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August 26, 2024 

7:00 P.M. 

*Please turn off or turn to mute all electronic devices during the
Zoning Board of Appeals Meetings 

1. Call to Order.

2. Pledge of Allegiance.

3. Approval of Agenda.

4. Consideration of the Minutes of the Meeting held on July 22, 2024.

PUBLIC HEARING

5. Consideration of Petition No. A-869-24-A-B – Anthony Holloway, Owner, request
A-869-24-A. Variance to reduce the front yard setback as shown on the Final Plat for
Wesley Forest Subdivision from 100’ to 46.8 to allow an existing primary structure to
remain. A-869-24-B. Variance to reduce the front yard setback as shown on the Final
Plat for Wesley Forest Subdivision from 75’ to 70.9 to allow an existing primary
structure to remain.

6. Consideration of Petition No. A-870-24 – Helen Goodman, Owner, request a variance
to Sec. 110-125. (d)(4)a.2, Reduce the front yard setback from 100’ to 95.6’ to allow
an existing home to remain.

7. Consideration of Petition No. A-871-24-A-B-C – Wright Chancy McBride, LLC,
Owner, request A-871-24-A. Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(2) to reduce the lot width
at building line from 250' to 120' to allow development of a legal nonconforming lot.
A-871-24-B. Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(4)(a)(2) to reduce the front yard setback
from 100' to 55' to allow development of a legal nonconforming lot. A-871-24-C.
Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(6) to reduce the side yard setback from 50' to 25' to
allow development of a legal nonconforming lot.



8. Consideration of Petition No. A-872-24-A-B-C – Wright Chancy McBride, LLC.,
Owner, request A) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(2) to reduce the lot width at building
line from 250’ to 200’ to allow development of a legal nonconforming lot. B)
Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(4)(a)(2) to reduce the rear setback from 75' to 37.5' to
allow development of a legal nonconforming lot. C) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(6)
to reduce the front setbacks from 50' to 25' to allow development of a legal
nonconforming lot.

9. Consideration of Petition No. A-873-24 – Veterans Pkwy and Lees Mill South, LLC.,
Owner, request a variance to Variance to the maximum building height of 35’ to
allow the construction of the new soccer training facility building to exceed the height
by 5’-6”.



Minutes 07/22/2024 

Draft 

THE FAYETTE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS met on July 22, 2024, 
at 7:00 P.M. in the Fayette County Administrative Complex, 140 Stonewall Avenue 
West, Fayetteville, Georgia. 
 
MEMBERS PRESENT:      Bill Beckwith, Chairman                                            

Brian Haren, Vice-Chairman 
Marsha Hopkins 
John Tate 
Anita Davis was absent. 
 

STAFF PRESENT:           Debbie Bell, Planning and Zoning Director 
Deborah Sims, Zoning Administrator 

                                                E. Allison Ivey Cox, County Attorney  
    Maria Binns, Secretary     
             

         
 

1. Call to Order. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance. 

3. Approval of Agenda.  Brian Haren made a motion to approve the agenda. John 
Tate seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

4. Consideration of the Minutes of the Meeting held on June 24, 2024. Bill Beckwith 
asked the board if they had any thoughts or corrections about the minutes.? No one 
responded., if no he asked for a motion. Marsha Hopkins made a motion to 
approve the Minutes of the Meeting on June 24, 2024.  John Tate seconded the 
motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 

5.  Consideration of Petition No. A-863-24 - Bill Entrekin, Agent, for Flat Creek 
Baptist Church, Owner, requests a variance to Sec. 110-169(n), request to reduce 
the front yard setback from 100’ to 50 to allow for the reconstruction of the small 
chapel to be in line with the main sanctuary and the cemetery. Ms. Bell explained 
the church is located between Fayetteville and Peachtree City just outside Highway 
54 the parcel is a legal lot of record, and the property is zoned A-R agricultural 
residential, there is no history of rezoning. The church was constituted in 1836 and 
moved to its current location in 1910.  The sanctuary that they want to rebuild was 
built in 1957. Churches are Conditional Uses, per Sec. 110-169.(2)n.  In most 
instances, a variance is not allowed for a conditional use. However, Sec. 110-
242.(b) provides an exception for legal nonconforming conditional uses to be 
eligible to be considered for a variance. Because this Church has been in this 
location since 1910, it is a legal nonconforming use. It is nonconforming because 
it doesn’t meet the front yard building setbacks.  The road was on a prescriptive 
easement at the time of establishment and there were no specified building setbacks 
at that time. Right of Way for Flat Creek Trail was acquired in the 1960s. The staff 
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assessment of the start nature of the church and cemetery should be considered in 
this request. The main sanctuary is already located with the 50’ setback, as a result 
of the approval of A-297-88, in which a request for a 50’ setback for the sanctuary 
was approved on August 23, 1988. This current request is to maintain the alignment 
of all structures and the cemetery along the road frontage. Ms. Bell proceeded to 
show different types of maps, showing the type of zoning, aerial, etc. She explained 
there are no environmental factors affecting this site, as well as a survey of the 
property. Mr. Bill Entrekin explained he is the project manager on a volunteer basis 
at Flack Creek Baptist Church, he states they intend to remove the building that is 
no longer useful, and we need a different kind of space in different on some of those 
areas. We would like to replace it with a very similar size and shape, even located 
one foot or another, to serve weddings, funerals, and smaller church services. He 
explained as Ms. Bell mentioned before a variance was granted a few years back 
for the main sanctuary and on the opposite side of the right of the structure we are 
talking about standing in Flack Creek facing the building, to the left of it is a 
cemetery that I don’t know the age of it but, the cemetery and the new sanctuary 
structure are in line with one another in terms of the street as is the building we are 
trying to tear it down, it our intention to replace it with a building that does not 
extend any further forward than the cemetery or the sanctuary and it goes back just 
like it its right now. Bill Beckwith asked if anyone was in favor of the petition.? No 
one responded. He also asked if anyone was in opposition.? Since no one responded 
he brought the item back to the board. Mr. Beckwith asked the board if they had 
any questions regarding the petition. Mr. Brian Haren asked for clarification on 
item two, removal of the older Chappel will automatically cause the setback to 
revert from 50 feet to the original 100-foot setback rounding that portion of the 
property insurable. He asked Mr. Entrekin if the structure being replaced was going 
to be extended any further than the current one, correct.? Mr. Entrekin responded 
that is correct, and the reason was when the original setback was established, we 
were asking for a variance for the sanctuary and it was granted for the purpose of 
building a sanctuary, so they did not remove permanently the 100 foot setback to 
50 foot for the entire length of our property, only for that building, for that time 
being if you will. So, when we tear that building down it will automatically reverse 
back to a 100 foot setback. We might shift the building left or right a little bit but 
nothing significant. Bill Beckwith asked for any other comments.? If not, he asked 
for a motion. Brian Haren made a motion to approve Petition No. A-863-24. John 
Tate seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

 
6.  Consideration of Petition No. A-864-24-A – Arthur Ash, III, and Allison Ash, 

Owners, request a variance to Sec. 110-79(c)(1)a., requesting to increase the 
permitted number of accessory structures on a lot of five acres or less from two 
(2) to four (4). Ms. Bell explained where the property was located and the parcel 
information This parcel is a legal lot of record; it is Lot 15 in Forrest Lake II 
Subdivision. The house meets or exceeds the minimum house size for the R-40 
zoning district and was properly permitted in 1985. The current owner applied for 
and received a permit to construct a new detached garage. He had already moved 
2 accessory structures onto the lot and was unaware that there were setback 
requirements for small garden sheds, as an existing garden shed was already 
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located in the setback. The encroachments were discovered when the applicant 
submitted the foundation survey for the new garage. The zoning is R-40, and it 
has very similar residential land use plans all around it, she shows the different 
maps of the site and also the foundation survey for the garage. The staff’s opinion 
is, that while the logistics of removing an accessory structure are challenging due 
to the location of the new building foundation boards, this is not due to the 
geographical/topographical condition of the lot. Mr. Arthur Ash stated he wanted 
to ask for two variances, the first one is to keep the three existing sheds on the 
property, and the second one is to allow them to sit where they currently are 
which is 10 feet from the rear property. He mentioned the board they moved in 
2019 from Coweta County and brought the two sheds they had at their old home 
to the new one, the original cost for the sheds was about eleven thousand dollars 
and they relied on them for their business, since he didn’t encounter any zoning 
issues previously, he was not aware of any zoning regulations when they moved 
to Fayette County. He also states he is building the garage himself and did 
research on what was needed to obtain the building permits to start the process. I 
was informed that he was building so close to the side yard setbacks he was going 
to need a survey done with some foundation form board to be set. I found my two 
side yard boundary stakes pulled the streamline between the two and then marked 
fifteen feet over from that line and told the concrete contractor to build the forms 
there which happens to be exactly in line with the existing driveway, so he 
thought that was going to works perfectly, however, once the surveyor came out 
told me the streamlines weren’t accurate and the forms where fourteen foot from 
the property lines. I was informed but the zoning department I will have to 
remove the foundation site and have it re-survey, which we did and have moved a 
foot and a half just to be safe. The total of that was twenty-four hundred dollars 
and I was notified I have to removed two out of the three buildings since I had 
more than allowed on the site. However, since the foundation site has already 
moved over, and the foundation footer has been duck down there isn't currently 
enough room to fit equipment between the building site and a platform deck that 
we have on the other side of the foundation. Mr. Ash also stated that he called 
some towing companies to see if it was possible to move the sheds and all said 
they wouldn’t be able to do so since there was not enough site clearance to move 
between the foundation site and the platform deck. He added that going back to 
the setback issues moving the building forward isn’t feasible either for a few 
reasons. The first reason is that moving the sheds forward to comply with the rear 
setback will block our only gate to our backyard. This is the only access to the 
septic drain fill, if ever needed repair this will not be possible to access it. The 
second reason is the structural integrity of the middle shed, it’s been there for a 
long time and will not survive to be moved the last reason is the equipment issue 
mentioned before they can't get past the foundation site and the platform. Mr. Ash 
also stated he spoke to all four of his neighbors and they have no objections 
whatsoever. All sheds are in use and full, one is full of lawn equipment and the 
other two are used for our full-time business, which we have a home base 
business, and our attached garage is also full. We need these buildings to keep our 
business running and they also have a storage unit that is one hundred and nine 
dollars in rent another cost to put up in our finance. He asked the board for his 
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petitions to be approved. Bill Beckwith asked if anyone wanted to talk in favor or 
opposition of the petition, but no one responded. He brought back the petition to 
the board; Ms. Anita Davis asked the petitioner if he was building a new garage 
and would use the garage for the purpose to be storing vehicles or business.? Mr. 
Ash responded it was mixed-use, but he wanted to get the vehicle out and put 
business stuff in the attached garage that they have. Ms. Davis also asked if we 
planning on expanding business operations.? He responded yes, since he recently 
quit his job; two years ago, to focus on the business, he also added there is photos 
that show the property with the buildings. Mr. Beckwith acknowledged they had 
the photos in the agenda package. Mr. John Tate asked Mr. Ash for a particular 
photo that shows the deck and two of the sheds are located, he asked what the 
space is between the wood deck and the fence.? Mr. Ash responded between the 
deck and the fence, between the foundation foam boards are nine and a half foot. 
Mr. Tate responded It looks like there is a lot of space on this photo, twenty feet 
at least. Mr. Ash responded no, I measured it yesterday in the rain, and it’s about 
nine and a half feet between the fence and the platform and nine feet between the 
platform deck and the wooded fence. Mr. Tate asked he thought he stated he 
drove his truck back there. Mr. Ash responded no, that between where the 
platform deck is now and between the foundation is where we just have to drive 
the truck, I don’t drive the truck now, but now I will have to drive between the 
foundation and the platform deck. Mr. Tate asked when was the platform built.? 
He responded during covid 2020 it was my stay-at-home project. Mr. Tate asked 
when were the sheds brought in.? Mr. Ash responded when they moved there, the 
middle one, the gray one was an existing shed, and the other two on either side 
were brought in, they were placed in line as far as distance to the rear of the 
property line. Mr. Tate asked if he did not check with any county officials to see if 
those sheds were in violation.? He responded no, because we already had those 
sheds and another detached building in Coweta County so he didn’t know of 
anything like that would be needed. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone else on the 
board had any more questions.? Ms. Bell responded that the staff was unaware 
that the buildings are being used for home occupation use and that the plan for the 
garage is to be used for support of a home occupation use and that is not allowed 
so he will not be able to use those for storage for support a home occupation. Mr. 
Beckwith asked Ms. Bell if he could apply for permission to do that.? Ms. Bell 
responded no, a home occupation is a conditional use, and it isn’t subject to 
variance except for those very unique situations like the church where is a legal 
nonconforming use already. Mr. Beckwith states he knows some cases where 
people do have a home occupation and there are allowed to use their residence for 
that. Ms. Bells responded they're allowed to use their residence, but the accessory 
buildings are not supposed to be used to support or conduct the home occupation. 
Mr. Beckwith asked Ms. Bell if she had any suggestions.? Ms. Bell responded in 
terms of the home occupation he will need to move the storage of his stock into a 
storage unit and not use the accessory buildings to support the home occupation. 
Mr. Beckwith asked but he could use them for storage.? Ms. Bell replied he could 
use them for storage or personal items. Mr. Beckwith asked what about the garage 
he is building.? Ms. Bell responded the same would apply to the garage, any of 
the accessory buildings are subject to that same use requirements. Mr. Beckwith 
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asked Mr. Ash if he understood the situation, and he responded that the end result 
would be everything business would be in the attached garage, he wanted to take 
the car out of there and put it in the new detached garage and all of the stuff in the 
accessory buildings will also have room to go into the detached garage since he 
uses the room above of that garage as well for his home office and everything will 
be within the footprint of the home. Ms. Bell responded that would be 
satisfactory.  Ms. Marsha Hopkins asked about the three units right now, 
eventually the things that are in it that are related to the business will come to the 
attached garage.? Mr. Ash responded yes. Ms. Hopkins replayed back, once the 
units are empty what are those units will be for.? Mr. Ash responded to the middle 
for the use of the lawn and the other two for future project cars. Mr. John Tate 
asked for clarification that there should only be two accessory structures, there are 
already three on the property but now they are asking for a four-one which he 
states he hasn’t found a justification for that allowance for a property that only 
allows for two. Ms. Anita Davis asked Mr. Ash for clarification once you move 
your items from your accessory structures into the newly created, it’s there any 
way you can have those two accessory buildings removed.? Mr. Ash responded 
there was no way to physically move them because he called several towing 
companies, they looked at it and they said their truck were big the sheds were ten 
foot wide. Ms. Davis asked if he could have them removed.? Mr. Ash responded 
he would not want them to tear them down. They are expensive and in impeccable 
condition and it will be a waste, they are well built because they are portable, it 
will be difficult for us to do that, we can’t afford another storage building. Ms. 
Davis asked when you moved into the home you were able to get them back there 
because of the deck you built wants there. He responded yes, the deck was not 
there or the foundation. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone had other discussions.? Ms. 
Hopkins asked about the items that are related to the business, within the scope 
that we are looking up tonight It is a none issue for us if we approve all four of 
these or if we approve the setbacks, it is what it is, and the use is not a 
consideration for this decision. Am I correct.? Ms. Bell responded that it was 
correct. Mr. Beckwith asked for any more discussions regarding petition A-864-
24-A which is the permitted number of accessory structures from 2-4. Ms. 
Hopkins added this is a 1.14-acre property and statically it seems like four 
structures is a lot amount of acres she understands everything the petitioner 
presented and they have other petitioners moving from other counties and they 
weren’t aware of the zonings but that is just not an always a justification but I 
heard what you are saying about the financial aspect but, I have concerns about 
four structures in a small amount of acre. She asked the board If anyone could add 
any other concerns.? Ms. Davis responded that her concern is that what if future 
neighbors don’t like this. Mr. Brian Haren stated that over the last several months 
in meetings, we let people who didn’t do their diligence and lay out their new 
construction, we let them skate. He explained different situations, but he stated 
that Mr. Ash did his diligence but did it twice, and because of that he found that 
he was out of compliance with these structures, I have a problem with the number 
of structures, but he did move the forms to come in compliance and because of 
that I will be in support this petition. He is one of the few that fixed the problems 
he encountered and move forward to get in compliance. Mr. John Tate added 
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doesn’t agree Mr. Ash didn’t do his diligence initially and hopes residents will do 
more often but he can’t find a justification for the four structures in this type of 
property. Mr. Beckwith states that different people moved from other parts of the 
county and the blind side because they didn’t check but Mr. Ash is done, and he 
agreed with Mr. Haren supporting this petition part A. Then he asked for a motion 
if no more discussion. Ms. Hopkins added she fell in the middle, sometimes it 
gets more than what is reasonable under the circumstances, what can we do when 
it gets to that level.? But he rectifies what was pointed at him and she will be in 
support of this petition.   Mr. Beckwith asked for a motion. Brian Haren made a 
motion to approve Petition No. A-864-24-A. Bill Beckwith seconded the motion. 
The motion passed 4-1 with John Tate voting in opposition.   

 
 
7.  Consideration of Petition No. A-864-24-B – Arthur Ash, III, and Allison Ash, 

Owners, request a variance to Sec. 110-137(d)(5), requesting to reduce the rear 
yard building setback in the R-40 zoning district from 30’ to 10’ to allow the 
existing accessory structures to remain. Mr. Beckwith asked Mr. Ash if he would 
like to make a comment about the petition.? He responded when the two other 
buildings brought the existing gray shed and came from the neighbor’s house and 
the previous owner moved it in there and told us it was ten feet away from the 
property line. When brought the other ones, I told the tow truck drivers to align 
them with the one that was already there. That was why I was asking for this 
variance. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone was in favor of this petition.? No one 
responded, then he asked if anyone was in opposition.? No one responded. He 
brought the item back to the board for comments. Mr. Beckwith added that while 
Mr. Ash was doing his diligence in one area, he assumed that the location was 
okay. Basically, he was putting barriers to moving them from their location. He 
asked for a motion to the board. Brian Haren made a motion to approve Petition 
No. A-864-24-B. Anita Davis seconded the motion. The motion passes 4-1 with 
John Tate voting in opposition. 
 

8.    Consideration of Petition No. A-865-24-A – Roland E. Sasser, Jr., Owner, request 
a variance to Sec. 110-79.(e)(1)a., a detached garage located in the front yard is 
required to be within 35’ of the principal structure. The applicant is requesting 
approval for a detached garage in the front yard that is located 169’ from the 
house. Ms. Bell added the other two components so that you are aware of them as 
we go to the presentation to allow a detached garage in the front yard that does 
not match the general residential architectural style of the dwelling. And to allow 
a detached garage in the front yard to omit the connecting breezeway, deck, or 
pergola. The property is located at 139 Lees Lake Road in Fayetteville, and it is 
zoned R-70, 5.7 acres most of the abjection property is also zoned R-70 and the 
land use plan is rural residential. Ms. Bell showed the maps to the board and 
explained to them where the house was on them. As well as the survey of the 
property. It appears that there is room to locate the garage closer to the house, but 
it would be difficult to locate the garage behind the house. There is no apparent 
zoning hardship to support omitting the architectural standards for a detached 
garage in the front yard. She states that we have some letters in support from the 
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neighbors, they were passed to the board by the secretary. Mr. Beckwith asked 
Mr. Sasser to sign the sheet and explained to the board his petitions. Mr. Sasser 
presented himself and stated he had lived in Fayette County for 24 years; he was a 
soldier for 30 years and deployed. He explained he is retired now and moved a 
year ago and bought a second home where he is trying to build a storage building 
without plumbing or electricity, we need it to store our yard equipment and other 
miscellaneous items. I submitted plans to the county and found that to build it to 
code we need to require approval of three variances, where the building will be 
placed, variance for a connected path to the building, which is normally required 
for a garage, but this is not a garage is a storage building and the exterior of the 
building simulate or look like my home. I have been attempting to complete this 
process for many months now and it’s been a lot of factors he explained. He had 
expenses close to three thousand dollars. He referred to the maps and explained to 
the board the location of the house and he stated the back of the house is very 
steep there, and that house from the front to the backdrops about fifteen feet just 
to the back of the house where to build it up to put a building in either one of 
those places on the side is nearly impossible. That’s why he was requesting to put 
the building in the front which is the only flat spot basically that exists to put the 
building there. He also stated you cannot change the elevation where the house is 
located, the shape and the elevation of the land house are already there. There is a 
lake on the back, and he will take down some oak trees close to one hundred years 
old other than building back there will not be a way to enter the space other than 
building an additional road around to the other side and it not doable and we will 
no other use for that road. I also think will be dangerous a safety issue to pour that 
much concrete into the back of the house or even on the side of the house. He 
showed the board exactly where the best place to build it was in the front. He 
spoke to his neighbor, and he has no problem with the building. The other 
variance for me to match my house will require me to build a brick building and 
will be very expensive to do and I don’t see why there should be requirements 
since it will be that far away from the house. Almost everyone in that part of the 
county has a building for storage and I don’t need that because it is not anywhere 
near to be seen near the house or can be seen from the road. He asked the board if 
they granted his petitions. Mr. Beckwith stated the board was going to take those 
three petitions one at a time. Ms. Allison Cox, County Attorney added according 
to the new information that they just got about being this an accessory structure 
and not an attached garage we got a suggestion from legal I will say that instead 
of considering these three separate variances this could be considered a front yard 
accessory which will be a variance to Sec 110-179(e) which you have in your 
package and it says that no residential accessory structure should be located in the 
front yard except a detached garage which we thought we were considering but 
that isn’t what we are hearing it says this is a storage area. Well, if it is a storage 
area then the architectural standards do not apply and neither does the distance 
from the home, that wouldn’t apply either, so could deny the first and the last 
variances and consider the second one as a variance to 110-179 (e) and that can 
grant it or deny based on the fact that this is an accessory structure in the front 
yard that isn’t a detached garage. We are lining up the variance request with 
reality a little bit. Mr. Beckwith responded that would trim a couple of items, Ms. 
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Coz responded it would, but it also lines things up with expectations in the room a 
little bit we are not looking for a detached garage we are looking for an accessory 
structure. So, we should be considering that which is a different variance. Ms. 
Beckwith thanked the county attorney and proceeded with the regular statement 
where he asked if there was anyone in support of the petition.? No one responded. 
Then he asked if there was anyone in opposition.? No one responded. Mr. 
Beckwith brought back the item to the board for discussion and state if he 
understood the suggestion that they can deny petitions “A” and “C”. Ms. Cox 
added to have the hearing and everything as normal since we advertised them but 
“B” if a motion it’s made it should be a motion to allow a variance to Sec 110-179 
(e) to allow an accessory structure in the front yard. Mr. Beckwith asked for a 
motion to A-865-24-A. Brian Haren made a motion to deny Petition No. A-865-
24-A. John Tate seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.    
 

9.  Consideration of Petition No. A-865-24-B – Roland E. Sasser, Jr., Owner, 
requests a variance to Sec. 110-79(e)(1)b, a detached garage located in the front 
yard shall have a residential architectural style. The applicant is requesting to 
approval to construct a detached garage located in the front that does not meet 
these architectural standards. Ms. Bell read the amendment petition A-865-24-B 
as variance to request Sec. 110-79(e) with the request to allow an accessory 
structure in the front yard. Mr. Brian Haren asked that they must first vote to 
approve the amendment and then vote on approval or denial.? Ms. Cox responded 
if the motion is made properly is not an amendment, but we do have to have the 
hearing. Mr. Beckwith asked if there were anyone in the audience who would like 
to speak in favor of the petition.? No one responded. Then he asked if anyone 
would like to speak in opposition.? No one responded. He brought the petition to 
the board. Allison Cox, County Attorney recommended presenting this as a 
variance to Sec 110-79 (e) to allow an accessory structure in the front yard. 
John Tate made a motion to approve Petition No. A-865-24-B. to Sec 110-79 (e) 
to allow an accessory structure in the front yard and construction of the 
building. Brian Haren seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.   
 

10.  Consideration of Petition No. A-865-24-C – Roland E. Sasser, Jr., Owner, 
requests a variance to Sec. 110-79(e)(1)d, a detached garage located in the front 
yard shall be attached to the principal dwelling by a breezeway, deck, or pergola. 
The applicant is requesting to allow a residential accessory structure located in the 
front that does not have a connecting breezeway, deck, or pergola. The board 
asked to go to this particular petition first to make a motion since they have 
spoken about it in petition A-865-A. Mr. Bill Beckwith asked if there was anyone 
in support of the petition A-865-C? No one responded. Then he asked if there was 
anyone in opposition A-865-C? No one responded. Then he brought the petition 
back to the board for a motion. John Tate made a motion to deny Petition No. A-
865-24-C. Bill Beckwith seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.    
 

11.  Consideration of Petition No. A-866-24 – Tim Hester, Owner, requests a variance 
to Sec. 110-79.(c)(1)b., a residential lot is limited to one accessory structure with 
a footprint not to exceed 1800 square feet. The applicant is requesting a variance 
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in the amount of 3000 square feet, to allow an airplane hangar with a footprint of 
4800 square feet. This lot is at 100 Berry Ridge Road, Fayetteville, GA, is zoned 
R-40, and Is 4.2 acres in Coventry Estates, the parcel is a legal lot of record 
documented in a final plat for Coventry Estates in September 1969. The house 
meets or exceeds the minimum house size for the zoning. The current owner 
applied for a permit to construct a new airplane hangar. The unique factor here is 
that Coventry Estates is a flying community, airplane hangars are standard 
structures in the subdivision, so its zoned R-40, and there is a limitation on the 
footprints of those accessory structures but many of the other homes in this 
neighborhood do have airplane hangars since is an airplane community and Mr. 
Hester has provided letters of support from his neighbors and they are in the 
packet. Ms. Bell showed the board the proposal on the maps and explained he 
wanted to remove a couple of carports and replace them with the airplane hangar 
along the side property line. Mr. Hester told the board that they moved in 2003 
mainly because of the runway and he is a retired pilot. He states he has three 
airplanes, and they need to be protected from the elements. He asked the board 
would like to get his petition approved so he can have the new hangar with an 
electrical door for access, where he said would keep his other lawn equipment and 
hope this will increase the value of the home if they ever decide to sell it. He 
spoke to his neighbors and members of the group having their support. Mr. Bill 
Beckwith asked if there was anyone in support of the petition.? No one 
responded. Then he asked if there was anyone in opposition.? No one responded. 
Then he brought the petition back to the board. Mr. Beckwith asked the petitioner 
if he knew the square footage of each structure he already had on the property. 
Mr. Hester responded they were 45x35, there was about eight or nine foot 
between the two, and one of the two was sticking out in the sun which I don’t like 
that either. Mr. Beckwith noticed that on the picture too, and he responded he had 
almost four thousand square feet right now. Mr. Hester responded they had been 
there twenty years. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone on the board had any discussion 
or any questions.? Mr. Brian Haren asked if the two existing structures were 
permitted.? Mr. Hester responded he did not think so, he spoke to the building 
gentleman who told him the temporary building permits were not required, so he 
put them up and left. Mr. Haren asked in today’s date within in a flying 
community, I assume if it is a total of four thousand square footage is that 
adequate.? For storage or protection of general aviation aircraft.? Mr. Hester 
responded what they would like to do is an 80x60 and that would be enough for 
all three. Mr. Haren asked is the community was a PUD or anything like that is 
it.? Ms. Bell responded no; it was developed in 1967 so it didn’t anticipate some 
of the zoning regulations that we have now. Mr. Haren asked if there was nothing 
in zoning that talks about hangars.? Ms. Bell responded typically they are 
permitted in A-R with less limitations and a lot squarer footage is allowable she 
thinks up to five thousand square feet but because of the age of the subdivision 
and the R-40 zoning, we have the limit on the footprint for accessory structures. 
Mr. Beckwith added this is what is known as willow farms on Lester Road. Mr. 
Haren recommended the petitioner to advise the subdivision to pursue a change to 
the zoning to allow larger hangar structures. Mr. John Tate asked if there were 
other accessory structures on the property.? Mr. Hester responded no. Mr. 
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Beckwith asked Ms. Bell, what are the maximum number of square feet.? Ms. 
Bell responded typically for a lot this size the maximum will be 1,800 sq ft. Mr. 
Tate asked if there was nothing in the zoning that covers hangars.? Ms. Bell 
responded hangars are allowed in A-R but because of the type of zoning (R-40) 
because of the age of that neighborhood. Mr. Beckwith asked the petitioner if 
there were any other sizes of hangars he could choose.? Mr. Hester responded if 
he needed to downsize, he probably would, but he wouldn’t have all of his stuff 
covered and that’s why he was requesting this approval. Mr. Haren asked if his 
property was part of that development.? Mr. Hester responded yes. Mr. Tate 
commented he have no problem approval for the petition, and he also made a 
motion. 

           John Tate made a motion to approve Petition No. A-866-24. Marsha Hopkins 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 

 
12.  Consideration of Petition No. A-867-24 – BWR Midgard Self Storage 3, LLC, 

Owner, and Robert Copenhaver, Agent, request a variance to Sec. 110-
173.(3)c.2.(i), the front yard setback on State Route 85 N shall be 100 feet. 
Applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the front yard setback from 100 feet 
to 98.6 feet, to allow Building “D” to encroach into the front yard setback by 1.4 
feet as is build. This is located on North Highway 85; the parcel is a legal lot of 
record and has been zoned C-H (Highway Commercial) since 1971. It was 
originally developed as a retail shopping center in 1994, as the J&R Plaza. 
Midgard is redeveloping the existing buildings and adding new buildings to serve 
as a self-storage business. Building D received a building permit on November 7, 
2023.  Their site plan was initially approved on November 7, 2023. Is zoned C-H 
(Commercial Highway). Ms. Bell shows the location of the proposal on the 
different maps, she states there is some floodplain in the north part of the 
property, what you see is a parking lot not building encroachment, which is not an 
issue. The building plans show the building in the correct location, however, was 
constructed and discovered it was over that front setback. It is staff’s opinion that 
there are no exceptional conditions about the parcel that would justify the 
variance.  The approved site plans were developed using the current property 
lines, which reflect a GDOT right-of-way acquisition that occurred in 2021, well 
before this project was permitted. The building was not built according to the site 
plans. Mr. Jonathan Kasper states he is the council for Midgard, he was there with 
Moshe director of planning development. He explained that the foundation goes 
into the setback line about 1.6 feet, which is minor, and the building structure is 
there they are seeking a variance because a denial will cause a teardown of the 
building that is already there and a great expense. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone 
was in favor of the petition.? No one responded, anyone in opposition, he asked.? 
No one responded. He brought the petition back to the board. Mr. Beckwith asked 
the petitioner what happened, why was 1.6 feet over.? Did it have foamboards 
out.? Mr. Moshe responded yes to the second question first and then he added he 
doesn’t know exactly how that happened if they had the survey layout. Mr. Brian 
Haren asked again if no foundation survey was done before construction 
proceeded.? And the person that set the foamboards did not make sure was 
correct.? Mr. Moshe responded maybe someone bumped into and they thought 
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they were in the right place for it went off a little. Mr. Haren added that this 
happens a lot in this county. Mr. Beckwith states he drove by in that day, and they 
had a big activity. Mr. Jonathan explained that this was an error, they did provide 
the construction company with the proper survey and where the physical structure 
should be located. Unfortunately, this is out of my client’s control, and wouldn’t 
be known if Mr. Moshe would process any foundation survey. Mr. Beckwith 
asked Ms. Bell if this had something to do with GDOT prior to the setback.? Ms. 
Bell responded no it doesn’t, the site plans and the architecture of the plans were 
all based on the new right-of-way line, I checked those measurements to make 
sure there were no discrepancies but the old property line did show on some of the 
old documents that survey submitted to like three years after the acquisition had 
occurred, she states she checked those measurements on all of the approved 
buildings plans and they were correct with the new property lines and that 
difference was like twenty feet, the property lines were twenty feet so it wasn’t a 
thigh distance between the old and property lines. Mr. Beckwith asked if there 
was something done to the highway.? Do they expand it.? Ms. Bell responded 
they are in the process of doing some improvements now, most are in Clayton 
County, but this project includes up to the top of the hill at the intersection on 
Highway 279 as part of that improvement so it's under construction now. Mr. 
Haren asked is that DOT work would come south to this property.? Ms. Bell 
responded its in front of this property, GDOT acquired twenty feet of the right of 
way all the way down Highway 85 on that side but that was three years ago they 
completed that acquisition. Do you know if there are any other work plans 
around.? Mr. Haren asked Ms. Bell. She responded there was going to be a 
continuance of the GA 85 improvements going from down past Corinth Road to 
make some improvements at the corner past Corinth Road intersection. Part of the 
county’s participation in that project is an extension of Corinth Road to provide 
traffic light access to Kenwood Business Park but that will be a couple of years 
from now. But regarding this property, they won’t do anything else that is already 
set. Mr. Haren added the measurements for this encroachment are based on the 
center line of the road.? Ms. Bell responded, no, they are based on the property 
line to the distance current of the building, and the issue is the building structure 
itself. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone else had questions.? Mr. Tate this is not a 
usual case they were a survey done and the structure was put in someone did a 
modification in the field. Mr. Beckwith asked if it was asphalt-based or concrete.? 
Mr. Moshe responded was concrete footing set on a “U” shape and inside that 
there is asphalt and explained how the building and the soundings were positioned 
and built. Mr. Beckwith asked when this project was supposed to be completed.? 
Mr. Moshe replied that it was past due but if approved as soon as possible. Ms. 
Anita Davios commented she understood the expenses of the construction of the 
building but for future projects to be careful. Mr. Moshe responded they had set 
up a policy he would check before any concrete was poured and had the same 
contractor do the same in another job in another state. Mr. Beckwith added if they 
disapprove the petition will put the owner in big loss financially, but he knows 
will make a difference and he would like to make a motion to approve 
it.                                                                                             
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Bill Beckwith made a motion to approve Petition No. A-867-24. Marsha 
Hopkins seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.           

 
13.  Consideration of Petition No. A-868-24-A – James Keith Berggren, Owner, and 

Cole Antley, Agent, request a variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(4)a.2., requesting to 
reduce the front yard setback in the A-R zoning district from 100’ to 50’ to allow 
the construction of a single-family dwelling. Ms. Bell explained the property and 
showed the maps of where is located near Brooks and it is zoned A-R 
(agricultural residential) This parcel is a legal lot of record; it is Lot 4 in Kenley 
Park subdivision, recorded on September 4, 1996. The lot is at the corner of 
Bankstown Road and Kenley Drive.  It is zoned A-R and all standard building 
setbacks apply. It is staff’s opinion that, while there are some geometric 
restrictions on the lot, namely the double-frontage setbacks, there is still ample 
room to build on the lot. It also has some floodplain and riparian buffer 
constraints. The topography of the lot slopes toward the stream on the southeast 
side of the property. It is a flying community. The front yard setback for zoning 
purposes runs parallel to the road, in this case, the front yard setback is a trunk 
carried by a little bit of the runway setback. Ms. Bell explained more about the 
location of the property on the maps, and she added the runway setback is not 
negotiable and he is asking to put a hangar on the other side of the property 
probably on an angle which will cause encroachment on the side property line 
reducing it to a potential 30 feet. Mr. Bill Beckwith asked if anyone was in favor 
of the petition.? No one responded. Ms. Bell responded the applicant was not 
present. Mr. Beckwith stated the board will have to continue without the applicant 
and stated that the zoning board of appeals cannot comment or take any actions 
for the homeowner’s association which is a separate legal body. Whatever the 
HOA says, they will have to decide on the size of the hangar, and the location 
that’s the HOA's responsibility, but what we can do is comment on either 
approved or disapproved county setbacks, and this case has three different 
petitions. Does anyone like to speak in support? No one responded. Anyone 
would like to speak in opposition to petition A-868-24-A.? Melissa Sanford 
explained the neighborhood description, she opposed the petition because she 
thinks if approved, it will be a safety issue for everyone else. She states this lot is 
at the top of the hill, the top of the runway, if permitted this variance would block 
the view for pedestrians, the pilots, and cars. She is unnecessary and should be 
denied. Ms. Davis commented that the proposed building seems unnecessarily 
close to the proper line, and she can’t see why can be built within the proper 
setbacks. Mr. Beckwith added that all they can do is approve or disapprove the 
setback that is requested, whatever happens after that is the HOA's responsibility. 
Mr. Haren asked the staff if any other properties in the subdivision have been 
granted a waiver for a front-back setback.? Ms. Bell responded no. Ms. Hopkins 
asked if there was a vacant lot.? Ms. Bell responded there had never been a house 
on this lot. Mr. Tate commented that there was a better place to build the structure 
and in the absence of that he didn’t seem basis to approve this petition and he 
made a motion for denial.                               
John Tate made a motion to deny Petition No. A-868-24-A. Anita Davis 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0. 
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14. Consideration of Petition No. A-868-24-B – James Keith Berggren, Owner, and 

Cole Antley, Agent, request a variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(4)b., requesting to 
reduce the front yard setback on Kenley Drive from 75 feet to 50 feet to allow the 
construction of an airplane hangar. Mr. Beckwith asked for anyone in support of 
the petition.? No one responded. He asked if there was anyone in opposition.? Mr. 
Kent Gillen introduced himself, he is on the board of the HOA for the 
subdivision. He states they have rules and regulations and that the setback he is 
asking for is closer to Kenley Drive it is a curve road, and the hangar will block 
the view. Mr. Russell Sanford this year is the president of the HOA and there are 
only nine lots there and the objections remain the same, we invested a lot of 
money to be there and it’s a great neighborhood and in the community, no one 
wants it. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone else would like to speak in opposition.? 
But no one responded, Mr. Beckwith brought the item back to the board. Marsha 
Hopkins comment is based on the criteria that we have to evaluate this case, the 
information, and that the petitioner is not present she said she does not see 
anything that is responsive, and because of this she will deny this request. Mr. 
Brian Haren asked Mr. Stanford for the HOA the covenant speaks at all of air 
navigation safety and obstruction mitigation.? He responded, no that will be the 
200 back set from the runway is not buildable, and the other rules they are park 
association. Mr. Haren asked him if the association evaluates does as safety 
issues.? Mr. Stanford said that the hangar would obstruct the view, you wouldn’t 
be able to see what is coming walking, and you wouldn’t be able to see that 
coming from the runway. Mr. Haren replied even not was not a fly issue, it was 
about moving aircraft. Brian Haren made a motion to deny Petition No. A-868-
24-B. Anita Davis seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.            

 
 
15.  Consideration of Petition No. A-868-24-C – James Keith Berggren, Owner, and 

Cole Antley, Agent, request a variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(6), requesting the side 
yard setback on the southwest property line from 50 feet to 35 feet to allow the 
construction of an airplane hangar. Mr. Beckwith asked if anyone would like to 
speak in favor.? No one responded, then he asked if anyone would like to in 
opposition.? Mr. Nathan Miller, he states he lives in the adjacent lot and wanted 
to ask the board if they received the letter they sent.? Mr. Beckwith replied yes. 
Mr. Miller explained in his letter that the proposal for this variance would damage 
his view, this particular lot has more buildable area than more of the other lots in 
the subdivision, and the proponent approached them and said is everything or 
nothing and again has been said these would not pass the standards of the 
architectural committee. Mr. Beckwith brought the item back to the board. Mr. 
Haren and Davis commented they didn’t see a reason to approve this petition.   
Brian Haren made a motion to deny Petition No. A-868-24-C. John Tate 
seconded the motion. The motion passed 5-0.            
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      ************ 
  John Tate made a motion to adjourn. Bill Beckwith seconded the motion.     
  The motion passed unanimously.  
 

 The meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
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 pg. 1 A-869-24 

PETITION NO:  A-869-24-A-B 
 
Requested Action:  A-869-24-A. Variance to reduce the front yard setback on Ginger Cake Road as 
shown on the Final Plat for Wesley Forest Subdivision from 100’ to 46.8 to allow an existing primary 
structure and mechanicals to remain; and A-869-24-B. Variance to reduce the front yard setback on 
Wesley Forest Drive as shown on the Final Plat for Wesley Forest Subdivision from 75’ to 70.9 to 
allow an existing primary structure to remain. 
 
Location:  105 Wesley Forest Drive, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214 
 
Parcel(s): 0529 10001 
 
District/Land Lot(s):  5th District, Land Lot(s) 158  
 
Zoning:   R-70, Single Family Residential 
 
Lot Size:   2 Acres 
 
Owner(s): Anthony Holloway 
 
Agent:   N/A 
 
Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024     
 
REQUEST 
 
Applicant is requesting the following: 
 
A-869-24-A. Variance to reduce the front yard setback on Ginger Cake Road as shown on the Final 
Plat for Wesley Forest Subdivision from 100’ to 46.8 to allow an existing primary structure and 
mechanicals to remain.  
 
A-869-24-B. Variance to reduce the front yard setback on Wesley Forest Drive as shown on the Final 
Plat for Wesley Forest Subdivision from 75’ to 70.9 to allow an existing primary structure to remain. 
 
STAFF ASSESSMENT 
 
The house was built in 2004 and the nonconformances are not the result of actions by the current 
property owner.  Additionally, Ginger Cake Road is classified as a “major thoroughfare/minor 
arterial” and the setback would ordinarily be 75’, but the developer recorded a larger setback. If it 
had been recorded with the normal setback, the encroachment would not be as large as it is in this 
request. Wesley Forest Drive is classified as a “minor thoroughfare/internal local street” and would 
ordinarily have a 50’ front yard setback, but the developer recorded a larger setback of 75’. If the plat 
had been recorded with the normal setback, this variance would not be needed.  
 
  



 pg. 2 A-869-24 

HISTORY 
 
The lot is a legal lot of record as Lot 1 of Wesley Forest Subdivision, recorded in Plat Book 25, Pages 
82-83.  
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-133. - R-70, Single-Family Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the R-70 
zoning district shall be as follows: 

  (1) Lot area per dwelling unit: 87,120 square feet (two acres). 
  (2) Lot width: 
   a. Major thoroughfare: 
    1. Arterial: 175 feet. 
    2. Collector: 175 feet. 
   b. Minor thoroughfare: 150 feet. 
  (3) Floor area: 1,500 square feet. 
  (4) Front yard setback: 
   a. Major thoroughfare: 
    1. Arterial: 75 feet. 
    2. Collector: 75 feet. 
   b. Minor thoroughfare: 50 feet. 
  (5) Rear yard setback: 50 feet. 
  (6) Side yard setback: 25 feet. 
  (7) Height limit: 35 feet. 
 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No objections.  
 Public Works – No objections. 
 Environmental Management – No objections. 
 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance.  
 Department of Building Safety – No comments. 
 Fire – No objections. 
 
 

  



 pg. 3 A-869-24 

VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Staff Assessment   
 

Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
The parcel does have some additional setback requirements because it has 2 road 
frontages.. 
 

2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 

The parcel is subject to the same requirements as all other properties in the neighborhood. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
The house was built in 2004, under prior ownership. 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

The encroachments are not likely to have an adverse impact on the adjoining properties.  
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant is still able to develop the property according to the regulations if the variance is 
not granted.  However, they would not be able to obtain additional building permits for 
additions or improvements or accessory structures. 
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PETITION NO:  A-870-24 
 
Requested Action:   To reduce the front building setback from 100 feet to 95.6 feet to allow an existing 
home to remain. 

 
Location:  310 Lowery Road, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215 
 
Parcel(s): 0418 034 
 
District/Land Lot(s):  4th District, Land Lot(s) 118 
 
Zoning:   A-R, Agricultural Residential 
 
Lot Size:   10 Acres 
 
Owner(s):  Helen Goodman  
 
Agent:   Micah Goodman 
 
Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024     
 
REQUEST 
 
Applicant is requesting the following: 
 

Per Sec. 110-125(d)(4)a.2., the front yard setback on Lowery Road shall be 100 feet. Applicant 
is requesting a variance to reduce the front yard setback from 100’ to 95.6’ to allow an existing 
home to remain. 

 
STAFF ASSESSMENT 
 
Given the fact that the house was built in 1968, prior to paving of Lowery Road, there was no 
violation at the time of construction. The variance is minor and unlikely to have a negative effect on 
any neighboring properties. 
 
 
 
 
  



 pg. 2 A-870-24 

HISTORY 
 
The house was constructed in 1968, so it is currently a legal, nonconforming structure. However, the 
family would like to subdivide the property, so a variance is necessary to allow them to move 
forward. At the time of construction, Lowery Road was unpaved and only a prescriptive right-of-way, 
so the location of the house was not a violation. 
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-125. – A-R, Agricultural-Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the A-R zoning 
district shall be as follows: 

(1) Lot area: 217,800 square feet (five acres). 
 (2) Lot width: 250 feet. 
(3) Floor area: 1,200 square feet. 
(4) Front yard setback: 

a. Major thoroughfare: 
1. Arterial: 100 feet. 
2. Collector: 100 feet. 

b. Minor thoroughfare: 75 feet. 
(5) Rear yard setback: 75 feet. 
(6) Side yard setback: 50 feet. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No comments.  
 Public Works – No objections. 
 Environmental Management – No objections. 
 Environmental Health Department – No objections. 
 Department of Building Safety – No objections. 
 Fire – No objections. 
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VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Staff Assessment   
 

Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
The unique circumstances related to this request are the age of the house and the fact that it 
was constructed before current right-of-way standards for county roads were established. 

 
2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 
The parcel is subject to the same requirements as all other properties in the County. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
The situation is specific to this property. 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

The encroachment is not likely to have a detrimental impact on any other properties.  
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant is still able to develop the parcel under the applicable zoning ordinances but 
could not subdivide the parcel. 
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PETITION NO:  A-871-24 
 
Requested Action:    

A. To reduce the lot width at building line from 250’ to 120’. 
B. To reduce the front yard setback from 100’ to 55’. 
C. To reduce the side yard setback from 50’ to 25’. 

 
Location:  Antioch Road, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215 
 
Parcel(s): 0448 075 
 
District/Land Lot(s):  4th District, Land Lot(s) 118 
 
Zoning:   A-R, Agricultural Residential 
 
Lot Size:   1.374 Acres 
 
Owner(s):  Wright Chancy McBride, LLC  
 
Agent:   Rod Wright; Steven Jones 
 
Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024     
 
REQUEST 
 
Applicant is requesting the following: 
 

A) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(2) to reduce the lot width at building line from 250' to 120' to 
allow development of a legal nonconforming lot.  

B) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(4)(a)(2) to reduce the front yard setback from 100' to 55' to 
allow development of a legal nonconforming lot. 

C) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(6) to reduce the side yard setback from 50' to 25' to allow 
development of a legal nonconforming lot. 

 
STAFF ASSESSMENT 
 
The lot is a legal, nonconforming lot. Per Sec. 110-170. – Nonconformances, a legal nonconforming 
lot may be utilized for the establishment of uses or the placement of structures and improvements, 
as long as, all applicable regulations can be met. Where the dimensional requirements of the zoning 
district cannot be met in terms of the placement of structures and improvements, a variance 
authorized by the zoning board of appeals shall be required.   
 
 
 
 
  



 pg. 2 A-871-24 

HISTORY 
 
This lot is a legal, nonconforming lot and has not been rezoned. Although it was given the same tax 
parcel ID number by the Tax Assessor’s office for billing purposes, it was never combined with 
another lot. Therefore, it is eligible for the uses and structures allowed in the A-R zoning district but 
requires variances to some of the dimensional requirements. 
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-125. – A-R, Agricultural-Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the A-R zoning 
district shall be as follows: 

(1) Lot area: 217,800 square feet (five acres). 
 (2) Lot width: 250 feet. 
(3) Floor area: 1,200 square feet. 
(4) Front yard setback: 

a. Major thoroughfare: 
1. Arterial: 100 feet. 
2. Collector: 100 feet. 

b. Minor thoroughfare: 75 feet. 
(5) Rear yard setback: 75 feet. 
(6) Side yard setback: 50 feet. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No comments.  
 Public Works – No objections. 
 Environmental Management – No objections. 
 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance, 

but there is no guarantee that each lot is suitable for the installation of an onsite sewage 
management system.  

 Department of Building Safety – No objections. 
 Fire – No objections. 
 
 

  



 pg. 3 A-871-24 

VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 

 
Staff Assessment   
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
The lot is a legal nonconforming lot. 

 
2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 
The parcel is subject to the same requirements as all other properties in the County. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
The situation is specific to this property. 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

The reduced setbacks are not likely to have a detrimental impact on any other properties.  
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant would not be able to build on this property without the variances. 
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POOL & CARPORT VISIBLE IN AERIAL HAVE BEEN REMOVED 
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CONCEPT PLAN 
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r-5.

THIS INDENTURE made this 28th day of September, 2023 between

Wright Chancey, LLC

as party or parties of the first part, hereinafter called Grantor, and

Wright Chancey McBride, LLC

Book: 5661 Page: 168 Page 1 of 3
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STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

as party or parties of the second part, hereinafter called Grantee (the words "Grantor” and "Grantee" to include theft-
respective heirs, successors and assigns where the context requires or permits).

WITNESSETH that: Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum ofTEN DOLLARS and other good and
valuable consideration ($10.00) in hand paid at and before the sealing and delivery of these presents, the receipt
whereof is hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained, sold, aliened, conveyed and confirmed, and by these

presents does grant, bargain, sell, alien, convey and confirm unto the said Grantee, the following described property:

Tract 04-48-008

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District of Fayette County, Georgia, being
Tract 1 , containing 125.444 acres more or less, Tract 4, containing 1 .250 acres more or less, and Tract 5, containing

1 .374 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and
Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page

509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereofby reference.

©
LIMITED WARRANTY DEED

Please return to:

Lawson, Beck & Sandlin, LLC
1 125 Commerce Drive, Suite 300

Peachtree City, GA 30269

File # 23-LAW-0839

Att: Lexi Clarke

Parcel Number: 0448008,0448036,0448034

Tract 04-48-036
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District of Fayette County, Georgia, being

Tract 2, containing 15.087 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-
Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in
Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part

hereofby reference.

Tract 04-48-034
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District ofFayette County, Georgia, being

Tract 3, containing 19.999 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-
Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in
Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part

hereofby reference.
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Tract 04-48-008

SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE
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All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 ofthe 4th District of Fayette

County, Georgia, being Tract 4, containing 1.250 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary

survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg.

Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette

County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereof by

reference.

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District ofFayette

County, Georgia, being Tract 5, containing 1 .374 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary

survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg.

Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette

County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereofby

reference.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Continued
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Subject to restrictive covenants and easements of record.

Wright Chancey LLC

'i1 :SS

By: RODWRIG1 'CORP, Member

'ubBCNoi
^Wrigftt, President
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said tract or parcel of land, with all and singular the rights, members and
appurtenances thereof, to the same being, belonging, or in anywise appertaining, to the only proper use, benefit and
behoofof the said Grantee forever in FEE SIMPLE.

AND THE SAID Grantor will warrant and forever defend the right and title to the above described property unto
the said Grantee against the claims ofall persons claiming by through or under Grantor.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has hereunto set grantor's hand and seal this first day and year first above
written.

BY:

Rol

//AS'





pg. 1 A-872-24
STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 

PETITION NO:  A-872-24 

Requested Action:    
A. To reduce the lot width at building line from 250’ to 200’.
B. To reduce the front yard setback from 100’ to 75’.
C. To reduce the side yard setback from 50’ to 25’.

Location:  Antioch Road, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215 

Parcel(s): 0448 075 

District/Land Lot(s):  4th District, Land Lot(s) 118 

Zoning:   A-R, Agricultural Residential 

Lot Size:   1.374 Acres 

Owner(s):  Wright Chancy McBride, LLC  

Agent:   Rod Wright; Steven Jones 

Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024  

REQUEST 

Applicant is requesting the following: 

A) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(2) to reduce the lot width at building line from 250' to 120' to
allow development of a legal nonconforming lot.

B) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(4)(a)(2) to reduce the front yard setback from 100' to 55' to
allow development of a legal nonconforming lot.

C) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(6) to reduce the side yard setback from 50' to 25' to allow
development of a legal nonconforming lot.

STAFF ASSESSMENT 

The lot is a legal, nonconforming lot. Per Sec. 110-170. – Nonconformances, a legal nonconforming 
lot may be utilized for the establishment of uses or the placement of structures and improvements, 
as long as, all applicable regulations can be met. Where the dimensional requirements of the zoning 
district cannot be met in terms of the placement of structures and improvements, a variance 
authorized by the zoning board of appeals shall be required.   



 

 pg. 2 A-872-24 
STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 

  



 

 pg. 3 A-872-24 
STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 

HISTORY 
 
This lot is a legal, nonconforming lot and has not been rezoned. Although it was given the same tax 
parcel ID number by the Tax Assessor’s office for billing purposes, it was never combined with 
another lot. Therefore, it is eligible for the uses and structures allowed in the A-R zoning district but 
requires variances to some of the dimensional requirements. 
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-125. – A-R, Agricultural-Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the A-R zoning 
district shall be as follows: 

(1) Lot area: 217,800 square feet (five acres). 
 (2) Lot width: 250 feet. 
(3) Floor area: 1,200 square feet. 
(4) Front yard setback: 

a. Major thoroughfare: 
1. Arterial: 100 feet. 
2. Collector: 100 feet. 

b. Minor thoroughfare: 75 feet. 
(5) Rear yard setback: 75 feet. 
(6) Side yard setback: 50 feet. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No comments.  
 Public Works – No objections. 
 Environmental Management – No objections. 
 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance, 

but there is no guarantee that each lot is suitable for the installation of an onsite sewage 
management system.  

 Department of Building Safety – No objections. 
 Fire – No objections. 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 

VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 

 
Staff Assessment   
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
The lot is a legal nonconforming lot. 

 
2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 
The parcel is subject to the same requirements as all other properties in the County. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
The situation is specific to this property. 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

The reduced setbacks are not likely to have a detrimental impact on any other properties.  
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant would not be able to build on this property without the variances. 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 

 
POOL & CARPORT VISIBLE IN AERIAL HAVE BEEN REMOVED 
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STAFF REQUESTS TO TABLE TO SEPTEMBER 23, 2024 

 
 

CONCEPT PLAN 
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r-5.

THIS INDENTURE made this 28th day of September, 2023 between

Wright Chancey, LLC

as party or parties of the first part, hereinafter called Grantor, and

Wright Chancey McBride, LLC

Book: 5661 Page: 168 Page 1 of 3
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STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

as party or parties of the second part, hereinafter called Grantee (the words "Grantor” and "Grantee" to include theft-
respective heirs, successors and assigns where the context requires or permits).

WITNESSETH that: Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum ofTEN DOLLARS and other good and
valuable consideration ($10.00) in hand paid at and before the sealing and delivery of these presents, the receipt
whereof is hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained, sold, aliened, conveyed and confirmed, and by these

presents does grant, bargain, sell, alien, convey and confirm unto the said Grantee, the following described property:

Tract 04-48-008

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District of Fayette County, Georgia, being
Tract 1 , containing 125.444 acres more or less, Tract 4, containing 1 .250 acres more or less, and Tract 5, containing

1 .374 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and
Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page

509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereofby reference.

©
LIMITED WARRANTY DEED

Please return to:

Lawson, Beck & Sandlin, LLC
1 125 Commerce Drive, Suite 300

Peachtree City, GA 30269

File # 23-LAW-0839

Att: Lexi Clarke

Parcel Number: 0448008,0448036,0448034

Tract 04-48-036
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District of Fayette County, Georgia, being

Tract 2, containing 15.087 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-
Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in
Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part

hereofby reference.

Tract 04-48-034
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District ofFayette County, Georgia, being

Tract 3, containing 19.999 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-
Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in
Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part

hereofby reference.
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Tract 04-48-008

SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE

Book: 5661 Page: 168 Page 2 of 3
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All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 ofthe 4th District of Fayette

County, Georgia, being Tract 4, containing 1.250 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary

survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg.

Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette

County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereof by

reference.

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District ofFayette

County, Georgia, being Tract 5, containing 1 .374 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary

survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg.

Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette

County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereofby

reference.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Continued
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Subject to restrictive covenants and easements of record.

Wright Chancey LLC

'i1 :SS

By: RODWRIG1 'CORP, Member

'ubBCNoi
^Wrigftt, President
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said tract or parcel of land, with all and singular the rights, members and
appurtenances thereof, to the same being, belonging, or in anywise appertaining, to the only proper use, benefit and
behoofof the said Grantee forever in FEE SIMPLE.

AND THE SAID Grantor will warrant and forever defend the right and title to the above described property unto
the said Grantee against the claims ofall persons claiming by through or under Grantor.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has hereunto set grantor's hand and seal this first day and year first above
written.

BY:

Rol

//AS'
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r-5.

THIS INDENTURE made this 28th day of September, 2023 between

Wright Chancey, LLC

as party or parties of the first part, hereinafter called Grantor, and

Wright Chancey McBride, LLC

Book: 5661 Page: 168 Page 1 of 3
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STATE OF GEORGIA

COUNTY OF FAYETTE

as party or parties of the second part, hereinafter called Grantee (the words "Grantor” and "Grantee" to include theft-
respective heirs, successors and assigns where the context requires or permits).

WITNESSETH that: Grantor, for and in consideration of the sum ofTEN DOLLARS and other good and
valuable consideration ($10.00) in hand paid at and before the sealing and delivery of these presents, the receipt
whereof is hereby acknowledged, has granted, bargained, sold, aliened, conveyed and confirmed, and by these

presents does grant, bargain, sell, alien, convey and confirm unto the said Grantee, the following described property:

Tract 04-48-008

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District of Fayette County, Georgia, being
Tract 1 , containing 125.444 acres more or less, Tract 4, containing 1 .250 acres more or less, and Tract 5, containing

1 .374 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and
Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page

509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereofby reference.

©
LIMITED WARRANTY DEED

Please return to:

Lawson, Beck & Sandlin, LLC
1 125 Commerce Drive, Suite 300

Peachtree City, GA 30269

File # 23-LAW-0839

Att: Lexi Clarke

Parcel Number: 0448008,0448036,0448034

Tract 04-48-036
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District of Fayette County, Georgia, being

Tract 2, containing 15.087 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-
Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in
Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part

hereofby reference.

Tract 04-48-034
All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District ofFayette County, Georgia, being

Tract 3, containing 19.999 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-
Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg. Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in
Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part

hereofby reference.

Doc ID: 011885870003 Type: WD

f« ro^5o:o°
Transfer Tax: $0.00
Fayette, Ga. Clerk Superior Court
Sheila Studdard Clerk of Court

“»5661 "“168-170

CS011885870003



https://search.gsccca.org/Imaging/HTML5Viewer.aspx?id=84589917&key1=5661&key2=168&county=56&countyname=FAYETTE&userid=223376&ap… 2/3

Tract 04-48-008

SIGNATURES ON NEXT PAGE

Book: 5661 Page: 168 Page 2 of 3
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All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 ofthe 4th District of Fayette

County, Georgia, being Tract 4, containing 1.250 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary

survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg.

Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette

County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereof by

reference.

All that tract or parcel of land lying and being in Land Lot 249 of the 4th District ofFayette

County, Georgia, being Tract 5, containing 1 .374 acres more or less, as shown on that boundary

survey for Rod Wright Corp, by Sibley-Miller Surveying and Planning Inc., Tim L. Miller, Reg.

Land Surveyor No. 3150, dated 9/5/2023, as recorded in Plat Book 101, Page 509, Fayette

County, Georgia Records, said plat being incorporated herein and made a part hereofby

reference.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

Continued
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Subject to restrictive covenants and easements of record.

Wright Chancey LLC

'i1 :SS

By: RODWRIG1 'CORP, Member

'ubBCNoi
^Wrigftt, President
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said tract or parcel of land, with all and singular the rights, members and
appurtenances thereof, to the same being, belonging, or in anywise appertaining, to the only proper use, benefit and
behoofof the said Grantee forever in FEE SIMPLE.

AND THE SAID Grantor will warrant and forever defend the right and title to the above described property unto
the said Grantee against the claims ofall persons claiming by through or under Grantor.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has hereunto set grantor's hand and seal this first day and year first above
written.

BY:

Rol

//AS'





 pg. 1 A-873-24 

PETITION NO:  A-873-24 
 
Requested Action:   Applicant is requesting a variance to the building height limit of 35’ to allow a 
height of 40’-6” for the indoor practice facility building. 
 
Location:  Lees Mill Road & Veterans Parkway, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215 
 
Parcel(s): 0707 011 
 
District/Land Lot(s):  5th District, Land Lot(s) 224 & 225; 7th District, Land Lot(s) 13, 14, 15, 18 & 19 
 
Zoning:   A-R, Agricultural Residential 
 
Lot Size:   307.29 Acres 
 
Owner(s):  Veterans Parkway and Lees Mill South, LLC, owner. 
 
Agent:   John Simoneaux, Impact Development South, agent. 
 
Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024     
 
REQUEST 
 
Applicant is requesting the following: 
 

A) Variance to Sec. 110-125(d)(7)a. to increase the maximum height of a building from 35’ to 
40’-6”.  

 
STAFF ASSESSMENT 
 
The building is set below street grade, so the additional height should not have a detrimental impact 
on Lees Mill Road. There is a vegetated buffer between the building complex and the adjacent 
residential property, so the additional height is not expected to have a detrimental impact on 
adjacent properties. 
 
The architectural elements that require the additional height are for clerestory windows that provide 
natural light into the buildings. The area above the height limit is not habitable space. 
 
 
 
 
  



 pg. 2 A-873-24 

HISTORY 
 
This lot is a legal lot of record that was rezoned from R-70 to A-R on January 11, 2024.  
 
The measurement of building height in large structures is defined as noted below, so the 
measurement of the height of an open-roof building is taken at the point where the trusses rest on 
the wall.  
 
In the A-R zoning district, agricultural buildings are allowed to exceed the maximum building height 
if they increase the building setback distances. The proposed location of this building also meets this 
requirement. 
 
Sec. 110-3. – Definitions.  
Building height means the vertical distance of a building measured from the median height of the 
basement level or crawl space to the midpoint of the highest roof. The midpoint shall be measured 
from the ceiling joist of the highest floor level or from where the truss rests on the highest wall for 
open roof structures. For structures constructed without a basement or crawl space, the 
measurement will be taken beginning at the ground floor level.  
 
ZONING REQUIREMENTS 
 
Sec. 110-125. – A-R, Agricultural-Residential District. 
 

(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the A-R zoning 
district shall be as follows: 

(1) Lot area: 217,800 square feet (five acres). 
 (2) Lot width: 250 feet. 
(3) Floor area: 1,200 square feet. 
(4) Front yard setback: 

a. Major thoroughfare: 
1. Arterial: 100 feet. 
2. Collector: 100 feet. 

b. Minor thoroughfare: 75 feet. 
(5) Rear yard setback: 75 feet. 
(6) Side yard setback: 50 feet. 

 
DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS  

 
 Water System – No comments.  
 Public Works – No objections. 
 Environmental Management – No objections. 
 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance, 

but there is no guarantee that each lot is suitable for the installation of an onsite sewage 
management system.  

 Department of Building Safety – No objections. 
 Fire – No objections. 
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VARIANCE SUMMARY & CRITERIA FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
Please refer to the application form for the applicant’s justification of criteria. 

 
Staff Assessment   
 
The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Sec. 110-242. (b) states that in order to grant a 
variance, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions 
below exist.   
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular 

piece of property in question because of its size, shape or topography.   
The lot is a legal nonconforming lot. 

 
2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a 

practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship; and, 
The parcel is subject to the same requirements as all other properties in the County. 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved; and, 
The situation is specific to this property. 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair 
the purposes and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be 
granted for a use of land or building or structure that is prohibited by this Ordinance; 
and 

The reduced setbacks are not likely to have a detrimental impact on any other properties.  
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that 
others in the same District are allowed; and, 

The applicant would not be able to build on this property without the variances. 
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EXISTING TOPOGRAPHY 

 

 
 

SECTION VIEW  
ELEVATION OF BUILDINGS IN 

RELATIONSHIP TO LEES MILL ROAD 
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Fayette County, Georgia
140 Stonewall Avenue West, Suite 202, Fayetteville, GA 30214

770-305-5421

A COMPLETE VARIANCE APPLICATION MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE PLANNING AND ZONING 
DEPARTMENT BY 12:00 NOON ON THE FIRST FRIDAY OF THE MONTH 

Fayette County Planning and Zoning Department
140 Stonewall Avenue West, Suite 202
Fayetteville, GA 30214
Phone: 770- 305-5421
E-mail: zoning@fayettecountyga.gov

APPLICATION FILING FEES

Application Filing Fee: $175.00 (plus $25 for each additional variance requested)

Sign Deposit Fee:  A $20.00 deposit is required (per public hearing sign posted on property).   If the sign 
frame(s) is returned to the Planning and Zoning Department within five (5) working days of the last 
applicable public hearing, the sign deposit will be reimbursed to the applicant.  The application filing fee 
and sign deposit may be combined on one (1) check made payable to Fayette County.   Application 
filing fees may be refunded ONLY when an application request is withdrawn in writing by the applicant 
PRIOR TO placement of the legal advertisement for said public hearing request (at least 30 days before 
scheduled public hearing).

A submittal that is missing any required documents, or that has inaccurate or out-of-date documents, is 
not considered a complete application, and may be moved to a later meeting date. 

Please refer to the checklist on page 7 for a list of required documents.

Compliance with standards. Where an application to the board is initiated due to an existing violation of 
this chapter and said application is denied, the violation shall be required to be corrected within ten 
calendar days of such denial, or as specified by the board, if a greater time period is necessary. The 
maximum extension of the time shall not exceed 30 calendar days.  
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SCHEDULE FOR 2024 ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS APPLICATIONS
(Dates are subject to change with notice.  If a hearing falls on a holiday, a different hearing date will be scheduled.)

Deadline for application is the first Friday of the month by noon.  If the first Friday of the month is on a 
holiday, the application filing deadline is extended to the next business day.   

Variance applications require a public hearing held on the fourth Monday of the month before the Zoning 
Board of Appeals. The Meeting Schedule reflects adjustments for holidays.  The public hearing is held at 
the Fayette County Administrative Complex at Stonewall (located at the southwest corner of SR 54 and SR 
85 in downtown Fayetteville) on the first floor in the Public Meeting Room (near the fountain) and hearings 
begin at 7:00 p.m.  
 

APPLICATION DEADLINES ZBA MEETING DATES 

December 1, 2023 January 22, 2024 

January 5, 2024 February 26, 2024 

February 2, 2024 March 25, 2024 

March 1, 2024 April 22, 2024 

April 5, 2024 May 28, 2024 

May 3. 2024 June 24, 2024 

June 7, 2024 July 22, 2024 

July 5, 2024 August 26, 2024 

August 2, 2024 September 23, 2024 

September 6, 2024 October 28, 2024 

October 4, 2024 November 25, 2024

October 18, 2024 December 16, 2024

December 6, 2024 January 27, 2025 
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FAYETTE COUNTY, GEORGIA 
VARIANCE APPLICATION TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

 
PROPERTY INFORMATION:   

Parcel No. Acreage: Land Lot: Land District:

Address: ____________________________________________________

Existing Zoning:   Requested Zoning:   

Zoning of Surrounding Properties: ___

Existing Use:   

Proposed Use:  

PROPERTY OWNER INFORMATION AGENT/DEVELOPER INFORMATION (If not owner)

Name   

Email   

Address   

City   

State   Zip   

Phone   

Name 

Email   

Address   

City   

State   Zip   

Phone   

(THIS AREA TO BE COMPLETED BY STAFF): 
PETITION NUMBER:  ___________________                                                          

 Application Insufficient due to lack of:   

by Staff:  Date: 

 Application and all required supporting documentation is Sufficient and Complete 

by Staff:  Date: 

DATE OF ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS HEARING:    

Received payment from   a check in the amount of $   

for application filing fee, and $ for deposit on frame for public hearing sign(s). 

Date Paid   Receipt Number:   

  

Permit # 

0542 005 & 0707 011 307.29
13, 14, 15, 18,
19/224, 225 5th & 7th

Lees Mill Road

A-R N/A

R70

Recreation

N/A

Veterans Pkwy and Lees Mill South, LLC

3050 Peachtree Street NW, Suite 740

Atlanta

GA 30305

Impact Development Management

jsimoneaux@impactdm.com

900 Circle 75 Pkwy, Suite 550

Atlanta

GA 30339

404-435-3685
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VARIANCE INFORMATION

Complete the chart below with the information pertaining to each request.  If additional space is needed, 
please provide the information on a separate sheet of paper. 
 

Ordinance/Section  

Requirement 

Proposed Change
 
 

Variance Amount 
 

Ordinance/Section

Requirement 
 

Proposed Change 
 
 

Variance Amount 
 
 

Ordinance/Section  

Requirement 
 
 

Proposed Change 
 
 

Variance Amount 
 
 

VARIANCE SUMMARY

Provide a detailed and specific summary of each request.  If additional space is needed, please 
attach a separate sheet of paper.

Allowable building height is 35' and the building height needed is 40'6".

Variance for 5'6" of additional height.

Sec. 110-66 - Height and density; Section 110-125 - A-R, Agricultural-Residential District (d) (7) a.

No building or other structure shall hereafter be erected or altered so as to exceed the height limit, which for the

A-R district is 35'.

The indoor practice facility for the U.S. Soccer National Training Center (NTC) exceeds the height limit per the zoning code. A variance is needed for 5'6" of

additional height. See attached exhibit that illustrates the building height and the zoning standard.
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JUSTIFICATION OF REQUEST

The Fayette County Zoning Ordinance, Section 110-242 (b) states that in order to grant a variance, the 
Zoning Board of Appeals shall and must find that all five (5) conditions below exist.  Please read each 
standard below and then address each standard with a detailed response.  Attach additional 
information/documentation as necessary. 
 
1. There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to the particular piece of property in 

question because of its size, shape or topography. 
 

 

2. The application of these regulations to this particular piece of property would create a practical 
difficulty or unnecessary hardship. 
 
 
 
 
 

3. Such conditions are peculiar to the particular piece of property involved. 
 
 
 
 
 

4. Relief, if granted, would not cause substantial detriment to the public good or impair the purposes 
and intent of these regulations; provided, however, no variance may be granted for a use of land, 
building, or structure that is prohibited herein. 
 
 
 
 
 

5. A literal interpretation of this Ordinance would deprive the applicant of any rights that others in the 
same zoning district are allowed. 
 
 
 
  

There are extraordinary and exceptional conditions pertaining to this property due to its size and topography. The topography of the site is being

Although, per the code, the height limit is exceeded, the indoor practice facility is located over 900 feet from Lees Mill and the existing grades are

being lowered so at the Lees Mill Rd elevation the top of the indoor practice facility does not exceed the height limit. As a result these changes will

not cause detriment to the public good or impair the purposes and intent of these regulations.

In the A-R zoning district agricultural structures "not normally designed for human occupation" are allowed to exceed the building height

regulation, if the minimum distance from property lines to any building shall be increased one foot for every two feet or part thereof of building

height over 35 feet. The indoor practice facility meets these minimum distance requirements from the property lines and although it will be used for

practices and events, it will not be occupied full time.

This facility is a one of a kind indoor soccer practice facility. While other structures are considered that are allowed to exceed the height regulations,

modified in the design of the facility and the existing elevations at the indoor practice facility are being lowered up to approximately 18 feet. Due

to this change in elevation, although the practice facility exceeds the height regulation, it will sit lower than the height regulation from the Lees Mill

elevation. Due to the size of the property, this indoor practice facility will sit more than 900 feet from the Lees Mill Rd Right of Way.

this use was not considered in the zoning regulations and the height restriction on this use is peculiar to this piece of property.

The application of these regulations would create a practical difficulty and unnecessary hardship to the functional use of the NTC and its

supporting facilities. The building height is required to allow for functional use and playing of soccer and futsal within the building.  A height

restriction would inhibit the functional use of these spaces and would be a detriment to U.S. Soccer’s programming and long term use.
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CHECKLIST OF ITEMS REQUIRED TO BE SUBMITTED FOR ZBA REQUESTS
(All applications/documentation must be complete at the time of submittal, or the application will not be accepted)

 Application form and all required attachments, completed, signed, and notarized (if applicable). 

 Copy of latest recorded deed, including legal description of the boundaries of the subject property, 
including total acreage. 

 One copy of the survey plat of the property, drawn to scale with accurate dimensions, with the following 
indicated: 

a.   Location and size of existing structures (principal and accessory) and improvements on 
the parcel, including type (residential or non-residential), floor area, and accessory uses.  
Structures proposed to be removed must be indicated and labeled as such. 

b.   Minimum setbacks and buffers from all property lines of subject property required in 
the zoning district. 

c.   Location of exits/entrances to the subject property. 
d.   Location of all existing and proposed easements and streets on or adjacent to the 

subject property, indicating width of existing and proposed easements, width of right-of-way, 
and centerline of streets. 

e. Location of all utilities, including well or water lines. 
f.   Location of septic tank, drainfield, and drainfield replacement area. 
g.   Location and elevation of the 100-year flood plain and watershed protection buffers 

and setbacks (if applicable). 
h.   Location of on-site stormwater facilities to include detention or retention facilities (if 

applicable). 
i.   Parking locations, number of parking spaces, and parking bay and aisle dimensions (if 

applicable). 
j.   Location of landscaped areas, buffers, or tree save areas (if applicable). 

 Application filing fee. 
 
 
    

PLANNING AND ZONING STAFF INFORMATION BELOW 
Staff Reviewed By Requirements Proposed 
Name: Lot Size:  
Lot: Width:  
Zoning: Front Setback:  
Flood: Yes/ No MFFE: Side Setback:  
Stream Buffers: Rear Setback:  
Number of Frontages House Size:  


























	A-869-24 Staff Report.pdf
	PETITION NO:  A-869-24-A-B
	Location:  105 Wesley Forest Drive, Fayetteville, Georgia 30214
	Parcel(s): 0529 10001
	Owner(s): Anthony Holloway
	Agent:   N/A
	Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024
	REQUEST
	HISTORY
	(d) Dimensional requirements. The minimum dimensional requirements in the R-70 zoning district shall be as follows:
	(1) Lot area per dwelling unit: 87,120 square feet (two acres).
	(2) Lot width:
	a. Major thoroughfare:
	1. Arterial: 175 feet.
	2. Collector: 175 feet.
	b. Minor thoroughfare: 150 feet.
	(3) Floor area: 1,500 square feet.
	(4) Front yard setback:
	a. Major thoroughfare:
	1. Arterial: 75 feet.
	2. Collector: 75 feet.
	b. Minor thoroughfare: 50 feet.
	(5) Rear yard setback: 50 feet.
	(6) Side yard setback: 25 feet.
	(7) Height limit: 35 feet.
	DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS
	 Water System – No objections.
	 Public Works – No objections.
	 Environmental Management – No objections.
	 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance.
	 Department of Building Safety – No comments.
	 Fire – No objections.

	A-870-24 Staff Report 08.26.2024.pdf
	PETITION NO:  A-870-24
	Location:  310 Lowery Road, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215
	Parcel(s): 0418 034
	Owner(s):  Helen Goodman
	Agent:   Micah Goodman
	Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024
	REQUEST
	HISTORY
	DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS
	 Water System – No comments.
	 Public Works – No objections.
	 Environmental Management – No objections.
	 Environmental Health Department – No objections.
	 Department of Building Safety – No objections.
	 Fire – No objections.

	A-871-24 Staff Report 08.26.2024.pdf
	PETITION NO:  A-871-24
	Location:  Antioch Road, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215
	Parcel(s): 0448 075
	Owner(s):  Wright Chancy McBride, LLC
	Agent:   Rod Wright; Steven Jones
	Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024
	REQUEST
	HISTORY
	DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS
	 Water System – No comments.
	 Public Works – No objections.
	 Environmental Management – No objections.
	 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance, but there is no guarantee that each lot is suitable for the installation of an onsite sewage management system.
	 Department of Building Safety – No objections.
	 Fire – No objections.

	A-872-24 Staff Report 08.26.2024.pdf
	PETITION NO:  A-872-24
	Location:  Antioch Road, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215
	Parcel(s): 0448 075
	Owner(s):  Wright Chancy McBride, LLC
	Agent:   Rod Wright; Steven Jones
	Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024
	REQUEST
	HISTORY
	DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS
	 Water System – No comments.
	 Public Works – No objections.
	 Environmental Management – No objections.
	 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance, but there is no guarantee that each lot is suitable for the installation of an onsite sewage management system.
	 Department of Building Safety – No objections.
	 Fire – No objections.

	A-873-24 Staff Report 08.26.2024.pdf
	PETITION NO:  A-873-24
	Location:  Lees Mill Road & Veterans Parkway, Fayetteville, Georgia 30215
	Parcel(s): 0707 011
	Owner(s):  Veterans Parkway and Lees Mill South, LLC, owner.
	Agent:   John Simoneaux, Impact Development South, agent.
	Zoning Board of Appeal Public Hearing:  August 26, 2024
	REQUEST
	HISTORY
	DEPARTMENTAL COMMENTS
	 Water System – No comments.
	 Public Works – No objections.
	 Environmental Management – No objections.
	 Environmental Health Department – This office has no objection to the proposed variance, but there is no guarantee that each lot is suitable for the installation of an onsite sewage management system.
	 Department of Building Safety – No objections.
	 Fire – No objections.




