
 

TOWN OF BEECH MOUNTAIN 
Planning Board Meeting Minutes 

August 30, 2016 

Beech Mountain Town Hall 

 

 

Members Present:  

Board members in attendance included Andy Porter, Pete Chamberlin, Max Riley, Mike Chase, 

and John Hoffman.  Town Manager Ed Evans and local real estate broker and general contractor 

Jim Frye were also present.  

 

Adoption of Agenda:  
The agenda was adopted as presented. 

 

Approval of Minutes:  

The Planning Board approved the minutes from the July 2016 meeting with no changes. 

 

Sign Ordinance Amendments: 
James Scott discussed that he had received an application for a public-initiated zoning ordinance 

amendment regarding sign regulations.  Jim Frye applied for a change in the rules that would 

relax sign regulations for temporary signs on a case-by-case basis.  James Scott reviewed a draft 

that he had created of such an ordinance that would enable the zoning administrator to approve 

plans for increased temporary signage so long as the plans demonstrated that they met certain 

criteria for ensuring harmony with the spirit and intent of the town’s sign ordinance.   

 

Jim Frye explained that he envisioned this provision in the sign ordinance as a way to promote a 

sort of “Tour of Homes” type event on Beech Mountain.  He indicated that his primary 

motivation in his application was to allow signage for real estate sales purposes, but he realized 

that laws regarding signage did not permit the creation of distinctions based upon the sign’s 

content.  Max Riley commented that he was concerned that the way the ordinance was written, 

nothing would prevent one real estate agent from having an event one weekend, and another 

from doing the same the next weekend.  If fact, there was nothing that limited this to real estate 

agents.  The provisions would apply equally to restaurants, other businesses, or anyone who had 

a desire to do so.  Andy Porter agreed and stated that between realtors and restaurants there could 

be a permit for these signs every week.  Mike Chase questioned whether Jim Frye had the 

support of other real estate agents in this matter, and whether they were truly working together to 

have collaborative events like a tour of homes instead of independent open houses.   

 

Max Riley commented that he was puzzled that so many local businesses were so focused on 

signage, but were not attempting other methods of advertisement, such as newspapers.   

 

Ed Evans commented that it was important to know that Jim Frye was planning to open a 

signage business.   

 



Jim Frye commented that he felt people were commonly breaking the rules regarding signs, and 

that therefore they should be changed.  He asked what the penalty for violation was.  He also felt 

that the Town had nothing to lose by changing the rules and trying something different.  If the 

new sign regulations didn’t work out, you could always change them back.  Ed Evans responded 

that he felt that would be a poor policy.  For one thing, it costs approximately $300 to advertise 

as required for every public hearing that the Town has to hold.   

 

Pete Chamberlin and Ed Evans questioned whether the amendments could be limited to “special 

events.”  James Scott felt that this may not be allowable, as it was effectively a content-based 

regulation of speech.  Essentially, it might amount to giving greater freedom of speech to 

qualifying events. But Ed Evans felt that there would be no discrimination among events or even 

any qualifications placed upon the message of the signs.   

 

Andy Porter felt that the Planning Board was not in a position to make a recommendation on this 

topic at this time.  Ed Evans suggested that perhaps a sub-committee could be formed to refine 

this request and prepare for further discussion by the Planning Board.  A sub-committee was 

formed that included Mike Chase, Jim Frye, Ed Evans, and Jes Scott.   

 

Discuss Minimum Building Size Requirements: 
James Scott reviewed that at the previous meeting the Board had discussed whether regulation of 

minimum house size was desirable.  The Board had asked Mr. Scott to determine what the 

smallest existing house size in Beech Mountain was, and that the Board could use that 

information in determining whether regulation was necessary or desirable.  Mr. Scott had found 

through investigation of aerial photography that there were many homes in Beech Mountain that 

were approximately 850 square feet (several versions of the “round houses”), and there were also 

a very few houses that were even smaller than that- probably around 800 square feet.   

 

Max Riley questioned how small homes affect value of neighboring houses.  Would the 

construction of a tiny home reduce the value of a neighboring large home?  It was discussed that 

the answer probably differed on a case-to-case basis depending on factors such as the proximity 

and appearance of the small home.  It was felt that in general a small home would probably not 

benefit the value of adjacent homes.      

 

Pete Chamberlin questioned whether different size minimums could be imposed on different 

neighborhoods.  James Scott replied that he felt that different minimums could be imposed, but 

the different areas would probably have to run along zoning district lines, not neighborhoods.  Ed 

Evans questioned whether there was even precedent for different minimum values for different 

zoning districts, because he had only seen communities that had a single minimum value.   

 

After much discussion, the Board determined that an appropriate and desirable minimum house 

size would be 1200 square feet above grade on any single floor.  Pete Chamberlin made a motion 

to this effect that was seconded by Max Riley and all Board members were in favor.  James Scott 

would draft such a provision for their review at the following meeting.   

 

Subdivision Requirements for Open Space and Trails: 



James Scott reviewed a draft of an amendment that would require open space and trails in new 

subdivision developments in Beech Mountain.  He reviewed the major components of the 

ordinance, including how much land would be required per development, who would be 

responsible for constructing any improvements such as trails or park amenities, and who would 

be responsible for the maintenance of such property.  He nevertheless asked that the Board 

review the proposed language in greater detail to provide feedback.  The Board commented that 

they though the proposed wording was adequate, but agreed to review further.  Also, the Board 

asked that Town Attorney Four Eggers be specifically consulted on the legality of this provision.   

 

Other Business 

 

Paving of Buckeye Creek Road 

Max Riley asked whether there was any hope that the Town might receive the federal funding 

that had been promised for the paving of Buckeye Creek Road.  Ed Evans replied that he had 

spoken with federal representatives and program staff, and that the Town would not be receiving 

this funding.  Mr. Riley asked that the Town to look into other avenues for paving this road, and 

stressed that access to Beech Mountain from Buckeye Creek Road would be important when the 

state began work on improving NC Highway 105 and access via that route would be delayed or 

impeded.    

 

Survey for Westerly Hills and Buckeye Hills West:   

James Scott discussed that they had previously discussed the benefits of planning for the 

undeveloped areas in Westerly Hills and Buckeye Hills West. As they had previously discussed, 

perhaps the first step would be to reach out to the property owners of this area with a survey to 

get their feedback on their goals for the property.  Mr. Scott discussed that their last discussion 

had centered around whether reaching out to property owners in this area may give them false 

hopes for the development potential of the area, and whether it would encourage them to make 

unreasonable demands that the Town extend infrastructure there.  James Scott suggested that 

perhaps the outreach should focus on whether the property owners would be willing to work with 

the Town on recreation and conservation measures, as those were the uses that the land would 

most readily be useful for, and required little infrastructure.  At the previous meeting, it was 

discussed that the donation of property to the Town for recreation or conservation purposes 

would cost the Town in lost tax revenue.  James Scott stated that he had calculated the tax 

revenue for this area and it was around $26,000/ year total for the 400 vacant parcels in the area.  

This was much lower than had been previously speculated.  After some discussion, it was 

decided that Mr. Scott should work with Recreation Director Sean Royall to develop some 

recreation possibilities for the area, and then develop an appropriate outreach accordingly.   

 

Adjournment: 
There was a motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded and carried unanimously.  

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

      

      

James Scott 

     Staff to the Board 


