
AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

JUNE 6, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (APRIL 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 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. 3309 Gatti Place (GPC #24-13-CU) 

 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory structure to be 

located on a lot without a primary structure in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3216 Willis Street, (GPC #24-14-SE) 

 

3. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 900 Hickory 

Hill Drive, PID #82000001.000, #85700001.000, #85700001.050, & #85700002.000, from an 

existing PUD Planned Unit Development to a new PUD Planned Unit Development (GPC 

Case No. 24-15-RZ) 

 

4. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 304 De La 

Pointe, PID #87010076.000, from R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential to C-3 Highway 

Commercial (GPC Case No. 24-16-RZ) 

 

5. Consider a request for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance for a dwelling 

in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. 5900 Brown Road, (GPC #24-17-VAR) 

 

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



  

 

APRIL 4, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on April 4, 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, and Chris Hoover. 
Absent were William Davis, and Ricky Decoteau. Also present were Scott Ankerson, 
Planning Director, Josh Danos, City Attorney, and Babs Logan, Planning 
Technician.  

 

        
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 4, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (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 
 
 A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
   
 B. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
 
IX. ADJOURN 

 

 

 

 

Josh Danos, City Attorney, asked for Item 5 under New Business to be heard before 
Item 4. 

 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to approve the Agenda as amended. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the February 1, 2024, minutes. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 



AYES:   Kay C. Jamison  
   Josh Ward 
   DeAnna McManus 
    Maurice Hudson 
            Chris Hoover 
 

 ABSENT:     William Davis 
Ricky Decoteau 

     
   
Motion Passed.  
 
 
 
 

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

 
 

 

OLD BUSINESS - None 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 
 

1. Presentation of the Larry Moran Award of Excellence to Merideth Dickerson 

 
Chairman Jamison explained the history behind the Larry Moran Award of Excellence.  
Mr. Larry Moran served as a Planning Commissioner for 11 years from 1997 to 2008.  He 
served as Chairman of the Planning Commission for the last 10 years of his service.  
During his Planning Commission service, Mr. Moran was diagnosed with cancer.  While 
undergoing treatment, Mr. Moran still fulfilled his duties as Planning Commissioner.  
When he could not attend the meetings in person, due to his declining health, he would 
phone into the meeting and would be present via conference call.   
 
In 2008 Mr. Moran lost his battle with cancer.  The Planning Commission created the 
Larry Moran Excellence Award to honor the memory of Mr. Larry Moran and his dedicated 
service to the City of Gautier. The first award was presented in 2009.  
 
The Larry Moran Excellence Award is presented annually by the Gautier Planning 
Commission to a deserving Gautier business or business leader who has exhibited 
planning and/or zoning excellence. 
 
Chairman Jamison then acknowledged the 2023 award winner, Merideth Dickerson, 
owner of State Farm Insurance Agency and Black Door Boutique, by giving a little history 
about the owner and her business.  
 
  



 

 
Merideth and her husband Lee relocated to Gautier from the Mississippi Delta in 2002, 
establishing her own State Farm agency.  She chose Gautier as her business and 
residential location due to its appealing coastal setting and charming small-town feel. 
Merideth is a strong advocate for conducting business in the town she resides in. It was 
important to her to send both of her children to Gautier schools and support the local 
sports and academics by always being the first to sponsor and volunteer. She spent many 
years as president of the schools’ Parent Teacher Organizations – even being awarded 
Parent of The Year twice.  
 
Merideth launched her second business venture in Gautier five years ago, identifying a 
need for an inclusive women’s boutique offering sizes and styles to accommodate all 
females. Her top priority is to make sure women of all ages as well as body types leave 
Black Door Boutique feeling confident and that they received exceptional service while 
they were there.  
 
Her favorite local event is The Gautier Mullet Festival, where she sets up tents for both 
businesses and gives out freebies to her community. She also puts on an annual blood 
drive and a customer appreciation day where she hires a local ice cream truck to give 
away cones.  
 
With pride, Merideth is thrilled to announce her dual sponsorship of the new Sound 
Amphitheater in Gautier, representing both her insurance agency and Black Door 
Boutique. She is eagerly awaiting opening night and to see the city thrive with its new 
opening. It is her hope that it will enrich nearby residents’ lives culturally while generating 
opportunities for jobs and new support of local businesses.  
 
She wants to thank the City of Gautier for being so supportive of both of her small 
businesses. It has been a pleasure to partner with them on many projects and events 
over the years. She hopes the city continues to grow and flourish and that everyone can 
see the potential and charm of our little coastal town.  
 
Chairman Jamison then presented the award to Merideth Dickerson, owner of State 
Farm Insurance Agency and Black Door Boutique. Mrs. Dickerson, Mr. Moran’s widow, 
and his daughter were presented with a bouquet of flowers. 
 

 
 

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) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He explained 
that the applicant wants to section off 2.5 acres of the existing property at 3101 Oak 
Street for a Recreational Vehicle (RV) Park. He has an existing mobile home park on the 
property and is asking to take an unused section of the property for the RV Park. The 
ordinance requires a five (5) acre minimum for an RV park, and he is asking for a 
reduction in that size by 2.5 acres. 
 



REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Al Easom 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 at 3101 Oak 
Street, PID #87010065.000 (GPC #24-07-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on 
December 12, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to parcel off 2.5 acres of his property at 3101 Oak Street, PID 
#87010065.000, for a Recreational Vehicle (RV) Park. The property is part of a five-acre 
parcel that is part of Southern Hideaway, which is an existing mobile home park. The 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 6.5.4(A) states that the minimum area 
requirement for an RV Park is five (5) acres. The applicant needs a 2.5 acre variance to 
minimum lot size requirements for an RV Park. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 2.5 acre variance to minimum lot size requirements for an 
RV Park. He would like to parcel off 2.5 acres of his property at 3101 Oak Street and 
make it an RV Park. There is an existing mobile home park on the other part of this 
property. He plans to have twelve spots for RVs. Per the UDO, the minimum lot size for 
an RV Park is five acres. The property is located in the MURC-MW District. 
 
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 applicant to present his case.  
 
Al Easom, the applicant, stated he has approximately fourteen acres at 3101 Oak Street, 
and he would like to use some of the undeveloped wooded area to put RVs for camps. 
The RVs would not be for permanent living but basically for fish camps, which is pretty 
much what the mobile home park has. The mobile home park has 36 mobile homes but 
only 5 are used for full-time residency.  
 
Chairman Jamison noted that the plan showed sites for twelve RVs. She also reminded 
Mr. Easom that the RVs could not be tied down and would need to be ready to be 
removed in case of a hurricane. 
 
Mr. Easom stated that the drawing presented was only a preliminary drawing because 
he had not been told where the water, sewer, or power would be located. He noted that 
he did not want to pay for engineered drawings if the park was not approved.  
 
Mr. Ankerson advised the Commissioners that Article 6 of the UDO addresses RV Parks 
with specific instructions on how they are to be constructed which will have to be followed. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if there might be plans to expand the RV Park beyond 2.5 
acres if the permanent residents of the mobile home park moved. 
 
Mr. Easom said that he did not intend to expand beyond 2.5 acres because there is a 
low-lying area at one end of the property that he doesn’t want to disturb.   
 
Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Ankerson if there was a stipulation on what type, what 
size, or how new the RV had to be. 
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that the standards in place addressed RVs in flood zones. A 
Recreational Vehicle in an RV park must be ready to be hooked up and moved at any 
time. The UDO does not specify age or size of RVs. 
 
Chairman Jamison and Commissioner Hudson said they would like for the applicant 
not to allow any RVs older than ten years in the park. 
 
Commissioner Hudson also asked if there was something in place that would eliminate 
someone turning an RV into a permanent residence with porches, etc. 
 



 

Mr. Ankerson advised that what prevents it from becoming a permanent structure is that 
it must be road-ready to move out if necessary. They would have to keep the tires in good 
condition, and maintenance up on the vehicle. It cannot be tied down and there cannot 
be anything permanent attached to the RV. A free-standing porch could be placed as an 
accessory structure. He also advised that conditions could be placed on the request, such 
as how old the RV could be.   
 
Chairman Jamison said that some parks have a limit on the size of RVs allowed due to 
being able to maneuver into a site. The size is usually not longer than 28’ or 30’.  
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that Article 6 of the UDO also gives specifics on road widths and 
widths for turnarounds along with other egress requirements. 
 
Mr. Easom reminded that Commissioners that the plan he had presented was only 
preliminary. He will have to find out where the power, water, and sewer will be before he 
can determine exactly where the roads will go. He also said there was a big magnolia 
and some live oaks that he wants to have the RVs center around.  
 
Commissioner McManus asked if the Commission would be hearing the request if the 
site for the RV Park would total 5 acres. 
Mr. Ankerson explained that the use was allowed by right in the MURC-MW District and 
the only reason they were hearing the request was because Mr. Easom was asking that 
the park only consist of 2.5 acres instead of the 5-acre minimum requirement set forth in 
the UDO. 
 
Commissioner Ward stated that it sounded like the smaller acreage was needed 
because of the characteristics of the property, which included low lying areas, natural 
springs, etc. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Hudson made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve 
the variance request with the condition that RVs cannot be more than ten years old. 
 
Chairman Jamison seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

    

  ABSENT: William Davis 

    Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

Motion passed. 



 

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) 

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

that the applicant had a business on Hwy 90 which was in a C-3 Highway Commercial 

District but has moved the business to 4343 Gautier Vancleave Road which is in a C-2 

Community Commercial District. This change in districts decreases the amount of 

signage she can have for the business. She would like to use the sign that she had at 

her previous location at her new site, but because of the change in districts and signage 

regulations she needs a variance. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jessica Kimball dba Block 
Therapy Quilt Shop for an eighteen-foot seven inch (18.7) square foot variance to sign 
square footage requirements in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at 4343 
Gautier Vancleave Road, PID #82426590.190 (GPC #24-09-VAR). The application fee 
of $175 was paid on February 14, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant is moving her business from 424 Highway 90 to 4343 Gautier Vancleave 
Road. She would like to use her existing signs from her previous location. The existing 
signs are 5’ x 7’. She wants to frame the two existing signs back-to-back for her free-
standing sign. With the framing, the square footage of the signage will be 8’ x 5’4” or 
42.66 square feet. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) allows twenty-four (24) 
square feet of signage for a free-standing sign at that location. She is asking for a variance 
of 18.66 square feet. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for an 18.66 square foot variance to the allowed square footage 
for a free-standing sign at 4343 Gautier Vancleave Road. She wants to use her existing 
signs from her old location on Highway 90. The two existing signs are 5’ x 7’. She would 
like to frame them back-to-back and use them for her free-standing sign at her new 
location on Gautier Vancleave Road. With the frame, the sign will be 8’ x 5’4” or 42.66 
square feet. The UDO only allows twenty-four (24) square feet of signage for a free-
standing sign at the Gautier Vancleave location. She will need an 18.66 square foot 
variance in order to use the existing signs. 
 
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 applicant to present her case.  
 
Jessica Kimball, the applicant, said that she had bought Block Therapy Quilt Shop in 
February of this year, but the business has been located in Gautier since 2011. She said 
she decided to move the business because she liked the new location on Gautier 
Vancleave better than the previous location. One of the reasons she wanted to use the 
existing sign was because a lot of her customers come only once or twice a year and 
having the old familiar sign would help them in locating the new store.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked Ms. Kimball is she occupied the entire building at 4343 
Gautier Vancleave Road. 
 
Ms. Kimball answered that she did. 
 
Chairman Jamison noted that Ms. Kimball’s proposed sign was far enough away from 
the sign for the restaurant and businesses next door that it would not hinder being able 
to see their sign.  
 
Commissioner Ward noted that the proposed sign would only be 8’ in height which was 
substantially lower than the sign next door.  
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 



 

 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve 
the variance as presented. 
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover 

    

  ABSENT: William Davis 

    Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

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) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Charles Roberts for a Rezoning 
of property known as 4416 Highway 57, PID #82430100.050, from C-3 Highway 
Commercial to PUD Planned Unit Development. The parcel is approximately 19.91 acres. 
The application fee of $300 was paid on January 26, 2024. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
 



DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location:  4416 Highway 57, PID #82430100.050. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial.  (See Exhibit B) 
 

UDO 5.3.9 C-3, Highway Commercial District - Purpose and intent. The 
purpose of this district is to provide for areas where relatively high intensity 
commercial and retail uses, office buildings, medical facilities, automobile car lots 
and regional shopping areas may be located.  C-3 Districts are to be located along 
major highways or major arterials. Due to the high intensity of some of the 
permitted uses and the variety of uses, most C-3 uses are not compatible with low- 
to medium-density residential uses, but may be adjacent to high-density residential 
uses if adequately buffered. 

 
 

UDO 5.3.17 PUD, Planned Unit Development - Purpose and intent. The 
PUD zoning district is applied to specific areas to encourage flexibility in the 
development of land, in order to promote its most appropriate use; to improve the 
design, character and quality of new developments; to encourage a harmonious 
and appropriate mixture of uses; to facilitate the adequate and economic provision 
of streets, utilities, and city services; to preserve the natural, environmental and 
scenic features of the site; to encourage and provide a mechanism for arranging 
improvements on sites so as to preserve desirable features; to mitigate the 
problems which may be presented by specific site conditions; and to encourage 
subdivisions which address the affordable housing goals, objectives and policies 
of the city's comprehensive plan. Uses permitted “by right” are established by the 
intent of the underlying Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. It is 
anticipated that PUDs will offer one or more of the following advantages: 
 
A. Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land 

use and development densities; 
 
B. Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural 

beauty, and natural green spaces; 
 
C. Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets; 
 
D. Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings; 
 
E. Buffer differing types of land use and intensities of development from each 

other so as    to minimize any adverse impact which new development may 
have on existing or zoned development; and 

 
F. Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its 

surroundings and provide suitable design responses to the specific 
environmental constraints of the site and surrounding area. 

 
 
 

 



 

DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  4416 Highway 57, PID #82430100.050.  
 
Location: Ward 1 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: C-3 Highway Commercial 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Regional Scale Commercial.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial to the North and South, AG Agricultural 
to the East. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned C-3 Highway Commercial.  
        
REVIEW CRITERIA: 

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

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

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

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from C-3 

Highway Commercial to PUD Planned Unit Development; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 



Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
Donovan Scruggs, representing Dr. Adlakha the potential purchaser of the property in 
question, and representing the applicant Charles Roberts, stated they are asking for 
rezoning to a Planned Unit Development (PUD) because they are wanting to do a very 
unique development. The development is almost like a town center or a mixed-use 
development. The C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District lays out a lot of uses they 
like but comes with larger setbacks and issues that would make their development look 
like a Highway 90 development instead of a downtown or mixed-use development. The 
PUD is the best way to be able to develop the site with a downtown look. This PUD will 
include a hotel, dining and retail opportunities, medical clinics, and office spaces. All 
uses allowed in a C-3 district. As for changes in the character of the area, there are now 
apartments to the north, and a medical complex, as well as other commercial activities, 
to the south. The primary change in the character of the area is in the unincorporated 
area of Jackson County to the south with at least 2500 new residents. The PUD will help 
meet the needs of these residents with retail establishments, restaurants, etc.  
 
Commissioner McManus asked what the plan was to address the amount of traffic that 
would be coming in and out of the development because there are a lot of people that 
use Highway 57 and if the development were approved traffic would increase. She asked 
if they plan for a crossover or a U-turn to be placed in the area. 
 
Mr. Scruggs said that would be a conversation they would have to have with MDOT. 
They would like to have a traffic light at that location, but it is so close to the intersection 
and light at Highway 90 that a light would be problematic. He said they weren’t sure 
whether they want a crossover or a turnaround to help access the development, but 
ultimately it would be whatever MDOT will approve. He does think the best place for 
anything would be near the north entrance.  
 
Commissioner Ward stated that he does think there is a need for this type of 
development and that the surrounding properties will accent this area. It will not change 
the characteristics of the area but may better what is already there. 
 
Mr. Ankerson reminded the Commission that the use they are proposing on the property 
are allowed in a C-3. 
 
Mr. Scruggs explained that some of the buildings would occupy almost 100 percent of 
the lot space on some of the lots. Although there will not be parking on some of the sights 
there will be adjacent or common parking areas. There will also be easements between 
properties for walkways. He said they are wanting zero setbacks except where they will 
need to be enforced by the building code for fire standards, etc. The reason for these 
zero setbacks is to create a downtown feel. There will be on street parking that should 
slow down vehicular traffic for the safety of the pedestrian traffic. They have talked to the 
city about the streets in the development being dedicated to the city as public streets.  
 
Commissioner McManus asked Mr. Ankerson what assurances they have if they 
approve this rezoning that the plan presented is what will be developed. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that he and Mr. Scruggs had discussed not being too specific 
about the uses such as saying exactly what kind of business would be in which building. 
They stayed general with the description, but for uses that are allowed within a C-3 



 

District. The request is specific to what has been presented. He explained that tonight 
the Commission was approving the PUD rezoning with the presented preliminary plat. 
For the next phase the applicant will present the development agreement to the city, 
more specifics on the utilities they are asking for the city to take over, the final plat, etc. 
The final plat would go before the City Council for approval.  
 
Bill Wingfield, owner of the medical complex next to the proposed development, wanted 
to know how the development would affect his property as for as some of the vacant land 
between them being an area that stays wet.  
 
Commissioner Ward said the new development would have to have their own water 
detention plan and they will have a detention pond. Any development on the proposed 
property will not affect Mr. Wingfield’s property or the use of his property.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked if there were wetlands on the property or was it just wet 
land. 
 
Mr. Scruggs advised that they were in the process of mitigating wetlands on the subject 
property. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if there would be some type of signage stopping tractor 
trailers or oversize loads from using the roadways since they would be narrow. 
 
Mr. Scruggs said there would be a loop road they could use to get in and out for 
deliveries. The roads would be passable for them, but they would encourage them to use 
another route. 
 
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 to 
rezone the subject area from C-3 Highway Commercial to PUD Planned Unit 
Development as presented due to the public need. 
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover   

    

  ABSENT: William Davis 

    Ricky Decoteau 

    

Motion passed. 
 
 



*Note: This case, Item 4, GPC 24-10-RZ, was the last case heard at the meeting. Josh 
Danos, City Attorney, recused himself prior to this case being heard. 
 
 

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) 

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if the size of the homes should be considered.  
 
Mr. Ankerson advised that this was a request for a Planned Unit Development (PUD) 
and that the Commission could request any changes to the PUD that they would like to 
see. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Brandi Bosarge for a Rezoning of 
property known as PID #85298083.000, Carter Road, from AG Agricultural to PUD 
Planned Unit Development. The parcel is approximately 4.61 acres. The application fee 
of $300 was paid on February 8, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location:  Carter Road, PID #85298083.000. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: AG Agricultural.  (See Exhibit B) 
 

 UDO 5.3.1  AG, Agricultural District - Purpose and intent. The AG District is 
intended to provide an area for low density residential development and small 
scale agricultural uses such as farms, and ponds for livestock or fowl. This zoning 
district is to encourage large lots, open space and single-family detached dwellings 
in an agricultural environment. 
The provision of these zoning regulations shall not be exercised so as to require 
permits with reference to land used for agricultural purposes, or for the 
maintenance, repair or extension of farm buildings or farm structures.  

 
 

UDO 5.3.17 PUD, Planned Unit Development - Purpose and intent. The 
PUD zoning district is applied to specific areas to encourage flexibility in the 



 

development of land, in order to promote its most appropriate use; to improve the 
design, character and quality of new developments; to encourage a harmonious 
and appropriate mixture of uses; to facilitate the adequate and economic provision 
of streets, utilities, and city services; to preserve the natural, environmental and 
scenic features of the site; to encourage and provide a mechanism for arranging 
improvements on sites so as to preserve desirable features; to mitigate the 
problems which may be presented by specific site conditions; and to encourage 
subdivisions which address the affordable housing goals, objectives and policies 
of the city's comprehensive plan. Uses permitted “by right” are established by the 
intent of the underlying Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. It is 
anticipated that PUDs will offer one or more of the following advantages: 
 
A. Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land 

use and development densities; 
 
B. Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural 

beauty, and natural green spaces; 
 
C. Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets; 
 
D. Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings; 
 
E. Buffer differing types of land use and intensities of development from each 

other so as    to minimize any adverse impact which new development may 
have on existing or zoned development; and 

 
F. Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its 

surroundings and provide suitable design responses to the specific 
environmental constraints of the site and surrounding area. 

 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  PID #85298083.000, Carter Road.  
 
Location: Ward 1 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: AG Agricultural 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Low Density Residential.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: AG Agricultural to the North, South, East, and West.  
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned AG Agricultural.  
        
 
 
 



REVIEW CRITERIA: 
 

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

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

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

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from AG 

Agricultural to PUD Planned Unit Development; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present her case. 
 
Jason Gibson, the applicant’s engineer, stated that he was present to answer any 
technical questions about the project they might have for the applicant. 
 
Brandi Bosarge, the applicant, said she wants to do a transition program for foster kids 
aging out of the program. She said the program was for kids that have had no guidance 
and have been thrown out with no life skills and nothing to set them up for success. The 
transition program gives them their own little home. Tiny homes make this affordable to 
do. They are also taught life skills by taking classes with other places that do the same 
thing.   
 
Chairman Jamison asked if they would be paying to live there. 
 
Ms. Bosarge said the program was Federally funded. She said she has her 501(c)(3) 
and that this is a non-profit program. They will pay rent, but she has a program set up to 
help them.  
 
 



 

Mr. Gibson said it is basically a transition program from foster care to their own place to 
improve their skills to go out into the world. 
 
Chairman Jamison said her concern is that there is a size limit on houses and the 
Commission had recently denied a request for Ms. Bosarge for the very same reason, 
being smaller square footage, on this same property.  
 
Mr. Gibson stated that it would all be on one five-acre parcel and that Ms. Bosarge would 
manage the young adults there. There would be one home for an assistant to help care 
for the units and young adults. He noted that there was a FEMA cottage across the street 
that was kind of run-down, and some trailers and woods in the area. He feels that the 
PUD would improve the value of the property around it.  
 
Chairman Jamison stated that City Council agreed with the Planning Commission on 
Ms. Bosarge’s last request. The city isn’t quite ready to address tiny homes. 
 
Ms. Bosarge said that was why they set in motion to do the PUD.  
 
Mr. Gibson said the whole reason to do the PUD was to get around the square footage 
requirement and to put more units on one property so that Ms. Bosarge could try and do 
the transitional program. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if what was presented was exactly what was being put on the 
property.  
 
Mr. Gibson said they had not designed a particular home for this site yet. They just had 
a basic layout for it. He also noted they would only be using about half the property and 
that it would be a very low-density PUD.  
 
Ms. Bosarge said that with this program there were certain things that they could and 
could not do with the homes to protect the wellbeing of the young adults. The Board 
members had to approve the buildings. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson if a PUD had certain requirements that would 
have to be met regarding road type, road materials, etc. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that in this case with the PUD being just one parcel it would be 
a private road, more like a driveway. Since they would not be dividing it into multiple 
parcels, they would not be asking the city to take over the roads. 
Commissioner Hudson asked who would be living in the homes and how many would 
be living in each unit. He also asked Ms. Bosarge to help him better understand how she 
would make sure that these youth did not get out of hand. What kind of guidelines would 
she have. 
 
Ms. Bosarge said there would only be one person per unit. She said that with these 
programs being Federally funded they must go through DHS supervisors to choose 
applicants. She said she would be running a tight ship because she has policies, and 
handbooks she has to go by, and she has to take courses in order to run the program. 
This program is only for kids that want to better themselves and have no other resources. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if they were talking about kids or 18-year-olds. 



 
Ms. Bosarge said they would be between 16 and 18 years old, because at 16 some can 
get emancipated. They have to be in school and there are other requirements they have 
to meet before they are approved for the program. 
 
Commissioner Hudson asked if there were any assurances that the requirements 
discussed would be put in place. 
 
Commissioner Ward said there were Federal mandates that she has to meet as far as 
her 501(c), etc. All the city can say is what can be done with the property. 
 
Commissioner McManus said her concern is still small houses and property values. 
 
Mr. Gibson stated that small houses are a way to make it affordable and they will be 
more valuable than the FEMA cottage across the street and the trailers next door. 
 
Commissioner Hudson explained that the city had to set a benchmark to go by to keep 
up the standards of the City of Gautier. He added that the FEMA cottage and the trailers 
were grandfathered in. 
 
Commissioner McManus corrected a statement from earlier in the meeting regarding 
the Planning Commission not recommending approval for Ms. Bosarge’s previous 
request for a tiny home at this location. She noted that the Planning Commission did 
recommend approval. 
 
Ms. Bosarge stated that this was not about tiny homes, it was about changing the lives 
of kids that have nothing.  
 
Commissioner Ward was concerned that rezoning to a PUD would raise the issue of 
Spot Zoning because there is nothing similar to a PUD in the surrounding area. He was 
concerned that a PUD would open the door for multiple things to be put in the area.  
 
Josh Danos, the City Attorney, explained that a PUD was an overlay zoning district and 
in allowing a PUD for transitional housing from foster care there were questions that had 
to be addressed regarding the UDO and rezoning. The questions are: 1) Is there 
sufficient evidence there is a public need for this, and 2) Has the surrounding area, the 
area surrounding their property, changed in a sufficient way that will allow rezoning of 
this property. He didn’t think there was a suggestion that there was a mistake in the 
original zoning. 
 
Commissioner Ward stated that he didn’t think there was a mistake in the original 
zoning. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that she didn’t think anything had changed in the area. 
 
Mr. Gibson said that with all the property around the property in question that has not 
been developed why would you not change it.  
 
Commissioner Hudson said that even if it didn’t get developed the city had to be careful 
with how it might get developed.  
 



 

Chairman Jamison said an option might be to build a large home for the young people 
to live in. 
 
Ms. Bosarge said that was not a transitional program. Living on their own teaches them 
responsibility, to do things on their own. She also said the State of Mississippi has 
nothing like what she has proposed. The City of Gautier would be the first.  
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that the City Council deny the 
rezoning request. 
 
Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

    

NAYS: Chris Hoover 

    

  ABSENT: William Davis 

    Ricky Decoteau 

    

Motion passed. 
 
 

 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved GPC #24-06-VAR as 
presented. They approved GPC #24-05-SE with the stipulations recommended by the 
Planning Commission and added that the height of the sound/landscaping buffer shall be 
opaque, 10 ft. in width, and 10 ft. in height (to be grown in one year), with a timber fence 
behind it; and a dumpster is allowed, but it must be behind the front plane of the primary 
structure, with hours of collection limited to 7:00 am to 5:00 pm. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the monthly reports from January 2024, February 2024, and 
March 2024.  
 
 

 



Commissioner Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    Josh Ward 

    DeAnna McManus 

    Marcus Hudson 

    Chris Hoover  

     

ABSENT: William Davis 

  Ricky Decoteau  

 

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 

April 4, 2024 

GPC #24-07-VAR 

3101 Oak Street 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  February 26, 2024  
 
Subject: 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) 

    
           

 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Al Easom 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 at 3101 Oak 
Street, PID #87010065.000 (GPC #24-07-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on 
December 12, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to parcel off 2.5 acres of his property at 3101 Oak Street, PID 
#87010065.000, for a Recreational Vehicle (RV) Park. The property is part of a five-acre 
parcel that is part of Southern Hideaway, which is an existing mobile home park. The 
Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 6.5.4(A) states that the minimum area 
requirement for an RV Park is five (5) acres. The applicant needs a 2.5 acre variance to 
minimum lot size requirements for an RV Park. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 2.5 acre variance to minimum lot size requirements for an 
RV Park. He would like to parcel off 2.5 acres of his property at 3101 Oak Street and 
make it an RV Park. There is an existing mobile home park on the other part of this 
property. He plans to have twelve spots for RVs. Per the UDO, the minimum lot size for 
an RV Park is five acres. The property is located in the MURC-MW District. 
 
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 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 



 

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

April 4, 2024 

GPC #24-09-VAR 

4343 Gautier Vancleave Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  February 26, 2024  
 
Subject: 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 at 4343 Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #24-
09-VAR) 

    
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jessica Kimball dba Block 
Therapy Quilt Shop for an eighteen-foot seven inch (18.7) square foot variance to sign 
square footage requirements in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at 4343 
Gautier Vancleave Road, PID #82426590.190 (GPC #24-09-VAR). The application fee 
of $175 was paid on February 14, 2023. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant is moving her business from 424 Highway 90 to 4343 Gautier Vancleave 
Road. She would like to use her existing signs from her previous location. The existing 
signs are 5’ x 7’. She wants to frame the two existing signs back-to-back for her free-
standing sign. With the framing, the square footage of the signage will be 8’ x 5’4” or 
42.66 square feet. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) allows twenty-four (24) 
square feet of signage for a free-standing sign at that location. She is asking for a variance 
of 18.66 square feet. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for an 18.66 square foot variance to the allowed square footage 
for a free-standing sign at 4343 Gautier Vancleave Road. She wants to use her existing 
signs from her old location on Highway 90. The two existing signs are 5’ x 7’. She would 
like to frame them back-to-back and use them for her free-standing sign at her new 
location on Gautier Vancleave Road. With the frame, the sign will be 8’ x 5’4” or 42.66 
square feet. The UDO only allows twenty-four (24) square feet of signage for a free-
standing sign at the Gautier Vancleave location. She will need an 18.66 square foot 
variance in order to use the existing signs. 
 
 
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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VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: February 27, 2024 
 
Subject: 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) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Charles Roberts for a Rezoning 
of property known as 4416 Highway 57, PID #82430100.050, from C-3 Highway 
Commercial to PUD Planned Unit Development. The parcel is approximately 19.91 acres. 
The application fee of $300 was paid on January 26, 2024. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location:  4416 Highway 57, PID #82430100.050. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial.  (See Exhibit B) 
 

UDO 5.3.9 C-3, Highway Commercial District - Purpose and intent. The 
purpose of this district is to provide for areas where relatively high intensity 
commercial and retail uses, office buildings, medical facilities, automobile car lots 
and regional shopping areas may be located.  C-3 Districts are to be located along 
major highways or major arterials. Due to the high intensity of some of the 
permitted uses and the variety of uses, most C-3 uses are not compatible with low- 
to medium-density residential uses, but may be adjacent to high-density residential 
uses if adequately buffered. 

 
 



 

UDO 5.3.17 PUD, Planned Unit Development - Purpose and intent. The 
PUD zoning district is applied to specific areas to encourage flexibility in the 
development of land, in order to promote its most appropriate use; to improve the 
design, character and quality of new developments; to encourage a harmonious 
and appropriate mixture of uses; to facilitate the adequate and economic provision 
of streets, utilities, and city services; to preserve the natural, environmental and 
scenic features of the site; to encourage and provide a mechanism for arranging 
improvements on sites so as to preserve desirable features; to mitigate the 
problems which may be presented by specific site conditions; and to encourage 
subdivisions which address the affordable housing goals, objectives and policies 
of the city's comprehensive plan. Uses permitted “by right” are established by the 
intent of the underlying Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. It is 
anticipated that PUDs will offer one or more of the following advantages: 
 
A. Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land 

use and development densities; 
 
B. Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural 

beauty, and natural green spaces; 
 
C. Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets; 
 
D. Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings; 
 
E. Buffer differing types of land use and intensities of development from each 

other so as    to minimize any adverse impact which new development may 
have on existing or zoned development; and 

 
F. Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its 

surroundings and provide suitable design responses to the specific 
environmental constraints of the site and surrounding area. 

 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  4416 Highway 57, PID #82430100.050.  
 
Location: Ward 1 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: C-3 Highway Commercial 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Regional Scale Commercial.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial to the North and South, AG Agricultural 
to the East. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned C-3 Highway Commercial.  
        



REVIEW CRITERIA: 
 

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

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

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

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from C-3 

Highway Commercial to PUD Planned Unit Development; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 
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GPC #24-11-RZ 

Brandi Bosarge  

Carter Road 

PID #85298083.000 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: February 27, 2024 
 
Subject: 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) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Brandi Bosarge for a Rezoning of 
property known as PID #85298083.000, Carter Road, from AG Agricultural to PUD 
Planned Unit Development. The parcel is approximately 4.61 acres. The application fee 
of $300 was paid on February 8, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1.  Location:  Carter Road, PID #85298083.000. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: AG Agricultural.  (See Exhibit B) 
 

 UDO 5.3.1  AG, Agricultural District - Purpose and intent. The AG District is 
intended to provide an area for low density residential development and small 
scale agricultural uses such as farms, and ponds for livestock or fowl. This zoning 
district is to encourage large lots, open space and single-family detached dwellings 
in an agricultural environment. 
The provision of these zoning regulations shall not be exercised so as to require 
permits with reference to land used for agricultural purposes, or for the 
maintenance, repair or extension of farm buildings or farm structures.  

 
 

UDO 5.3.17 PUD, Planned Unit Development - Purpose and intent. The 
PUD zoning district is applied to specific areas to encourage flexibility in the 



development of land, in order to promote its most appropriate use; to improve the 
design, character and quality of new developments; to encourage a harmonious 
and appropriate mixture of uses; to facilitate the adequate and economic provision 
of streets, utilities, and city services; to preserve the natural, environmental and 
scenic features of the site; to encourage and provide a mechanism for arranging 
improvements on sites so as to preserve desirable features; to mitigate the 
problems which may be presented by specific site conditions; and to encourage 
subdivisions which address the affordable housing goals, objectives and policies 
of the city's comprehensive plan. Uses permitted “by right” are established by the 
intent of the underlying Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. It is 
anticipated that PUDs will offer one or more of the following advantages: 
 
A. Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land 

use and development densities; 
 
B. Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural 

beauty, and natural green spaces; 
 
C. Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets; 
 
D. Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings; 
 
E. Buffer differing types of land use and intensities of development from each 

other so as    to minimize any adverse impact which new development may 
have on existing or zoned development; and 

 
F. Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its 

surroundings and provide suitable design responses to the specific 
environmental constraints of the site and surrounding area. 

 
 
 

DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  PID #85298083.000, Carter Road.  
 
Location: Ward 1 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: AG Agricultural 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Low Density Residential.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: AG Agricultural to the North, South, East, and West.  
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned AG Agricultural.  
        
 



 

REVIEW CRITERIA: 
 

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

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

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

 
The Planning Commission shall not recommend approval of a rezoning unless the 
applicant has proven by clear and convincing evidence that either of the required criteria 
items above have been met. 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 
 
If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 
presented meets all “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  
  
CONCLUSION: 
 
Based on the required Review Criteria established by Section 4.15 of the Unified 
Development Ordinance and the appropriateness of the request relevant to the criteria, 
the Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the subject area from AG 

Agricultural to PUD Planned Unit Development; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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