
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 July 6, 2023  
5:30 PM 

 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
    
II. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 
    
III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
    
IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
    

     1. Approval of Minutes from June 1, 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 Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Medical Marijuana 

Dispensary in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 3600 Gautier Vancleave 
Road, PID #82435010.060, (GPC #22-44-CU) 

      

     
2. Consider a request for a Variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory 

building in a R-E Residential Estate Zoning District. 1904 Lauban Lane, (GPC #23-23-
VAR) 

      

     
3. Consider a request for a Variance to rear yard setback requirements for an addition in a 

R-1 Low Density Single Family Residential Zoning District. 7310 Melody Drive, (GPC #23-
24-VAR) 

      
VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      



 

 

IX. ADJOURN 
    

 
 

 



  

 

JUNE 1, 2023  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on June 1, 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 Ricky Decoteau, William Davis, DeAnna McManus, and Josh Ward 
(by phone). Also present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, Josh Danos, City 
Attorney (by phone) and Babs Logan, Planning Technician. Absent was Chris 
Hoover. 

 

        
AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 1, 2023 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (MAY 4, 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 Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure 

to be located on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential District. 1404 Park Drive, (GPC #23-16-SE)  

2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial - Mary Walker Zoning District. 3124 Mary Walker Drive, (GPC #23-

19-CU) 

 



 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure 

on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

District. Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050, (GPC #23-20-SE) 

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

 

 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to approve the Agenda as presented. 

 

Chairman Jamison requested a change to the Agenda to add Discussion of 
Commissioner Paul Gainer’s resignation to the General Discussion section of the 
Agenda. 

 

Commissioner Davis made a motion to approve the Agenda with changes. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 

 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to approve the May 4, 2023, minutes. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

          AYES:                 Josh Ward 
 Ricky Decoteau 

             Kay C. Jamison 
           DeAnna McManus 
 
  ABSTAINED:       William Davis  
 
  ABSENT:         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 Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure 

to be located on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential District. 1404 Park Drive, (GPC #23-16-SE)  

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from David A. Lipscomb for a Special 
Exception that would allow an accessory structure to be located on a lot without a primary 
structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1404 Park 
Drive, PID #87110396.000 (GPC #23-16-SE) The application fee of $250 was paid on 
March 9, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: 1404 Park Drive, PID #87110396.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: Approximately 0.55 acres 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Existing at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential 
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential 

 
6. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 

Density Residential.  



 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: I have observed other boat houses in close proximity to my 
property which leads to the question of the need for a “Special Exception”. I would 
like to have the same privilege of enjoying & utilizing my property to the fullest 
extent which would allow me immediate access to the navigable waterway that 
leads directly into the Mississippi Sound. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other accessory structures on lots without primary 
structures in this district; however, in most cases, these lots did contain a primary 
structure at one time.  

 

2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 

be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 

 

Applicant Response: The proposed boathouse for my property would be similar 
in design and functional utility as other boathouses in the area. 
 
Staff Finding: Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request will not negatively 
affect the character of the property.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I’m still not sure of the reason for a “Special Exception”. I 

purchased the property with intent to build a home at some point in the future but 

am requesting approval to build a boathouse. I would like a place to store my boat 

and be able to use my property to the fullest extent until a home is built. 

 

Staff Finding:  Staff has no evidence in support of this criteria. 

 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception 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 undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 



use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 

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. 

 

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



 

The Planning Commission may:  
 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 

Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Ankerson to explain the difference between a 
Conditional Use and a Special Exception and why a Special Exception was needed in 
this case. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) specifically 
states that you cannot have an accessory structure on a parcel without a primary 
structure. He also explained that Conditional Uses stay with the property, but Special 
Exceptions go with the owner. 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 

David Lipscomb, the applicant, stated that he lives in Vancleave, Mississippi, and that 
he bought the property on Park Drive last summer. He is wanting to put a boathouse on 
the property so he can store his boat there. He said that he plans to build a home on the 
property but would like to be able to use the property prior to building the home. He wants 
to redo the existing boat slip and put a cover over it. Mr. Lipscomb also said that he owns 
two contiguous lots at that location. 
 
Commissioner McManus asked if the boat slip was there because there had been a 
house on the property previously. 
 
Mr. Lipscomb said there was a house there that had been destroyed during Hurricane 
Katrina. The boat slip is still intact, and the bulkhead needs to be reworked. He said there 
was a concrete breakwater that the prior owners apparently used down the bank of the 
canal. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if he thought he would build a house on the property within 
the next three years. 
 
Mr. Lipscomb said that it was highly likely that he would build within three years. 
 
Commissioner McManus asked if he was worried about keeping his stuff at the property 
with no one there to keep an eye on it. 
 
Mr. Lipscomb said he wasn’t worried because he felt like it was a good secure area. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if he intended to use electricity, sewer, or water at the 
property. 
 
Mr. Lipscomb said he would need electricity for the boat lift, but he would not be using 
the sewer or water at this time. He said the only thing he would be doing would be coming 
to utilize his boat. He added that there would be no campers or anything like that on the 
property. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked about needing water to wash his boat or clean fish. 



 
Mr. Lipscomb stated he had thought about a shallow well but if he needed to hook into 
water or something he would do whatever needed to be done. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recommend approval of the request based 
on the evidence presented meets the criteria of the UDO. 
 
Chairman Jamison seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

  
AYES: Ricky Decoteau 

    William Davis 
    Kay C. Jamison  

DeAnna McManus 
Josh Ward 

  
  ABSENT: Chris Hoover 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial - Mary Walker Zoning District. 3124 Mary Walker Drive, (GPC #23-

19-CU) 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.   

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Stacy Coleman & Brandi Young 
for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual 
lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial - Mary Walker Zoning District. 
3124 Mary Walker Drive, PID #87010052.000, (GPC #23-19-CU). The application fee of 
$250 was paid on May 11, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3124 Mary Walker Drive, PID #87010052.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 0.43 Acres 



 

  
3. Existing Zoning – MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 

Walker (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Mobile Home   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Recreational 
Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the particular 

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Recreational Vehicle (RV) is listed as a Conditional Use-Major 

in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 

vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 

other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering or other 

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: RVs already in the area. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-MW zoning district with a 
Major Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary 
to help the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development 
in the vicinity.    
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No.  

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No.  

 



Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 

and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public services 

and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Recreational Commercial” for 

future land use of this property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 

real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 

dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 

it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: It will conform to all applicable district regulations. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations. 

   

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 



 

The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 

 
 
Commissioner Davis asked why the request was a Major Conditional Use. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that the Use Table in the UDO lists Major Conditional Uses and 
Minor Conditional Uses and an RV on an individual lot in this district is listed as a Major 
Conditional Use.  

Commissioner Davis asked if mobile homes were allowed in the district. 

Mr. Ankerson stated that mobile homes are not allowed in this district unless it is 
replacing an existing mobile home and has the same owner as when the ordinance went 
into effect.  

Chairman Jamison asked the applicants to present their case. 

Brandi Young, applicant, explained that they currently have an RV in the park across 
from the property and would like to move it to the individual lot. There is an old mobile 
home on the property, and they plan to remove it and clean up the property before they 
move the RV. The RV will not be rented out. It is for personal use only. She said they had 
been on the property across the street for about a year and pay rent at that property. They 
are business owners in Petal and come down about every weekend. They hope to move 
there after retirement. 

Chairman Jamison noted there were a lot of campers in that area. 

Commissioner Decoteau asked Mr. Ankerson if the mobile home had to be moved 
before the RV could be placed there. 

Mr. Ankerson stated that it depended on the district and what is allowed on each 
individual parcel. In an R-1 District that would be the case but this is a MURC-MW so 



there could be multiple uses on one parcel in this district. He also said that the mobile 
home was most likely condemnable.  

Ms. Young said they were definitely planning on moving the old mobile home before 
putting the RV on the property. 

Mr. Ankerson told Commissioner Decoteau that because the property and mobile home 
is in the shape that it is there would be an open code file on the property and a permit 
could not be issued until the code issues were taken care of. 

Commissioner McManus asked if the RV was one that could be driven or was it like a 
fifth wheel. 

Ms. Young said it was a pull behind but if their request is approved, they will probably get 
a brand-new RV and that it would be a fifth wheel or a pull behind. 

Commissioner McManus if they would be able to evacuate during a storm. 

Stacy Coleman, applicant, said yes, it would be something they could move for a storm. 

There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 

 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recommend approval of the request based 
on the evidence presented meets the criteria of the UDO. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Ricky Decoteau 

    Kay C. Jamison 
    DeAnna McManus 
    Josh Ward 
    William Davis 
 
  ABSENT: Chris Hoover 
     
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential District. Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050, (GPC #23-20-SE) 

 

Chairman Jamison asked what the address of the property was. 



 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, explained that the property had no address because 
there was no primary structure on it. The property is across the street from 2330 
Tradewinds, the applicant’s primary residence. Mr. Ankerson gave a brief overview of the 
case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Robert H. Brown for a Special 
Exception that would allow an accessory structure on a lot without a primary structure in 
a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District on Tradewinds Drive, PID 
#86300014.050. (GPC #23-20-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on May 16, 
2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050 (See Exhibit A) 
(NOTE: Lot is across street from applicant’s residence) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Lot Size: Approximately 0.24 acres 
 

3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Existing at current location 
 

4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential 
 

6. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 
Density Residential.  

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: I would like covered storage for my boat. I currently have to 
use a loud noisy leaf blower to clean it daily. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other accessory structures on lots without primary 
structures in this district; however, in most cases, these lots did contain a primary 
structure at one time.  



 
 

2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 

be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 

 

Applicant Response: The variance would not cause any diminution of the 
property value surrounding. In fact it will raise my property tax. Metal carports are 
common throughout my local neighborhood. I can count at least 6 within a block. 
 
Staff Finding: Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request will not negatively 
affect the character of the property.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: Based on the 30° inclination to the bayou this would make 

use of the land not previously useable. Also boat storage carports are very 

common within eyesight of my lot. 

 

Staff Finding:  Staff has no evidence in support of this criteria. 

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception 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 undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  
 

2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 
and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 



 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
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. 

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
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 Mr. Ankerson for some clarification on the request. She said 
she went and looked at the property and the property where the notification sign was has 
a carport, a house-type shed thing, and a boat thing on it. She wanted to know why we 
were saying it does not have a structure on it. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that there isn’t a primary structure on the property. There is a 
shed but not a house. 



Chairman Jamison asked where the owners of the property lived.  

Mr. Ankerson told her the owner lived directly across the street on the corner. 

Chairman Jamison asked how there was a house-like shed, a boathouse, and a carport 
on the property, but no primary residence. 

Mr. Ankerson advised that the applicant was asking for permission to place/keep the 
carport on the property. He stated that there was a Special Exception granted for the 
boathouse and pier on June 5, 2008.  

Chairman Jamison noted that the lot was small and asked since there wasn’t a primary 
structure did it matter how much building square footage was on the lot.  

Mr. Ankerson said that since the request was a Special Exception, it was up to the 
Commissioners to approve what they wanted. 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 

Bob Brown, the applicant, said the little building was there when he bought the property, 
and it does have a bathroom in it.  He wants to put the carport next to it on the wooden 
deck. The posts on the deck were actually dug out with a backhoe and a cement truck 
poured the footings. He said it was really strong. 

Commissioner Davis asked if he understood that he was going to put the metal carport 
over the deck and put the boat on it. He asked if it was strong enough to support the boat. 

Mr. Ankerson advised that a foundation plan would have to be submitted and approved 
by an engineer in order for it to be put there.  

Mr. Brown said the boat was 22’ and the carport was 12’ x 25’. The carport would be 10’ 
from the side property line. 

Josephine Johnson, adjoining neighbor on west side of property, said there was a noise 
problem because the applicant has a compressor he uses to fill scuba tanks. She said 
Mr. Brown has said that he would put up panels on the side of the carport to help cut 
down on the noise. She also said that the property is starting to look trashed. She would 
like something in writing so nothing else gets moved on the property. She would like to 
see a solution reached regarding the noise and clean-up of the property.  

Mr. Brown agreed to work on the noise situation. He also said if it wasn’t approved, he 
could put it across the street or he could get rid of it if there wasn’t enough property for 
him to put it on his property across the street. 

Chairman Jamison told Mr. Brown that his other neighbor who wrote a letter was 
concerned about the same thing. They didn’t want anything that would devalue their 
property and they thought it looked too close to the property line. 

Mr. Ankerson said it would have to meet the setback requirements. 

Mr. Brown said that if both his neighbors didn’t want it there, he was okay with not having 
it. 

Mark Tscheulin, the neighbor that wrote the objection letter, stated that he did not know 
that Mr. Brown was not leaving the carport where it was sitting which was close to the 
road. He said Mr. Brown keeps the property pretty clear so he couldn’t complain about 
that. He said that he is okay with it if he puts it on the west side of the shed and that the 
noise doesn’t bother him.  

Commissioner McManus asked how often he ran the compressor to fill the scuba tanks. 



 

Mr. Brown said that he runs it every few days. He is retired and dives a lot. 

Commissioner Davis noted that the City of Gautier had already allowed Mr. Brown to 
do some things on the lot back in 2008 and now he is asking to do more. Commissioner 
Davis said he thought the City had already been very accommodating to Mr. Brown. 

 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Exception as 
presented with the exception that the owner provide a noise barrier to the west for the 
scuba tank compressor, and the carport is to be located on the west side of the existing 
accessory structure. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

  
AYES: Ricky Decoteau 

    Kay C. Jamison  
DeAnna McManus 
Josh Ward 

 
  NAYS: William Davis 
  
  ABSENT: Chris Hoover 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 

Chairman Jamison advised the Commissioners that Paul Gainer has resigned from 
his position as Planning Commissioner for Ward 2 and Councilman Jackson is working 
to fill that position.  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE 

UPDATES  

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved Case GPC #23-17-
VAR for a variance to front yard setbacks. They also approved GPC #23-18-SE to allow 
an existing mobile home in an R-1 District to be re-occupied. 

 
B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the May 2023 report.  
 
 
 

  



 
 
 
 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

Chairman Jamison seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

 

  AYES:  DeAnna McManus 

    Kay C. Jamison  

    Josh Ward 

    Ricky Decoteau 

    William Davis 

 

  ABSENT: Chris Hoover  

 

Motion Passed. 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 

 

 

 
  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
BACKUP DOCUMENTATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 June 1, 2023  

GPC #23-16-SE 

David A. Lipscomb 

1404 Park Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure to be located on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density 

Single-Family Residential District. 1404 Park Drive, (GPC #23-16-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

CITY OF GAUTIER 

STAFF REPORT 
 

To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 20, 2023 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure to be located on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District, 1404 Park Drive. (GPC 
#23-16-SE) 

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from David A. Lipscomb for a Special 
Exception that would allow an accessory structure to be located on a lot without a primary 
structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1404 Park 
Drive, PID #87110396.000 (GPC #23-16-SE) The application fee of $250 was paid on 
March 9, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: 1404 Park Drive, PID #87110396.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: Approximately 0.55 acres 

 
3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Existing at current location 

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential 
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential 

 
6. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 

Density Residential.  
 
 
 



DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   
 

1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 
Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: I have observed other boat houses in close proximity to my 
property which leads to the question of the need for a “Special Exception”. I would 
like to have the same privilege of enjoying & utilizing my property to the fullest 
extent which would allow me immediate access to the navigable waterway that 
leads directly into the Mississippi Sound. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other accessory structures on lots without primary 
structures in this district; however, in most cases, these lots did contain a primary 
structure at one time.  

 

2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 
purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 
be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 
 

Applicant Response: The proposed boathouse for my property would be similar 
in design and functional utility as other boathouses in the area. 
 
Staff Finding: Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request will not negatively 
affect the character of the property.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I’m still not sure of the reason for a “Special Exception”. I 

purchased the property with intent to build a home at some point in the future but 

am requesting approval to build a boathouse. I would like a place to store my boat 

and be able to use my property to the fullest extent until a home is built. 

 

Staff Finding:  Staff has no evidence in support of this criteria. 

 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception 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 undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 



 

2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 
and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 

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. 

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 



 
 
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 

 

 

 



 

 

  

  



  

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 June 1, 2023  

GPC #23-19-CU 

Stacy Coleman & Brandi Young 

3124 Mary Walker Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational 

Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial - Mary Walker Zoning District. 3124 Mary Walker Drive, PID 

#87010052.000, (GPC #23-19-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  May 19, 2023 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a 

Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial - Mary Walker Zoning District. (GPC #23-19-CU)
  

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Stacy Coleman & Brandi Young 
for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual 
lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial - Mary Walker Zoning District. 
3124 Mary Walker Drive, PID #87010052.000, (GPC #23-19-CU). The application fee of 
$250 was paid on May 11, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3124 Mary Walker Drive, PID #87010052.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 0.43 Acres 
  

3. Existing Zoning – MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Mobile Home   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Recreational 
Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 

 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

 
1. Is the proposed use listed in the list of possible Conditional Uses in the particular 

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes 
 



Staff Finding: Yes. Recreational Vehicle (RV) is listed as a Conditional Use-Major 

in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 
other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering or other 
plans. 
 

Applicant Response: RVs already in the area. 

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-MW zoning district with a 
Major Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary 
to help the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development 
in the vicinity.    
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No.  

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence to indicate the proposed use will negatively 

affect the property values or cause a detriment to the surrounding properties.  

  

4. Will your project adversely affect vehicular or pedestrian traffic in the vicinity?  
Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: No.  

 

Staff Finding:  There is no evidence that the proposed use will have any adverse 

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

5. Can the proposed use be accommodated by existing or proposed public services 
and facilities including, but not limited to, water, sanitary sewer, streets, drainage, 
police and fire protection, and schools?   
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use can be accommodated by existing public services 

and facilities.  

  

6. Is the proposed use in harmony with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 
 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Recreational Commercial” for 

future land use of this property.     

 



 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 
real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 
dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 
nuisances?  Explain.  
 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

Staff Finding: There is no evidence that the proposed use poses a hazardous, 

detrimental, or disturbing affect to present surrounding uses.   

  

8. Does the use conform to all district regulations for the applicable district in which 
it is located, or have other provisions been provided for?  Explain. 
 

Applicant Response: It will conform to all applicable district regulations. 

 

Staff Finding: The proposed use will conform to all current district regulations.   

 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines conditional uses as specific uses which are enumerated in 
each zoning district and which because of their nature are not allowed by right 
but may be allowed after the required review process.  The City may specify 
certain conditions as necessary to make the use compatible with other uses in 
the same district.  Conditional uses are issued for uses of land and uses 
designated “Conditional Uses-Major” are transferable from one (1) owner of 
land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

2. Conditional Uses-Major requires a public hearing before the Planning 
Commission and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major with changes; 
or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Conditional Use-Major. 



 
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 

  



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

  

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 June 1, 2023  

GPC #23-20-SE 

Robert H. Brown 

Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential District. Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050, (GPC #23-

20-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  May 22, 2023 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure on a lot without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential Zoning District, Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050. 
(GPC #23-20-SE) 

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Robert H. Brown for a Special 
Exception that would allow an accessory structure on a lot without a primary structure in 
a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District on Tradewinds Drive, PID 
#86300014.050. (GPC #23-20-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on May 16, 
2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential.   
 

1. Location: Tradewinds Drive, PID #86300014.050 (See Exhibit A) 
(NOTE: Lot is across street from applicant’s residence) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Lot Size: Approximately 0.24 acres 
 

3. Potable Water and Wastewater Services: Existing at current location 
 

4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential 
 

6. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 
Density Residential.  

 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Special Exception outlined in Section 
4.16.4 of the UDO.   



 

 
1. Explain how a literal interpretation of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development 

Ordinance would deprive the applicant of rights commonly enjoyed by others 
of the district in which the property is located, and would work unnecessary 
hardship upon the applicant? 

 
Applicant Response: I would like covered storage for my boat. I currently have to 
use a loud noisy leaf blower to clean it daily. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other accessory structures on lots without primary 
structures in this district; however, in most cases, these lots did contain a primary 
structure at one time.  
 

 

2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 
purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not 
be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 
 

Applicant Response: The variance would not cause any diminution of the 
property value surrounding. In fact it will raise my property tax. Metal carports are 
common throughout my local neighborhood. I can count at least 6 within a block. 
 
Staff Finding: Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request will not negatively 
affect the character of the property.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: Based on the 30° inclination to the bayou this would make 

use of the land not previously useable. Also boat storage carports are very 

common within eyesight of my lot. 

 

Staff Finding:  Staff has no evidence in support of this criteria. 

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception 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 undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 



to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only 
be granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

B. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 

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. 

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

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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