
 

City of Newnan 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

Agenda for September 2, 2025 Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 
10:00 AM, Richard A. Bolin Council Chambers, City Hall  

1. Call to Order 

2. Approval of Minutes 

 a. Minutes, July 1, 2025 

3. Public Hearings 

 a. Variance Request - 21 Fresh Bru Drive - 2025-06 

4. Other Business 

5. Adjourn 
  

Any questions prior to the meeting 
should be directed to the Planning and Zoning Department. 

Phone:  770-254-2354 
E-mail:   tdunnavant@newnanga.gov 
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CITY OF NEWNAN 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

Meeting Minutes  
July 1, 2025 
10:00 a.m. 

 
Board Members in Attendance:   Skin Edge, Frank Flournoy, Sally Hensley, Kris Lovell, Ken 

Parker, Cliff Smith 
 
Board Members Absent:               Willie Walton 
      
Others in Attendance:       Tracy Dunnavant, Planning & Zoning Director 
 Dean Smith, Senior Planner 
 Chris Cole, Senior Planner 
     Brad Sears, City Attorney 
     Debbie Snider, Planning & Zoning Administrative Assistant  
     
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chairman Edge called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m. in the Richard A. Bolin Council 
Chambers, City Hall, 25 LaGrange Street.    
 
READING OF THE MINUTES 
 
Chairman Edge asked the Board if they had reviewed the May 6, 2025, meeting minutes. Mr. 
Parker motioned to approve the minutes. Mr. Lovell seconded the motion. 
 

MOTION CARRIED (6-0) 
 
Public Hearing – Variance 2025-05 – 27 College Street, First Baptist Church 
 
Chairman Edge opened the public hearing on Variance 2025-05.  
 
Senior Planner, Chris Cole, gave the staff report and presented visual representations of the 
proposed variance.  He stated the applicant is seeking a reduction of the rear property line 
between itself and the adjacent neighbors at 32 Wesley Street, 30 Wesley Street, and 28 
Wesley Street. Mr. Cole further explained that all properties involved are zoned RU-I, and he 
discussed the setback requirements according to Newnan’s Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Mr. Cole also discussed the applicant’s reasoning for this request. In the past, the property 
lines have been mistaken. Additionally, walls and fences led to further confusion. There has 
simply been a misunderstanding of where the property lines lie, and the homeowners have 

Page 2 of 29



   Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting – 07/01/2025 
 

2 

 

maintained these areas. FBC has voted to give this property, which they have incorporated 
into their landscaping and general yards, to the neighbors.  
Staff further notes that there will be no new construction, only lot splits and an eventual new 
recorded plat that will “clean up” the property lines. Mr. Cole also explained that letters of 
support have been included in his report and no objections have been received.  
 
Chairman Edge called for any questions of staff. Mr. Flournoy asked if this request is to give 
property to the adjoining neighbors. Mr. Cole confirmed this. 
 
Angela White, representing First Baptist Church, approached and was sworn in by Brad Sears. 
She stated that she wanted to thank Mr. Cole and the board for the presentation and their 
consideration. She reiterated that they would like to give this property to the adjoining 
neighbors in this case.  
 
Mr. Parker asked if parcel 28 would be part of this. Mr. Cole confirmed this. Ms. White stated 
that 32, 30, and 28 Wesley Street were the addresses involved with the church’s intent to tidy 
up the property lines. Mr. Parker inquired if 26 would be involved. Ms. White stated that 26 is 
the church playground.  
 
Randy Reese, Wesley Street, approached and was sworn in by Brad Sears. He stated he is in 
support of this variance.    
 
Chairman Edge asked if anyone present was against this project. With no one coming forward, 
the public hearing was closed.  
 
Mr. Flournoy made a motion to approve. Ms. Hensley seconded the motion. 
 

 MOTION CARRIED (6-0) 
 
Public Hearing – Variance 2025-04 – 971 Bullsboro Drive, Raising Cane’s 
 
Chairman Edge opened the public hearing on Variance 2025-04.  
 
Senior Planner, Dean Smith, gave the staff report and presented visual representations of the 
proposed variance. Mr. Smith explained this variance would allow an increase over the 
maximum allowed number of parking spaces for a proposed fast-food restaurant. This 
restaurant is permitted to have a maximum number of 18 parking spaces but is requesting 30. 
Mr. Smith then presented the hardship standards considered for a variance. In addition, Mr. 
Smith noted that the BZA has approved similar requests in 2020 and 2022 for comparable fast 
food/quick service restaurants. 
 
Mr. Smith also discussed the applicant’s reason for this request. The applicant has indicated 
that a large shift, having 20 employees, will make the 18-space maximum insufficient for staff 
and customers. This would result in off-site parking or off-site stacking of cars.  
 
Ms. Hensley asked if the Applebee’s building will be demolished. Mr. Smith confirmed this to 
be his understanding. Ms. Hensley inquired if the employees could park in the nearby 
shopping center. Mr. Sears stated that this would be up to the restrictions and covenants of the 
of the shopping center. Walmart, Hobby Lobby, and Lowe’s control their own lots. Also, the lots 
are owned by different entities.  
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Chairman Edge inquired how many spaces the Applebee’s lot had.  
 
The applicant, Harrison Aiken, was sworn in by Mr. Sears.  He stated that Applebee’s has 90 – 
95 parking spaces.  
 
Chairman Edge asked if there will be a drive through. The applicant confirmed. Ms. Hensley 
asked if the green space depicted would be actual green space. Mike Furbush, City 
Landscape Architect, stated that the project will have to meet City Ordinances. 
 
Chairman Edge asked if anyone present was in opposition. With no one coming forward, the 
public hearing was closed.  
 
Mr. Flournoy made a motion to approve the variance request. Mr. Lovell seconded the motion.  
 

 
MOTION CARRIED (6-0) 

 
New Business 
 
None 
 
ADJOURN 
 
Mr. Flournoy made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:22 a.m. and Mr. Lovell seconded the 
motion. 

 
MOTION CARRIED (6-0) 

 
 
_______________________________________________ 
Chairman Edge 
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City of Newnan, Georgia – Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
Date: September 2, 2025 
 
Application Number: 2025-06 
 
Agenda Item: Variance Request – 21 Fresh Bru Drive 
                      
Prepared and Presented by: Chris Cole, Senior Planner 
 
 

 
Purpose: The purpose of the hearing is to receive public comment on variance request by Dan Tucker for a 
portion of 21 Fresh Bru Drive, which is zoned IHV. The applicant is asking for a variance to allow for outdoor 
storage without being able to locate the outdoor storage to the side or rear of a building (due to the lack of a 
building). The outdoor storage requirement is outlined in Section 3-8(e) of the City of Newnan’s Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
Staff Note – The storage yard (subject property as shown on the Location Map) is part of the operation for  
STAline Waterworks, whose Newnan office is located across Fresh Bru Drive from the subject property. The 
company’s property on the eastern side of Fresh Bru Drive contains an office complex/warehouse and storage 
areas. The company’s property on the western side of Fresh Bru Drive (the subject property) is for storage only. 
The items stored on the subject property, as well as the office property across Fresh Bru Drive, are materials 
used for municipal water systems. The company itself is a wholesale distributor of underground utility solutions. 
The subject property (on the western side of Fresh Bru Drive) is 2.29+/- acres, leaving a remaining 34.71+/- 
acres on the office complex property across Fresh Bru Drive from the subject property. There is no building on 
the subject property. The applicant has also screened the fence along Fresh Bru Drive to help to further block the 
view from drivers. Staff Note – See attached pictures of screened areas.  
 
 
Applicant: Dan Tucker 
                          6595 Old White Mill Road 
  Fairburn, GA 30213 
 
Property Owner:  Williams Lake LLC  
       13 Raintree Court 
       Newnan, GA 30263 
 
Zoning:                Heavy Industrial (IHV) 
 
Present Use:         Storage Yard 
 
Proposed Use:      Storage Yard  
 
Pertinent Regulations: Section 3-8(e) of the Zoning Ordinance 
 
Applicant’s Position:  
 
According to the applicant, “Our plans were approved with a note and flag stating Storage Yard with asphalt 
millings. We have completely finished the Storage Yard and have spent over $900,000.00. It was permitted as a 
part of the property with the building and not a separate project (see attached site plan). This ordinance 
compliance issue came up during the Certificate of Completion inspection. 
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This subject property’s storage yard will be used for seasonal overflow needs and future expansion. The main 
storage yard is located on the east side in the rear and sides of the building. Both storage yards areas have a 
planted 10-foot Landscape Buffer per ordinances. Fresh Bru Drive is a private road and the subject property’s 
storage yard is not visible from a public ROW. STAline Waterworks is the last business before the cul-de-sac 
and this area has very little outside traffic. 
 
This was permitted as one contiguous property so the west side of the road is not a standalone storage yard. It is 
part of the same surveyed property, just located on the opposite side of a private street. The total property is 
approximately 37 acres and both the east and west storage yards are on the same property (which connects 
around the cul-de-sac). The properties are not subdivided at this point.” 
 
Regarding the particular provisions or requirements of the Ordinance that prevent the proposed construction on, 
or use of, the property, the applicant indicated, “All outdoor storage shall be located to the side or rear of the 
building and be screened from public streets.” Regarding the special conditions, circumstances or characteristics 
of the land, building or structure that prevent the use of the land in compliance with the requirements of the 
Ordinance, the applicant indicated, “There are storm drainage easements and electrical easements on this portion 
of the property that reduce the usable area to a point that does not allow space for a building and rear storage 
yard.” 
 
Regarding the particular hardship that would result if the specified provisions or requirements of the Ordinance 
were to be applied to the subject property, the applicant indicated, “We currently have a 15-year lease with the 
tenant that includes this area for a storage yard as it is called out on our permitted plans. The tenant cannot 
operate without this overflow storage area and can terminate their lease.” Regarding the minimum extent to 
which it would be necessary to vary the requirements of the Ordinance in order to permit the proposed 
construction on, or use of, the property, the applicant indicated, “The storage yard area as shown on our 
permitted/approved plans must be allowed for this use in order for the tenant to operate at this new facility. We 
did a custom-designed build to suit the facility for the tenant’s current and future needs.”  
                                                                                          
Basis for Granting Variances: 

The Board of Zoning Appeals shall base its required findings of fact upon particular evidence, such as will not 
be contrary to the public interest, where owing to special conditions, a literal enforcement of the provisions of 
the ordinance will result in unnecessary hardship, but where the spirit of the ordinance shall be observed and 
substantial justice done. No variance shall be considered to allow a use of land or structures which are not 
permitted by the ordinance in the zoning district involved. The hearing authority will base its findings on facts 
and information presented to it in each specific case where the applicant and/or property owner can demonstrate 
that it meets the majority of the following variance/hardship conditions or standards (please see applicant’s 
responses in blue type and staff responses in red type): 

 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in 

question because of its size, shape, or topography; and 
 

2. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of such property involved;  
 
Staff Note – The applicant combined answers for #1 and #2.  
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Applicant’s Response -  
 

 The east side of the property with the building has a stream and an existing common storm pond that has 
a 75-foot impervious setback due to the CCWA lake system. This is an unusual stream setback 
dimension and we were not made aware of this in the design stages until the CCWA responded during 
plan review. This reduced our usable area so we needed more storage yard; the west side of Fresh Bru 
was our only option. This was not denied or commented on during our plan review process. 
 

 Both portions of the property had drastic topography change and we were required to utilize cut and fill 
slopes to create the flat storage yard requirements of the tenant.   

 
 Easements basically restrict the location of a building from being constructed on this part of the property 

and definitely do not allow storage behind a building due to the shallow depth of usable area between 
easements (see attached easement exhibit).   
o We have a 100-foot Georgia Power Transmission Easement, plus a fall zone setback which reduces 

our usable area. 
o We are also encumbered by stormwater easements on the northern and western side of the Storage 

Yard. 
 

Regarding #1, staff believes this proposal works within the confines of the restrictions of the subject 
property’s size (totaling 2.29 acres +/-), shape, and topography. Regarding the subject property’s 
features (as seen on Exhibit A – title highlighted in yellow), the existing 100-foot Georgia Power 
transmissions easements play a large role on the use of the property. This includes the associated fall 
zone setback).  As seen on the Water & Sanitary Sewer As-Built (title highlighted in yellow), the 
subject property also contains stormwater easements (also highlighted in yellow) that affect the use. The 
applicant indicated in conversation that the stormwater easements are limited primarily to required 
zoning setback areas. 

 
Regarding #2, staff believes this proposal is peculiar or special in that no construction is being proposed 
and that the applicant is just dealing with the existing lot constraints.     

 
3. Such conditions were not imposed by the action or will of the owner of the property;  

 
Applicant’s Response - These conditions were not imposed by action or will of the property owner.   

 
4. The application of the Ordinance to the particular piece of property would create an unnecessary 

hardship other than a financial hardship;  
 

Applicant’s Response - If relief is not granted, the western part of this property will basically be 
unusable for its zoned intent.   

 
5. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair the purposes and 

intent of this Ordinance, and furthermore, will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent 
property or unreasonably increase the congestion in public streets, or increase the danger of fire, or 
imperil the public safety, or unreasonably dimmish or impair established property values within the 
surrounding areas, or in any other respect impair the health, safety, comfort, morals or general welfare 
of the inhabitants of the City and is the minimum variance that will make possible the reasonable use of 
the land, building or structures;  

 
Applicant’s Response - Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good. 

 
Staff agrees with the applicant’s response. 
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6. There must be a proved hardship by showing beyond a doubt the inability to make a reasonable use of 
the land if the zoning ordinance were applied literally; and  

 
Applicant’s Response - See the attached easement exhibit that shows the limited usable area that is too 
small for a standalone business/building. 
 

7. The circumstances affecting the property necessitating the variance are sufficiently unique or infrequent 
that it is not feasible to create a broad regulation to amend this Ordinance.  

 
Applicant’s Response - This circumstance is very unique and would not create a broad regulation to 
amend this ordinance. 

  
Staff agrees with the applicant’s response. 

 
Planning Department’s Review and Findings:   
 
As of the date of this report, the City has received no objections from any of the neighboring property owners. 
Regarding the variance request to allow for outdoor storage without being able to locate the outdoor storage to 
the side or rear of a building (due to the lack of a building), staff believes the request is appropriate and will 
present no negative impacts. Staff also believes this proposal works within the restrictions of the lot’s size, 
shape, and topography. 
 
The desire of the applicant to allow for outdoor storage without being able to locate the outdoor storage to the 
side or rear of a building (due to the lack of a building) is not unreasonable and should present no impact upon 
the neighbors. Furthermore, alleviation of the outdoor storage placement requirement will pose no danger to 
future enforcement of the Ordinance, as the intention of the Ordinance is not to irrationally prohibit outdoor 
storage that is not located to the side or rear of a building.  
 
Proposed Staff Condition: 
 
Staff proposes the following condition: 
 

 The property owner shall install and maintain a continuous screening buffer along the property 
boundaries that are visible from a road within ninety (90) days after the adjoining roadway is formally 
accepted into the City street system. The screening shall be subject to review and approval by the 
Planning and Zoning Department. The required screening shall be maintained in good condition in 
perpetuity by the property owner or successor in title. 

 
Staff Note - The portion of road that fronts 21 Fresh Bru Drive is currently a private road. The applicant has 
advised staff that the road will be publicly dedicated at some point in the future.  
 
Options: 
 

A. Approve the variance request 
B. Deny the variance request 
C. Other direction as determined by the Board of Zoning Appeals 

 
Staff’s assessment of the request coincides with Option A, to approve the request. After evaluating the request in 
regard to the City’s variance hardships standards, staff feels that the request meets the following standards: 1, 2, 
5, & 7. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Application 
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21 Fresh Bru Drive - Variance

View of subject property with screened fencing 
looking towards the south on Fresh Bru Drive

Alternate view of subject property looking 
towards the south on Fresh Bru Drive
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21 Fresh Bru Drive - Variance

View of subject property looking towards the 
north on Fresh Bru Drive View of access driveway off Fresh Bru Drive
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21 Fresh Bru Drive - Variance

View of subject property’s storage area
View of subject property looking towards the 

north on Fresh Bru Drive
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21 Fresh Bru Drive - Variance

View of property across Fresh Bru Drive Alternate view across Fresh Bru Drive
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