
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS  

TOWN OF MINT HILL, NORTH CAROLINA 
MARCH 19, 2014 

 
 

The Board of Commissioners of the Town of Mint Hill met in called session for a workshop on 
Wednesday, March 19, 2014 at 6:00 p.m. in the John M. McEwen Assembly Room, Mint Hill 
Town Hall. 
 

ATTENDANCE 
Mayor: Ted H. Biggers, Jr. 
Commissioners: Lloyd Austin, Carl M. Ellington, Richard Newton and Katrina (Tina) W. Ross 
Town Manager: Brian L. Welch 
Deputy Town Manager: Lee Bailey 
Town Planner: John Hoard 
Town Clerk: Michelle Wells Farrar 
 
 
Mayor Biggers called the meeting to order, ruled a quorum present and the meeting duly 
constituted to carry on business. The purpose of the Workshop was to provide Board members an 
opportunity to discuss building materials in Downtown Mint Hill. 
 
Mayor Biggers had been approached by Town Staff about the building materials in Downtown.  
Preliminary inquiries had prompted the discussion regarding the waivers and/or leniency on 
building materials.  The workshop was called to review the current code and to discuss whether 
it should be modified. 
 
Deputy Manager Bailey stated the initial inquiry regarded the single family detached brick 
requirement.  He stated at a March 23, 2005 meeting, representatives of Brick SouthEast had 
presented information to the Board to emphasize the advantages of adopting a masonry 
ordinance.  At that meeting, masonry was defined as “substantial material laid by masons in 
units” and it was the consensus of the Board that Staff should present a text amendment to 
enhance the Downtown Overlay Code that included: 
 

Single-family detached houses: minimum of 50% of total units shall be brick; minimum of 
50% of total units shall have front porches. 
 
“Approved vinyl” shall be interpreted as “vinyl shakes” 

 
Deputy Manager Bailey stated a public hearing was held and a decision was made for ZC05-10 
on April 14, 2005 where the following changes were adopted: 
 
Amend Subsection 4.1 Detached House- Type A (Street Lot) and Subsection 4.2, Detached 
House- Type B (Alley Lot) as follows: 
 2. Architectural Requirements, A. General Requirements. 



 Delete #1 in its entirety and replace with the following: 1. A minimum of 50% of the total 
dwelling units in the development shall have useable front porches at least six feet deep and 
extending more than 50% of the façade.  With regard to other dwelling units, useable front 
porches and stoops should form a predominate motif of the building design and be located on the 
front and/or side of the home.   
 
 Add a new #6 under 2.  Architectural Requirements.  A. General Requirements to read: 
6. Decorative mailboxes and decorative sign posts shall be uniform throughout the development. 
 
Amend Subsection 4.1 Detached House- Type A (Street Lot) and Subsection 4.2 Detached 
House- Type B (Alley Lot) as follows: 
 2. Architectural Requirements B. Materials 
 Delete #1 in its entirety and replace with the following: 1. A minimum of 50% of the total 
dwelling units shall be brick.  Residential building walls of other units shall be wood clapboard, 
wood shingle, wood drop siding, primed board, wood board and batten, cementitious fiber 
board, brick stone or masonry stucco.  Accessory buildings with a floor area greater than 150 
square feet shall be clad in materials similar in appearance to the principal structure. 
 
Amend Subsection 4.1 Detached House- Type A (Street Lot), Subsection 4.2, Detached House- 
Type B (Alley Lot), and Subsection 4.3 Townhouse, as follows: 
 2. Architectural Requirements. C. Configuration, 3. 
 Add the word “masonry” in front of the word “stucco.” 
 
Amend Subsection 9.0 Miscellaneous Definitions by adding: 
 Vinyl and/or Approved Vinyl Reference to “vinyl” and/or “approved vinyl” in the 
Downtown Overlay Code shall be interpreted to be “architectural grade vinyl shakes” 
 Stucco  Reference to “stucco” in the Downtown Overlay Code shall be interpreted to be 
“masonry (hard-coat) stucco.” 
 
At the public hearing it was noted that Mrs. Sherry Ashley (Planning Director for the Town) 
reiterated that the amendment required 50% of the dwelling units be brick rather than 50% of 
each unit.   
 
Deputy Manager Bailey stated staff was presenting three options for Single-Family, Detached (A 
& B) for consideration that night.   
 
Option 1: 
Leave the language “A minimum of 50% of the total dwelling units shall be brick” and treat any 
requests for waivers or exceptions on a case by case basis in a conditional zoning site plan 
approval. 
 

This option would leave the “strict brick requirement” however, the conditional zoning 
process for relaxation in the requirements if the Board approved the request. 

 
 
 



Option 2:  
Modify the language to state “A minimum of 50% of the total dwelling units shall have masonry 
on all vertical walls of the home, with the exception of approved accent materials on the 
architectural elements such as gables and dormers.”  As in Option 1, any requests for waivers or 
exceptions can be addressed on a case by case basis in a conditional zoning site plan approval. 
 
 Staff felt this option would be a more practical application. 
 
Option 3: 
Delete the language “Minimum of the 50% of the total dwelling units shall be brick” from the 
Single Family Detached (A & B) requirements.  Since Single-Family, Detached units are 
permitted as by-right uses in the Downtown Overlay, this option does not give staff or the Board 
any latitude to require any particular mix or percentage of materials beyond the Downtown Code 
requirements. 
 
Deputy Manager Bailey suggested the Board choose Option #1 or #2.  Option #3 would not 
allow the Board the latitude to require any particular mix or percentage of materials beyond the 
Downtown Code requirements. 
 
Commissioners Ross, Austin and Ellington all preferred Option #2.  Commissioner Austin stated 
Option #2 would allow the Board to entertain waivers or exceptions if the Board liked the look 
and feel of the proposed development.  Mr. Hoard stated the conditional zoning would allow the 
Board to entertain options brought from the builders.  
 
Commissioner Newton stated Option #2 could allow all stucco or stone houses instead of brick 
houses.   Commissioner Ross stated stucco was not a masonry product because it didn’t follow 
the industry standard definition (“substantial material laid by masons in units.”).   It was stated 
“masonry stucco” was added in the referenced subsection. 
 

Amend Subsection 4.1 Detached House- Type A (Street Lot), Subsection 4.2, Detached 
House- Type B (Alley Lot), and Subsection 4.3 Townhouse, as follows: 

  2. Architectural Requirements. C. Configuration, 3. 
  Add the word “masonry” in front of the word “stucco.” 
 
During further discussion it was noted that under our current code houses built near established 
brick neighborhoods may or may not be all brick.  The requirement was for 50% of the total 
dwelling to be brick.  The other 50% could be any other approved materials.  Commissioner 
Austin expressed that 50% of each house would be easier than 50% of each neighborhood.  It 
was noted porch columns, gables, dormers, eaves and soffits would be excluded in determining 
the all brick requirement.   
 
There was much discussion about preserving the integrity of the established neighborhoods and 
materials because of maintenance issues.  Option #2 allowed 50% to be all masonry products.  
Typically, “masonry dwellings” were brick or brick with stone accents.  Deleting stucco from the 
masonry definition was suggested.   
 



The Board agreed it was their desire for builders to come to them if they sought an exception or 
waiver.    
 
Mayor Biggers stated he had visited many communities and beautiful homes.  Almost all had a 
mixture of materials combined with good architecture and a quality appearance and feel.  He 
suggested the Board not preclude those builders from Downtown.  Varying materials were used 
to make the home more attractive, not to cut cost.  He stated many residents had been concerned 
that Brighton Park would lower their property values.  He no longer was contacted by residents 
that had these concerns as the property values weren’t affected.   
 
Commissioner Newton had researched neighborhoods and found brick homes were selling much 
faster than non-brick homes.  He stated there was a benefit to the builder and seller when the 
home was constructed of brick.  It was noted that homes constructed of less expensive materials 
weren’t selling nearly as fast and weren’t retaining their value.  There were many builders who 
couldn’t build fast enough but were using higher quality materials.   
 
Mayor Biggers asked if the lots close to Farmwood East were larger, Deputy Manager Bailey 
said promises had been made by American Asset but they were no longer the owners and since it 
was by-right the promises wouldn’t have to be kept when it was developed.   
 
The Commissioners preferred Option #2 with the term “brick” and “stone” instead of “masonry”.  
If the builders wanted waivers they could come before the Board with their requests.   
 
Deputy Manager Bailey stated a text amendment would be proposed and presented to the Board 
at a later meeting. 
 
Mayor Biggers stated there had been some confusion about the Helms property discussed at their 
January Developers Workshop.  After a brief discussion, the Board was not supportive of 
rezoning the property to the Downtown.   
 
Mayor Biggers asked the Commissioners to contact Manager Welch with any concerns, issues or 
projects by the end of the month to determine if a retreat or workshop was needed.   
 
There being no further discussion to come before the Board at this time, Mayor Biggers 
adjourned the workshop at 6:49 p.m. 
       
 
 
              

Michelle Wells Farrar, Town Clerk 


