
 
 
 

 
Architectural Review Board  

Meeting Agenda 
 

Thursday, January 26, 2023 at 5:30 p.m. 
City of Carpinteria, Council Chamber 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria, CA 93013 
 

In-Person Meeting 
 

 
 
Attendance:  

• Attend the in-person meeting in City Council Chambers at City Hall (5775 
Carpinteria Ave).  

 
Public Comments: 

• Provide a live public comment during the in-person meeting in City Council 
Chambers at City Hall (5775 Carpinteria Ave). Please note the City has the 
discretion to limit the speaker's time for any meeting or agenda matter. Typically, 
the practice has been three minutes per speaker on each item.  

• Submit a written comment (as either a general public comment or on a specific 
agenda item) to be distributed to the Architectural Review Board by 12:00 P.M. 
on the day of the meeting by either submitting your comment via (1) email to 
PublicComment@carpinteriaca.gov, or (2) the eComment link on the City's 
agenda website (https://carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings). Please 
reference the agenda item to which your comment pertains. Note that written 
comments will not be read into the record during the meeting. 

 
As the situation with COVID-19 continues to evolve, the City will provide updates on any 
changes to this policy as soon as possible. The public is referred to the City’s website at 
www.carpinteriaca.gov for the latest COVID-19 policies and information. The City of 
Carpinteria thanks you in advance for taking all precautions to prevent spreading the COVID-19 
virus. 
 
Architectural Review Boardmembers:  
 
Brad Stein, Chair 
Amy Blakemore, Vice Chair 
Richard E. Johnson 
Patrick O’Connor 
Jim Reginato 

mailto:PublicComment@carpinteriaca.gov
file://COC5H/CDD/LORENA/Agendas/ARB/2022/(https:/carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings)
http://www.carpinteriaca.gov/


 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
ROLL CALL 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
This is a time for public comments on matters not otherwise on the agenda but within 
the subject matter jurisdiction of the Architectural Review Board. Comments shall be 
limited to 15 minutes, divided among those persons desiring to speak, but no person 
shall speak longer than five minutes. Persons wishing to speak on a specific item will be 
recognized at the time the agenda item is considered.  
 
The City is not responsible for the content of statements made during the public 
comment period, or the factual accuracy of any such statements. 
 
PROJECT REVIEW 
   
If you have questions regarding any project listed below, please contact the Community 
Development Department at (805) 755-4410. 
 
Review Procedure: 

- Disclosure of ex parte communications 
- Staff presentation 
- Applicant presentation 
- Public comment 
- Review by ARB 
- Recommendation by ARB 

 
1. Project: City of Carpinteria Storage Building, Project 22-2194-DP/CDP                      

Address: 5775 Carpinteria Avenue                  
Applicant: Matt Roberts, Director of Parks, Recreation, and Public Facilities 
Planner: Syndi Souter  

  
Request of Matt Roberts, Director of Parks, Recreation, and Public Facilities, 
agent for the City of Carpinteria, to consider project 22-2194-DP/CDP for 
preliminary review of a request to construct a new 1,500 square-foot storage 
building with a maximum height of 15-feet on the city hall campus. The property 
is a 4.81-acre parcel zoned Community Facility (CF) and shown as APN 001-
170-018, addressed as 5775 Carpinteria Avenue. 

 
 
 
 



OTHER BUSINESS 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
2. Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board Meeting of December 15, 2022 
 
MATTERS REFERRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION/CITY COUNCIL 
 
MATTERS PRESENTED BY STAFF 
 
MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS 
 
ATTENDANCE OF BOARDMEMBERS FOR THE NEXT MEETING 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
The next regular Architectural Review Board meeting will be held on 
Thursday, February 16, 2023. 
 
NOTES 
For those projects that do not require Planning Commission approval, recommendations 
for preliminary approval by the Architectural Review Board will be forwarded to the 
Community Development Director for a decision. Those Community Development 
Director decisions that are appealable pursuant to CMC §14.12.020(2) may be appealed 
to the Planning Commission. Appeals must be filed with the City Clerk within 10 calendar 
days of the Director’s action. 
 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need assistance to 
participate in this meeting, please contact Lorena Esparza in the Community 
Development Department at (805) 755-4410 (LorenaE@carpinteriaca.gov) or the 
California Relay Service at (866) 735-2929. Notification 2 business days prior to the 
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements for accessibility to this 
meeting. 
 
This agenda was posted on Thursday, January 19, 2023 in the Community 
Development Department, on the City Hall Public Notices Board, and on the Internet. 

mailto:LorenaE@carpinteriaca.gov




















































CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date:  December 15, 2022 
Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Vice Chair Blakemore. 
 
ROLL CALL 
Boardmembers present:  Amy Blakemore, Vice Chair 
                                           Richard Johnson  
                                           Patrick O’Connor 
                                           Jim Reginato 
 
Boardmembers absent:  Brad Stein, Chair 
 
OTHERS PRESENT: 8 members of the public were in attendance. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None. 

 
PROJECT REVIEW 
 
1) Project: Flourish Pool and Trellis, Project 22-2172-ARB/CDP  

Address: 5637 Calle Pacific 
Applicant: C.J. Bonura, contractor, for Lauren Kasmer 
Planner: Syndi Souter 
 

 Request of C.J. Bonura, contractor, for Lauren Kasmer, to consider Project 22-2172-ARB/CDP 
for final review of a request to construct a new swimming pool, louvered wall and 471 square-
foot shade trellis, fire pit, hammock, new flatwork, and new landscaping. An existing swimming 
pool would be demolished as part of the project. The property is a 6,710 square foot parcel zoned 
Single Family Residential (6-R-1) and shown as APN 003-351-037, addressed as 5637 Calle 
Pacific.  

 
Staff presented the updated project and explained the ways the applicant revised the plan to respond to 
previous comments from the ARB. Staff noted that all or most of the ARB comments appeared to 
have been addressed and was recommending approval to the ARB. 
 
C.J. Bonura provided additional details about some of the changes made to the project. He noted the 
shared property line fence is proposed to be placed on the property line and would run up to the palm 
tree(s), leave a gap for the tree(s) and then pick up on the other side so as to provide a continuous 
enclosed property line fence while also leaving the tree(s) in place. 
 
Public Comment: 
Sue Boynton, 5632 Calle Pacific, shared her frustration with the years-long duration of construction 
occurring at this house and the associated noise, dust, and visual impacts. She inquired as to how 
debris removal for demolition of the existing pool would be accomplished. Staff responded that 
construction hours can be conditioned to provide neighbors with a break from construction noise on 
evenings and weekends. Likewise, dust control measures are required to be employed during 
construction and neighbors may call the building inspector or APCD if dust control measures are not 
being adhered to. Finally, staff acknowledged that demolition and debris removal is likely to be staged 
and transported through the front yard, and asked that the applicant reach out to affected neighbors to 
coordinate on timing and possible “good neighbor” efforts to mitigate impacts. 
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David Ledig, 5641 Calle Pacific, noted he was mainly concerned with the shared property line fence 
between his family’s property and the subject property. He noted the neighbor’s existing palms 
interfere with the proposed fence placement on the property line and the palms encroach into his 
family’s property. He noted as the trees continue to grow, they will continue to become a maintenance 
issue for the upkeep of the property line fence and also create maintenance issues for his family’s 
property and access to/upkeep of their detached garage located in close proximity to the proposed 
fence. He expressed his preference to see the trees relocated or removed, and a continuous fence or 
wall constructed on the property line between the two properties. 
 
Julie Songer-Ledig, 5641 Calle Pacific, noted there was a continuous shared property line fence 
between these two properties previously. She also noted that one of the existing palms is already only 
four inches from the garage on her family’s property and during wind events, the tree hits their garage. 
 
Boardmember Discussion: 
Boardmember Johnson inquired about various construction details like for the fence construction 
design and how the trellis beam would be boxed in. He also inquired about pool and decking colors. 
He observed that the applicant is proposing to maintain the existing rear gate which opens mid-run 
onto the existing stairs without the benefit of a landing. He noted that if the Building Inspector 
requires this to be corrected or brought up to Code, that the ARB will want to see the revised solution. 
Finally, he noted that he did not see any security issues with integrating the existing palms into the 
new property line fence. 
 
Boardmember Reginato shared his preference for the fire pit to use a cleaner alternative fuel source 
(rather than natural gas). He was skeptical of the fence’s security and stability if gaps are left in the 
fence line for the existing palms to pass through. He expressed his preference for the palms to be 
relocated or removed. He urged the applicant to work with the neighbors to develop a solution to the 
encroaching trees and the new property line fence that both parties could agree to. 
 
Boardmember O’Connor commented on the apparent size of the fire pit and the anticipated natural gas 
consumption. He echoed Boardmember Reginato’s encouragement to consider alternative cleaner fuel 
sources. He agreed with the other Boardmembers that now is the right time to broker a mutually 
agreed upon solution to the encroaching trees and property line fence, and that the rear gate opening 
mid-stair run is awkward. Finally, he noted that the views of the property from the park lands behind 
have been addressed and the aesthetics are good. 
 
She reiterated that the encroaching trees are an issue for the neighbors and urged the applicant to work 
with the neighbors to find a mutually agreeable solution. Boardmember Blakemore suggested the 
applicant consider a smaller evergreen tree species in lieu of the proposed Sycamore, noting that the 
Sycamore was too large of a tree for the provided space and the maintenance issues with planting of a 
deciduous tree near the pool. She suggested swapping it out for a Santa Cruz Ironwood or an arbutus 
tree. She also thought the California Bay was too large for the space provided. She reminded the 
applicant that SCE will top any trees that grow too near the overhead power lines. 
 
ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Blakemore to recommend 
final approval to the Director with the following comments:                 
 

• Provide construction details for the fence; 
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• Address Boardmember recommended changes to the landscape plan (i.e., Sycamore and Bay); 
• Resolve property line fence issues with neighbor in a mutually agreeable manner and show the 

solution on the building plans; 
• Revised plans to be reviewed and approved by Boardmember Reginato prior to building 

permit issuance. 
 
VOTE: 4-0 
 
2) Project: Coeler New Duplex Concept, Project 22-2177-CON                       

Address: 333 Linden Avenue                    
Applicant: Dylan Chappell, architect, for Peter and Barbara Coeler 
Planner: Syndi Souter 
 

 Request of Dylan Chappell, architect, for Peter and Barbara Coeler, to consider Project 22-2177-
CON for conceptual review of a proposal for a new 2,307 square foot two-story duplex with a 
maximum height of 24 feet and two attached one-car garages totaling 352 square feet, for a total 
size of 2,659 square feet. The site is 5,287 square feet in size and is zoned Planned Residential 
Development (PRD-20) shown as APN 003-440-028, addressed as 333 Linden Avenue.  

 
Staff presented the conceptual plans for the three contemplated duplexes together (333 Linden Ave; 
4949 Dorrance Way; and 4934 Dorrance Way), describing the particular details of each and some of 
the issue areas that staff wished for the Board and applicant to consider. These included various 
Zoning Code Modification requests needed for the concept designs as shown (driveway width; 
driveway exiting; front setback encroachments); architectural style, variety and neighborhood 
compatibility; and flood hazards / sea level rise considerations. 
 
Architect Dylan Chappell described the three duplexes. He noted the chosen architectural style was 
intended to complement the main residence on the corner of Linden Avenue and Dorrance Way, but 
that the architectural styles could be changed or made more varied. He explained that the building 
layouts and floor plans was intended to make the buildings read like single family dwellings rather 
than duplexes in terms of entry placement and garage design. The buildings were placed forward on 
the lot to provide large usable rear yard spaces for the tenants and upper floor decks were oriented 
towards the street to avoid privacy impacts. He clarified that the driveways could be narrowed to meet 
City standards. 
 
George Manuras, representing the owners, reiterated many of Dylan’s comments. He noted the 
emphasis on provide usable rear yards was to give residents a respite from the busy streets of the 
Beach Neighborhood. 
 
Public Comment: 
Leah Dabney explained further the design rationale for the new duplexes and the desire to relate to, 
and complement, the main residence on the corner of Linden Ave and Dorrance Way. She explained 
when the property was for sale, the community was very fond of the existing residence and its style. 
 
Boardmember Discussion: 
Boardmember Johnson asked if the site plans for the two lots on Dorrance Way can be organized in 
such a way to only impact the minimum number of existing on-street parking spaces. He also asked 
whether the proposed duplexes on Dorrance Way could be pushed back farther into the lot to meet 
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required setbacks. He asked if there were many other examples of Spanish style architecture in the 
neighborhood, noting he thought of it as mostly a “cottage” or “bungalow” neighborhood. Introduce 
more variety into architecture; maybe trend more towards a bungalow style or soften the Spanish style 
architecture to something more Monterey in style. He commented that 10’ plates on the front elevation 
are not very friendly to neighborhood. He recommended restudying to bring the massing down as 
viewed from street through lowering the scale (lower 2nd floor plate heights) of the building, stepping 
in the second floor massing, similar measures. He also recommended moving the buildings back to the 
front setback line and narrowing the driveway widths. Toning down colors/shades to better fit the 
neighborhood was also suggested.  
 
Boardmember O’Connor inquired about the historic lotting patterns of the area and whether there was 
development potential of additional surrounding lots. He described the architecture as “muscular” and 
said it was very Santa Barbara in style. He related to the layout and organization of the surrounding 
properties and how that should influence the design of these duplexes. He thought the similar style and 
detailing of the duplexes was too uniform amongst the three, giving the impression of a gated or 
planned community. He agreed that backing out of the driveways raises safety concerns but seems 
somewhat inevitable. 
 
Boardmember Reginato asked if the projects would require a full redesign if the structures were 
required to be elevated due to flood zone or sea level rise considerations. He described the architecture 
as beautiful but not the right fit for the neighborhood. At minimum, he thought the architecture could 
be toned down and some more colors/shades introduced. He noted his disagreement with the need for 
multiple zoning modifications and felt the projects could be revised to not need as many or perhaps 
any modifications.  
 
Boardmember Blakemore overall noted she was in agreement with the others. She reiterated the need 
for more variety in style/appearance amongst the buildings. She also recommended building massing 
be reduced and setbacks increased. 
 
The Boardmembers clarified that while they generally preferred the buildings to be set back farther 
into the lot and the driveways made narrower, they were not opposed to the garages facing the street. 
 
ACTION: Public comment received and conceptual feedback provided.                  
 
VOTE: N/A 
 
3) Project: Coeler New Duplex Concept, Project 22-2178-CON                       

Address: 4949 Dorrance Way                    
Applicant: Dylan Chappell, architect, for Peter and Barbara Coeler 
Planner: Syndi Souter 
 

 Request of Dylan Chappell, architect, for Peter and Barbara Coeler, to consider Project 22-2178-
CON for conceptual review of a proposal for a new 1,970 square foot two-story duplex with a 
maximum height of 26.17 feet and two attached one-car garages totaling 341 square feet, for a 
total size of 2,311 square feet. The property is a 4,500 square foot parcel zoned Planned 
Residential Development (PRD-20) and shown as APN 003-440-026, addressed as 4949 
Dorrance Way.  
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NOTE: This item was presented and discussed in conjunction with item no. 2, above. See Action 
Minutes for item no. 2. 
 
4) Project: Coeler New Duplex Concept, Project 22-2179-CON                       

Address: 4934 Dorrance Way                    
Applicant: Dylan Chappell, architect, for Peter and Barbara Coeler 
Planner: Syndi Souter 
 

 Request of Dylan Chappell, architect, for Peter and Barbara Coeler, to consider Project 22-2179-
CON for conceptual review of a proposal for a new 2,221 square foot two-story duplex with a 
maximum height of 26.17 feet and two attached garages totaling 527 square feet, for a total size 
of 2,748 square feet. The property is a 5,582 square foot parcel zoned Planned Residential 
Development (PRD-20) and shown as APN 003-440-010, addressed as 4934 Dorrance Way.  

 
NOTE: This item was presented and discussed in conjunction with item no. 2, above. See Action 
Minutes for item no. 2. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS: 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR:  
 
5. Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board Meeting of October 27, 2022 
 

ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Reginato, seconded by Boardmember Blakemore to 
approve the Minutes as presented.     

 
VOTE: 4-0 

 
MATTERS REFERRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION/CITY COUNCIL: None 
 
MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS/STAFF:  

• 1215 Vallecito Road shed: As a follow-up to an inquiry from Boardmember Blakemore at the 
last meeting, staff explained that contact had been made with the property owner about the 
highly visible shed in the rear yard and that the owner was working with CDD staff to 
determine what could be permitted. 

• St Joseph’s Church Fencing Project: Following up on an inquiry from the Board, staff 
explained that the landscaping would begin to be installed in early 2023 following the holiday 
season. 

• 4772 Third Street Condominiums Paint Colors & Driveway Replacements: Staff shared the 
proposed new paint color scheme for the condominiums and replacing the turfblock driveways 
with standard concrete. The Board did not object to the change to the driveway materials. With 
respect to paint colors, they suggested the gray body color go a little darker to provide more 
contrast from the trim color. They also suggested the trim color should correlate to the window 
colors (or paint the windows to match the trim, if feasible). 
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
Vice Chair Blakemore adjourned the meeting at 7:20 p.m. to the next regularly scheduled 
meeting to be held at 5:30 pm on Thursday, January 12, 2023. Boardmember Blakemore 
indicated she would be absent. All other Boardmembers indicated they expected to be present. 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Chair, Architectural Review Board 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Secretary, Architectural Review Board 
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