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TAB NUMBER AGENDA CATEGORY / ITEM

TAB #1 Minutes of the August 2, 2022 Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting

TAB #2 Variance Request – 30 Bryce Creek Drive

Other Business and Comments by Members of Staff
Public Comments

Adjourn

Unless otherwise posted, all Board of Zoning Appeals Meetings
are held in the:

Richard A. Bolin Council Chambers, City Hall
25 LaGrange Street, Newnan, Georgia 30263

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

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

Meeting Minutes
August 2, 2022

10:00 a.m.

Board Members in Attendance: Skin Edge, Cliff Smith, Sally Hensley, Willie Walton, Frank
Flournoy, Kris Lovell

Board Members Absent: Ken Parker (showed up at the conclusion of the meeting)

Others in Attendance: Tracy Dunnavant, Planning & Zoning Director
Samantha Wood, Planning & Zoning Administrative
Assistant

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Edge called the meeting to order at 9:57 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 minutes from the July 12, 2022
meeting. After no questions or discussion, Lovell motioned to approve the minutes. Flournoy
seconded the motion.

MOTION CARRIED (6-0)

Variance Request for 24 Elm Street
Dunnavant stated that the applicant requested a continuance of the item until the October 4,
2022 meeting. A motion was made by Hensley to continue the variance request until the
October 4, 2022 meeting.  Flournoy seconded the motion.

MOTION CARRIED (6-0)
New Business
Dunnavant advised the Board that there would be a September meeting.

ADJOURN
Hensley motioned to adjourn the meeting at 9:58 a.m. Smith seconded.

MOTION CARRIED (6-0)

_________________________________________________
Chairman Skin Edge



City of Newnan, Georgia – Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
Date: September 6, 2022 
 
Application Number: 2022-14 
 
Agenda Item: Variance Request –30 Bryce Creek Drive 
                      
Prepared and Presented by: Chris Cole, Senior Planner 
 
 

 
Purpose:  To hear a request to reduce the minimum rear setback from the required 30 feet to 18 feet 
to allow for the construction of the renovated deck. 
 
Applicant/Property Owner: Darrell and Erin DeLaney – Applicants/Owners 
     30 Bryce Creek Drive 
     Newnan, GA  30265 
 
Zoning: Urban Residential Single-Family Dwelling District – High Density (RU-

7) 
 
Present Use: Single-Family Residence 
 
Proposed Use: The applicants wish to renovate the existing deck and cover it with a 

roof.   
 
Pertinent Regulations:   Section 4-29(a)(b), Table 4-A of the Zoning Ordinance 
 
Applicants’ Position: The applicants plan to renovate their existing rear deck (that measures 216 
square feet) on the subject property, which is 0.27 acre +/-. The applicants are asking for a variance to 
reduce the minimum rear setback from the required 30 feet to 18 feet to allow for the construction of 
the renovated deck on the same footprint. The existing deck is in compliance with the minimum 
setback requirement (from the rear and side property lines) because the deck is uncovered and meets 
the 5-foot minimum setback required for uncovered decks. Once a deck is covered with a roof, as is 
being proposed, the deck becomes part of the primary structure and thus has to meet the minimum 
setback requirements for principal buildings.   
 
The applicants added, “With regards to the variance, our plan is to keep the deck in its current 
configuration.   We are replacing most of the floor and railings of the deck because they have been 
rotting and falling apart, and are unsafe to walk on.  If the variance is approved, we would like to 
install a cover over the deck with screens filling the area along the sides under the cover.  Our hope is 
that would keep the deck cooler so we could make use of it more, as well as reduce wear and tear from 
exposure to sun and weather.” 
 
Regarding the particular provisions or requirements of the Ordinance that prevent the proposed 
construction on, or use of, the property, the applicants indicated, “We want to put a roof on the deck 
which is 18 feet to the property line. This puts it in the 30-foot setback on the back of the property for 
building expansion.”  
 
 
 
 
 



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 applicants 
indicated, “The deck is in compliance but adding a cover changes the relevant setback. The reason we 
want the cover is for shade and protection of the deck from the elements. The size of the back yard is a 
limiting factor. The existing drainage easements are also a limiting factor to development on the site.” 
 
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 applicants indicated the deck is too hot to 
use and increased wear on the wood has resulted in the need to replace the wood.  
 
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 applicants 
indicated, “Adjust the setback 12 feet from 30 feet to 18 feet to be able to cover the deck.” 
                                                                                          
Basis for Granting Variances: 

The Board of Zoning Appeals shall base its required findings of fact upon particular evidence 
presented to it in each specific case where the property owner can show all of the following to be true: 

A. The strict application of the terms of this Ordinance would effectively prohibit or 
unreasonably restrict utilization of the property because of all of the following: 

 
 There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape, or topography; and, 
 Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of such property involved; and,  
 Such conditions were not imposed by the action or will of the owner of the 

property; and,  
 The application of the Ordinance to the particular piece of property would create an 

unnecessary hardship other than a financial hardship in which the applicant would 
receive a lower rate of financial return on the use of the property if the variance is 
denied; and,  

 Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or 
impair the purposes and intent of this Ordinance. 

 
B. In addition, the Board of Zoning Appeals shall affirmatively determine that: 

 
 The granting of such variance will alleviate a clearly demonstrable hardship 

approaching confiscation, as distinguished from a special privilege or convenience 
sought by the applicant. 

 The condition or situation of the property which gives rise to the need for   
       such variance is not of so general or recurring a nature as to make reasonably     
       practicable the formulation of a general regulation to be adopted as an    
       amendment to this Ordinance. 

 
Recommendation:   
 
Regarding the variance request to reduce the minimum rear setback from the required 30 feet to 18 
feet to allow for the construction of a renovated deck, staff believes the request is appropriate and will 
present no negative impacts. It should be noted that the actual footprint of the existing deck is not 
being expanded during the renovation process. Related to this, there will be no encroachment at all 
towards any side property line or the rear property line. The applicants are just having to deal with the 
fact that their deck’s existing 18-foot setback from the rear property line will not meet the 30-foot 
minimum rear setback requirement once the deck is covered. Staff believes this proposal works within 
the restrictions of the lot’s size, shape, and topography.  



 
After reviewing the information presented by the applicants and comparing it to the basis for granting 
variances, as outlined in the Zoning Ordinance, staff recommends approval of the variance request 
based on the following reasons. The strict application of the terms of the Ordinance would 
unreasonably restrict utilization of the property because the application of the Ordinance to the 
particular piece of property would create a non-financial, unnecessary hardship. Also, relief from the 
Ordinance would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair the purposes and intent 
of the Ordinance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





30 Bryce Creek Drive - Variance

View of existing patio and rear yard showing the current 18-
foot distance between existing patio (to be renovated) and the 
rear property line. Note – The patio will not be extended past 

its current position. Alternate view of existing patio and rear yard

18-foot distance 18-foot distance



30 Bryce Creek Drive - Variance

View of backyard area
View of existing patio and side yard (looking towards 

Bryce Creek Drive)



30 Bryce Creek Drive - Variance

Alternate view of backyard area
View of side yard and the adjacent home at 28 Bryce 

Creek Drive



30 Bryce Creek Drive – Variance

This is a picture of a deck/roofing project the applicants’ contractor provided to them as an example of what the proposed 
renovation would be similar to.  


















