Planning Commission

Meeting Agenda
Tuesday, September 3, 2024 at 5:30 pm
City of Carpinteria, Council Chamber
5775 Carpinteria Avenue

Carpinteria, CA 93013
*Teleconference Location: 752 Kippen, Mayne Island, BC Canada, VON 2J1

In-Person and Virtual Meeting

Attendance/Viewing Options:

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
and rebroadcast on the Wednesday and the Saturday following the meeting at
8:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m., respectively).

Call 669-900-9128 (and enter Webinar ID 886 2938 3844) 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 886 2938 3844.

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 Planning Commissioners by 12:00 P.M. on the
day of the meeting by either submitting your comment via (1) email to
PublicComment@carpinteriaca.gov, (PLEASE NOTE NEW PUBLIC COMMENT



https://carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings
https://carpinteriaca.gov/city-hall/agendas-meetings
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88629383844
https://www.zoom.us/
mailto:PublicComment@carpinteriaca.gov

EMAIL ADDRESS) 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.

e 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.

Please note that the City will make every effort to make the meeting accessible;
however, if one of the above attendance/viewing or public comment options is
unavailable due to technological issues, you are invited to take advantage of one of the
other participation options outlined above (including attending and providing public
comment in-person in the City Council Chambers). Additional options may be made
available at the meeting.

THE PLANNING COMMISSION RESERVES THE RIGHT TO CHANGE THE ORDER
IN WHICH ITEMS ARE HEARD. APPLICANTS NOT IN ATTENDANCE WHEN THEIR
ITEM IS CALLED MAY HAVE THEIR ITEM CONTINUED TO THE NEXT REGULAR
MEETING.

Any information presented to the Planning Commission by the public on any agenda
item and during Public Comment using electronic materials must be arranged with staff.
Electronic materials must be provided to staff a minimum of two business days prior to
the meeting.

Any written, printed or electronic material and/or exhibit presented at this meeting
becomes the property of the City, and a copy must be provided to City staff.

Planning Commissioners
Glenn La Fevers, Chair
David Allen, Vice-Chair
Jane L. Benefield

John Moyer

Katherine Salant

CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
INTRODUCTIONS, PRESENTATIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENT

This time on the agenda provides an opportunity for the public to address the Planning
Commission on items within the jurisdiction of the Commission and not listed on other
sections of the agenda. Please limit comments to no more than five minutes.
Depending on the number of speakers wishing to make comments, the Chair may
further limit the time available to each speaker to control the amount of time spent on
this part of the agenda. If you wish to speak on a CONSENT CALENDAR item, please
do so during this part of the meeting.

Please be advised that California law does not allow the Planning Commission to
discuss or take action on any issue presented by the public during this portion of the
meeting. The Commission may ask a question for clarification, provide a brief response
to public comment, refer the matter to staff for review and a later report or direct staff to
place an item on a future agenda.

The City is not responsible for the content of statements made during the public
comment period or the factual accuracy of any such statements.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1) Minutes of the regular Planning Commission meeting held July 1, 2024
2) Minutes of the regular Planning Commission meeting held August 5, 2024

NEW PUBLIC HEARING

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
- Public Hearing
- Planning Commission Action

3) Ebeling-Van Der Kar Lot Split Planner: Brian Banks
Project: 23-2264-TPM/VAR/CDP
Address: 435 Concha Loma Drive
Applicant: Kaitlyn Earnest, SEPPS, for Carolyn Ebeling and Suan Van Der Kar

Planning Commission September 3, 2024 Agenda Page 3



Hearing on the request of Kaitlyn Earnest, SEPPS, to consider Project 23-2264-
TPM/VAR/CDP (application filed November 30, 2023) for a Tentative Parcel Map
(TPM 25,204) to subdivide the existing 19,912 square foot lot into two parcels of
11,236 square feet and 8,689 square feet in size, respectively, in the 6-R-1 Zone
District and a Variance from the setback requirements, covered parking, and
parking location requirements under the provisions of Carpinteria Municipal Code
(CMC) 814.12 — Single-Family Residential District, 814.70 — Variances, and
Chapter 16 — Subdivisions; and to approve an Exemption pursuant to 815303,
815315, and 815061 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines. The application involves APN 003-370-011, addressed as 435
Concha Loma Drive.

OTHER BUSINESS
MATTERS PRESENTED BY COMMISSIONERS
DIRECTOR’S REPORT

4) Architectural Review Board Meeting Minutes of May 30, 2024 and July
11, 2024

5) City calendar for the month of September, 2024
6) Planning Activity Report as of August 29, 2024

7) Building Permit Report as of August 29, 2024

ATTENDANCE OF PLANNING COMMISSIONERS FOR THE NEXT MEETING OF
MONDAY OCTOBER 7, 2024

ADJOURNMENT

NOTES

All actions of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the City Council. Appeals
must be filed with the City Clerk within 10 calendar days of the Commission's action.

If you challenge any of the Planning Commission's decisions related to the agenda items
above in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised
at the public hearing described in this notice or in written correspondence to the Planning
Commission prior to the public hearing.

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
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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, August 29, 2024 in the Community Development
Department, on the City Hall Public Notices Board, and on the City website.
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MINUTES, PLANNING COMMISSION July 1, 2024
CITY OF CARPINTERIA Regular Meeting
CARPINTERIA, CALIFORNIA 5:30 P.M.
CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL CALL TO ORDER &
The meeting was called to order at 5:35 p.m. by Chair La Fevers. ROLL CALL
Commissioners Present:
Glenn La Fevers, Chair
David Allen, Vice-Chair (by teleconference)
Jane L. Benefield
John Moyer
Katherine Salant
Others Present:
Nick Bobroff, Community Development Director
Brian Banks, Principal Planner
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Chair La Fevers led the flag salute. PLEDGE
INTRODUCTIONS, PRESENTATIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS - None | ANNOUNCEMENTS
PUBLIC COMMENT PUBLIC COMMENT
Patrick O’Connor, speaking as a citizen, said during the second ARB
review of the Lagunitas project, it became evident conversations had taken
place with the developer prior to the reviews. He said the chairman of both
boards should be a part of strategic discussions, and he questioned whether
ex-parte disclosures should apply to conversations with staff. He asked for
more transparency and involvement.
CONSENT CALENDAR CONSENT CALENDAR
1) Minutes of the regular Planning Commission meeting held
June 3, 2024
MOTION

Upon a motion by Commissioner Moyer, seconded by Commissioner
Benefield, the Planning Commission voted 4-0-1 by a roll call vote to
approve the minutes of the regular Planning Commission meeting held June
3, 2024 with edits. Moyer voted yes, Benefield voted yes, La Fevers voted
yes, Allen voted yes, and Salant abstained. The following edits were made:

Commissioner Allen requested changes to comments attributed to him on
Page 4, paragraph 1, 3" sentence. He asked that it state the following: “He
said there should be the ability to refer to objective standards to lower base
density where conditions make it infeasible or environmentally
inappropriate to develop all of the parcel.”
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Allen also asked that the last sentence in the same paragraph use the word

“reactive” rather than “reactionary” and read as follows: “He noted we have

always been reactive in political matters.”

Commissioner Benefield asked to remove the following sentence on page

4: “She said she is befuddled.”

NEW PUBLIC HEARING NEW PUBLIC
HEARING

2) Runnfeldt Automobile Storage Project
Planner: Brian Banks
Project # 23-2251-CUP/CDP
Address: 1025 Cindy Lane
Applicant: Ray Ames, Foothill Design Group

Hearing on the request of Ray Ames, Foothill Design Group, to consider
Project 23-2251-CUP/CDP (application filed September 8, 2023) for a
Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to allow personal
storage of up to nineteen collectable automobiles within an existing
approximately 7,550 square foot tenant space in a multitenant
industrial/research commercial building; and to accept a categorical
exemption pursuant to §15301 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines. The application involves APN 001-190-056,
addressed as 1025 Cindy Lane.

DISCLOSURE OF EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS - None
Principal Planner Brian Banks presented the staff report and action options.

Commissioner Salant asked if there are ventilation requirements for the
vehicles.

Principal Planner Brian Banks explained there are mechanical ventilation
systems in place for a storage facility that are not specific to vehicle use. He
said based on the opinion of staff and the fire marshal that it did not seem
new requirements were necessary. He noted vehicles will be stored and not
serviced or moved around at that location.

Regarding concerns about servicing or fueling cars onsite, Community
Development Director Nick Bobroff clarified there is a recommended
condition that would prohibit such activities and close the loop on
workarounds.

With respect to whether there should be additional security requirements,
Banks explained none were suggested or proposed, and Bobroff said the
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city is not in a position to require them.
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

Ray Ames, agent for the applicant, described the operation as simple and
straightforward. He explained there will be an employee who will oversee
the vehicles and rotate operating them, with maintenance and fueling taking
place offsite.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED

The commissioners expressed unanimous support for the project.
Commissioner Moyer said he could make the findings and would be willing
to approve it. Commissioner Benefield expressed support with a warning
that we should avoid using up our m-zone on frivolous things.
Commissioner Salant agreed with Benefield and said this shows that in
uncertain times we must be creative. Commissioner Allen said he was
willing to support a motion to approve, noting the project doesn’t impose
detrimental effects on the city.

Chair La Fevers said it is an appropriate use for the area and expressed
support. He called for a motion.

MOTION

Commissioner Benefield moved to approve the Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) and Coastal Development Permit (CDP) to allow storage of 19
collectable automobiles in the location indicated, with the conditions in the
staff report. Commissioner Moyer seconded the motion. Motion passed
unanimously by the following roll call vote: Salant voted yes, Benefield
voted yes, Moyer voted yes, Allen voted yes, and La Fevers voted yes.

OTHER BUSINESS

Community Development Director Nick Bobroff reminded all that a joint
City Council, Planning Commission and Architectural Review Board
training meeting is being scheduled for late July.

OTHER BUSINESS

MATTERS PRESENTED BY COMMISSIONERS

Commissioner Benefield noted there is a 6-month review for the dog park
pilot program coming up. Community Development Director Nick Bobroff
said the review will take place in November.

MATTERS
PRESENTED




MINUTES, PLANNING COMMISSION ] s B July 1, 2024

Bl A Wi Regular Meeting

Lot i WETT ¥ Page 4.
DIRECTOR’S REPORT DIRECTOR'S REPORT
3) Architectural Review Board Meeting Minutes of May 16, 2024
4) City calendar for the month of July 2024
5) Planning Activity Report as of June 27, 2024
6) Building Permit Report as of June 27, 2024
Community Development Director Nick Bobroff reviewed the materials.
ATTENDANCE OF PLANNING COMMISSIONERS FOR THE ATTENDANCE FOR
NEXT MEETING OF MONDAY, August 5, 2024 — Commissioner NEXT MEETING
Allen said he would be attending the meeting virtually. All other
commissioners said they would be in attendance.
ADJOURNMENT - Chair La Fevers adjourned the meeting at 6:27 p.m. | ADJOURNMENT

Secretary, Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Chair, Planning Commission







MINUTES, PLANNING COMMISSION Y
CITY OF CARPINTERIA -' /
CARPINTERIA, CALIFORNIA ' e

August 5, 2024
Regular Meeting
5:30 P.ML

CALL TO ORDER and ROLL CALL
The meeting was called to order at 5:30 p.m. by Acting Chair Benefield.

Commissioners Present:

Glenn La Fevers, Chair (arrived at 5:54 p.m.)
David Allen, Vice-Chair (via teleconference)
Jane L. Benefield

John Moyer

Katherine Salant

Others Present:
Nick Bobroff, Community Development Director
Syndi Souter, Senior Planner

CALL TO ORDER &
ROLL CALL

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE - Acting Chair Benefield led the flag
salute.

PLEDGE

INTRODUCTIONS, PRESENTATIONS, ANNOUNCEMENTS
Community Development Director Nick Bobroff introduced new City
Manager Michael Ramirez. Mr. Ramirez proceeded to speak about his 100-
day plan for the city and his leadership philosophies. He asked the
commissioners to share information on their backgrounds so that he could
better understand their viewpoints.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

PUBLIC COMMENT - None

PUBLIC COMMENT

CONSENT CALENDAR - None

CONSENT CALENDAR

NEW PUBLIC HEARING

1) Mayer Residence Remodel & Additions
Planner: Syndi Souter
Project # 22-2183-CUP/CDP/ARB
Address: 5557 Calle Arena
Applicant: Ted Meeder, architect, for Tyler and Jessica Mayer

Hearing at the request of Ted Meeder, architect, for Tyler and Jessica
Mayer, to consider Project 22-2183-CUP/CDP/ARB (application filed
December 14, 2022) for approval of a Conditional Use Permit and Coastal
Development Permit to partially demolish an existing legal-nonconforming
2,233 square-foot one-story single-family residence and construct a new
3,041 square-foot two-story single-family residence under the provisions of
Carpinteria Municipal Code (CMC) §14.12 - Single-Family Residential
District, §14.62 - Conditional Use Permit, and §14.82 - Nonconforming

NEW PUBLIC
HEARING
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Uses; and to approve an Exemption pursuant to §15301, §15302, and
§15332 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines.
The application involves APN 003-382-011, addressed as 5557 Calle
Arena.

DISCLOSURE OF EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS — None

Senior Planner Syndi Souter presented the staff report and presented action
options. She provided additional details in response to commissioners’
questions.

Note: Chair La Fevers began acting as chair at 6:05 p.m.

Commissioner Allen asked why the structure was 2-feet taller than nearby
recent two-story homes. Souter explained the house sits on a raised
foundation which puts the finished floor about two feet above grade, which
is an existing condition.

Commissioner Salant expressed concern about setting a precedent for roof
height creep and said if other options were considered that it could be
lowered. She pointed out that a lighter roof color would be better for energy
conservation purposes. She asked what kind of fireplace is in the living
room and brought to attention the chimney implies a wood-burning one.

Senior Planner Syndi Souter explained the roof height is 1.5 foot taller than
that of the proposed house next door. ARB felt it was acceptable because
the second story is nestled over the center of the house. About the roof, she
agreed darker colors get warmer and said the architect could answer why
the color was chosen. Regarding the fireplace, she said all new ones are
required to be electric or gas, and she would let the architect explain.

Community Development Director Nick Bobroff assured Salant that energy
conservation would be examined during the building permit plan check,
with the type of fireplace captured in the process.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED

Architect Ted Meeder described the applicant as a long-term Carpinterian
whose family outgrew its house in an ideal location. He addressed Salant’s
concerns, including the possibility of lowering the height, using a lighter
roof color to save energy, and the type of fireplace. The following are
highlights: He said they are working with a floor level that is already
elevated, and to achieve a lower height the whole house would have to be
demolished. They initially came in at the height level of 25 feet, but after
ARB discussions they found a way to reduce it by 1.4 feet and can barely
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fit doors in at this height. A one-story solution was impossible for a family
of six. Regarding changing the roof color, he said they can consider her
comments; however, colors appear lighter than samples present, and
nobody wants a white roof. He believes the project will be one of the most
energy efficient houses in Carpinteria regardless of the roof color. He said
they feel this project is a model for how to put a second story on a house in
a sensitive area, with the second story only 18 feet wide. Regarding the
possibility of reducing the ceiling height, he explained lowering it would
have been oppressive due to its length, and it took many discussions with
the ARB to arrive at the current height. As for the fireplace, he explained a
small number of wood-burning fireplaces remain on an EPA-approved list
and are still allowed but, if not, it’ll be stopped during plan check.

Susan Mailheau, who lives on Calle Arena, said they don’t want a second
story in this neighborhood. She expressed that the house is not consistent
with the small beach town character. She spoke about how when she moved
here from Seattle, they were conscious of downsizing, while new neighbors
don’t seem to care. She said she doesn’t care for the steeple effect, and
there’s another house just like this without it. She said the project does not
fit into the neighborhood because it’s too big.

Sue Skendarian, 5583 Calle Arena, said a precedent had been set with the
Hawkins house, which is very large for the street. She spoke about an
informal understanding that was lost after the Hawkins house, where split-
levels were on the ocean side, two-stories were allowed on the other side,
and the idea was to share the views. She said the house would fit in better if
the ceiling was dropped.

Lorie Stout, via e-mail, said the plans show the house’s height to be taller
than existing homes in the neighborhood.

Meeder then fielded questions about the roof height. In response to a
question from Commissioner Benefield about the amount of time spent
researching a flat roof, architect Ted Meeder answered zero. He agreed the
height could have been lowered 2.5 feet if a flat roof had been used but said
his clients were not interested in the modern look.

Commissioner Salant suggested the living room area could be stepped
down, and Meeder responded that his client has a parent who is disabled,
and the front entryway and garage have no steps. Salant insisted every
avenue regarding roof height was not explored. Meeder said they pulled out
1.5 feet from the height in response to ARB suggestions, and they don’t
feel the house is towering due to the distance of the setback of the second
floor from the street.
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PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
BREAK — Chair La Fevers called for a 2-minute recess.

Commissioner Allen said the issue is two-story homes in what was
historically a single-story neighborhood. He said the horse got out of the
barn years ago and the question now is where to draw the line. He
explained this design doesn’t present the problems other two-story homes
in the neighborhood have, it wouldn’t look right if lowered, and its second
story does not meaningfully impede public views. The applicant is faced
with a design problem in that they can’t destroy the whole foundation to
reduce the whole height. He added that the wedding cake design minimizes
the massing and bulk from the street and from behind. He advised thinking
about enhancing design guidelines to minimize the creep of two-story
structures, similar to the stringline standards developed for the Beach
Neighborhood, with the use of means and averages for height and setbacks.
He said he finds it hard to draw the line with this structure, and he
expressed support for the project.

Commissioner Benefield agreed with Allen and said she doesn’t think it
blocks the ocean view. She said it’s not what the community is used to, but
the hindrance is that there’s already a house there, and the grade is already
set. She thinks the project is fine, and the CUP should be approved because
it meets the findings.

Commissioner Moyer expressed support. He said if the roof was flat, this
room would be full of people complaining, as they did with another project
with a flat roof on Eighth Street. He said we are looking at revitalizing a
valuable home, one in need of an upgrade. He noted the importance of
upgrading, with water saved and all appliances energy efficient. He said he
doesn’t think the roof is obtrusive or obstructs a lot of view. Setbacks aren’t
an issue here, and ARB did an adequate job to get the applicant to do as
much as they could legally and economically. He listed the various
consistencies in the findings.

Commissioner Salant said she can support everything in the project but
expressed concern about the overall height and precedent it sets. She said
every avenue to lower the height had not been explored; therefore, she is
voting no.

Chair La Fevers said they had embraced the concept of stepping back with
the reduced massing of the second story. He noted we often focus on peak
height. We struggle with bulk, scale, and massing, and in this case it’s
nicely done. He said Allen’s comments are well stated about how it affects
mass and views in the neighborhood. He described the project as very
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attractive and said it fits in with the neighborhood. He described the non-
conforming setbacks as minimal and legacies of the original construction.
He entertained a motion.

MOTION

Commissioner Moyer moved and Commissioner Benefield seconded to
adopt Resolution No. PC-24-005 thereby approving Project 22-2183-
CUP/CDP/ARB to allow the partial demolition of an existing non-
conforming 2,233 square-foot single-family one-story residence and
construction of a new 3,041 square-foot single-family two-story residence
at 5557 Calle Arena and to accept a Categorical Exemption pursuant to
§15301, §15302 and §15332 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). Motion passed 4-1 by the following roll call vote: Moyer voted
yes, Benefield voted yes, Salant voted no, Allen voted yes, and La Fevers
voted yes.

OTHER BUSINESS - None

OTHER BUSINESS

MATTERS PRESENTED BY COMMISSIONERS
Commissioner Salant asked for a status update on the Housing Element and
what is needed to get in compliance.

Community Development Director Nick Bobroff said the Housing Element
has not yet been certified because we haven’t completed the necessary
rezones to meet our RHNA numbers. The RHNA is 901 units, and we are
about 250 units short on available capacity and will need to rezone
additional land to accommodate it. He said they are studying sites and
developing several options. They are looking at 10-12 sites that vary in
size, and some are easier to rezone than others. He explained periodic
updates are being provided to the City Council, and the state is aware of our
efforts.

MATTERS
PRESENTED

DIRECTOR’S REPORT

2) Architectural Review Board Meeting Minutes of May 16, 2024
3) City calendar for the month of July 2024

4) Planning Activity Report as of June 27, 2024

5) Building Permit Report as of June 27, 2024

Community Development Director Nick Bobroff reviewed the materials.
He announced that the 700 Linden project is nearly done, with the ground
floor almost entirely leased.

DIRECTOR'S REPORT
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ATTENDANCE OF PLANNING COMMISSIONERS FOR THE ATTENDANCE FOR
NEXT MEETING OF MONDAY, September 3, 2024 — Commissioner | NEXT MEETING
Allen said he would attend the meeting virtually, and Commissioner
Benefield said she might attend virtually. All other commissioners said they
would be in attendance.

ADJOURNMENT - Chair La Fevers adjourned the meeting at 7:13 p.m. ADJOURNMENT

Secretary, Planning Commission
ATTEST:

Chair, Planning Commission







AGENDA ITEM 3
PROJECT 23-2264-TPM/VAR/CDP

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
MEETING DATE: September 3, 2024

ITEM FOR CONSIDERATION

Ebeling/Van Der Kar Lot Split
23-2264-TPM/VAR/CDP

Review of a request for a Tentative Parcel Map, Variance and Coastal Development Permit to allow
the subdivision of a 19,911.92 (gross/net) square foot parcel into two parcels of 11,222.88 square feet
and 8,689.04 square feet in the 6-R-1 Single Family Residential Zone District. The Variance would
allow deviations from the building setback, covered parking, and parking location requirements.

Report prepared by: Brian Banks, Principal Planner
Community Development Department

Signature

AN

Reviewed by: Nick Bobroff, Director /
Community Development Department % M
U ) Signature

T

Owner: Carolyn Ebeling / Susan Van Der Kar B Project Site

Applicant: Laurel Perez / Kaitlyn Earnest,
SEPPS

Project Location: 435 Concha Loma Drive
APN: 003-370-011
Zoning: Single Family Residential (6-R-1)

General Plan Designation: Low Density
Residential (LDR)

I. RECOMMENDATION

Adopt the attached Resolution No. PC-24-006, thereby approving Project 23-2264-TPM/VAR/CDP
to allow the subdivision of a 19,911.92 (gross/net) square foot parcel into two parcels of 11,222.88
square feet and 8,689.04 square feet in the 6-R-1 Single Family Residential Zone District, and a
Variance from the setback, covered parking, and parking location requirements.



23-2264-TPM/VAR/CDP
PC Hearing Date: September 3, 2024
Page 2

II. PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Tentative Parcel Map: The proposed Tentative Parcel Map (TPM No. 25,204) would subdivide one
existing 19,911.92 (gross/net) square foot parcel (0.46-acres gross/net) into two separate parcels as
follows:

Proposed Parcel One: 11,222.88 square feet / 0.258-acres

Proposed Parcel Two:  8,689.04 square feet / 0.199-acres

Both proposed parcels are currently developed. Proposed Parcel One is presently developed with a
768 square foot guesthouse, two detached 200 square foot carports, and a detached 720 square
foot workshop building. The existing guesthouse would be converted to a single-family
residence as part of the project. Proposed Parcel Two is presently developed with a 1,240 square
foot single family dwelling with an attached 200 square foot carport, and a 65 square foot gazebo.
Proposed Parcel Two also includes an unpermitted 60 square foot shed built within the required side
setback which is proposed to be removed as a part of the project. Both parcels are presently served by
separate water meters, gas meters, and sewer connections. No structural development is proposed
on either resulting parcel.

Parcel One Variance: Variances from the 6-R-1 zone district lot setback and parking requirements
are requested for the following conditions for Proposed Parcel One:

Variance Request Requirement/Standard: Proposal:

Setback Flag Lot; 10-foot min. setback Front Carport: 2 ft.
Rear Carport (storage): 6.3 ft.
Workshop: 4.3 feet

Parking Two parking spaces within a garage One space within carport;
located outside of front / side setback; One uncovered space partially
each independently accessible within 10-foot setback;

Tanden arrangement with one car
in carport and one uncovered
space in front

Parcel Two Variance: Variances from the 6-R-1 zone district parking requirements are requested for
the following conditions for Proposed Parcel Two:

Variance Request Requirement/Standard: Proposal:

Parking Two parking spaces within a garage One space within carport;
located outside of front / side setback; Tanden arrangement with one car
each independently accessible in carport and one uncovered

space in rear
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Coastal Development Permit: A Coastal Development Permit is required to allow the proposed
development as described above.

Tentative Parcel Map No. 25,204 is attached as Attachment A, Exhibit 2.

III. BACKGROUND

Site Characteristics

The project site is located at the southwest corner of the Concha Loma Drive and Calle Arena
intersection, and addressed as 435 Concha Loma Drive. The site is bordered by a vacant parcel to the
north, a single-family residential property to the south, and the Southern Pacific Rail Road corridor to
the west, with the Carpinteria State Beach campground beyond. The subject 19,911.92 (gross/net)
square foot parcel is presently developed with a 1,240 square foot main residence (labeled “A” on
Figure 1. below) with an attached 200 square foot carport (“B”), a 768 square foot guesthouse (“C”),
two detached 200 square foot carports (“D” and “E”), a detached 720 square foot accessory building
(“F™), a 60 square foot shed (“G”), and a 65 square foot gazebo (see Figure 1 below).

Figure 1. Existing Parcel Condition
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The project site is located within the Concha Loma Neighborhood (Community Design Subarea 5).
The Concha Loma Neighborhood is developed primarily with single-family residences, with a small
number of commercial uses located along Carpinteria Avenue at the Neighborhood’s northern
boundary and sole entrance. The neighborhood streets vary from traditional tree-lined streets to
narrow roads with unpaged edges and no sidewalks, as is the case with the subject property’s
frontage.

The site is zoned Single Family Residential (“6-R-1") and has a General Plan/Coastal Plan land use
designation of Low Density Residential (“LDR”). The site is located within the Coastal Appeal
(“CA”) Overlay.

Project History

The history of the development of the various structures on the property is somewhat complicated. A
timeline is provided below:

A permit was approved in August 1975 to develop the then vacant lot with the primary residence and
attached carport (building permit #890). In March 1979, an application to construct a 768 square foot
guesthouse was reviewed by the Planning Commission because approval of a guesthouse was a
“gray area” and staff at that time requested the Planning Commission to determine that such a use
would be consistent with the zoning ordinance. Approval was granted by the Planning Commission
with a condition that a deed restriction be recorded specifying that the guesthouse “...will not be
utilized as a rental or permanent dwelling unit.” (CDP #203-31), and a subsequent Building Permit
was issued for its construction in April 1979 (building permit #1686).

In May 1984, an application was submitted for construction of the workshop accessory structure,
two detached carports, and an extension of the northern driveway to extend along the northern
property line to access the rear carport. As part of the application, a request was submitted to allow
the driveway to be constructed at a width of nine feet rather than the required 10-foot width as
specified in the zoning ordinance. The request was reviewed by the Planning Commission in May
1984 and at the hearing, planning staff advised the Planning Commission that the zoning ordinance
only allowed one driveway per single family lot. Per the minutes of the May 7, 1984 Planning
Commission Hearing, the Commission ultimately granted approval of the 9-foot-wide driveway
because of the “unusual configuration/shape of the lot” and specified that the “driveway along the
northwesterly property line is recognized by the Commission to be the legal driveway.” Subsequent
to the City’s approval of the driveway, but apparently prior to its construction, the City Engineer sent
a letter to the property owner in April 1985 requesting that the owner not construct the driveway due
to a drainage issue across the subject property and the adjacent lot to the north. Thus, based on the
available records, it appears that the rear carport was constructed with a valid permit, but a driveway
to access the carport was never constructed.

Architectural Review Board (ARB)

Other than the required demolition of the unpermitted storage shed on Proposed Parcel Two, there
would be no visible alterations to any structure on the project site. The proposed alteration of the
existing rear carport on Proposed Parcel One to change its permitted use to storage would not require
any exterior changes as the structure is already enclosed by walls on each side of the structure.
Similarly, any building code required alterations to convert the use of the existing guesthouse on
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Proposed Parcel One to a single-family residence would be limited to minor interior alterations. As
such, review by the Architectural Review Board (“ARB”) was not required as part of this application.
Any future development which would alter the exterior of any structure, or any proposed new
development on either parcel, may require review by the ARB.

IV. ENVIRONMENTAL

This project is categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to Section 15303 [New
Construction or Conversion of Small Structures], Section 15315 [Minor Land Divisions], and Section
15061(b)(3) [“Common Sense Exemption™] of the Guidelines for the Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Class 3 Categorical Exemptions consist of construction and location of limited numbers of new, small
facilities or structures; installation of small new equipment and facilities in small structures; and the
conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where only minor modifications are
made in the exterior of the structure (emphasis added). The proposed conversion of the existing
guesthouse to a single-family residence on Proposed Parcel One, and the conversion of the rear
carport to a storage structure on Proposed Parcel One, both meet the criteria for this Categorical
Exemption.

Class 15 Categorical Exemptions consist of the division of property in urbanized areas zoned for
residential use into four or fewer parcels when the division is in conformance with the general plan
and zoning, no variances or exceptions are required, all services and access to the proposed parcels
are available, the parcel was not involved in a previous land division within the previous two years,
and the parcel does not have an average slope greater than 20 percent. While the proposed project
includes a request for a Variance, the proposed parcels would meet the required minimum lot size,
minimum lot width, and related zoning, general plan and subdivision standards such that a Variance
is not required for creation of the proposed lots. Rather, the requested Variance is to allow existing
development on Parcel One to encroach into the setbacks that would result from the division.

Section 15061(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines, also referred to as the “Common Sense Exemption”,
states that the activity is “covered by the common-sense exemption that CEQA applies only to
projects which have the potential for causing a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant
effect on the environment, the activity is not subject to CEQA.” The project involves subdividing an
existing residentially-developed property located in an urbanized neighborhood into two parcels. The
project would require only minor interior alterations to the existing guesthouse to convert its use to a
single-family residence, and demolition of a small unpermitted storage shed. The resulting project
would provide two residential parking spaces for each parcel and would not require new utility
services. The project would not result in any growth-inducing impacts, nor would it impact any
cultural or biological resources. Therefore, it can be shown that the project has no possibility of
resulting in a significant effect on the environment.

As the project is consistent with these standards, it is appropriate to find the project exempt from
CEQA. For more detail, see the attached Notice of Exemption included as Attachment B.
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V. ANALYSIS

The proposed project involves the land division of a developed residential parcel. As such, staff has
reviewed the project with respect to its compliance with the development standards of Titles 14
(Zoning) and 16 (Subdivisions) of the Carpinteria Municipal Code (“CMC”), the State Subdivision
Map Act, and with the policies and objectives of the City’s General Plan/Coastal Land Use Plan.

Title 14, Zoning Code

Single Family Residential (6-R-1) District, CMC §14.12

The subject property is zoned Single Family Residential (6-R-1) (CMC §14.12). Permissible uses in
this zone district include one detached single-family dwelling per legal lot and residential accessory
structures. The following tables list the two proposed parcels’ respective conformance with the
applicable R-1 zone district Municipal Code requirements.

Table 1. Proposed Parcel One; 11,222.88 square feet / 0.258-acres

Standard Requirement/Allowance | Proposal
Lot Area 6,000 square feet min.* 11,222.88 square feet
Lot Width 65 feet min. 67.3 feet (avg width)
Setbacks (Flag Lot)
East 10 feet min. from property | 40 feet
(Concha Loma Dr.) line
South 10 feet min. from property | 2 feet (to front carport); 10.3
line feet to guesthouse **
North 10 feet min. from property | 6.3 feet (to rear carport) ***
line
West 10 feet min. from property | 4.3 feet (to workshop) ****
(Railroad) line
Height 30 feet max. Guesthouse - Approx. 20 feet
Carports - Approx. 14 feet
Workshop - Approx. 14 feet
Building Coverage 35% max. (3,982 square 17% (1,750 square feet)
feet)
Parking 2 spaces provided in a 1 space in a carport, 1 space
garage uncovered in tandem
configuration*****

* See additional discussion within the Title 16 Subdivision Ordinance Discussion below.
** The front carport encroaches approximately 8 feet into the required 10-foot flag lot setback. A Variance is required to
allow for a deviation from the minimum required flag lot setback resulting from the proposed lot split arrangement.
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**¥ The rear carport encroaches approximately 3.7 feet into the required 10-foot flag lot interior setback. A Variance is
required to allow for a deviation from the minimum required flag lot interior setback resulting from the proposed lot split
arrangement.

*¥¥¥* The workshop structure encroaches approximately 5.7 feet into the required 10-foot flag lot interior setback. 4
Variance is required to allow for a deviation from the minimum required flag lot interior setback resulting from the
proposed lot split arrangement.

*¥*X%X The proposed parking configuration to allow one space within the existing carport and one uncovered space in a

tandem configuration requires approval of a Variance.

Table 2. Proposed Parcel Two; 8,689.04 square feet / 0.199-acres

Standard Requirement/Allowance | Proposal
Lot Area 6,000 square feet min. 8,689.04 square feet*
Lot Width 65 feet min. 65.4 feet (avg width)
Setbacks
Front 50 feet min. from centerline | 45 feet from centerline of
(Concha Loma Dr.) of street or 20 feet min. street/20 feet from property
from property line, line**
whichever is greater
Side 6 feet-6 inches (10% of the | 6 feet-6 inches
(North) average lot width)
Side 6 feet-6 inches (10% of the | Carport: 10 feet
(South) average lot width) Residence: 19 feet-6 inches
Rear 15 feet min. 56 feet
(Railroad)
Height 30 feet max. Approx. 14 feet
Building Coverage 35% max. (2,654 square 34.55% (2,280 square feet,
feet) pending removal of unpermitted
storage shed)
Parking 2 spaces provided in a 1 space in a carport, 1 space
garage uncovered in tandem
configuration***

* See additional discussion within the Title 16 Subdivision Ordinance Discussion below.

** Approximately five feet of the existing residence and attached carport encroach into the required front setback. These
structures are not proposed to be modified as part of the project and are considered to be a legal conforming condition.
*** The proposed parking configuration to allow one space within the existing carport and one uncovered space in a
tandem configuration requires approval of a Variance as discussed below.

Variance Requests

As described in the above project description and Zoning conformance tables, the proposed lot split
includes a request for a Variance from the flag lot setback requirements resulting from the property
line arrangement for Proposed Parcel One, and for deviations from the covered parking and parking
location requirements for both resulting parcels. A summary of the requested Variances for each
proposed parcel is summarized below:
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Proposed Parcel One Variance requests

1) To allow the existing front carport which encroaches approximately 8 feet into the required 10-
foot flag lot setback that would result from the lot split to remain;

2) To allow the rear carport which encroaches approximately 3.7 feet into the required 10-foot
flag lot interior setback to remain;

3) To allow the workshop structure which encroaches approximately 5.7 feet into the required 10-
foot flag lot interior setback to remain;

4) The allow the proposed parking configuration of one space within the existing carport and one
uncovered space in a tandem configuration in front of the carport, which requires approval of a
Variance to deviate from the required parking standards.

Proposed Parcel Two Variance requests

1) To allow the proposed parking configuration of one space within the existing carport and one
uncovered space in a tandem configuration in front of the carport, which requires approval of a
Variance to deviate from the required parking standards.

Pursuant to CMC §14.70.020, a Variance may be applied for where, because of special circumstances
applicable to the property, including size, shape, topography, location or surroundings, strict
compliance with the requirements of the Zoning Code would deprive such property of privileges
enjoyed by other properties in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification. Variances may
be used to adjust pertinent development standards (e.g., yard setback and parking requirements) of
the base zoning district.

In order to grant the requested Variances, the Planning Commission must make all of the required
findings provided for in CMC §14.70.030(4):

a. There are special circumstances or conditions applicable to the property which do not apply
generally to other properties in the vicinity under identical zoning;

b. Strict compliance with ordinance regulations would deprive the property of privileges enjoyed
by other properties in the vicinity and under identical zoning classification;

c. The granting of the Variance will not adversely affect the health, safety and general welfare
of the neighborhood, or be injurious to property or improvements in said neighborhood;

d. Granting of the Variance will not be in conflict with the intent and purpose of this chapter or
the City’s Coastal Land Use Plan and implementation programs, General Plan and specific
plan(s), if applicable; and

e. The applicant agrees in writing to comply with any and all reasonable conditions imposed by
the Planning Commission in the granting of a Variance.

The subject property is unique in its size and shape considering its location on the outside bend of the
Concha Loma Drive and Calle Arena intersection, and where average lot sizes scale down from the
much larger 20-R-1 zoned lots (20,000 square foot minimum lot size) immediately adjacent along the
west side of Concha Loma Drive to the more typically-sized 6-R-1 zoned single family residential
lots (6,000 square foot minimum lot size) along Calle Arena. This unusually large 6-R-1 lot size
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allowed for the increased intensity of historically permitted development (e.g., guesthouse, workshop,
carports, etc.) that is out of character with what is found on other 6-R-1 lots in the Concha Loma '/
subdivision. The subject property’s unique and irregular pie shape also results in a relatively narrow
street frontage but with a comparatively large lot width and depth moving away from the corner
frontage along Concha Loma Drive and Calle Arena towards the rear of the lot compared to the other
surrounding lots, particularly those on Calle Arena.

Subdivision of the lot to meet the required 65-foot average lot width standard for both of the resultant
lots results in the creation of a “Flag Lot” condition for Proposed Parcel One, which requires the
application of a 10-foot Interior Lot setback from each property line rather than the typical setback
pattern seen throughout the City’s single-family neighborhoods. Application of the Interior Lot
setbacks thus renders the existing permitted accessory structures and parking locations on Proposed
Parcel One non-compliant without approval of a Variance. As previously discussed, except for the
small storage shed proposed for removal, all other existing structures were previously permitted in
their existing locations. However, when analyzing the existing (pre-lot split) structure locations with
respect to the current 6-R-1 side setback requirement, which specifies a side setback of a minimum of
10% of the parcel width, each of the carports and the workshop would not comply with the current
side setback requirement of approximately 14 feet. As such, these existing permitted structures would
be considered legal nonconforming with respect to compliance with the current side setback
requirement. Approval of the requested Variances would “cure