solid roof structure and would be more open and airy than a 

traditional roofed structure. He noted that he liked the design and preferred the open qualities to that of a heavier 

roof.  

 

The Board discussed various concerns with Ms. Kuizenga and Mr. Bornhurst, regarding her specific view of the 

proposed structure and impacts that she anticipated from the new design. The Board suggested many options, 

including landscaping, which might be used to screen or reduce the visibility of the structure from neighboring 

properties. The applicant suggested that additional wood could be used to screen the side of the proposed 

structure, thereby reducing its visibility and concerns about glare or reflection.  

 

Boardmember Discussion:   

 

Boardmember Ellinwood noted that the concept was elegant and aesthetically appealing. He suggested that the 

glass may be rather reflective and could be better screened by landscaping along the sideyard.  Boardmember 

Ellinwood found that although the structure was attractive, he sympathized with the neighbors’ concerns.  

 

Boardmember Araluce agreed that the structure was attractive but does not consider the neighbors perspective. 

He suggested that the colors could be toned down or landscaping added to mitigate the view concerns from 

neighboring properties. Boardmember Araluce liked the green glass included in the proposal.  

 

Boardmember Reginato also agreed that the structure is elegant but encouraged the applicant to work with the 

neighbor to mitigate her concerns. He suggested that the structure could be moved towards the interior of the 

backyard or the roof element could be scaled down, which would reduce the visibility of the structure from 

offsite. He also suggested that landscaping and colors could be used to help screen or shield the structure from 

offsite.  

 

Boardmember Gahan liked the design and felt that the proposal worked with the existing home’s design. She 

agreed that landscaping could be used to offer screening on either property. She suggested various plant specials 

that would grow quickly and offer a quick screen for both neighbors.  

 

Boardmember Johnson requested that the applicant provide additional site details in regards to the grading, scale 

and deck construction. He agreed that the proposed materials may create reflection concerns and suggested that 
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landscaping may be used to screen the glare. He suggested that a matte finish could be used or different color 

tones could reduce the visibility of the structure from neighboring lots. He suggested that the structures height 

may be reduced or the curve of the structure flattened to reduce the appearance of the structure from offsite.  

 

The applicant suggested that he might consider using wood along the side of the deck to offer screening. He also 

said he could consider landscaping as an option to better screen the new structure. He did not believe that 

moving the structure towards the center of the property was a viable option due to the floor plan and 

coordination with the existing layout.  He said he would work with Ms. Kuizenga to determine appropriate 

mitigation for her concerns.  

 

ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Araluce, seconded by Boardmember Reginato, to recommend continuance 

of the project to the December 12, 2013 meeting of the Architectural Review Board to consider revised 

screening and mitigation of visual impacts as discussed during the meeting. 

 

VOTE:   5-0 Aye 

 

PROJECT REVIEW 

3) Applicant:  Scott Ellinwood, FAIA, for Carpinteria Valley Arts Council   Planner:  Nick Bobroff  

Project Number:  13-1654-DPR/CDP 

Project Location:  855 Linden Avenue 

Zoning:  Central Business (CB) with Visitor-serving Commercial (V) Overlay 
 

 Hearing on the request of Scott Ellinwood, FAIA, agent/architect for the Carpinteria Valley Arts Council 

to consider Case No. 13-1654-DP/CDP for final review of a request to complete interim site improvements 

to the Carpinteria Arts Center property.  The proposed improvements include new and/or replaced 

hardscape and landscape areas, replacement of the existing patio structure with new shade sail structures, 

replacement of the existing fence along Linden Avenue and new signage.  The property is a 6,251 parcel 

zoned Central Business (CB) with a Visitor-serving Commercial (V) Overlay and shown as APN 003-262-

010 located at 855 Linden Avenue. 

 

Scott Ellinwood acting as project representative for the Arts Council explained that the Council is considering 

several changes from what was shown on the submitted plans concerning how the shade sail support poles are 

anchored to the ground as well as the available materials/colors for the shade sails.  He presented a sample card 

of the available color schemes for the shade sails and indicated that there were the (limited) available shades 

from the installer.  Given the options, the Arts Council’s preference was to go back to using the primary colors 

for the three smaller shade sails or use the off white shade for all of the shade sails. 

 

Public Comment:  None 

 

Boardmember Discussion:   

Responding to a series of questions from the Boardmembers, Mr. Ellinwood explained that the only lighting 

would be installed on the shade sail poles and is meant to subtly uplight the sails.  The conduit for the lighting 

would be housed within the support poles.  New landscaping is limited to a new low planting area along the 

street frontage meant to mimic the footprint of a future water feature, replanting the existing planters along the 

sides of the property and setting new container plants around the property (likely in 24” nursery boxes).  

Concerning hardscape areas, he noted they would be covered in a decorative aggregate base which would be 

stabilized in place over the top of the existing asphalt areas.  In part of the lawn area, they would replace the 
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lawn with a stabilized gravel to match the aggregate.  Finally, he also clarified that the frame for the 

polycarbonate fence would be constructed of gray-stained redwood. 

 

Overall the Board was pleased with the project and how the various details had been resolved.  The main 

concern of the Board was reaching a consensus on the preferred shade sail colors.  Several of the Boardmembers 

(Gahan, Johnson) were supportive of moving ahead with the applicant’s chosen primary colors scheme; they 

noted the sails themselves were relatively small and translucent which would help to minimize their 

prominence/brightness, and that the brighter colors could be appropriate for an arts-related setting.  

Boardmembers Reginato and Araluce were less fond of the primary color scheme. 

 

Ultimately, the Board settled on off white for the large shade sail and green, blue and purple for the three 

smaller sails.  The Board members indicated that they would be willing to consider other color 

combinations/shades if other suitable materials/colors became available. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Johnson, seconded by Boardmember Gahan to recommend final approval 

to the Community Development Director with the following comments: 

 Shade sail colors to be as follows unless other suitable materials/colors become available: 

o Large main sail:  off white 

o Small triangular sails:  green, blue, purple 

VOTE:  4-0 

 

PROJECT REVIEW 

4) Applicant:  Matt Roberts, Director of Parks and Recreation Planner:  Steve Goggia   

Project Number:  10-1549-ARB 

Project Location:  5103 Carpinteria Avenue 

Zoning:  Commercial Planned Development (CPD) 
 

Hearing on the request of Matt Roberts, Director of Parks and Recreation for the City of Carpinteria to 

consider Case No. 10-1549-ARB for final review of a proposal to reconfigure the parking, landscape and 

hardscape at the City’s recently renovated Seaside Building.  The property is a 15,600 square foot parcel 

zoned Commercial Planned Development (CPD) and shown as APN 004-047-001), located at 5103 

Carpinteria Avenue. 

 

Staff and Matt Roberts presented the changes to the plan since the preliminary review.  Matt indicated that the 

color of the wood trellis will be a dark (Mission) brown.  The Arborist report was noted and photos of the trees 

proposed to be removed were shown. 

 

Public Comment:   

 

Boardmembers had been provided written comments from: 

David Griggs, Director/Curator of the Carpinteria Valley History Museum; 

Foster Markolf, Vice President, Friends of the Library Board of Directors; and 

Susan Williams, an interested individual. 

 

Patty and Harry Manuras were also present at the meeting.  It was noted that some fear parking under the pines 

due to dripping pitch. 
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Boardmember Discussion:   

The Boardmembers discussed the proposed removal of the trees and were in agreement to have the pines 

replaced with oaks and sycamores.  The Board recommended that the planting plan be revised so that the oaks 

would be placed along the southern property line (in a natural spacing) and that the sycamore replace the oak in 

the planting area closer to the building.  The Board also discussed modifying the hardscape to create a more 

direct walking path from the parking lot to the front door. 

 

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

with the following comments: 

 Expand the walkway between the west side of the parking lot and the east side of the building using 

removable bollards to allow vehicle access when needed; 

 Replace the pine trees with oaks and sycamores as discussed; 

 Gate the trash enclosure; and 

 Use the spearmint and glacier ice as the glass seed mixture, mostly green to create a contrast.  

 

VOTE:  5-0 

PROJECT REVIEW 

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

 Project Number:  13-1650-DP/CDP 

 Project Location:  4619 Carpinteria Avenue 

 Zoning:  Central Business (CB) with a Visitor-serving Commercial (V) Overlay 

 

 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 continued preliminary 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 8,080 square foot building comprised of 6,488 

square feet of commercial space split between two stories, two 562 square foot one-bedroom apartments 

and two 234 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 an updated set of plans to the Board with several minor changes to 

building elevations, particularly concerning the window arrangement for the corner element. 

 

Public Comment:  None 

 

Boardmember Discussion:   

The Board continued to be supportive of the direction the revised project is heading in and had mostly minor 

comments for further improvements/refinements.  Several Boardmembers noted that the new design fits within 

the City’s eclectic mix of styles and creates a more welcoming and friendly frontage experience. 

 

Some discussion was given to the height of the roof over the residential element.  It was suggested by the 

applicants that the height may need to come up a little bit as the design is more fully developed.  Boardmember 

Ellinwood suggested moving it up approximately 18 inches just to help with architectural consistency 

throughout the design. 
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Questions were also raised about how the cantilevered roof would be supported over the second floor 

Carpinteria Avenue-facing deck.  It was suggested that a post or similar would likely be necessary in order to 

carry this load without making the structural members too substantial and out of scale with the surrounding 

beams, rafters, etc.  The Board asked that the applicant study and resolve this dilemma. 

 

The Board’s main focus was on the design and treatment of the corner element.  There was mild disagreement 

amongst the Boardmembers as to whether the corner element was too light and airy as designed or too heavy 

and imposing.  Eventually the Board settled on needing to instead resolve the window treatments for the corner 

elements such that the north and west elevations, as well as the first and second floors would be more consistent 

in scale and better relate to one another so that it read as a more cohesive design statement. 

 

Concerning the proposed color schemes (two options were presented by the applicant), the Board indicated that 

either could be generally acceptable.  Several Boardmembers suggested introducing a deeper or more contrasted 

shade for the parapet element but noted some thought would need to be put into thinking about how it would 

terminate as it comes down the various side elevations (i.e., trim, etc.).  With respect to materials, Boardmember 

Reginato recommended using the thickest siding available in order to create more shadow/relief on the 

elevations.  Several Boardmembers also supported the idea of using a flat metal strip railing instead of cables for 

the upstairs decks.  A suggestion was also made that the shed roof over the stairway on the east elevation could 

be metal or a similar material. 

 

With respect to landscaping, Boardmember Araluce noted that he would generally prefer to see more useable 

hardscape areas on the site (sidewalks, walkways, plaza) as opposed to dedicating too much space to 

landscaping given its urban setting.  He did say, however, that it would be important to select appropriate street 

trees.  Boardmember Gahan suggested that the proposed planters around the corner plaza could be made more 

substantial. 

 

The Board ultimately decided the project was headed in the right direction and was far enough along to warrant 

a recommendation for preliminary approval to the Planning Commission.  However, they asked that the project 

be returned to them for an in-progress review of the design as it is more fully developed prior to the applicant 

initiating final working drawings. 

 

ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Johnson, seconded by Boardmember Reginato to recommend preliminary 

approval to the Planning Commission with the following comments: 

 Restudy the window treatments for the corner element so that both elevations and both levels are more 

cohesive and coordinated in design/appearance; 

 Consider introducing a darker, more contrasted shade for the parapet element of the building; 

 Further develop the design.  Address the issues raised by the Board such as floor plan consistency, roof 

heights for the residential element, roof supports over the Carpinteria Avenue deck, roof materials, etc. 

 Return the project for an in-progress review with the ARB after Planning Commission approval but prior 

to initiating final working drawings. 

 

VOTE:  5-0 

  

OTHER BUSINESS:  None 
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CONSENT CALENDAR: 

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held August 29, 2013. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Gahan to approve the minutes of 

August 29th as presented.   

 

VOTE: 3-0 (Araluce and Ellinwood abstain) 

 

 Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board meeting held September 12, 2013. 

 

ACTION:  Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Araluce to approve the minutes of 

September 12th as presented. 

 

VOTE: 4-0 (Gahan abstain)  

 

 

MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS:  Staff was asked to be more concise with our written 

staff reports and PowerPoint presentations. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

Chair Johnson adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled meeting to be held at 

5:30 pm on Thursday, November 14, 2013 in City Council Chambers.   All Boardmembers indicated they 

would be attending.   

 

 

___________________________________ 

Secretary, Architectural Review Board 

 

ATTEST: 

 

 

____________________________________ 

Chair, Architectural Review Board 
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