
 

City of Newnan 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

Agenda for October 1, 2024 Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 
10:00 AM, Richard A. Bolin Council Chambers, City Hall 

  

1. Call to Order 

2. Approval of Minutes 

 a. September 3, 2024 Minutes 

3. Public Hearings 

 a. Variance Request 83 Canyon View Drive - 2024-15 

 b. Variance Request - 25 Mansour Circle - 2024-18 

 c. Variance Request - 9 Sherwood Drive - 2024-20 

 d. Variance Request - 10 Sherwood Drive - 2024-21 

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 
September 3, 2024

10:00 a.m.

Board Members in Attendance: Kris Lovell, Cliff Smith, Skin Edge, Ken Parker, Sally 
Hensley

Board Members Absent: Willie Walton, Frank Flournoy
 
Others in Attendance:      Tracy Dunnavant, Planning & Zoning Director

Samantha Wood, Planning & Zoning Administrative 
Assistant
Dean Smith, Senior Planner
Mary Ware, Acting City Attorney

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 August 6, 2024, meeting minutes. 
Lovell motioned to approve the minutes.  Hensley seconded the motion.

MOTION CARRIED (5-0)

Multiple Variance Requests – 33 lots located in the Cottages at Brown Ridge 
development 2024-19

Chairman Edge opened the public hearing.

Dean Smith gave the staff report and stated that this case involves 33 lots in the Cottages at 
Brown Ridge development that were built and then platted, and when initially platted, the lot 
lines were wrong, and it was not initially caught by staff.  Staff later discovered that the lots 
were non-conforming, and each one needs a variance to bring it into compliance with the 
ordinance. 

Parker asked if the submitted site plan was correct.  Dean Smith stated that it was correct; 
however, when the construction plat was done with the street dedication, there was a change 
that was not caught by staff.
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Hensley asked if the developer acted in good faith.  Dean Smith stated that he did not believe 
that the developer had any ill will when the error occurred.  

Hensley asked if it is the same number of lots as previously planned.  Dean Smith stated that it 
was the same number of lots. 

Chairman Edge asked staff what happens if this does not get approved by the board.   Dean 
Smith stated that this is the only way to make the property owners whole.  It was not caught by 
staff and now we have homeowners who have done nothing wrong but have non-conforming 
lots.

Parker stated that it seems like a lot to put on the city staff.  Dean Smith stated that staff can 
make the purpose statement more prominent. 

The applicant, Michael Miller, with Piedmont Residential was sworn in before the board.  Miller 
stated that he was there on behalf of over 30 homeowners who absolutely through no fault of 
their own have found themselves in this situation.  He added that they just want to make things 
right.  Miller said they have been building in the City of Newnan for over 15 years and just want 
to continue contributing to the city. 

Miller said they did not find out about the mistake until one of their homeowners wanted to 
build a fence and they figured out that something was wrong.  He added that some of the lots 
no longer met width and area dimensions.  He added that Piedmont Residential was paying to 
get this error fixed for all of the homeowners.   Miller said in no way did they do this maliciously 
against the city or try to trick the city in any way.  He claimed it was a true accident. 

Parker thanked Miller for stepping up and taking responsibility for the incident and making it 
right for all of the homeowners. 

Hensley asked what exactly the variance is for each lot.  Dean Smith stated that it was to make 
the lots skinnier.

Chairman Edge asked if there was anyone else in attendance that would like to speak in favor 
of this variance request.  

Bryce Ponilla came forward and was sworn in.  He stated that as a purchaser of one of the 
homes he had no idea that this was going on.  Ponilla asked the board if this would have any 
baring on the value of the home.  Dean Smith stated that this just fixes a mistake.  Dunnavant 
added that this just makes the lot conforming. 

Chairman Edge closed the public hearing.

Dean Smith told the board that there is a list with each address hat is affected in their packet.   
He suggested referencing that list when making a motion. 

Hensley made motion to approve the variance request at all 33 address as referenced by the 
spreadsheet in the agenda packet for the September 3, 2024 Board of Zoning Appeals 
meeting.  She  added this is for both lot size and width.  Lovell seconded the motion.  
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MOTION CARRIED (5-0)

Parker asked what the fee was to submit a plat for review.  Dean Smith stated it is $50.00; 
however, staff is in the process of evaluating our fee schedule right now. 

Dunnavant let the board know they would have an October meeting.  

New Business

ADJOURN

Smith made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 10:23 a.m.  Hensley seconded.

MOTION CARRIED (5-0)

_______________________________________________
Chairman Edge
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City of Newnan, Georgia – Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
Date: October 1, 2024 
 
Application Number: 2024-15 
 
Agenda Item: Variance Request –83 Canyon View Drive 
                      
Prepared and Presented by: Chris Cole, Senior Planner 
 
 

 
Purpose:  To hear a variance request to reduce the minimum rear setback in order to extend the existing patio slab and 
to cover it with a roof. The proposed patio extension will be located 18 feet from the rear property line, instead of the 
required 30 feet. 
 
Applicant/Property Owners:    Jorge Mendoza – Applicant / Jorge & Michelle Mendoza – Property Owners 
 
Zoning: Urban Residential Single-Family Dwelling District – High Density (RU-7) 
 
Present Use: Single-Family Residence 
 
Proposed Use:                              Single-Family Residence 
 
Pertinent Regulations:   Section 4-29(a)(b), Table 4-A of the Zoning Ordinance 
 
Applicant’s Position:  
 
Note:  This request was originally scheduled to be heard by the BZA on July 2, 2024.  The request was continued until 
the October 1st, 2024, meeting to afford the time needed to amend the zoning ordinance on the variance standards 
for a hardship.  That has been accomplished now as Council adopted a new ordinance on September 10, 2024.  
 
The applicant wishes to convert his existing rear 12’ x 20’ (240 square feet) concrete slab patio to a 13’ x 27’ (351 
square feet) covered concrete slab patio. The applicant plans to add a roof extension from the house to cover the 
extended patio. The proposed covered patio would be in keeping in design with the existing front patio the applicant 
has on his house (see attached picture of the existing front patio). The existing rear patio is in compliance with the 
minimum setback requirement (from the rear and side property lines) because the patio is uncovered and meets the 5-
foot minimum setback required for an uncovered patio. Once a patio is covered with a roof, as is being proposed, the 
patio becomes part of the primary structure and thus has to meet the minimum setback requirements for principal 
buildings.   
 
The applicant added in part, “I’m requesting the variance because of one simple thing and that is to add a patio to my 
back yard for my family to enjoy and hang out. We have been living at our current address since 2012 and one thing 
we have been wanting to do is add a covered patio to provide shade and to have an additional space for my family.” 
The applicant also indicated the patio which will not be enclosed nor screened. He concluded by stating that currently 
it is not ideal for his family as when the sun sets towards his back yard it can be quite brutal and uncomfortable.  
 
Regarding the particular provisions or requirements of the Ordinance that prevent the proposed construction on, or use 
of, the property, the applicant indicated in part that he is too close to the 30-foot rear setback line. He added that the 
proposed patio addition is 13’ x 27’.  
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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 in part that the rear setback 
requirements prevent his proposed patio expansion. 
 
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 in part, “The house was built with a 12’ x 20’ slab. We just 
want to put in a patio very similar to the front patio. The sun sets towards our back yard and it is brutal to hang out.” 
 
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 plan is to do a 13’ x 27’ 
patio.” 
                                                                                          
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 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;  
 
Staff believes this proposal works within the confines of the natural restrictions of the lot’s small size (totaling 
0.23 acre +/-), shape, and topography. Regarding the subject property’s features, the siting of the existing 
house when constructed led to more available land in the two side yards as opposed to the front or rear 
yards. These existing restrictions limit the amount of developable area and make impossible the ability to do 
any house expansion (including just a covered patio) in the rear yard.  

 
2. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of such property involved;  

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

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

other than a financial hardship;  
 
As seen in the attached pictures, the applicant’s rear yard area is small and any kind of covered addition to 
the rear of the home would require variance approval regarding the rear yard setback. Staff believes 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.   
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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;  
 
The proposed addition is only for the enjoyment of the homeowner and any visitors and should not engender 
any additional traffic. No activity is contemplated to occur that will pollute the neighboring area, nor is there 
any reason to anticipate any activity that will endanger the public. 

 
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  
 
The applicant’s wish to extend a roof over his existing patio will allow his family to better enjoy (providing 
needed shade in particular) the same patio area they have utilized as an uncovered patio for years. The rear 
setback requirement, however, prevents this roof extension from the house. Accordingly, neither the applicant 
nor any future owner of the home would be able to make reasonable use of the backyard area, including any 
addition such as a new covered deck or any kind of room addition, if the zoning ordinance were applied 
literally.  

 
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.  
 
Planning Department’s Review and Findings: 
 
The BZA has ruled affirmatively to allow rear building setback reductions in the following similar past cases: 
 
2014 – 2 Alpine Drive 
2015 -  15 Parks Avenue 
2015 – 11 Worchester Drive 
2015 – 56 Woodland Drive 
2016 – 36 Canyon View Drive 
2016 – 3 Bryce Creek Drive 
2016  - 23 Cliffhaven Circle 
2017 – 55 W. Washington Street 
2018 – 27 Stones Throw Lane 
2020 – 42 Canyon View Drive 
2020 – 27 Cliffhaven Circle 
2021 – 45 Matador Way 
2022 – 30 Bryce Creek Drive 
2023 – 73 Canyon View Drive 
2023 – 189 Cliffhaven Circle 
2024 – 31 Wesley Street 
2024 – 55 Jackson Street 
2024 – 26 Tuxedo Avenue 
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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. Staff 
believes the location of the proposed covered patio extension is appropriate and will present no negative impacts. 
There is also a privacy fence and a natural landscape area between the applicant and the neighbors along the rear 
property line (as seen in the attached pictures). It should also be noted that the proposed patio addition will only 
extend the existing patio by one foot towards the rear property line.   
 
The desire of the applicant to extend the patio slab (with a cover) is not unreasonable and should present no impact 
upon his neighbors. Furthermore, alleviation of the rear setback will pose no danger to future enforcement of the 
Ordinance, as the intention of the Ordinance is not to irrationally prohibit covered patios in residential rear yards.  
 
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 this 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 this request meets the following standards: 1, 4, 5, & 
6 
 
Attachments: 
 
Application 
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View of existing 
12’ x 20’  rear-

yard patio 
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View of rear yard (with 
fence along rear property 
line and landscape area)
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Alternate view of
rear yard
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View of rear yard 
looking towards 

neighbor to the rear
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View of rear yard looking towards 
neighbor to the rear

Alternate view of rear yard looking 
towards neighbor to the rear
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View of applicant’s front patio that the 
proposed rear patio will resemble Alternate view of applicant’s front patio
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City of Newnan, Georgia – Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
Date:  October 1, 2024 
 
Application Number: 2024-18 
 
Agenda Item:  25 Mansour Circle 
                         
Prepared and presented by:  Dean Smith, Senior Planner 
 

 
Purpose:  To hear a variance request to reduce the rear building setback from 35 feet to 19.9 feet for the 
purpose of adding a covered patio addition to the primary structure. 
 
Applicant: Kathryn Owen 
                          25 Mansour Circle 
  Newnan, GA  30263 
                 
Zoning:              Suburban Residential Single-Family Dwelling District-Medium Density (RS-15) 
 
Present Use:       Single family detached residential structure 
 
Proposed Use:   Single family detached residential structure 
 
Pertinent Regulations:   The minimum building setback requirements are outlined in Article 4, Section 4-32,  

         Table4-A of the City of Newnan’s Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Applicant’s Position:    
 
(Note:  This request was originally scheduled to be heard by the BZA on July 2, 2024.  The request was 
continued until the October 1st, 2024, meeting to afford the time needed to amend the zoning ordinance on the 
variance standards for a hardship.  That has been accomplished now (Council adopted a new ordinance on 
September 10, 2024) 
 
The applicant states, in part, “…the rear setback for this property (home constructed in1940) is 35 feet….I am 
seeking approval to construct a covered patio which would reduce the rear setback to 19.9 feet….The home is 
situated with a much larger front yard than backyard…The home sits elevated on a hill and was built with a 
partial basement….the main level of the home has a very flat backyard, but too shallow to construct an outdoor 
living space per the current setback requirement….I will be unable to build a covered patio if the requirements 
of the ordinance are applied…..” 
 
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: 

1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in 
question because of its size, shape, or topography;  
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2. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of such property involved;  

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

4. The application of the Ordinance to the particular piece of property would create an unnecessary 
hardship other than a financial hardship;  

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; 

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 

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.  

 
 
Planning Department’s Review and Findings: 
 
The BZA has ruled affirmatively to allow rear building setback reductions in the following similar past cases: 
 
2014 – 2 Alpine Drive 
2015 -  15 Parks Avenue 
2015 – 11 Worchester Drive 
2015 – 56 Woodland Drive 
2016 – 36 Canyon View Drive 
2016 – 3 Bryce Creek Drive 
2016  - 23 Cliffhaven Circle 
2017 – 55 W. Washington Street 
2018 – 27 Stones Throw Lane 
2020 – 42 Canyon View Drive 
2020 – 27 Cliffhaven Circle 
2021 – 45 Matador Way 
2022 – 30 Bryce Creek Drive 
2023 – 73 Canyon View Drive 
2023 – 189 Cliffhaven Circle 
2024 – 31 Wesley Street 
2024 – 55 Jackson Street 
2024 – 26 Tuxedo Avenue 
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Aerial photograph of subject property, illustrating the house’s 

current location – note that the subject house is approximately 90 

feet from the front property line 
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Current photo of subject house.  The house is undergoing an 

extensive interior and exterior renovation project, of which the 

proposed covered patio is a component. 
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Proposed 

site for 

covered 

patio 
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As of the date of this report, the City has received no objections from any of the neighboring property owners.   
 
The desire of the owners to construct a screened-in porch is not unreasonable and should present no impact 
upon their neighbors. Furthermore, alleviation of the rear setback will pose no danger to future enforcement of 
the Ordinance, as the intention of the Ordinance is not to irrationally prohibit screened-in porches in residential 
rear yards.  
 
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 this 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 this request meets standards: 1, 2, 5 & 7 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Application 
 
 

Reverse view of location of proposed covered patio 
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City of Newnan, Georgia – Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
Date:  October 1, 2024 
 
Application Number: 2024-20 
 
Agenda Item:  9 Sherwood Drive 
                         
Prepared and presented by:  Dean Smith, Senior Planner 
 

 
Purpose:  To hear a variance request to reduce the side building setback from 12 feet to 5 feet, 8 inches for the 
purpose of adding an addition onto the primary structure. 
 
Applicant: Walker Jackson Horne 
                          9 Sherwood Drive 
  Newnan, GA  30263 
                 
Zoning:              Suburban Residential Single-Family Dwelling District-Medium Density (RS-15) 
 
Present Use:       Single family detached residential structure 
 
Proposed Use:   Single family detached residential structure 
 
Pertinent Regulations:   The minimum building setback requirements are outlined in Article 4, Section 4-32,  

         Table4-A of the City of Newnan’s Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Applicant’s Position:    
 
The applicant states, in part, “…I would like to add a new room…the zoning district has a setback of 12 feet, the 
addition will be 5 feet 8 inches from the property line… 
 
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: 

1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in 
question because of its size, shape, or topography; -Width of lot at the road is 122 feet, compared to 
width of rear lot which is 65 feet – lot narrows the further back from the road.  House is set back 77 
feet from the street, putting the house towards the narrow part of the lot. 

2. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of such property involved; the lot’s shape is not 
symmetrical, as compared to the lot shapes of the neighboring properties. 

3. Such conditions were not imposed by the action or will of the owner of the property;  
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4. The application of the Ordinance to the particular piece of property would create an unnecessary 
hardship other than a financial hardship;  

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; - the proposed addition is only for the enjoyment of 
the homeowner and any visitors and should not engender any additional traffic, and no activity is 
contemplated to occur that will pollute the neighboring area, nor is there any reason to anticipate any 
activity that will endanger the public. 

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 – the house was built in 1952 and with a 
growing family, the applicant needs more room.  The inability to add onto the existing structure limits 
the living space of the home and without a variance, renders the living area impractical for the 
applicant’s family. 

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. – with older properties, 
developed and platted prior to the adoption of the current zoning ordinance, there are always specific 
instances where adjustments are needed to improve a house or property.  These requests aren’t 
recurring enough to enact any broad-based legislation and are situation specific. Furthermore, the 
process of evaluating each request on a case-by-case basis, recognizes the need for certain projects to 
be sensitive to the area and any concerns from affected citizens.  

 
Planning Department’s Review and Findings: 
 
The BZA has ruled affirmatively to allow rear building setback reductions in the following similar past cases: 
 
2020 - 209 Jackson Street 
2020 - 39 Dixon Street 
2021 – 8 Brookside Drive 
2021 – 12 Buchanan Street 
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Aerial view of subject house.  Note that the lot width at the road is 

approximately 122 feet, compared to the rear lot width, which is a little over 65 

feet, resulting in a lot that narrows the further you go back.  The house is set 

back from the road by approximately 77 feet, resulting in narrow sides.  The 

house as built in 1952 and at the narrowest point, the house is about 19 feet 

away from the north property line and 14 feet away from the southern property 

line. 

Page 52 of 83



 
 

 
 

The northern side yard is the proposed location for the room 

addition. 
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As of the date of this report, the City has received no objections from any of the neighboring property owners.   
 
It should be noted that Mr. Horne has applied for a building permit.  The building department has approved the 
construction plans, subject to a decision by the BZA on this variance request. 
 
There is significant slope towards the rear and back of the property that render that area unlikely for an 
addition.  There is existing mature tree canopies on the side and rear of the property which, along with an 
existing privacy fence, provides screening for the addition from neighboring properties. 
 
Regarding the variance request to reduce the minimum side setback along from 12 feet to 5.8 feet, staff 
believes the placement of the proposed room addition is appropriate and will present no negative impacts. Staff 
believes this proposal works within the restrictions of the lot’s size, shape, and topography.  
 
 
 
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 this 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 this request meets standards: 1, 2, 5, 6 & 7 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Application 
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City of Newnan, Georgia – Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
Date:  October 1, 2024 
 
Application Number: 2024-21 
 
Agenda Item:  10 Sherwood Drive 
                         
Prepared and presented by:  Dean Smith, Senior Planner 
 

 
Purpose:  To hear a variance request to allow for an increase in the square footage for a detached garage 
structure. 
 
Applicant: Kenneth A. Parker 
  Dianne P. Parker 
                          10 Sherwood Drive 
  Newnan, GA  30263 
                 
Zoning:              Suburban Residential Single-Family Dwelling District-Medium Density (RS-15) 
 
Present Use:       Single family detached residential structure 
 
Proposed Use:   Single family detached residential structure 
 
Pertinent Regulations:   The size criteria for detached garages are set out in Article 3, Section 3-12 (i) of the City  

         of Newnan’s Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Applicant’s Position:    
 
The applicant states, in part, “…The ordinance has a limit of 1,000 square feet for detached [garage] 
structure…We are planning to add a new detached 3 car garage…The elevation change will require a 3’-4’ 
foundation wall to eliminate issues with water runoff….architecturally a two story structure was drawn to 
compliment the existing home elevations…We would like to make the second floor useable space for storage or 
additional living space…The base floor plat is 936 [square feet] resulting in a total square footage of 1,872 
square feet….the minimum requirement would be 872 square feet greater than allowed….” 
 
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: 

1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in 
question because of its size, shape, or topography;  

2. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of such property involved; -the home was built in 
1958 (according to tax records) with a limited garage area.  The home is situated on a corner lot and 
adding to the existing structure with a garage addition impacts the layout of the home and the usability 
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of the property. The existing pool on the east side of the property limits the location for a detached 
garage. 

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

4. The application of the Ordinance to the particular piece of property would create an unnecessary 
hardship other than a financial hardship;  

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; - the proposed detached garage structure is only for 
the enjoyment of the homeowner and their family.  It should not engender any additional traffic, and no 
activity is contemplated to occur that will pollute the neighboring area, nor is there any reason to 
anticipate any activity that will endanger the public. The architectural style of the proposed detached 
garage will complement the style of the primary residence. 

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 – the house was built in 1958.  There is a 
need to accommodate more vehicle storage with a growing family and the proposed garage structure 
provides that opportunity and the possibility of additional living space for future considerations. 

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. – with older properties, 
developed and platted prior to the adoption of the current zoning ordinance, there are always specific 
instances where adjustments are needed to improve a house or property.  These requests aren’t 
recurring enough to enact any broad-based legislation and are situation specific. Furthermore, the 
process of evaluating each request on a case-by-case basis, recognizes the need for certain projects to 
be sensitive to the area and any concerns from affected citizens.  

 
 
Planning Department’s Review and Findings: 
 
The BZA has ruled affirmatively to allow detached garage structures over 1,000 square feet in the following 
similar past cases: 
 
2021 – 31 Alpine Drive 
2022 – 39 Jackson Street 
2023 – 80 Hollis Heights 
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As of the date of this report, the City has received no objections from any of the neighboring property owners.   
 
It should be noted that Mr. Parker has applied for a building permit.  There are existing mature tree canopies on 
the side and rear of the property which will provide screening for the proposed structure. 
 
Regarding the variance request to allow a 1, 872 square foot detached garage structure, staff believes the 
placement of the proposed structure is appropriate and will present no negative impacts.   
 

 

 

Approximate 

area for 

proposed 

garage 
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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 this 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 this request meets standards: 2, 5, 6 & 7 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
Application 
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