
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

OCTOBER 3, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (SEPTEMBER 5, 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 Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at John 

Dailey Drive, PID #82425010.100 & #82424080.200, from R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential to MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 (GPC Case No. 24-37-RZ) 

 

2. Consider a request for a four-foot (4’) variance to fence height requirements along the 

side property line in a front yard and a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements 

along the front property line in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 

District. 6208 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #24-38-VAR) 

 

3. Consider a request for a four-foot (4’) variance to sign height requirements and a one 

hundred seventy-four (174) square foot variance to sign square footage requirements in 

a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. 2012 Highway 90, (GPC #24-39-VAR) 

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



  

 

SEPTEMBER 5, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on September 5, 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, Chris Hoover, William Davis, and 
Ricky Decoteau. Also present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, Josh Danos, 
City Attorney (by phone), and Babs Logan, Planning Technician. Absent was 
Maurice Hudson. 

 

        
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

SEPTEMBER 5, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (JULY 11, 2024, & AUGUST 1, 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 Self Service Mini-

Warehouses in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. Highway 90, PID 

#81831440.000 (GPC #24-32-CU) 

 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the sale of sheds in 

the TC – Town Center Zoning District. 2101 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #24-33-SE) 



 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in an R-3 

Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. 7717 Dahlia Drive, (GPC 

#24-34-SE) 

4. Consider a request for a six-foot (6’) variance to side yard setback requirements 

for an accessory building and a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front 

yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1715 Piney 

Lane, (GPC #24-35-VAR) 

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

 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the Agenda. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 
 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the July 11, 2024, & August 1, 2024, 
minutes. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

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



 
 ABSTAINED:    Ricky Decoteau  
 
 ABSENT:  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 Conditional Use-Major that would allow Self Service Mini-

Warehouses in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. Highway 90, PID 

#81831440.000 (GPC #24-32-CU) 

 

 

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

the existing structure on the property was permitted as a carwash many years ago, but 

construction was never completed. Many years later it was completed by this owner who 

is using it basically as a personal storage building. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Omega Holdings LLC for a 
Conditional Use-Major that would allow Self Service Mini-Warehouses in a C-3 Highway 
Commercial Zoning District on Highway 90, PID #81831440.000. (GPC #24-32-CU). The 
application fee of $250 was paid on July 30, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-3 Highway Commercial. 

 
1. Location: Highway 90, PID #81831440.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area of Lot: Approximately 3.69 Acres  
Existing structure on property was permitted as a carwash many years ago, 
but construction was never completed 



 

  
3. Existing Zoning – C-3 Highway Commercial (See Exhibit B) 

 
4. Existing Land Use – Vacant Building (See Exhibit C)   

 
5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Low Impact 

Commercial (See Exhibit D) 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The following addresses the review criteria for a Major Conditional Use outlined in Section 
4.17.5 of the UDO.   

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

District? 
 
Applicant Response: See attachment. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Mini-Warehouses, Self Service, are listed as a Conditional 

Use-Major in a C-3 Highway Commercial District.  

 

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

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

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

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 
Staff Finding: Not substantiated  
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 



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

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

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

services and facilities. 

  

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

 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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



 

a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present the case. 
 
Donovan Scruggs, representative for the applicant, said the incomplete carwash had 
been there for many years and was basically an eyesore. The applicant bought the 
property in 2022 and made some improvements to the structure. Having invested money 
in the building, he is now trying to find a use for it. A self-storage facility is a use that 
would work with the existing structure. The property fronts on De La Pointe, Shaw Drive 
and Hwy 90, therefore having access on three sides. Access to the property will probably 
be from Shaw Drive. The applicant plans to use the existing structure and construct five 
additional buildings all within a fenced area. The project is likely a better fit for the 
residential area to the north of the property than other more intense commercial uses that 
are allowed in a C-3 district. Self-storage facilities have lower traffic counts than most 
commercial developments. Mr. Scruggs also noted that climate controlled self-storage 
facilities are permitted by right in a C-3 district. He also stated that many of the self-
storage facilities within Gautier are in zoning districts where they are not permitted by 
right. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson about making the existing structure climate 
controlled but not the other buildings. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said he thought the intent of the Ordinance went along with the fact that 
climate control storage facilities are generally large, sometimes 2 story, with a brick 
façade, which is a very different look than the metal buildings that are not climate 
controlled. 
 
Commissioner McManus asked if the facility was going to be gated or just have a fence 
around a couple of the sides. 
 
Mr. Scruggs said he expected the facility to be fenced and gated.  
 



Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson if the Commission could require them to put a 
certain height wooden fence around the entire facility. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said the Commission could put whatever conditions they wanted to on the 
request. He added that, per the Ordinance, chain link fences are not allowed to be seen 
from the public right of way or sidewalks. This parcel probably wouldn’t be able to use 
any chain link fencing because it fronts on three streets. He also said the Ordinance has 
landscape requirements for new commercial development, such as canopy trees every 
so many linear feet of the property, bushes in front of parking areas, etc.  
 
Commissioner McManus said there should definitely be a fence around the facility. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if there was a specific reason the applicant didn’t want to 
have climate-controlled storage. 
 
Mr. Scruggs said he assumed it was the cost of having climate-controlled storage. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if the buildings were going to be metal buildings, and if the 
roads would be gravel or asphalt. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said the Ordinance has architectural requirements for commercial 
buildings, but he wasn’t sure if they would apply to mini warehouses without looking at 
the Ordinance. If they do apply to mini warehouses, it would include things like façade 
materials, such as brick or stucco. 
 
Mr. Scruggs said that he would assume the front building may have something besides 
metal since it would be most visible, and the other buildings would probably be metal. As 
for the roads he wasn’t sure. Gravel would reduce the need for retention, because having 
a site that was totally impervious would cause a tremendous amount of runoff, but they 
would do whatever the Planning Commission wanted them to do. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Scruggs for a little information on the applicant, such 
as other projects and how they worked out. 
 
Mr. Scruggs said that has worked with Mr. Sauceda on a subdivision in Ocean Springs. 
Mr. Sauceda built the building on the lot next to this property and moved his business 
from Ocean Springs to that property. He also works in the building adjacent to this 
property. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use – Major with the stipulation that the project contains a decorative fence 
erected around all areas of public right of way.  
 
 

 

 



 

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

   
 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 
DeAnna McManus 

  Chris Hoover 
William Davis  
Ricky Decoteau 

 
  ABSENT: Maurice Hudson 
 
 
       
Motion passed. 
 

 
 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the sale of sheds in 

the TC – Town Center Zoning District. 2101 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #24-33-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from J. Douglas & Angie A. Molyneaux 
for a Special Exception that would allow sale of sheds in the TC – Town Center Zoning 
District at 2101 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82436055.195 (GPC #24-33-SE). The application 
fee of $250 was paid on July 12, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TC – Town Center.   
 

1. Location: 2101 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82436055.195 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 1.7 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): TC- Town Center 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): TC – Town Center, C-2 

Community Commercial, R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Commercial-Retail, 
Vacant, Very low to low density residential 



 
7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Town 

Center  
 
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: A strict application of the TC zoning regulations would 
deprive me of rights commonly enjoyed by others in the district and impose 
unnecessary hardship. I urge the City Council to consider granting a special 
exception to allow for the sale of sheds on my property. Such a decision would 
align with both historical uses and the current economic landscape, ensuring fair 
and equitable treatment for all property owners in the district. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other businesses that sell these types of sheds within 
the same 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: The initial vision for the TC district has not materialized as 
expected. A reevaluation of the zoning boundaries east of Ladnier Road is 
warranted. (See attached) 
 
Staff Finding: Staff does not feel that this use would be injurious to the 
neighborhood or the general welfare.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: The selling of sheds is specifically allowed in any zoning 

district in the city. I am assuming that it is considered an ancillary product to other 

retailers such as lumber yards. My property used to be a lumber yard. The need 

for this proposed special exception is not a result of any action that I have taken.  

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
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 his case. 

Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Ankerson why the sale of sheds was not considered 
retail. He wanted to know why it wouldn’t be considered as commercial retail. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that the sale of sheds is not a use that is listed in the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO). There are businesses such as Lowe’s that do sell them 
as part of their merchandise, but this is the specific sale of just sheds. He did not see the 
specific sale of sheds as commercial retail.  

Doug Molyneaux, the applicant, gave the Commissioners pictures from the 
manufacturer’s website of the portable buildings that would be sold on the site. He said 
he would like to address the criteria for a Special Exception as his presentation. He said 
that in the immediate neighborhood, meaning within 1000 feet of the subject property and 
east of Ladnier Road, there are multiple uses in the area that are technically permitted in 
a C-3 zone. There is a self-storage business, Air Masters’ warehouse and equipment 
yard, and an auto repair place that are all permitted in C-3. When he purchased the 
property a little over four years ago the subject property was being used as a laydown 
yard for a concrete company equipment storage. Prior to that it was used for selling 
building supplies, which is also a C-3 permitted use. The property is pretty far removed 
from the actual Town Center property that was the Singing River Mall property at one 
time. Adjacent to the old mall is Lowes that sells sheds and trailers in their parking lot as 
an ancillary use. So, the hardship is that the current zoning is not in alignment with the 
past use of the property or even the current economic reality of the area east of Ladnier. 
The hardship basically is that the Town Center zoning is overly restrictive in preventing 
the effective use of the property. 

Mr. Molyneaux further addressed the criteria by stating that the property east of Ladnier 
Road used to be C-3 and currently has a lot of uses that are permitted in C-3 zoning. This 
is demonstrative of the fact that the selling of portable buildings would be in harmony with 
the UDO and not at all injurious to the neighborhood. He said his belief is that everything 
east of Ladnier should still be C-3 zoning because when that was designated Town 
Center the economic outlook of Town Center was vastly different than it is today. Had 
Walmart located within the Town Center as expected, the Town Center would have 
exploded. It will probably be at least 20 years before Town Center expands that far east. 
He said he could make a very strong case that the area should still be C-3 for economic 
development opportunities. That is his opinion and speculation, but he didn’t do anything 
to cause the hardship. If he can get all the other owners on board, he may come back 
and request rezoning back to C-3. 

Chairman Jamison noted that the zoning was Town Center, but the existing use was 
commercial retail. She asked Mr. Ankerson why he didn’t see this as commercial retail. 

 



 

Mr. Ankerson said when he looked at the definition of commercial retail, he didn’t think 
this was in that category. The proposed use isn’t your typical retail commercial. It is large 
sheds and maybe some equipment needed to move them that would be on the property. 
He didn’t feel comfortable approving it without Planning Commission and Council 
approval. Examples of what he generally considered commercial retail would be shops 
selling things like clothing, or Harbor Freight which sells tools and other things.  

Commissioner Ward said there is definitely a lot of speculation in what Mr. Molyneaux 
was saying. He remembered when the construction business was there, and they were 
trying to make a production facility there that would cause a lot of noise. The noise was 
the main concern with them because of the neighborhood right there. He asked how much 
noise the business would generate because there is a neighborhood right across the 
street from the property.  

Mr. Molyneaux said directly across the street from the property was woods. The 
subdivision was across the street to the east. There should be about twenty or thirty sheds 
on display at any given time. He didn’t know the volume of sheds the business owner 
was intending to sale but there would be trucks coming in and out to deliver them. They 
would not be building them on site. He is going to be the landlord for the business owners 
that would be selling the sheds. He did some research on the sheds and they will meet 
City of Gautier codes for wind.  

Commissioner Ward said the business owner would need to make sure that anyone 
buying a shed was told that they had to get a permit from the City and verify that the shed 
met codes. People need to know that just because they are being sold in the city does 
not mean they meet city code. 

Mr. Molyneaux said he and Mr. Ankerson had already discussed that issue and he had 
talked to the business owner about it. There will also be a lot of the sheds sold that may 
not be placed in Gautier. People from Vancleave, Ocean Springs, etc. would be buying 
sheds from that location. 

Casey Vaughan who lives at 3109 Bemis Avenue, which is across from the property, 
said he is open to new business but some of the things stated are not 100 percent factual. 
One thing was that Air Masters Mechanical was there before Gautier was incorporated. 
He said he doesn’t mind storage sheds being sold on the property but thinks there needs 
to be some strict guidelines regarding the buffering between the residential area and the 
commercial area, and when the sheds are being brought in and out. He is also concerned 
because sister cities have some locations where storage sheds are sold that are 
overcrowded with sheds and they are not strategically placed on the lots.  

Mr. Molyneaux said there would be about an acre designated for sheds. He assumes 
you could get 30 to 40 shed in that area maximum. He thought that restricting times for 
delivery from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. would be agreeable with the business owners. 

Mr. Ankerson advised that the Ordinance has density limitations for each district 
regarding how much of a lot can be covered. After looking at the UDO he advised that 
areas density was a maximum of 90 percent. He suggested instead of saying how many 
buildings could be on the property they need to be looking at a percentage of density. 
They will also be required to have parking which would be calculated in that density 
percentage. 



Mr. Vaughan said the property had some stipulations on it before and some development 
agreements. Also, he said there are currently some issues with some urban campers and 
are the applicants’ tenants going to be able to address those issues with some security 
for the property.  

Mr. Molyneaux said he had told his tenants they would probably need to put up some 
security cameras to keep urban campers from sleeping in the buildings because he had 
to run some of them off the property himself.  

Mr. Ankerson said he did have a concern that he failed to put in the Staff Report. When 
the buildings are brought in do they tie them down because the only way they would meet 
the wind load is if they were tied down. If not, that might be a concern the Commissioners 
might want to address in their conditions.  

Commissioner Ward said the sales locations he has been to don’t typically tie the sheds 
down. They might need to require an emergency preparedness plan that so many hours 
before a named storm they need to tie them down. 

Commissioner McManus said there needed to be some type of buffer on the front of 
the property, either a fence or shrubbery. 

Mr. Molyneaux said he wanted people to be able to see that there was a storage shed 
sales place there. Any type of buffer that would hide the business would not make sense.  

Chairman Jamison asked the other Commissioners for ideas on hours of operation. It 
was suggested that the hours open to looking at the sheds be from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. 

Mr. Molyneaux said he would like to be open from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. He asked if 
they would restrict Lowe’s or Harbor Freight to those hours. 

Commissioner Hoover said that they had to consider the lights that would be on the 
property after dark for shoppers. The bright lights shouldn’t disturb the residents. 

Mr. Ankerson did advise there were regulations in the Ordinance regarding brightness 
of the lighting that would have to be adhered to in the parking area. 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the Special 
Exception with the following stipulations: 1) the front facing side on Old Spanish Trail shall 
have a decorative fence to be aesthetically pleasing for the neighborhood across the 
street, 2) the hours of operation to shop for sheds will be from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 3) 
density of property as a whole including parking, roads, sheds, and existing sheds will be 
70%, 4) delivery hours for bringing sheds in and out of the property will be limited to 7:00 
a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 5) no manufacturing allowed on the property, and 6) if a Category 2-5 
hurricane comes to this area the sheds will get tied down. 

 

 

 

 



 

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

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Josh Ward 
  DeAnna McManus 

    Chris Hoover 
    Ricky Decoteau 
 
  NAYS: William Davis 
      
 
  ABSENT: Maurice Hudson 
 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in an R-3 

Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. 7717 Dahlia Drive, (GPC 

#24-34-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Luis Elias Mendoza Quintanilla 
for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home 
Residential Zoning District at 7717 Dahlia Drive, PID #85441243.000 (GPC #24-34-SE). 
The application fee of $250 was paid on July 22, 2024. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential  
 

1. Location: 7717 Dahlia Drive, PID #85441243.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.23 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home 

Residential 
 



5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-3 Mobile/Manufactured 
Home Residential 

 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Mobile Home 
 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Mobile 
Home 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: See Attached. 
 
Staff Finding: City Council approved a duplex in the same zoning district in 
August 2023. 
 
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: See Attached. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I have no evidence that his request is a result of any of my 

actions. 

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
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 his case. 

Luis Elias Mendoza Quintanilla, the applicant, said he wanted to build a duplex to rent 
to different families. It would be three bedrooms with a garage. His original idea didn’t 
have a garage, but he thought it might help the tenants with storage. A duplex would help 
the look of the neighborhood and raise the quality of the neighborhood. It would possibly 
encourage people to start building instead of using manufactured homes.  

Chairman Jamison said she couldn’t understand why they would even consider denying 
an improvement to what is allowed because the applicant is taking the risk that his 
property value will not be as much as it would be if he built the duplex somewhere there 
are houses. The City wouldn’t be taking a risk if what he is building is an improvement to 
the area.  

Mr. Ankerson stated that he thought the intent of the Ordinance in putting this restriction 
in the R-3 district is because the R-3 district is the only district where mobile homes are 
allowed. If you start letting that district fill up with single-family dwellings then there is no 
place to put mobile homes. That is why anything other than a mobile home is going to be 
a special exception in this district. He also reminded Commissioners that the City had 
approved a duplex in the same district in August 2023. 

Commissioner Decoteau asked if the square footage was a consideration with this 
request. Even though the building is about 2400 square feet, each individual unit is only 
about 979 square feet. 

Mr. Ankerson said the Ordinance doesn’t specify anything regarding a duplex in an R-3 
district. The minimum required for a single-family home in an R-3 district is 1100 square 
feet. 

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

ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Special Exception for a duplex. 

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

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Josh Ward 
  DeAnna McManus 

    Chris Hoover 
    William Davis 
    Ricky Decoteau 
   
  ABSENT: Maurice Hudson 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 



 

 
 

4. Consider a request for a six-foot (6’) variance to side yard setback requirements 

for an accessory building and a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front 

yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1715 Piney 

Lane, (GPC #24-35-VAR) 

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

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Roger Dulcich for a six-foot (6’) 
variance to side yard setback requirements for an accessory building and a one-foot (1’) 
variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1715 Piney Lane, PID #85440148.000 (GPC #24-35-VAR). The 
application fee of $175 was paid on July 23, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to put a carport on the side of his house that would be 4’ from 
the property line. The side setback requirement for an accessory building is 10’ from the 
property line. The applicant will need a 6’ variance to side yard setback requirements for 
an accessory building. 
 
The applicant would also like to put a 5’ fence around his yard. Part of the fence would 
be in front of the house. Per the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), fences shall not 
exceed four feet in height within a designated front yard. The applicant will need a 1’ 
variance to fence height in a front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 6’ variance to side yard setback requirements for an 
accessory building, and a 1’ variance to fence height in a front yard.  
 
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.  
 
Roger Dulcich, the applicant, said the reason for the fence is because their dogs are 
used to running around their property in Oregon. They moved here a couple of months 
ago. They have a 6’ privacy fence in the backyard and would like to have a field fence in 
part of the front yard that you can see through.  
 
Debra Dulcich, the applicant’s wife, said one dog is a Mastiff that stands six feet tall and 
the other is a boxer over four feet tall. She said they are both very friendly and would not 
be out in the front yard without them being outside also. They are on a corner lot and 
statistics show there are more car accidents on corner lots than other houses on a street. 
Also, the kids that get off the bus cut across their lawn. The septic pipe is also in the front 
yard and if a kid gets hurt, they would be liable. She said a four-foot fence would not be 
sufficient for the size of her Mastiff even though he is friendly. The type of fence they want 
would look nicer if it was five feet. The fence would not be a sight problem for cars turning 
onto the street.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Dulcich about the variance for the carport.  
 
Mr. Dulcich said the property line is about 22’ from his garage and the carport he wants 
to build is 17’ wide. 
 
Chairman Jamison said the diagram shows the property line at 21’6” from the garage 
and the carport as 14’ wide. She asked if they were going to put an RV, a regular car, or 
what under the carport. 
 
Mrs. Dulcich said it was for their boat. They didn’t want to park it on the driveway. 
 
Mr. Davis asked if boats could be parked on the driveway in front of the house. 



 
Mr. Ankerson advised that boats could be parked on the driveway in front of the house. 
If it was not parked on the driveway, it would have to be parked behind the front plane of 
the house. 
 
Chairman Jamison said she realized they wanted the other side yard for their dogs, but 
had they considered putting the carport on that side. 
 
Mr. Dulcich said it was more cost effective to have it on the side they show on the 
diagram. They would have to have power put on the other side as well as fill in a ditch for 
the culvert so he could drive the boat under the carport.  
 
Commissioner Ward asked if he was planning on putting a 14’ or 17’ wide carport. 
 
Mr. Dulcich said he would like a 17’ but would be ok with a 14’. 
 
Mr. Ankerson advised that Staff had advertised the request for a 6’ variance to side yard 
setbacks for the carport. If the applicant wanted to put in a 17’ carport, the variance 
process would have to start all over. The Commission can give less of a variance than is 
advertised but not more. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant if he was going to put a slab in front of the carport 
to pull the boat in or was he proposing to put gravel.  
 
Mrs. Dulcich said they wanted to put gravel because of the runoff issue with concrete. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked Mr. Ankerson if gravel was allowable. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said the Ordinance does allow gravel with Technical Review Committee 
(TRC) approval as long as you have 15’ of hard surface, concrete or asphalt, from the 
street. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if there would be gravel under the carport to park the boat on. 
 
Mr. Dulcich said it would be gravel and the carport would have concrete footings. 
 
Chairman Jamison said she wish she could have heard from the neighbor on that side. 
 
Mrs. Dulcich said she had spoken with the wife, and she didn’t have a problem. 
 
Babs Logan, Planning Technician, said the person that lived behind them had called 
earlier to get a better idea of what the applicant was asking for. Once it was explained he 
said that he didn’t not have any issues with the request. 
 
Mr. Ankerson reminded Commissioners that they had approved a 1’ height variance for 
a fence on Graveline Road on a corner lot and this was the same situation. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 
 



 

ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve 
the variances as presented for the fence height and the setback for the carport. 
 
Commissioner Hoover seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Josh Ward 
  DeAnna McManus 

   Chris Hoover 

   William Davis  

   Ricky Decoteau 

   

  ABSENT: Maurice Hudson 

    

    

Motion passed. 
 

 

 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved GPC #24-27-RZ, GPC 
#24-28-VAR, and GPC #24-30-CU as originally presented by the applicants. They also 
approved GPC #24-29-SE with the conditions recommended by the Planning 
Commission. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the June and July monthly reports. August’s monthly report was 
not complete and will be presented at the October meeting.  
 

 
 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    Josh Ward 

    DeAnna McManus 

    Chris Hoover 

William Davis  

Ricky Decoteau 



     

  ABSENT: Maurice Hudson  

     

   

 

Motion Passed. 

 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 September 5, 2024  

GPC #24-32-CU 

Omega Holdings, LLC 

Highway 90, PID #81831440.000 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow Self Service 

Mini-Warehouses in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. Highway 90, 

PID #81831440.000 (GPC #24-32-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 
  

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  August 27, 2024 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow Self 

Service Mini-Warehouses in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. 
Highway 90, PID #81831440.000. (GPC #24-32-CU)  

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Omega Holdings LLC for a 
Conditional Use-Major that would allow Self Service Mini-Warehouses in a C-3 Highway 
Commercial Zoning District on Highway 90, PID #81831440.000. (GPC #24-32-CU). The 
application fee of $250 was paid on July 30, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-3 Highway Commercial. 

 
1. Location: Highway 90, PID #81831440.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area of Lot: Approximately 3.69 Acres  
Existing structure on property was permitted as a carwash many years ago, 
but construction was never completed 
  

3. Existing Zoning – C-3 Highway Commercial (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – Vacant Building (See Exhibit C)   
 

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

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

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

District? 
 
Applicant Response: See attachment. 
 



Staff Finding: Yes. Mini-Warehouses, Self Service, are listed as a Conditional 

Use-Major in a C-3 Highway Commercial District.  

 

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

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 
Staff Finding: Not substantiated  
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

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

  

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

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

services and facilities. 

  

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

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

7. Does the proposed use pose a hazardous, detrimental, or disturbing affect, either 
real or perceived, to present surrounding land uses due to noises, glare, smoke, 



 

dust, odor, fumes, water pollution, vibration, electrical interference, or other 
nuisances?  Explain.  
 

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

Applicant Response: See attachment. 

 

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

 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 



ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 September 5, 2024  

GPC #24-33-SE 

J. Douglas & Angie A. Molyneaux 

2101 Old Spanish Trail 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the sale of sheds 

in the TC – Town Center Zoning District. 2101 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #24-

33-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  August 28, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the sale of 

sheds in the TC – Town Center Zoning District, 2101 Old Spanish Trail. 
(GPC #24-33-SE)    

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from J. Douglas & Angie A. Molyneaux 
for a Special Exception that would allow sale of sheds in the TC – Town Center Zoning 
District at 2101 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82436055.195 (GPC #24-33-SE). The application 
fee of $250 was paid on July 12, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TC – Town Center.   
 

1. Location: 2101 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82436055.195 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 1.7 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): TC- Town Center 

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): TC – Town Center, C-2 

Community Commercial, R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Commercial-Retail, 
Vacant, Very low to low density residential 
 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Town 
Center  

 
 
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: A strict application of the TC zoning regulations would 
deprive me of rights commonly enjoyed by others in the district and impose 
unnecessary hardship. I urge the City Council to consider granting a special 
exception to allow for the sale of sheds on my property. Such a decision would 
align with both historical uses and the current economic landscape, ensuring fair 
and equitable treatment for all property owners in the district. 
 
Staff Finding: There are other businesses that sell these types of sheds within 
the same 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: The initial vision for the TC district has not materialized as 
expected. A reevaluation of the zoning boundaries east of Ladnier Road is 
warranted. (See attached) 
 
Staff Finding: Staff does not feel that this use would be injurious to the 
neighborhood or the general welfare.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: The selling of sheds is specifically allowed in any zoning 

district in the city. I am assuming that it is considered an ancillary product to other 

retailers such as lumber yards. My property used to be a lumber yard. The need 

for this proposed special exception is not a result of any action that I have taken.  

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
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 

 September 5, 2024  

GPC #24-34-SE 

Luis Elias Mendoza Quintanilla 

7717 Dahlia Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in an R-3 

Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. 7717 Dahlia Drive, (GPC 

#24-34-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  August 28, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in a 

R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District, 7717 Dahlia 
Drive. (GPC #24-34-SE)    

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Luis Elias Mendoza Quintanilla 
for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home 
Residential Zoning District at 7717 Dahlia Drive, PID #85441243.000 (GPC #24-34-SE). 
The application fee of $250 was paid on July 22, 2024. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential  
 

1. Location: 7717 Dahlia Drive, PID #85441243.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.23 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home 

Residential 
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): R-3 Mobile/Manufactured 
Home Residential 

 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Mobile Home 
 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Mobile 
Home 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: See Attached. 
 
Staff Finding: City Council approved a duplex in the same zoning district in 
August 2023. 
 
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: See Attached. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I have no evidence that his request is a result of any of my 

actions. 

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 
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 

September 5, 2024 

GPC #24-35-VAR 

1715 Piney Lane 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

4. Consider a request for a six-foot (6’) variance to side yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building and a one-foot (1’) variance to fence 

height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 

District. 1715 Piney Lane, (GPC #24-35-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  August 28, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a six-foot (6’) variance to side yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building and a one-foot (1’) variance to fence 
height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 
District at 1715 Piney Lane, (GPC #24-35-VAR) 

    
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Roger Dulcich for a six-foot (6’) 
variance to side yard setback requirements for an accessory building and a one-foot (1’) 
variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1715 Piney Lane, PID #85440148.000 (GPC #24-35-VAR). The 
application fee of $175 was paid on July 23, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to put a carport on the side of his house that would be 4’ from 
the property line. The side setback requirement for an accessory building is 10’ from the 
property line. The applicant will need a 6’ variance to side yard setback requirements for 
an accessory building. 
 
The applicant would also like to put a 5’ fence around his yard. Part of the fence would 
be in front of the house. Per the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), fences shall not 
exceed four feet in height within a designated front yard. The applicant will need a 1’ 
variance to fence height in a front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 6’ variance to side yard setback requirements for an 
accessory building, and a 1’ variance to fence height in a front yard.  
 
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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