
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 April 4, 2024  
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 February 1, 2024 
      

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 Merideth Dickerson 
      

     
2. Consider a request for a two and one half (2.5) acre Variance to lot size requirements for 

a Recreational Vehicle (RV) Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-
Mary Walker Zoning District. 3101 Oak Street, (GPC #24-07-VAR) 

      

     
3. Consider a request for an eighteen-foot seven inch (18.7) square foot variance to sign 

square footage requirements in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 4343 
Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #24-09-VAR) 

      

     
4. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 4416 

Highway 57, PID #82430100.050, from C-3 Highway Commercial to PUD Planned Unit 
Development. (GPC Case No. 24-10-RZ) 

      

     
5. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located on Carter 

Road, PID #85298083.000, from AG Agricultural to PUD Planned Unit Development. 
(GPC Case No. 24-11-RZ) 

      



 

 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      

IX. ADJOURN 
    

 
 

 



  

 

FEBRUARY 1, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on February 1, 2024, 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 Josh Ward, DeAnna McManus, Maurice Hudson, Chris Hoover, 
William Davis, and Ricky Decoteau. Also present were Scott Ankerson, Planning 
Director, and Babs Logan, Planning Technician.  

 

        
AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

FEBRUARY 1, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (DECEMBER 7, 2023 & JANUARY 4, 2024) 
 
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 expansion of an 

existing Child Care Center, Commercial, located in a R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential Zoning District. 3005 Holly Drive, (GPC #24-05-SE) 

 

2. Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) Variance to fence height requirements in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 725 Graveline Road, 

(GPC #24-06-VAR) 

 

3. Nominations for the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 2023 

 



 

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

 

 

 

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

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the December 7, 2023, minutes. 
 
Commissioner Davis seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

AYES:   Kay C. Jamison  
   Josh Ward 
   DeAnna McManus 
    Maurice Hudson 
            William Davis 

       Ricky Decoteau 
     
 
            ABSTAINED:   Chris Hoover 
 
 
   
Motion Passed.  
 
 
Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the January 4, 2024, minutes. 
 
Chairman Jamison seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 



AYES:      Kay C. Jamison  
   Josh Ward 
   Chris Hoover 
    William Davis 

      Ricky Decoteau 
     
 
 ABSTAINED:  DeAnna McManus 
       Maurice Hudson 
 
 
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 expansion of an 

existing Child Care Center, Commercial, located in a R-1 Low Density Single- 

Family Residential Zoning District. 3005 Holly Drive, (GPC #24-05-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He stated that the 
applicant was proposing expansion of the current use. The current use is a daycare and 
is grandfathered in because it has been there for several years. The Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) does not allow a daycare by right in a R-1 District, therefore the 
applicant needs a Special Exception to expand. Upon expanding the daycare would be 
able to remain as long as it stayed occupied and did not go vacant for more than 180 
days. The applicant would like to add a playground area that would include an area for 
hopscotch and basketball, and a parking area for employees. There will be no expansion 
of the existing daycare building. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jackie Conerly dba Divine 
Inspirations Learning Center for a Special Exception that would allow an expansion of an 
existing Child Care Center, Commercial, located in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 3005 Holly Drive. PID #85455022.000 & #85455024.000 
(GPC #24-05-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on January 11, 2024. All public 
notice requirements have been met.  

 



 

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

1. Location: 3005 Holly Drive, PID #85455022.000 & #85455024.000 (See 
Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Existing Daycare 
Total Lot Size (both lots): approximately 0.71 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. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Vacant, and Very 
Low to Low Density Residential. 

 
7. 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: Existing daycare has been here in Gautier over 20 years. 
 
Staff Finding:  There are other Child Care facilities currently operating within this 
district. 
 
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: Existing daycare has been here in Gautier for over 20 
years.  
 
Staff Finding: The existing daycare has been at this location for many years. 
Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request may not negatively affect the 
neighborhood as long as any such expansion will not result in an increase in traffic 
to and from the facility.      

 



3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 
Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: Existing daycare. Proposed for safety of the children and 

parking for employees. 

 

Staff Finding: None  

 

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. 

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present her case. 

Jackie Conerly, the applicant, explained that she wanted to expand the playground 
because when it is cold or wet the kids have nowhere to play. At one time the lot had 
trees, mulch, water, mosquitos, and snakes, but she has had it cleared for the safety of 
the kids. She feels it would be beneficial to the kids and herself to make the expansion.  

Chairman Jamison asked if the hopscotch and basketball area would be concrete. 

Ms Conerly said that it would be concrete so the kids could play when it was cold or wet. 
She said she planned to get them some little cars/toys to ride on in that area also. 

Chairman Jamison noted that there was a small shed behind the current building, 
another shed in the front side-yard of the daycare, and a dumpster in front of that. She 
asked if the parking spots in front were for employees and parents dropping off kids. 

Ms. Conerly said her employees would park in the new parking area of the proposed 
expansion. The parents don’t normally park, they just drive through to drop off their kids. 
Since Covid, she doesn’t usually allow anyone in unless it is for Enrollment Open House. 

Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Ankerson what type of material the parking would 
have to be. 
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that the UDO requires hard surface such as asphalt, concrete, or 
pavers, unless the applicant gets special permission from the Technical Review 
Committee to use gravel or limestone. He advised that the first fifteen feet from the road 
into the property must be hard surface to keep limestone or gravel from spilling out into 
the roadway.  
 
Chairman Jamison stated that the Commission had done a review regarding what they 
thought needed to be done regarding the request. In their opinion, they felt that an eight-
foot privacy fence needed to be put in all the way around the daycare because it would 
help keep the noise down for the residents since it is in a residential area. A five-foot 



sound buffer on the applicant’s side of the fence, made of bushes or something similar, 
would also help keep the noise down from the kids playing. The dumpster would need to 
be enclosed with a fence like other businesses are required to have.  
 
Commissioner Ward explained that some of the stipulations the Commission is 
requesting is to get the daycare up to standards that the commercial use of a daycare 
would have to have if it were on a commercial lot. In a Commercial District dumpsters 
have to be enclosed.   
 
Commissioner Hudson thought the dumpster, as is, should be grandfathered in. 
 
Commissioner Ward stated that things could stay as they are, but his understanding 
was that once they start reviewing the use for an exception to extend what is there, they 
can review the existing conditions that are there. For instance, the shed that is in the front 
yard is not allowed in any Residential or Commercial District.  
 
Josh Danos, City Attorney, stated that any of the permanent structures that were 
grandfathered in before the UDO have a certain amount of protection, but things that are 
transient like certain structures that didn’t get a permit, or something like a dumpster that 
is not permitted in that area, those types of things are to be addressed by code. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if it was known whether there were permits issued for the 
shed or dumpster.  
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that from what he can tell from the district maps the shed in front 
was placed there sometime between January 1, 2015, and January 1, 2016. There is no 
permit in the file for that shed. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if that time period would have been after the Ordinance was 
in place. If that was the case it would not be grandfathered in. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that the shed in front would need to be moved to the back 
because sheds are not allowed in the front yard. The last thing the Commission discussed 
was to ensure that no vehicles would be parked in front of the building at night. The vans 
that would be parked in the new parking area overnight would be alright. Chairman 
Jamison then asked Ms. Conerly which stipulation she wanted to discuss first. 
 
Ms. Conerly said she would do whatever needed to be done. 
 
Commissioner Ward said that by clearing the lot up to the property line no sound buffer 
was in place. There has to be some kind of sound buffer between the residential homes 
and the commercial use. It would need to be whatever is required by the Ordinance. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said a transitional landscape buffer is called out depending on what the 
transition is. Certain districts that abut each other require certain things. Transitioning 
from a C-3 to an R-1 District is different than going from a C-2 to an R-3. He advised 
considering the use difference to decide what type of buffer to require. 
 
Ms. Conerly said that once she put the concrete down a fence would have to be put up 
because of licensing regulations. She would have a fence on all three sides of the 
daycare. She currently has a chain link fence up on the back and side. 



 

 
Chairman Jamison asked what the enclosure requirements were for dumpsters. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said for a commercial dumpster it had to be fenced on three sides with 
six-foot gates in front and shrubs planted around that. 
 
Commissioner McManus asked if the dumpster could be placed somewhere else on 
the property where the trash people could still get to it. 
 
Ms. Conerly stated that traffic from the daycare didn’t interfere with the dumpster being 
emptied because it is emptied during the night, usually between 2:00 a.m. to 3:00 a.m.  
 
Commissioner Ward said that would be very loud for the residents trying to sleep. 
 
Mr. Ankerson stated there was no requirement that she have a dumpster. She could use 
regular trash cans. 
 
Kim Riser, who lives directly across the street from the lot where the proposed 
playground and employee parking will be, stated that she and her husband, Davin Riser, 
are opposed to the request. She said since the lot has been cleared there is more noise 
coming from the daycare, and they can see the daycare playground in the backyard now. 
The daycare was there when they bought their house but since the years have gone on 
the property has got more commercial. This is a residential area, and they should be able 
to enjoy their property with peace and quiet, and not have all the traffic that comes and 
goes all day. She stated that the Ordinance says that a residential area should have well 
defined boundaries and should be protected from the encroachment of commercial uses 
and heavy through-traffic and that this is not the case. There are three vans and a 
personal vehicle that are on the property 24/7. There is a shed and a dumpster in front of 
the daycare that should be behind the building. They shouldn’t have to look at commercial 
vehicles every day. Also, the dumpster is emptied early in the morning and wakes them. 
Ms. Riser said that when people come to pick up their children there are usually lines in 
the road waiting to pull through to get their children and she has had to wait to get past 
those cars to get into her driveway. She said that putting up a privacy fence and shrubbery 
is not going to help them if the front of that lot is not fenced in.   
 
Commissioner McManus stated that approving the request with stipulations would 
probably be better for Mrs. Riser than leaving it as is.  
 
Commissioner Ward stated he would like to know that the parking lot and egress for this 
building is the same as required for any other commercial business because it sounds 
like there is a traffic problem. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that the Ordinance bases the number of parking spaces 
required by the use and gross floor area.  
 
Chairman McManus asked how close a fence could be to the property line. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that it depends on the fence height. If it is four feet or below it can go 
to the property line. 
 



Chairman Jamison asked Mrs. Riser what she meant earlier when she said that it had 
become more commercial over the years. Did she mean that there were more children 
there because her understanding was that fifty children are allowed. 
 
Ms. Conerly said that she had forty-six children, but she can have fifty and it has been 
that way since the daycare began. It is based on the square footage of the building. 
 
Mrs. Riser said it has become more commercial because of the commercial vehicles in 
front of the daycare 24/7. There used to never be vehicles there. If they could put a buffer 
up around the basketball goal and new play area, then she would be OK with the parking 
lot being open.  
 
Ms. Conerly said that she would do whatever she was required to do. She said that the 
new parking area will be accessed by the current circular driveway. There will not be a 
new driveway made.  
 
Carol Wess, who lives directly behind the daycare, said she is not opposed to the 
request, but she would like to see an eight-foot privacy fence and a plant buffer between 
her property and the daycare for her privacy. She said she would be opposed to 
expanding the existing building. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Exception 
with the following changes: 1) a six foot privacy fence be installed on the three sides that 
abut other properties. All three sides, and the front sixty-six feet of Lot 27, shall also have 
a five foot sound buffer per the UDO, 2) no overnight vehicles in front of the building, 3) 
the shed currently in front of the building must be moved behind the front plane of the 
structure, 4) the parking square footage must meet requirements of a commercial 
daycare, 5) no dumpster is allowed on the property, and 6) the sound buffer on the rear 
must have mature growth of ten feet.  

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

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison  

    Josh Ward 
    DeAnna McManus 
    Maurice Hudson 

Chris Hoover 
    William Davis 
    Ricky Decoteau 
 
Motion passed. 
 

 

2. Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) Variance to fence height requirements in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 725 Graveline Road, 

(GPC #24-06-VAR) 



 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Stephen and Micki Chodrick for a 
one-foot (1’) Variance to fence height requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 725 Graveline Road, PID #87100002.000 (GPC #24-06-
VAR) The application fee of $175 was paid on January 5, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicants would like to place a five foot (5’) open aluminum decorative fence along 
the front and side yard of their property. This is a corner lot and the area where the 
applicant proposes to place the fence would be considered a secondary front yard and 
would need to meet the requirements set forth for fences in a front yard. The Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 11.10.2 (D) states that fences shall not exceed 
four feet (4’) in height within a designated front yard. The applicants will need a one-foot 
(1’) variance to fence height requirements in a front/secondary-front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicants would like to put up a five foot (5’) open aluminum decorative fence along 
their front yard which abuts Graveline Road, and along their side yard which abuts 
Soundview Drive. The side yard that abuts Soundview Drive is considered a secondary 
front yard. According to the UDO Section 11.10.2 (D) fences cannot exceed four feet (4’) 
in height within a designated front yard. The applicants are asking for a one-foot (1’) 
variance to fence height requirements in a front/secondary-front yard to put  
up the proposed five-foot (5’) fence. 
 
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.  

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicants to present their case. She noted that the fence 
was already in place. 
 
Micki Chodrick, one of the applicants, stated that they wanted to keep the fence in line 
with the Twelve Oaks property and Mr. Fondren’s property. They also wanted an 
ornamental fence to make sure they didn’t block the view when people were pulling out 
of Soundview Drive. The other property’s fences are over six feet, but they only wanted 
to go five feet.  
 
Stephen Chodrick, the other applicant, stated that they have grandchildren and dogs 
they want to protect because Graveline Road is a very busy road. They also wanted to 
keep in line with what Twelve Oaks and Mr. Fondren had up. He said he also wanted 
something that would be sturdy against any strong winds. Because Graveline Road is 
such a busy road, they had put the fence back off the property line so there would be a 
clear view when pulling out of Soundview Drive.  
 
Chairman Jamison noted that a letter was on file from Mr. Fondren saying he had no 
objection to the requested variance. 
 
Commissioner Davis said he wasn’t sure what the hardship was on this case.  
 
Commissioner Ward said that it was an extremely busy road and the safety concern for 
the individuals of the house could be a hardship.  
 
Commissioner Davis stated that having looked at the fence, he felt that the visibility 
was somewhat marginal. He also said he wasn’t sure about approving a variance to a 
fence in the front after construction, although Mr. Ankerson said they had done so 
previously. 
 
Commissioner Ward reminded him about a fence they approved a few years ago off 
Hastings Road. It was for a one-foot variance where the applicant had put up a five-foot 
fence to join with the neighbor’s existing fence and the applicant was trying to keep with 
the design of the existing fence. 
 



Chairman Jamison stated the fence would be harmonious with the area because other 
people in the area have a similar fence. 
 
Commissioner Davis said he was trying to decide what made this situation unique.  
 
Commissioner Ward noted that a four-foot wooden privacy fence would be allowed by 
right. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that a four-foot fence could go there but would have to meet the site 
line triangle. He noted that the site line triangle isn’t usually considered if you are not 
dealing with an opaque fence. 
 
Commissioner Davis said that in his opinion a fence because of a busy road clearly 
could be a hardship but he didn’t see where having a five-foot fence was better than a 
four-foot fence. He was also a little concerned about whether it matched the rules 
concerning how close to the edge of the road it could be for clear visibility. He suggested 
that for the Council’s information a measurement be made to determine if this fence 
meets the site line triangle that a four-foot solid fence would have to meet. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
variance request as presented with there being a hardship because of it being a busy 
street, that the site line is not an issue because you can see through the fence, and the 
fence protects pets and children that may be in the yard as well as the safety of the 
applicant’s home. 
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

   Ricky Decoteau 

 

 NAYS: William Davis 

 

 ABSENT: DeAnna McManus* 

    

    

     

Motion passed. 
 
*Note: Commissioner McManus had to leave the meeting after the previous case. 
 
 



 

 

 
3. Nominations for the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 2023. 

 
 

Chairman Jamison asked for nominations for the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 
2023. 
 
Commissioner Ward nominated Meredith Dickerson owner of Black Door Boutique and 
State Farm Insurance. He stated that she had done a great job with her business and 
that she is a great supporter of the community. He also nominated Riverside Auto Sales 
stating that they are also a big supporter of the community and are improving their site 
by taking down some older accessory buildings on their property and putting up newer 
ones.  
 
Commissioner Hudson nominated O’Pink’s Sweets Treats and More. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that Meredith Dickerson donates a lot of money to the school 
district for cheerleading, band, and football. 
 
Commissioner Ward stated that Ms. Dickerson arranged something with her boutique 
for girls that didn’t have prom dresses and allowed them to shop free of charge for one. 
She partnered with last year’s recipient Monica Mingo, who owns That Gumbo Life, on 
this project. 
 
Chairman Hudson stated that O’Pink’s helps their church, as well as others in the 
community, when they need a cake for an event or something. She is also beginning to 
expand her business.  
 
Chairman Jamison agreed that she has heard great things about O’Pink”s. She also 
noted that Riverside Auto Sales is making changes to improve their business site and are 
a successful business.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked for a vote on the nominees. Meredith Dickerson, owner of 
Black Door Boutique and State Farm Insurance, was voted to be the recipient of the Larry 
Moran Excellence Award for 2023. 
 

 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved the three cases from 
the January 4, 2024, meeting. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that the computers were down, and January’s 
report would be presented at next month’s meeting.  
 



 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    Josh Ward 

    Marcus Hudson 

    Chris Hoover  

William Davis 

Ricky Decoteau 

  

     

ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 

    

 

Motion Passed. 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Regular Meeting Agenda 

 February 1, 2024  

GPC #24-05-SE 

Jackie Conerly 

dba 

Divine Inspirations Learning Center 

3005 Holly Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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

an existing Child Care Center, Commercial, located in a R-1 Low Density 

Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3005 Holly Drive, (GPC #24-05-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  January 19, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an expansion 

of an existing Child Care Center, Commercial, located in a R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3005 Holly Drive, (GPC #24-05-
SE) 

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jackie Conerly dba Divine 
Inspirations Learning Center for a Special Exception that would allow an expansion of an 
existing Child Care Center, Commercial, located in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 3005 Holly Drive. PID #85455022.000 & #85455024.000 
(GPC #24-05-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on January 11, 2024. All public 
notice requirements have been met.  

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

1. Location: 3005 Holly Drive, PID #85455022.000 & #85455024.000 (See 
Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Existing Daycare 
Total Lot Size (both lots): approximately 0.71 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. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Vacant, and Very 
Low to Low Density Residential. 

 
7. 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: Existing daycare has been here in Gautier over 20 years. 
 
Staff Finding:  There are other Child Care facilities currently operating within this 
district. 
 
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: Existing daycare has been here in Gautier for over 20 
years.  
 
Staff Finding: The existing daycare has been at this location for many years. 
Staff’s opinion is that approval of the request may not negatively affect the 
neighborhood as long as any such expansion will not result in an increase in traffic 
to and from the facility.      

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: Existing daycare. Proposed for safety of the children and 

parking for employees. 

 

Staff Finding: None  

 

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 

February 1, 2024 

GPC #24-06-VAR 

725 Graveline Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) Variance to fence height requirements in 

a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 725 Graveline 

Road, (GPC #24-06-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 

STAFF REPORT 
 

To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  January 19, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) Variance to fence height requirements 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 725 
Graveline Road, PID #87100002.000 (GPC #24-06-VAR)    

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Stephen and Micki Chodrick for a 
one-foot (1’) Variance to fence height requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 725 Graveline Road, PID #87100002.000 (GPC #24-06-
VAR) The application fee of $175 was paid on January 5, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicants would like to place a five foot (5’) open aluminum decorative fence along 
the front and side yard of their property. This is a corner lot and the area where the 
applicant proposes to place the fence would be considered a secondary front yard and 
would need to meet the requirements set forth for fences in a front yard. The Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 11.10.2 (D) states that fences shall not exceed 
four feet (4’) in height within a designated front yard. The applicants will need a one-foot 
(1’) variance to fence height requirements in a front/secondary-front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicants would like to put up a five foot (5’) open aluminum decorative fence along 
their front yard which abuts Graveline Road, and along their side yard which abuts 
Soundview Drive. The side yard that abuts Soundview Drive is considered a secondary 
front yard. According to the UDO Section 11.10.2 (D) fences cannot exceed four feet (4’) 
in height within a designated front yard. The applicants are asking for a one-foot (1’) 
variance to fence height requirements in a front/secondary-front yard to put  
up the proposed five-foot (5’) fence. 
 
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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