
TOWN OF BEECH MOUNTAIN 
Planning Board and Tree Board- Joint Meeting Minutes 

July 28, 2016 

Beech Mountain Town Hall 

 

 

Members Present:  

Board members in attendance included Chairman Andy Porter, Mike Chase, and Pete 

Chamberlin. Tree Board members Renee Castiglione, Marge Bailey, Peter Patton, and Susie 

Knepka were on hand to discuss joint business with the Tree Board and Planning Board.  Town 

Council member Wendell Sauer and Town Manager Ed Evans were also present.  

 

Adoption of Agenda:  
The agenda was adopted as presented. 

 

Approval of Minutes:  

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

The Tree Board noted an error in the May 2, 2016 minutes.  The minutes erroneously did not list 

Peter Patton as being present for that meeting.  The tree board moved to approve the minutes as 

corrected.   

 

Tree Ordinance Amendments: 
James Scott reviewed how both the Planning Board and Tree Board had worked on the proposed 

amendments for quite some time.  He explained that the proposed amendments had been 

reviewed by the Town Council twice, and each time the Council had requested that the Planning 

Board revisit it, most recently proposing that the Planning Board and Tree Board hold a 

combined meeting on the subject in order to come to a consensus about its contents.   

 

The Town Council’s objections to the latest version of the ordinance stemmed mostly from a 

debate about whether the ordinance should be triggered by a distance from the public road, or 

whether debris cleanup should be required when such debris is visible.  James Scott further 

pointed out that there was some sentiment from the Council that debris piles are ecologically 

beneficial and provide homes for animals, and that therefore, such an ordinance would be 

undesirable.  James Scott suggested that a good place to begin discussion on this topic is with the 

most basic question- “do we need such an ordinance at all?” 

 

Peter Patton suggested that no one in the course of these discussions had brought up what is 

perhaps the most important reason for requiring the cleanup of tree debris:  fire protection.  He 

explained that leaving piles of tree debris creates fuel that could result in a hazardous situation.  

Renee Castiglione commented that she felt that aesthetics was also a valid concern, and that 

therefore the trigger for the applicability of the ordinance should be visibility.  Councilman 

Wendel Sauer observed that if the primary reason for having this ordinance was fire protection, 

then neither distance from a roadway nor visibility should be a factor- the debris should be 

cleaned up no matter where it was located.  James Scott remarked that perhaps brush piles closer 

to buildings posed a greater hazard than those farther away.  Andy Porter felt that both aesthetics 

and fire protection were good reasons for implementing these regulations, and that therefore, 



both should be protected.  He suggested that the ordinance be triggered by debris that was visible 

from the roadway or if it was within a certain distance of a structure.  Ed Evans discussed that he 

had had experience with such regulations in other jurisdictions.  He suggested that all debris 

should be required to be removed, regardless of its location.  Because there are some situations in 

which it is truly unreasonable or impractical to require that debris be removed, it was suggested 

that a clause be added to the ordinance that permits the granting of exceptions based upon factors 

such as the location of the trees that have been cut and the practicality of their removal.   

 

A provision that provided a timeframe for the removal of such debris was discussed, specifically 

whether that time period should start from the date the trees were cut or from when a notice was 

issued from the town.  It was decided that all debris should be suitably dealt with within 30 days 

from the date it was cut.   

 

James Scott then re-read the draft ordinance as it stood with the changes decided upon in the 

current meeting.  The Tree Board and the Planning Board both moved to approve the draft 

ordinance and send it to the Council for potential adoption, and the respective motions carried 

with no opposition.   

 

Treating Beech Trees at Sunset Park (Tree Board Agenda Item Discussion): 

James Scott discussed that Beech Bark disease appears to be spreading quite rapidly through 

Beech Mountain, as evidenced by many dying trees.  Local arborist Lear Powell had suggested 

that the Town look into the possibility of treating some Beech Trees, and James Scott had 

offered Sunset Park as a potential location for the project.  While there is no proven treatment for 

Beech Bark disease at a wide scale, James Scott discussed that Lear had done some research on 

this topic and that there was some evidence that individual trees could potentially respond to 

treatment.  Therefore, Mr. Scott questioned whether the tree board would like to formally request 

that the Council approve the expenditure of up to $500 for the treating of Beech trees at Sunset 

Park.  He wanted to stress that although the request was only for $500 in the current budget, for 

the treatment to have any chance at succeeding it would require that treatments continue in future 

years.   

 

It was questioned what the treatments would involve and what the results would likely be.  Peter 

Patton discussed Beech Bark disease and the prognosis for the Beech trees in our area.  He 

explained that treatments for Beech Bark disease are experimental in nature and that there is no 

guarantee that they would work.  There was also discussion of how long recurring treatments 

would be required, but there was no consensus as to an answer.   

 

Although there were many unknowns regarding this potential treatment, it was finally decided 

that the Town should take this small step to try to save its namesake tree, at least in this one 

location.  Marge Bailey made a motion that the Tree Board recommend that the Council approve 

the expenditure of $500 for the treatment of Beech trees at Sunset Park, and said motion passed 

without objection.   

 

Other Business (Tree Board Agenda Item Discussion):   



Susie Knepka stated that several of the trees that she had asked be removed from several town 

landscaping projects had never been removed.  Ed Evans asked her to provide him with a list of 

these trees and he would see to it that they be removed.   

 

(At this time the tree board meeting was concluded and the Planning Board resumed its 

agenda).   

 

Minimum Building Size Requirements: 

James Scott discussed that he regularly receives inquiries as to what is the smallest house that 

one can build in Beech Mountain.  He explained that Beech Mountain currently had no such 

regulation, and that therefore the only governing factor was the NC State Building Code.  Under 

the (Residential) Building Code, a home as small as 150 square feet could be built.  Mr. Scott felt 

that there were many areas in Beech Mountain where existing property owners would likely 

object to such small homes.  He felt that regulation of minimum building size was legal, and 

discussed how several local communities had regulations to this effect.  He questioned whether 

the board felt that such regulation might be necessary.   

 

Andy Porter discussed that in many cases, market value economics will dictate that tiny homes 

will not be built on expensive lots.  The board also discussed that the Town may actually want to 

encourage small homes as an option for several areas (especially Westerly Hills and Buckeye 

Hills West) where traditional development may not be possible due to terrain.   

 

Mike Chase questioned what the smallest existing house in Beech Mountain was.  It was 

discussed that some of the older “round house” chalets were less than 800 square feet.   

 

It was discussed that perhaps a sensible minimum building size should be developed for certain 

areas of Beech Mountain, but that more research was necessary on this topic.   

 

Subdivision Requirements for Open Space and Trails: 

James Scott discussed how at the last meeting the Board had felt that this was a good topic to 

pursue further.  At that time they had requested that Mr. Scott provide them with a map that 

depicted the areas that were likely to be further subdivided in the future.  They also had asked 

that Mr. Scott provide them with examples of how such ordinances are employed in other 

jurisdictions, as well as some examples of the type of developments that result from such 

requirements.  Mr. Scott then passed out examples of ordinances from Indian Trails, NC, C 

 

It was discussed whether the Town could require that certain trails or specific areas be dedicated 

as a condition of subdivision approval.  James Scott replied that he felt it could not.  The other 

ordinances that he had researched on this topic all left the developer flexibility in deciding how 

to meet the requirement for open space and trails.  However, he thought that it may be possible to 

mandate connectivity with other existing or proposed trail systems off of the property.   

 

Mike Chase commented that he thought the proposed ordinance was a good idea.  He 

commented that in 100 years people in Beech Mountain would be glad that we had the foresight 

to plan for these trails and open spaces.  Andy Porter communicated that he felt that it would be 

important for such an ordinance to operate in such a way that property owners were free to 



ensure they could still achieve the highest and best use of their land and maximize their 

investments.   

 

The Board wanted to continue this discussion in the future.  James Scott would continue work on 

developing a draft of a potential open space and trails ordinance for Beech Mountain.    

 

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 the Comprehensive 

Plan Survey issued several years ago had questions that pertained to the development of this 

area.  The results obtained from that survey indicated that most people supported the use of the 

area for recreation and conservation purposes. Ed Evans commented that the respondents to that 

survey were (for the most part) not the owners of the property in question.  It would be more 

important to get feedback from the owners of the property themselves.   

 

James Scott distributed a copy of a draft survey to the property owners of Buckeye Hills West 

and Westerly Hills.  He discussed that he was somewhat concerned that perhaps this survey 

would give the owners of property in these areas unreasonable expectations as to the usability of 

their property.  Because of the lack of sewer or electrical infrastructure, and to a lesser extent 

water infrastructure, combined with difficult terrain, many of the lots hold little or no potential of 

development.  He also did not want to portray to them that the Town was prepared to make large 

expenditures on improving infrastructure in this area, when such expenditures would be costly 

and in fact the Town had other priorities.  Another concern of his was that if the property owners 

in the area felt that their property had development potential, they might be less inclined to 

participate in conservation or recreation initiatives.  Mike Chase suggested that perhaps the 

survey should be re-directed to ask whether the property owners would be interested in 

participating in recreation or conservation measures, instead of focusing on the development 

potential of the property.   

 

The discussion turned to whether property owners would be interested in donating these 

properties to the Town.  Ed Evans was concerned about the loss of tax base that would result 

from the donation of these properties to the Town.  James Scott felt that the tax values of these 

properties were so low that the Town did not in fact receive that much revenue from them.  He 

also felt that having abundant recreation and conservation areas nearby increased the values of 

the other areas of Beech Mountain.  James Scott also contended that it was important to change 

the misconception that trails, conservation areas, and development could not coexist.  He felt that 

having trails and other amenities only increased the value of these properties and could be done 

in such a way that complimented future development.   

 

After much discussion, this item was tabled for Planning Board members to look over the survey 

in greater detail. 

 

Other Business: 

There was no other business at this time.   



 

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

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

      

      

James Scott 

     Staff to the Board 

 

 

 


