
 
 
 

 
Architectural Review Board  

Meeting Agenda 
 

Thursday, November 14, 2024 at 5:30 p.m. 
City of Carpinteria, Council Chamber 

5775 Carpinteria Avenue, Carpinteria, CA 93013 
 

In-Person Meeting and Virtual Participation Options 
 

 
 
Attendance:  
 

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

• View the meeting live through the City’s website (https://carpinteriaca.gov/city-
hall/agendas-meetings) on your computer, tablet or smartphone. 

• View the meeting on Government Access Television Channel 21 (broadcast live) 
• Call 669-900-9128 (and enter Webinar ID 847 8623 3577) to listen to the meeting 

on your phone. 

• Join the City’s Zoom webinar from your computer, tablet, or smartphone 
by CLICKING HERE. Alternatively, you can join the Zoom webinar by logging on 
to zoom.us, downloading the application, selecting "Join Meeting", and entering 
Webinar ID 847 8623 3577. 

 
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. 

 
 

https://carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings
https://carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84786233577
https://www.zoom.us/
mailto:PublicComment@carpinteriaca.gov
file://COC5H/CDD/LORENA/Agendas/ARB/2022/(https:/carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings)


• Provide a live comment through the City’s Zoom webinar platform (through the 
link provided above). To make public comments through this platform please use 
the “raise your hand” feature to notify staff that you would like to make a public 
comment during designated public comment times. Once it is your turn to provide 
a public comment, staff will unmute your microphone and you will be given a 
designated amount of time to provide your comment (typically, the practice has 
been up to 3 minutes per speaker on each item).  At the end of your comment, 
staff will once again mute your microphone. 

 
Architectural Review Boardmembers: 
 
Brad Stein, Chair 
Amy Blakemore, Vice Chair 
Richard E. Johnson 
Richard Little 
Patrick O’Connor 
 
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: Ubaldo Diaz for Bernardo Cruz, Project 15-1781-DP/CDP/ARB 
Address: 4675 Carpinteria Avenue 
Applicants: Bernardo Cruz, property owner 
Planner: Brian Banks    

 
Request of Ubaldo Diaz, agent for Bernardo Cruz to consider Project 15-1784-
DP/CDP/ARB for final review of a proposal to construct a two-story 2,784 square 
foot mixed use building. The building would be comprised of a 494 square foot 
ground floor commercial space and two upstairs one-bedroom apartment units (880 
square feet each). Two single-car residential garage spaces and two additional 
covered commercial parking spaces would be provided onsite. The property is a 
4,846 square foot lot zoned Commercial Planned Development (CPD) with a Flood 
Hazard (FH) Overlay and shown as APN 003-242-007 addressed as 4675 
Carpinteria Avenue. 
                  
 

OTHER BUSINESS 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
2.  Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board Meeting of October 17, 2024. 
 
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, December 12, 2024. 
 
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, November 7, 2024 in the Community 
Development Department, on the City Hall Public Notices Board, and on the City 
Website. 

mailto:LorenaE@carpinteriaca.gov


























































































CITY OF CARPINTERIA     ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD 
5775 Carpinteria Avenue     Meeting Date October 17, 2024 
Carpinteria California 93013 

 ACTION MINUTES  
The meeting was called to order at 5:31 p.m. by Vice Chair Blakemore 
 
ROLL CALL 
Boardmembers present: Amy Blakemore, Vice Chair 
                                          Richard Johnson 
 Richard Little 
                                          Patrick O’Connor 
  
Boardmembers absent:  Chair Brad Stein 
 
OTHERS PRESENT:  
Approximately 4 members of the public; 
Community Development Director Nick Bobroff; 
Principal Planner Brian Banks; 
Principal Planner Mindy Fogg; 
Senior Planner Syndi Souter; and 
Assistant Planner Megan Musolf 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: None 
 
PROJECT REVIEW 
 
1) Project: Minear-Almgren Fence & Gates, Project 24-2307-FENCE/ARB 

Address: 1455 Camellia Circle 
Applicant: Brian Brodersen, landscape architect, for Jeffrey Becker, Becker 
                 Group, Managing Member of Seaside Apartment Investors, LLC 
Planner: Syndi Souter   
 
Request of Holly Minear and Hans Almgren, property owners, to consider Project 24-2307-
FENCE/ARB for preliminary review of a proposal for approval of “as-built” redwood fencing 
and gates, ranging from 3.75-feet to 8-feet in height, that were constructed in the front and side 
yard setbacks of the property. The property is a 9,147 square-foot parcel zoned Single Family 
Residential (7-R-1) and shown as APN 003-590-023, addressed as 1455 Camellia Circle.                

 
Ex Parte Communications Disclosure:  None 
 
Staff Comments:   
Syndi Souter provided a presentation and described the project. Syndi detailed the “as built” fence 
plans, and described the previously existing fence design and heights as compared to the existing 
fence the Board is reviewing. Syndi concluded her presentation with an analysis of the proposed (as-
built) fence relative to the zoning code requirements and Neighborhood design objectives and policies, 
and asked for the Board’s comments on the following issue areas: 

 Design and materials for the fencing and gates; 
 Height of fencing and gates; and 
 Location of fencing in front yard setback. 

 
 



ACTIONS, ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD
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Applicant Comments:   
Holly Minear and Hans Almgren, property owners, were in attendance and provided brief comments. 
Holly explained to the Board that it was time to replace the fencing and that the rebuilt fence was very 
similar to the previously existing fence’s height, location and material/design. She further explained 
that the purpose of the 8-foot portion is to screen the RV stored on the adjacent property from view. 
Hans related that their 8-foot portion of fence is lower in height that the adjacent neighbor’s fences.   
 
Public Comments:  
Miles Calkins, a neighbor at 1450 Camellia Circle, spoke in support of approving the existing fence as 
designed/constructed, and that it is appropriate for the neighborhood.  
 
Boardmember Discussion:   
Boardmember O’Connor commented that the fence looks nice and he supports approval of it.  
 
Boardmember Little commented that the fencing material and design is appropriate but is concerned 
with the height of the portion of fence within the front setback and recommends that the first and 
second “tiers” be brought down to the 3-foot ordinance standard. 
 
Boardmember Johnson commented that there was precedent set by the previous fence’s construction 
although the previous fence was not permitted. He has no objections to the fence as designed, 
including the fence material and design. 
 
Vice Chair Blakemore commented that she sees the value in the way the fence is located and designed, 
but is concerned with the height of the first tier of fence height nearest the street being a safety 
concern with respect to line-of-site and pedestrian safety. Vice Chair Blakemore suggested that the 
Board consider a conceptual motion to reduce the first tier of fence (currently 3.70-feet) to 3-feet. 
 
ACTION: Motion by Vice Chair Blakemore, seconded by Boardmember O’Connor, to recommend 
approval to the Director with the condition that the first tier of fencing in the front setback currently a 
3.70-feet in height be reduced to 3-feet in height.  
 
VOTE:  4-0 
    
 
2) Project:  Objective Design Standards for Multifamily Residential and Mixed-Use Developments 

Address: Citywide                                              
Applicant: City of Carpinteria                   
Planners: Mindy Fogg and Megan Musolf        
  
Request of by the City of Carpinteria to consider Project 24-2279-ORD/LCPA for review of 
proposed Objective Design Standards (ODS) that would apply to specified multifamily 
residential and mixed-use developments in the City. The ODS are proposed as a new chapter in 
Title 14, Zoning, of the Carpinteria Municipal Code and are part of a larger project to rezone 
sites in the City to satisfy the City’s 2023-2031 Housing Element Program 1, Adequate Sites to 
Accommodate Regional Housing Needs Allocation.      
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Ex Parte Communications Disclosure:  Boardmember O’Connor commented that he reached out to 
Long Rang Planning staff with questions about which properties are proposed for the new Mixed Use 
Zone. 
 
Staff Comments:   
Community Development Director Nick Bobroff introduced the City’s long-range planning team, 
comprised of Mindy Fogg, Principal Planner, and Megan Musolf, Assistant Planner. Megan provided 
a presentation and described the purpose of the Objective Design Standards (ODS) as a component of 
the larger effort to implement Program One of the City’s 2023-2031 Housing Element, and how they 
would apply to future residential and mixed-use projects within certain zone districts. Megan provided 
an overview of the topics of the proposed ODS for the ARB’s consideration and the related proposed 
standards of a new Chapter in the Zoning Ordinance (14.51). Megan concluded her presentation with a 
list of particular Ordinance sections requiring additional input from the Board, and asked for the 
Board’s overall comments on the following elements of the Objective Design Standards: 

 Massing and placement of multi-story buildings, particularly regarding required stepbacks and 
height limits for upper stories; 

 Design elements specific to the Downtown T area (Linden and Carpinteria Avenues); 
 Architectural styles permitted (or not permitted) by the design standards; 
 Privacy considerations for residences within a mixed-use development, particularly regarding 

window placement on adjacent building facades; and 
 Colors and materials, including exterior lighting. 

 
Vice Chair Blakemore opened the discussion to boardmembers for questions. Boardmember 
O’Connor relayed his understanding of how the ODS would be implemented in the context of the 
Housing Element and proposed mixed-use zone (MU 20/25), and wondered if the ODS could be an 
opportunity to readdress how density is calculated for larger housing projects, particularly regarding 
the exclusion of non-buildable area from the calculation. He also asked if staff had considered 
consulting the Design Review Committee to review the ODS. Principal Planner Brian Banks noted 
that this could be discussed following public comment. 
 
Boardmember Little asked if Housing Element candidate site property owners had a say in whether 
their property is rezoned by the City to MU 20/25. Mindy responded that a rezone could be done 
without property owner support, but that staff invite all property owners to attend Planning 
Commission and City Council meetings or submit comments so that their comments are considered in 
the decision-making process. Boardmember Little also asked if a citywide parking needs study had 
been completed to inform the required parking ratios in the ODS. Nick responded that no study has 
been done, but the ODS parking ratios for affordable units matched the parking ratios provided in 
State density bonus law. Boardmember Johnson commented that many residents do not use their 
garages for parking vehicles, adding to parking problems. 
 
Applicant Comments: N/A 
 
Public Comments:  
Annie Sly addressed the Board with questions regarding if the purpose of the ODS is to protect the 
City from “Builder’s Remedy” projects; if after the City approves the ODS can the State still overrule 
them; questioned how long the rezone process will take; and if there are any other remaining 
requirements still left to be completed for the City’s Housing Element to be compliant with State 
housing requirements. Nick Bobroff then began responding to the questions at the request of Vice 
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Chair Blakemore, explaining that implementing ODS does give the city some “protection” since 
projects required by State law to be reviewed ministerially would still have to comply with them. The 
ODS could function as a “backstop” when projects cannot be reviewed by the ARB or Planning 
Commission. Brian added that well-crafted ODS are key for City staff to complete ministerial review 
of projects. Nick continued that Housing Element implementation programs do get reviewed by the 
State’s Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), and HCD could reject the 
implementation if it is deemed to not sufficiently support housing production, but that many of the 
types of standards in the ODS have been implemented successfully by other jurisdictions. Mindy 
noted that staff is currently aiming to have the rezones adopted by City Council by January 2025, and 
then staff would immediately submit the project to the California Coastal Commission and HCD for 
review. 
 
Boardmember Discussion:   
 
Chair Stein provided an email to the Board expressing that the proposed Objective Design Standards 
are very thorough and clear, but he has concerns that raising the height to 35-feet from the current 30-
foot height limit, when combined with allowed height exceptions for certain elements such as 
mechanical enclosures and elevators can result in buildings with a height in excess of 40-feet. Vice 
Chair Blakemore acknowledged Chair Stein’s comments. Mindy clarified that the proposed increase 
in height limit would be contained in the new MU zone district, not the ODS, although the ODS do 
propose height limits for each story. Nick added that HCD has informed the City that the current 30-
foot height limit is an impediment for three-story buildings, which are necessary to achieve the 
required housing element densities. 
 
Boardmember Little inquired if the proposed ODS contained any standards that conflicted with the 
recently approved mixed-use project at 4745 Carpinteria Ave. Megan replied that staff had considered 
this project in writing the ODS, but the ODS were not modeled after it. Brian elaborated that staff had 
used the project as an example of appropriate story height in the context of a larger discussion about 
setting story heights for small residential units. Boardmember Little suggested not listing BBQ grills 
as an amenity in open space areas. He agreed with the proposed story heights. He said he felt that 
stepbacks larger than two feet would be better for the proposed “contextual upper story stepbacks,” 
and that screening for upper-story private open spaces should be no higher than four feet. He 
commented that every 50 feet felt too far for a roofline variation requirement, and recommended it be 
changed to 30 feet. Boardmember Little asked, in relation to the proposed 15-foot rooftop open space 
setback, if the current proposal to renovate the Palms building on Linden would satisfy this standard. 
Staff said it may on some sides, and Nick clarified that the 15-foor setback was intended to prevent 
rooftop open spaces from looking down into peoples’ private yards. Nick suggested language could be 
added to clarify the setback would be needed when the abutting property is residential, and the Board 
agreed. Finally, Boardmember Little brought up the idea of allowing tandem parking, and staff 
responded that they would look into how it could be incorporated in the ODS. 
 
Boardmember O’Connor felt the City should implement neighborhood-specific design standards in the 
future. He related back to his prior comments regarding density and said he wanted to prevent high-
rise buildings on small lots with environmental or other constraints. Nick responded that the State 
requires a minimum density of 20 units per acre for Housing Element rezone sites, and that density is 
calculated with gross lot size. Boardmember O’Connor expressed that only the buildable area on a site 
should be considered in density calculations, and Nick replied that staff, for the ODS and MU 20/25 
zone, is working with existing Zone Code rules which utilize gross lot size. Lastly, Boardmember 
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O’Connor questioned how projects would be handled in the proposed MU 20/25 zone that reuse 
existing structures. Brian responded that staff expect most projects that would utilize the ODS would 
likely be full demo/rebuild type projects due to the high cost of retrofitting old buildings for new 
residential, and Mindy noted that it could be feasible for a few candidate sites to repurpose existing 
buildings while meeting the ODS. 
 
Boardmember Johnson expressed that he felt the ODS were a sound starting point, although many 
hours could be spent discussing them. Nick replied that the proposed ODS, if implemented, can be 
reviewed and changed in the future once projects have begun to actually use them. Boardmember 
Johnson concurred with Boardmember O’Connor’s comments regarding calculation of density, and 
then expressed concern about the ODS pushing buildings right up to the front property line. Nick 
responded that no MU 20/25 rezone sites are proposed on Linden Ave where a zero-foot setback 
exists, and that the MU 20/25 zone proposes 5-to-15-foot front setbacks. 
 
Vice Chair Blakemore commented that the proposed 35-foot height limit in the MU 20/25 zone should 
be inclusive of elevators and other equipment on top of buildings. She felt there should not be any 
exceptions to the proposed story height limits for certain roof styles, and that the two-foot upper story 
stepback was adequate— a larger stepback would not accommodate higher densities. She did not 
support allowing BBQ grills in common/public open spaces. For landscaping requirements, Vice 
Chair Blakemore recommended increasing the required number of 5-gallon plants per 1,000 square 
feet from 10 to 20, and to find a way to prohibit trees with invasive root systems that would damage 
sidewalks and other infrastructure (she suggested compiling a list of trees to avoid). 
 
ACTION: Motion by Vice Chair Blakemore, seconded by Boardmember Johnson, to recommend 
approval to the Planning Commission with their comments attached.  
 
VOTE: 4-0 
 
OTHER BUSINESS: None 
 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 
 
3)  Action Minutes of the Architectural Review Board Meeting of September 26, 2024. 
 
ACTION: Motion by Boardmember Johnson, seconded by Boardmember Little, to approve the 
minutes as drafted. 
 
VOTE: 3-0 (O’Connor abstained) 
 
MATTERS REFERRED BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION/CITY COUNCIL:  None 
 
MATTERS PRESENTED BY BOARDMEMBERS/STAFF:  None 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Vice Chair Blakemore adjourned the meeting at 7:00 p.m. to the next scheduled meeting to be 
held at 5:30 pm on Thursday, November 14, 2024. All Boardmembers present expect to attend.  
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___________________________________ 
Chair, Architectural Review Board 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
___________________________________ 
Secretary, Architectural Review Board 
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