
  

 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 6, 2023 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (MARCH 2, 2023) 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 
 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Presentation of the Larry Moran Award of Excellence to That Gumbo Life/Monica Mingo 

 

2. Consider a request for a Variance to square footage requirements for a guest house in an AG 

Agricultural Zoning District. 6325 Brown Road, (GPC #23-11-VAR) 

3. Consider a request for a Variance to square footage requirements for a guest house in an AG 

Agricultural Zoning District. 5412 Campbell Road, (GPC #23-12-VAR) 

4. Consider a request for a Variance to front yard and side yard setback requirements for an 

accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single Family Residential Zoning District. 1408 

Wesleyan Street, (GPC #23-13-VAR) 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
   
 B. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
 
IX. ADJOURN 



  

MARCH 2, 2023  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

 
BE IT REMEMBERED that a meeting of the Gautier Planning Commission of The 

City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on March 2, 2023, at 5:30 PM in the Council 
Chambers of the Gautier Municipal Building at 3330 Highway 90, Gautier, Mississippi. 

 
Commission Members present were: Chairman Kay C. Jamison, Commissioners 

William Davis (by phone), Ricky Decoteau, Josh Ward, and DeAnna McManus. Also 
present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, and Josh Danos, City Attorney (by 
phone). Absent were Chris Hoover and Paul Gainer. 

 

        
AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 2, 2023 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (FEBRUARY 2, 2023) 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 
 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 

 

1. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 

Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark Drive and Martin 

Bluff Road, from C-2 Community Commercial to R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential. (GPC Case No. 23-04-RZ) 

 

2. Consider a request for a Variance to rear and side yard setback requirements for an 

accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 

813 Roys Road, (GPC #23-05-VAR) 

 
 
 



 

 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
   
 B. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
 
IX. ADJOURN 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the Agenda. 

 

Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 
AYES: Josh Ward  
 William Davis 
 Ricky Decoteau 
 Kay C. Jamison 
 DeAnna McManus 
  
ABSENT: Paul Gainer 
 Chris Hoover 
   
 

Motion Passed  
 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the February 2, 2023, minutes. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

          AYES:                 William Davis         
 Josh Ward 
 Ricky Decoteau 

             Kay C. Jamison 
           DeAnna McManus 
 
  ABSENT:        Paul Gainer 
           Chris Hoover 
 
   
Motion Passed  

 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED 
ON THE AGENDA) – None 

 

 



 

 

OLD BUSINESS - None 

 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
 

1. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 

Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark Drive and Martin 

Bluff Road, from C-2 Community Commercial to R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential. (GPC Case No. 23-04-RZ) 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson how a mistake in the zoning would be proven.  
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that would be for the Planning Commission to decide after hearing 
what the applicant presented. Mr. Ankerson said he did not find a mistake in the original 
zoning. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Calvin Galloway for a Rezoning of 
property known as Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark Drive 
and Martin Bluff Road, from C-2 Community Commercial to R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential. The total acreage of the parcel is approximately 2.38 acres. The application 
fee of $300 was paid on December 27, 2022. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the procedure 
to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission (GPC) shall 
review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation to the City 
Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare justifies such 
action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council findings that the 
required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location:  Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark Drive and 
Martin Bluff Road. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial.  (See Exhibit B) 
 

UDO 5.3.8 C-2, Community Commercial District - Purpose and intent. The 
purpose of this district is to provide areas of medium density commercial including a 
mixture of retail, professional services, and studios which cluster together. 



 

 

Community Commercial Districts are located primarily along transportation collectors 
such as Gautier-Vancleave. The co-location of professional services and civic uses 
shall be encouraged to strengthen industry and provide an attractive, pedestrian 
scale commercial corridor into the City. 

 
UDO 5.3.3 R-1, Low Density Single-Family Residential District - Purpose and 

intent. The purpose of this district is to provide areas where the principal use of land 
is for single-family detached dwelling units and related recreational facilities which 
complement the area and provide a balanced and attractive residential area. R-1 
areas are to be specifically designed to provide for the quiet enjoyment of the uses 
therein. They should have well defined boundaries and be protected from the 
encroachment of commercial uses and heavy through traffic. 

 
 

DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, 
corner of Lark Drive and Martin Bluff Road.  
 
Location: Ward 5 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: C-2 Community Commercial 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use:  Low Density Residential.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial to the North, South and East.  Low 
Density Single-Family Residential to the West. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned C-2 Community Commercial.  
        
REVIEW CRITERIA: 

 
The Planning Commission, in its report and recommendation to the City Council on the 
appropriateness of the request, shall study and consider the following criteria and record 
that the evidence presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO, if applicable.  
 

A. There was a mistake in the original zoning; or 

B. The character of the surrounding area has changed to such an extent as 
to justify rezoning AND there is a public need for additional property to 
be zoned in accordance with the request. 

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the applicant 
has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria items above 
have been met. 
 



STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence presented 
meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, the 
Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from C-2 

Community Commercial to R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
Calvin Galloway, the applicant, stated that he originally wanted to build a strip mall on the 
property and rent the building out. After talking to a few people in the area who didn’t really 
like that idea he decided to see if he could split the property into five lots and build houses 
on them.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked Mr. Galloway if he planned to fall back on his original 
plan for the strip mall if he could not get the property rezoned too Residential. 
 
Mr. Galloway stated that was his plan. 
 
Jeff Holloway, Springridge Road resident, said he would much rather have a house built 
on the property instead of a business because of the traffic, trash and noise it would attract. 
He also stated that there was a major drainage problem on Springridge Road and Lark 
Drive, especially since the lots on Lark Drive have been cleared. 
 
Commissioner Ward advised him to talk to ClearWater Solutions and his Councilman 
regarding the drainage issue. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that if a commercial development were to be brought into the 
property they would have to insure in the plans and engineering that post-development 
storm water runoff did not exceed pre-development storm water runoff. Whether they put 



 

 

in retention/detention ponds or swales, they have to let the water off the property at the 
same rate it ran off before the development. Individual residential lots would need a storm 
water runoff plan showing where they intended to send the runoff which should be to the 
City’s drainage right-of-way. 
 
Edna Wells, Lark Drive resident, said she objected to the rezoning because five new 
houses would make the area very congested. She said she would rather see three houses 
instead of five. She stated that the development would decrease the value of houses that 
have been there for over 25 years. She also mentioned there was a major flooding problem 
in the area. 
 
Chairman Jamison reminded Ms. Wells that with the current zoning a strip mall could be 
built on the property. 
 
Commissioner Ward explained to Ms. Wells that a commercial building could be just as 
big as five houses and as far as the traffic and parking a commercial building would have 
a parking lot with traffic coming in and out.  
 
Mr. Ankerson reminded everyone that the request being considered was for rezoning not 
about how many houses could be built. If the Council approves the request, Mr. Galloway 
could build as many houses on the property as the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
will allow him to and they would face Martin Bluff Road. The lot size requirement for R-1 is 
9600 square feet. 
 
Dorothy Shaw, Lark Drive resident, asked if all the cleared property was zoned C-2. 
 
Commissioner Ward advised that the entire lot in question was zoned C-2. 
 
Mr. Galloway said that some of the cleared area was zoned Residential. The lot in question 
runs 500 feet along Martin Bluff Road and is 200 feet deep back down Lark Drive. 
 
For clarity, Chairman Jamison asked Ms. Shaw if she was opposed to the rezoning of the 
property to R-1. 
 
Ms. Shaw said her concerns were the same as Ms. Wells and the Commission had already 
addressed that. She feels there will be too many houses. She also is very opposed to the 
property being developed as commercial because of the traffic congestion it would create 
and it is too close to the residential area.  
 
Arlene Bostic, Lark Drive resident, stated that she owned one of the first houses built on 
Lark Drive and at that time you had to have a certain amount of land to build on. She 
wanted to know why that had changed. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that a certain amount of land was still required for building a 
house, but the requirements had probably changed since she built her house. When 
Chairman Jamison asked Ms. Bostic which zoning, she preferred for the property Ms. 
Bostic stated that she wasn’t sure. 
 
Vernon Joseph Williams, Lark Drive resident, stated that he would like to see the property 
stay Commercial. 



 
Commissioner McManus noted that on the Existing Zoning Map in the packet there were 
houses on property zoned C-2. She asked Mr. Ankerson how that had happened. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that those houses were grandfathered in. In 2010 when the City 
did a Comprehensive Plan 2030 there was some rezoning done along some of the corridor 
roads to allow commercial properties.  
 
Commissioner Ward noted that the Future Land Use Map showed the property as Low 
Density Residential.  
 
When asked by Chairman Jamison why the Comprehensive Plan would rezone the area 
to C-2 and then show the Future Land Use as Low Density Residential, Mr. Ankerson said 
that he wasn’t here when the Comprehensive Plan was done and was not sure what their 
reason might have been. 
 
Commissioner McManus noted that there were other houses along Martin Bluff Road in 
a C-2 zone that had been grandfathered in. She stated that because these other houses 
had been there all this time, she did not see where there was proof that the characteristic 
of the area had changed. She stated that the only difference she saw was the other houses 
did not back out on Martin Bluff Road. 
 
Commissioner Davis stated that he was concerned about the drainage but thought a 
commercial development requiring retention/detention ponds would probably help with 
some of the drainage issues. He also stated that he did not think there had been a change 
in the characteristic of the area. 
 
Josh Danos, City Attorney, advised that, according to the criteria for a zoning change, if 
there was not a mistake in the original zoning there should be clear evidence that there 
was a change in the characteristic of the area and there was a public need for additional 
property to be zoned in accordance with the request.  
 
Chairman Jamison noted the area had been zoned commercial since 2010 and there 
were other businesses along Martin Bluff Road. She stated there had not been a change 
in the characteristic of the area.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau stated that there was more residential on Martin Bluff Road then 
there was commercial. His opinion was there was a zoning mistake. 
 
Commissioner Ward said he thought it was a zoning mistake. He stated that because of 
the inconsistency in the zoning change in 2010 and the Future Land Use designation 
someone must have thought if it didn’t work out as commercial it could be zoned back to 
residential. 
 
Commissioner McManus said she also thought it was a zoning mistake because there is 
more residential than commercial. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Danos if rezoning this one lot might be considered spot 
zoning. The question might arise as to why not rezone all these areas instead of just this 
one area. He said it should be looked at comprehensively for all the areas or not at all. 



 

 

 
Mr. Danos stated that it depended on the nature of what has been presented and how it is 
interpreted as to whether or not it would be considered spot zoning. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that from a Planning standpoint you would need to consider that this 
was rezoned when the City did a Comprehensive 20-year Plan and Neel-Schaffer, who put 
together this 20-year Comprehensive Plan, looked at these areas and comprehensively 
rezoned areas along these arterial roads. They looked at facts such as has the character 
of the area changed to an extent to warrant a comprehensive rezoning. Looking at that 
logic Mr. Ankerson doesn’t think you could base a rezoning on a mistake in the zoning but 
rather has the area changed enough to warrant a rezoning. 
 
Commissioners McManus and Decoteau stated they didn’t think the residents or the 
existing houses on Martin Bluff Road were considered when the zoning was changed to C-
2. 
 
Commissioner Ward said that one of the questions being asked is if characteristics of the 
area have changed. There has been no commercial interest in the area for the thirteen 
years it has been zoned commercial and in his opinion that is a change.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Danos if that would be considered a legitimate change in 
character. 
 
Mr. Danos said he didn’t know if they could argue that lack of a change is a change.  
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recommend denying the rezoning request. 
 
Commissioner Davis seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

AYES: Ricky Decoteau  
    William Davis  
 
  NAYS: DeAnna McManus 
    Josh Ward 
    Kay C. Jamison 

  

 ABSENT: Paul Gainer  

   Chris Hoover 

 

  

Motion failed. The request will be sent to Council without a recommendation. 
 
 
 

 

 



2. Consider a request for a Variance to rear and side yard setback requirements for an 

accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 

813 Roys Road, (GPC #23-05-VAR) 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James Knight for a five-foot (5’) 
variance to side-yard setback requirements and a two foot (2’) variance to rear-yard setback 
requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District. 813 Roys Road, PID #81817210.000 (GPC #23-05-VAR). The application 
fee of $175 was paid on January 9, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to place a 20’ x 24’ accessory building in the rear of his property. 
He would like to place the accessory building five feet (5’) from the side property line and 
three feet (3’) from the rear property line. In a R-1 Zoning District setback requirements for 
an accessory building are ten feet (10’) from the side property line and five feet (5’) from the 
rear property line. The applicant is wanting a five-foot (5’) variance to the side-yard setback 
requirements and a two-foot (2’) variance to the rear-yard setback requirements. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is requesting a five-foot (5’) variance to the side-yard setback requirements 
and a two-foot (2’) variance to the rear-yard setback requirements for an accessory building 
in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. The minimum side-yard 
setback requirement is ten feet (10’) and the minimum rear-yard setback requirement is five 
feet (5’) for an accessory building.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance where 
such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing to 
conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
 



 

 

(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential character 
of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build the 
same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can build.  
Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use Variances” are 
not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor Variances 
may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with Section 
4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the owner 
provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a Variance 
for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and submittals:  

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic Development 
Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor Overlay District, 
applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional variance in 
accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are not 
applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the same 
district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive the 
applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same district 
under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 



D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots or 
parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence presented 
meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his request. 
 
James Knight, applicant, stated that he wanted to build a shop/shed in the back of his 
house and because of the size of the lot he didn’t want to take up more of the yard than he 
needed to. He said he didn’t need the 5’ or 3’ variance, he just wants to put it in the corner. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Knight if he had this huge yard, why did it matter if the shed 
had to be moved over 5’ or 2’ from the property lines. 
 
Mr. Knight asked why the 10’ and 5’ setbacks mattered now. He said that to be fair, when 
he bought the property before the area was taken over by the City of Gautier, he had 2 
buildings that were physically on the property line. He said that he is taking one of those 
buildings down and moving the new one in some. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that the existing 2 sheds were grandfathered, and the City has 
rules for a reason. She said that unless there was a tree or something causing him a 
problem putting the shed within the required setbacks, she didn’t see why he couldn’t meet 
the setback requirements with such a big yard.  
 
Mr. Knight stated that it wasn’t a hardship, it was a preference.  
 
Chairman Jamison said that a hardship had to be proven to recommend a variance. 
 



 

 

Commissioner Ward stated that besides being able to legally define a hardship for the 
request, another concern is how the area could be maintained if it were so close to the 
property line. The watershed that could be putting water on the neighboring property if the 
shed is that close to the property line. 
 
Mr. Knight said that he did understand that concern, but the rain was going to fall and hit 
his property regardless. He wasn’t going to cause anything that sheds more water. As far 
as the variance issues, the area completely slopes downhill and is going onto his neighbor’s 
property because of gravity. The property sloped down towards the bayou.  
 
Linda Bordelon, who owns the property southwest of Mr. Knight, stated that she already 
has a problem with the watershed from the property because of dirt the previous owner 
brought in. She said she would rather the shed not be that close to the property lines.  
 
Jeff Bordelon asked which corner of Mr. Knight’s property the shed was going on. After 
realizing it was not where they originally thought it was, he stated that he and Ms. Bordelon 
did not have a problem with the proposed placement of the shed. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend denial of the request based on the fact 
that it would not cause a hardship for the applicant to place the shed within the required 
setbacks.  
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 
 

 
AYES: William Davis 

   Kay C. Jamison 

   Ricky Decoteau  

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

 

 ABSENT: Chris Hoover 

   Paul Gainer 

  

Motion passed to recommend denial of the request. 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  
 

A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES  

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved Case GPC #23-02-CU 
to allow a church in a C-3 zone. Case GPC #23-03-CU for a medical cannabis dispensary 



in a C-2 zone was also approved with the restrictions recommended by the Planning 
Commission. 

 
B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson stated the February 2023 report would be presented at the March meeting.  
 
 
 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  

Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 
 
AYES: William Davis 
 Kay C. Jamison 
 Josh Ward 
 DeAnna McManus 
 Ricky Decoteau 
  
  
ABSENT: Paul Gainer 
 Chris Hoover 
  
 

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

 

APPROVED BY: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson, 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

March 2, 2023 

GPC #23-04-RZ 

Calvin Galloway  

Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision 

PID #85905801.000 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property 

located at Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark 

Drive and Martin Bluff Road, from C-2 Community Commercial to R-1 Low 

Density Single-Family Residential. (GPC Case No. 23-04-RZ) 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

CITY OF GAUTIER 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: February 21, 2023 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property 

located at Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark 
Drive and Martin Bluff Road, from C-2 Community Commercial to R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential. (GPC Case No. 23-04-RZ) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Calvin Galloway for a Rezoning 
of property known as Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark 
Drive and Martin Bluff Road, from C-2 Community Commercial to R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential. The total acreage of the parcel is approximately 2.38 acres. The 
application fee of $300 was paid on December 27, 2022. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location:  Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, corner of Lark Drive and 
Martin Bluff Road. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial.  (See Exhibit B) 
 

UDO 5.3.8 C-2, Community Commercial District - Purpose and intent. The 
purpose of this district is to provide areas of medium density commercial including 
a mixture of retail, professional services, and studios which cluster together. 
Community Commercial Districts are located primarily along transportation 



collectors such as Gautier-Vancleave. The co-location of professional services 
and civic uses shall be encouraged to strengthen industry and provide an 
attractive, pedestrian scale commercial corridor into the City. 

 
UDO 5.3.3 R-1, Low Density Single-Family Residential District - Purpose 

and intent. The purpose of this district is to provide areas where the principal use 
of land is for single-family detached dwelling units and related recreational facilities 
which complement the area and provide a balanced and attractive residential area. 
R-1 areas are to be specifically designed to provide for the quiet enjoyment of the 
uses therein. They should have well defined boundaries and be protected from the 
encroachment of commercial uses and heavy through traffic. 

 
 

DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  Lot 1, Lark Drive Subdivision, PID #85905801.000, 
corner of Lark Drive and Martin Bluff Road.  
 
Location: Ward 5 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: C-2 Community Commercial 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

Future Land Use:  Low Density Residential.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial to the North, South and East.  Low 
Density Single-Family Residential to the West. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned C-2 Community Commercial.  
        
REVIEW CRITERIA: 

 
The Planning Commission, in its report and recommendation to the City Council on the 
appropriateness of the request, shall study and consider the following criteria and record 
that the evidence presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO, if applicable.  
 

A. There was a mistake in the original zoning; or 

B. The character of the surrounding area has changed to such an extent 
as to justify rezoning AND there is a public need for additional property 
to be zoned in accordance with the request. 

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
 
 
 



 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from C-2 

Community Commercial to R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential  or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 
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VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

Consider a request for a Variance to rear and side yard setback requirements for an 

accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 813 

Roys Road, (GPC #23-05-VAR 

  



 

 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  February 21, 2023  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Variance to rear and side yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District. 813 Roys Road, (GPC #23-05-VAR) 

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James Knight for a five-foot (5’) 
variance to side-yard setback requirements and a two foot (2’) variance to rear-yard 
setback requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District. 813 Roys Road, PID #81817210.000 (GPC #23-05-VAR). 
The application fee of $175 was paid on January 9, 2023. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to place a 20’ x 24’ accessory building in the rear of his property. 
He would like to place the accessory building five feet (5’) from the side property line and 
three feet (3’) from the rear property line. In a R-1 Zoning District setback requirements 
for an accessory building are ten feet (10’) from the side property line and five feet (5’) 
from the rear property line. The applicant is wanting a five-foot (5’) variance to the side-
yard setback requirements and a two-foot (2’) variance to the rear-yard setback 
requirements. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is requesting a five-foot (5’) variance to the side-yard setback requirements 
and a two-foot (2’) variance to the rear-yard setback requirements for an accessory 
building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. The minimum 
side-yard setback requirement is ten feet (10’) and the minimum rear-yard setback 
requirement is five feet (5’) for an accessory building.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 
is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 



of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  
(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  
(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 
variances);  
(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which 
the variance or special exception is sought; and  
(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential 
character of the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

In certain circumstances, a Variance from the dimensional requirements (i.e. height, 
setbacks, square footage) of this ordinance may be granted if the applicant can prove 
that because of physical constraints of the property involved, he is not able to build 
the same type of structure that other persons with the same zoning classification can 
build.  Variances for uses permitted will not be considered in as much as “use 
Variances” are not legal in the State of Mississippi.  

Most Variances must be granted by the City Council; however, certain minor 
Variances may be granted by the Economic Development Director in accordance with 
Section 4.18.3 below. 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 
Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

Applications for a Variance (from dimensional requirements) may be filed on the 
appropriate application available from the Economic Development/Planning 
Department and shall include all requested information, attachments and 
submittals:  
 

4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic 
Development Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor 
Overlay District, applicants shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional 
variance in accordance with the Tier Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

A. 30% of required off-street parking spaces and/or 

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 

 



 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are 
not applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

B. That literal interpretation of the provisions of this Ordinance would deprive 
the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same 
district under the provisions of this Ordinance; 

C. That the special conditions and circumstances do not result from actions of 
the applicant; and 

D. That granting the Variance requested will not confer upon the applicant any 
special privilege that is denied by this Ordinance to other similar sites (lots 
or parcels) structures or buildings in the same district. 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

4. City’s Exhibit C – Existing Land Use Map 

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 
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