
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 July 11, 2024  
5:30 PM 

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

     1. Approval of Minutes June 6, 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 four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance for a 

dwelling in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. 5900 Brown Road, (GPC #24-17-VAR) 
*Tabled from June 6 meeting. 

      

     2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a mobile home in a R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 2132 Dailey Road, (GPC #24-20-SE) 

      

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

(RV) in a Mobile Home Park in the MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker Zoning District. 3101 Oak Street (GPC #24-21-CU) 

      

     
4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height requirements in a R-1 Low 

Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1801 Seacliffe Drive, PID 
#82513460.060, (GPC #24-22-VAR) 

      

     
5. 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. 3224 & 3228 Willis Drive (GPC #24-23-CU) 



 

 

      

     
6. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory building on a lot 

without a primary structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 
913 Roys Road, (GPC #24-24-SE) 

      

     
7. Consider a request for a seventeen (17) square foot variance to sign square footage 

requirements previously approved as a Special Exception located in a R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3001 Ladnier Road, (GPC #24-25-VAR) 

      
VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      

IX. ADJOURN 
    

 
 

 



  

 

JUNE 6, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on June 6, 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, 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 Chris 
Hoover. 

 

        
 

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) (WITHDRAWN BY 

APPLICANT) 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

Chairman Jamison announced that Item #3 on the Agenda, GPC #24-15-RZ, had been 
withdrawn by the applicant. 

 

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 
  Maurice Hudson 
  William Davis 
  Ricky Decoteau 
   
ABSENT:  Chris Hoover 
   
  
 

Motion Passed  
 

 

 

 



Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the April 4, 2024, minutes. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

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

 ABSTAINED:    William Davis 
Ricky Decoteau  

 
 ABSENT:  Chris Hoover 
    
   
Motion Passed.  
 
 
 
 

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

 
 

 

OLD BUSINESS - None 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 
 

1. Consider a request for a 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) 

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

Planning Commission that a Conditional Use does run with the land if approved. 

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from William and Stacey Herrington 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 at 
3309 Gatti Place, PID #85380204.000 (GPC #24-13-CU). The application fee of $250 
was paid on March 19, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
 
 



 

BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3309 Gatti Place, PID #85380204.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 1.42 Acres 
  

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

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

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

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

in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 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: Property is already next to a mobile home/RV park. 

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

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No, property is already next to a mobile home/RV park. 

 



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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No, we are at the end of the road and not for full time use. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

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

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

and facilities.  

  

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes, only parking it for part time use and everything is mobile. 

 

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 

 
 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
William Herrington, the applicant, stated that he and his wife live in Dockside RV Park 
at 413 River Oaks which is approximately 100 yards from the property where they want 
to put the camper. The camper is currently located at Dockside RV Park. They are paying 
$425 a month for lot rent and their daughter and her family only come down about 5 times 
a year to stay the weekend. They would like to move the camper to their property at 3309 



Gatti Place which already has a temporary power pole and sewer hook-up. He said the 
people who own the house next to the property live out of town and use their house as a 
recreational home. They also have a privacy fence between their house and the 
applicant’s property.  Mr. Herrington said that you can see all the boats sitting on the hill 
at Pitalos from the neighbor’s property, as well as sunken boats, and the campers at 
Dockside RV Park. When he purchased the property, he intended to build but then Covid 
hit and building material prices went sky high so he hasn’t been able to afford to build. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if the camper would be left on the property permanently. 
 
Mr. Herrington said that it would be but there would not be anyone there on a permanent 
basis and the camper would be able to be moved in case of a storm. 
 
Chairman Jamison reminded the Commissioners that a Conditional Use remains with 
the property so if the request was approved and the property was sold the next owner 
could have a camper there.  
 
Commissioner Ward asked Mr. Ankerson why the request was a Conditional Use and 
not a Special Exception. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that although an RV park was allowed by right in a MURC-MW 
Zoning District an RV on an individual lot was listed as a Conditional Use-Major. The 
MURC-MW District is a mixed-use district. It may have one street that has residential 
homes, one street that is an RV park and a boat yard, and it might have a street that has 
both. So, looking at it on a case-by-case basis is probably why it is listed as a Conditional 
Use – Major. 
 
Robert Herrington, the applicant’s son, stated that it was in his parents’ will that he would 
be getting the property when they passed, and he intended on building a home there 
when it was passed on to him.  
 
Will White, who has property on Willis Street, said he was very familiar with the area, 
and he feels that it conforms to the area and with the atmosphere of the area. 
 
Jeannie Reeves, who lives on Gatti Place, said she has lived there almost twenty years 
and pays a lot of taxes. She is concerned about a decrease in her property value if the 
camper is allowed to go there. She is also concerned that because there are two other 
vacant lots next to the applicant’s that there is a chance the lots could turn into an RV 
park.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson if an RV park could go there by right. 
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that an RV park could be built in an MURC-MW District by right if it 
meets the criteria in the UDO for an RV park. He explained that “by right” means that 
someone could make application for an RV park and as long as they met the criteria listed 
in the UDO, they would be allowed to put it there without a public hearing. 
 
David Simmons, who lives on Mawaka Drive, said he owns five lots in the area and is 
opposed to the camper. He said the neighborhood (Mawaka Drive and Gatti Place) has 
been residential the whole time and he would like to see it stay that way. He said that 
maybe later on he might file to have that area rezoned as residential.  



 

 
Anthony McCaffrey, who lives at 3301 Gatti Place, is opposed to the camper going on 
the property. He said there are currently no RV’s or trailers on Mawaka Drive or Gatti 
Place and he would like to see it remain just houses. He also stated that the property was 
smaller than 1.42 acres as was said earlier. 
 
Mr. Ankerson addressed the error and said the property was .42 acres. 
 
Angela Desportes, who lives at 3340 Gatti Place, opposes the camper. She said the 
area is all houses and she hates to see any more trailers going there. She said there are 
already more golf carts coming around the area. 
 
Stacy Scott, who owns 3313 Gatti Place, said he opposes the camper because of it 
decreasing property values and setting a precedence for other trailers to come in. He 
would rather keep it all houses.  
 
Stacy Herrington, the applicant’s wife, stated that she had lived in the area since she 
was eight years old. She stated that most of the people saying they didn’t want their land 
value to go down built their homes next to a marina, the Tiki Restaurant and Bar, and a 
trailer park. She said there is also a piece of property owned by Mary Walker where they 
are piling broken piers, and trash from Mary Walker. These homeowners have to pass 
this trashy lot every single day on their way to their house. How is that okay but her 
camper parked at the end of the road that can’t be seen is devaluing their property?   
 
Graham Reeves, who lives at 3320 Gatti Place, said he built his house three years ago 
and opposes the camper. 
 
Robert Herrington said that most people who have houses on Gatti Place can step out 
their front door and have a perfect view of a trailer or RV park. They pass RV’s, trailers, 
and campers to get to their house. Why is it a problem for one more camper in the area 
that will not be there permanently? 
 
Chairman Jamison explained that the problem is that a Conditional Use goes with the 
property and though the intent is not for the camper to be permanent there is a possibility 
that it could be.  
 
Commissioner Davis as Mr. Danos, the City Attorney, if there was a way to make it a 
temporary placement.  
 
Mr. Danos stated that if it is approved future owners will be able to conduct the same 
use. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Ankerson if the zoning of the area had been mixed use 
since the incorporation of the city. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said he knew it had been since the 2010 Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Ms. Reeves asked if there would be codes on a camper as strict as the codes on their 
homes. 
 
 



Mr. Ankerson stated that codes applied to building an RV are applied at the manufacturer 
when it is built. City codes would be things such as setbacks from property lines. In 
accordance with the city’s Flood Ordinance, the camper would have to remain on its 
wheels and be ready to move at all times. The power pole would have to be inspected to 
make sure it meets code. Code Enforcement would address other things like unsightly 
appearance, overgrown property, or if the camper were dilapidated. 
 
Commissioner McManus said she had a problem with the use staying with the property 
because you didn’t know what might happen next. She stated there wasn’t exactly a 
mixed use on Gatti Place because the harmony of the area has been established that the 
values in that area are all higher than RV areas. 
 
Commissioner Hudson stated that putting RV’s in areas around other homes is setting 
a precedence and he is concerned with decreasing property values.  He said nothing can 
be done about things that were grandfathered in but they can stop things from continuing. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau stated that he didn’t see how it would decrease the value of 
other properties because there are RVs stored at houses in the area. One RV on a vacant 
lot wasn’t going to change how the neighborhood looked. 
  
Commissioner Ward stated that Conditional Uses are put on things so each case can 
be looked at on a conditional basis. One criteria of a Conditional Use that should be 
considered is the characteristic of the neighborhood. Even though this is a mixed-use 
district, this particular area is a pocket area with very high value homes on the water. RVs 
have been approved on individual lots in the district, but those areas do not have the 
caliber of homes that are present in this area. He said he does not think the RV meets 
the characteristics of this particular area. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that property was bought for these high value homes where 
RVs were located. This one street is about 5% of what she considers the neighborhood. 
She said she considers that neighborhood to consist of the properties from Mary Walker 
Drive to the water to the Tiki to Willis Street. She doesn’t think that one camper on this 
property is going to impact the properties where these homes are.  
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner McManus made a motion to recommend that City Council deny the 
Conditional Use-Major due to the request not being compatible with the existing area. 
 
Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: DeAnna McManus 
  Maurice Hudson 

    Josh Ward 
 
  NAYS: Kay C. Jamison 

William Davis 
Ricky Decoteau 

   
  ABSENT: Chris Hoover 
     



 

      
     
Motion failed. (No recommendation to City Council) 
 

 
 

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) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He reminded 
Commissioners that Special Exceptions do not run with the land. They expire with a 
change of ownership. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James W. White 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 at 3216 Willis Street, PID #87420022.000 (GPC #24-14-SE). The application fee 
of $250 was paid on March 18, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial.   
 

1. Location: 3216 Willis Street, PID #87420022.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.43 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker 
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial 

 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant, Fish Camps, Marina 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 



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: The MURC-MW zoning district implements Future Land 
Use Section 7.3, Mixed Use Recreation Commercial of the Comprehensive Plan. 
It states: The Mixed-Use Recreation Commercial-MW zoning district is a special 
planning area that recognizes the special character and operation of the area 
generally described as the Mary Walker community. The district is intended to 
protect a mix of uses that includes permanent single-family residences, seasonal 
single-family detached residences, and tourist-oriented uses including recreation 
vehicles, seasonal cabins, marinas, dry boat storage, dinner clubs and 
restaurants. These regulations are intended to create a mixed-use waterfront 
district with residential and limited commercial development that is compatible in 
use and scale with the single-family neighborhood; to encourage water-related and 
water-dependent uses and activities that are compatible with the residential 
component of the neighborhood and to provide access and enjoyment of the 
Pascagoula Bay. Allowing power to 3216 Willis Street will allow the owner to utilize 
the property and take full advantage of what the waters of Gautier have to offer. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated  
 
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 property in question is 3216 Willis Street, Gautier, MS  
39553. I have recently been improving the property and had 260 ft. of new 
bulkhead and a 30’x30’ double boathouse installed. My request is to allow power 
to the property so a boat lift can be installed, along with accent and security lighting 
to the property. I am retired and caring for an elderly parent. My legal address is 
1808 Seacliffe Drive, Gautier, MS  39553, which is less than 2 miles from the said 
property. I believe that allowing power to the property would be in harmony with 
the UDO and the neighborhood. I have spoken with all neighbors and have not 
received any verbal objections from anyone. 
 
Staff Finding: A boathouse and boat lift are in keeping with the purpose and intent 
of the MURC-MW as defined in the UDO. Staff’s opinion is that approval of the 
request will not negatively affect the neighborhood.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 



 

Applicant Response: I purchased the property at 3216 Willis Street 3 years ago. 

The property hasn’t had power since I have owned it. 

 

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. 

James W. White, the applicant, began by apologizing for doing work without getting 
permission or a permit from the city. He thought he only needed authorization from the 
Mississippi Department of Marine Resources. He said he has basically installed 243’ of 
new bulkhead and a double boathouse. The property consists of three lots that have had 
nothing done to them in about 15 years. He bought the property 3 years ago. He said the 
boat lift was just installed and he would like to get power so that he can continue 
developing it into a nice piece of property and increasing the value of the neighborhood.  

Chairman Jamison noted that there was an RV parked on the property that was not 
allowed. 

Mr. White said his brother’s boat and three utility trailers were also on the property. 

Commissioner Davis asked for clarification that this request was not to ask for 
permission to have these things on the property. 

Mr. White said his request was so he could have power on the property to utilize the boat 
lift. He said he would remove the boat and trailers. 

Commissioner McManus asked what will happen to the new accessory structure if the 
Planning Commission denies the request. 

Mr. Ankerson said the case would go to court and the judge would decide if it had to be 
torn down. He explained that Staff found out about the accessory structure being built 
without a permit, or approval for a Special Exception, when the applicant came to get 
power for the boat lift.  

Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Ankerson if there were any problems with the structure 
other than there being no primary structure on the property. 

Mr. Ankerson said he wouldn’t know the answer to that until a permit was pulled and an 
inspection was made. Mr. White would have to correct any problems found during the  



 

inspection as well as any Code Enforcement problems, such as the trailers and RV on 
the property, before power would be released.  

Commissioner Ward asked Mr. Ankerson what the delineation line was as far as 
Department of Marine Resources (DMR) and the City since this is over water. 

Mr. Ankerson explained that DMR’s jurisdiction is over water, and they are looking at 
things that affect plant life and fish life. It still has to be permitted by the City. 

Commissioner McManus asked Mr. White if he planned to build on the property later. 

Mr. White said he was currently taking care of his mother and did not plan to do anything 
until she passes, but he did plan to build after that time. He would like to build a workshop 
and a pole barn before he builds his house. 

Commissioner Ward asked if approving this request for an accessory structure would 
include a workshop and a pole barn since they are accessory structures. 

Mr. Ankerson said that if this was approved it would only be for the boathouse/boatlift. 
The applicant would have to ask for another Special Exception if he wanted to build the 
workshop or pole barn before he built a primary structure. 

There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recommend approval of the Special 
Exception provided that all conditions of the UDO are met in the future, and a primary 
structure is built on the property within 10 years.  

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

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison  

    Josh Ward 
    DeAnna McManus 
    Maurice Hudson 
    William Davis 
    Ricky Decoteau 
 
  ABSENT: Chris Hoover 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 

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) (WITHDRAWN BY 

APPLICANT) 



 

This request was withdrawn by the applicant several days before the meeting. 

 

 

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) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James Lee dba Roughwater 
Marine for a rezoning of property known as 304 De La Pointe, PID #87010076.000, from 
R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential to C3 Highway Commercial. The parcel is 
approximately 1.03 acres. The application fee of $300 was paid on April 10, 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:  304 De La Pointe, PID #87010076.000. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential.  (See Exhibit B) 
 
 

UDO 5.3.5 R-2, High Density Multi-Family Residential District - Purpose 
and intent. The purpose of the R-2 District is to provide for resort-style communities 
offering a full range of living accommodations for Gautier residents. In addition to 
uses permitted within the R-1A District, this District allows for multi-family 
developments, residential condominiums, retirement communities and assisted 
living facilities. Complementary recreational facilities are also permitted and 
permanent open space and/or recreational facilities are required for new 
developments within this district. 

 
 

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. 

 
 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  304 De La Pointe, PID #87010076.000.  
 
Location: Ward 3 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Low Density Residential.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial to the North and West, R-2 High Density 
Multi-Family Residential to the South and East. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential.  
        
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 R-2 High 

Density Multi-Family Residential to C3 Highway Commercial; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
James Lee, the applicant, explained that he has a chance to be a distributor for EZ 
Loader boat trailers. The closet distributor to Gautier is in Port St. Lucie, Florida. To be 
a distributor, his business will need more land to store these boat trailers. Mr. Lee owns 
the R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential property that abuts his C-3 Highway 
Commercial property where his business is located. He would like to have the R-2 
property rezoned to C-3 in order to expand and become a distributor. There is currently 
an abandoned house on the property he wants to rezone. The house has been 
abandoned for 5 years and is falling in and he plans on demolishing it. He plans to put a 
6 foot privacy fence along the property where it adjoins the other R-2 property. He will 
also put a fence that adjoins his existing fence so he can store the trailers.   
 
Mr. Lynn, who lives at 300 De La Pointe Drive, which is next door to the subject property, 
said that he has no problem with what Mr. Lee wants to do. He said there is an existing 
8-to-10-foot metal privacy fence between his property and Mr. Lee’s property that he 
would like to see stay there. He asked what would happen if the property was rezoned 
Commercial and later Mr. Lee sold his business to someone that wanted to build a gas 
station on the property. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that once it is rezoned to C-3 anything that is allowed in a C-3 zone 
could be put there. He reminded the Commissioners that R-2 is High Density Residential 
which means someone could buy the property and build apartments or town houses. 
 
Commissioner Ward noted that no new homes have been built to continue the property 
as residential. The 3 lots there that are zoned R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential 
were probably zoned R-2 because there were houses on them. If those houses had not 
been there the property would probably have been zoned commercial. 
 
Mr. Ankerson reminded the Commissioners that R-2 zoning is for multi-family not single 
family residential so you could possibly establish there was a mistake in the original 
zoning, but that decision is up to the Planning Commission. 
 
Commissioner McManus said that because of the way it is written in the UDO you 
would almost have to say it was a mistake in the zoning because the UDO says that the 
character of the surrounding area has changed but it has not changed. 
 
Commissioner Ward said since they were only talking about an acre, it would be really 
hard to build a multi-family anything there.  



 

 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Davis made a motion to recommend approval of the rezoning request 
because there was a mistake in the original zoning. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   William Davis 

   Ricky Decoteau   

    

  ABSENT: Chris Hoover  

 

 

    

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

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) 

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

that for the applicants to occupy the existing apartment, the applicants would need a four 

hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance. The UDO requires a minimum of 

thirteen hundred twenty-five (1325) square feet for a primary structure in an AG 

Agricultural District. A four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance would 

allow them to have power to the structure and to occupy the existing apartment. 

Chairman Jamison asked if the applicants made the garage part of the existing garage 
apartment into living area would it not meet the required square footage. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said if they planned to do that, this request wouldn’t be needed, but the 
narrative sounded like they planned to maybe do that in the future. The applicants would 
have to tell the Commissioners exactly what the plan was. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked, if the variance was approved, could the structure be sold 
and then the buyer could live there with it being only 848 square feet. 



 
Mr. Ankerson explained that as long as that structure was there it could be. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Crystal Viera and Steven Brown 
for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance for a dwelling in an AG 
Agricultural Zoning District at 5900 Brown Road, PID #82429350.000 (GPC #24-17-
VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on April 15, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
There currently is a house and a separate garage apartment on the property. The house 
was heavily damaged during Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished. 
The garage apartment was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in the garage 
apartment until they can build a new home. The apartment is 848 square feet. The garage 
area is 875 square feet and can also be converted into living space. In order to occupy 
the existing apartment, the applicants will need a 477 square foot variance. The Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in 
an AG Agricultural District. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicants are asking for a 477 square foot variance to the minimum square footage 
for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural District. Although the house on the property was 
heavily damaged in Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished, the 
garage apartment on the property was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in 
the garage apartment until they can build a new home. The garage apartment has 848 
square feet of living area. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a 
minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in an AG Agricultural District. The applicants 
are requesting a 477 square foot variance. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

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

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
 
 



 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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



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

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

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

 

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
2. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicants to present their case.  
 
Crystal Viera, the applicant, said she was just trying to get temporary power to the 
apartment. She wanted to build a retirement home on the property. She said there is a 
structure already on the property but that was not going to be her home. She said they 
didn’t stay there. They have a place somewhere else where they stay, but they have 
equipment there that needs electricity so they can do what they want to do.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked Ms. Viera if she was planning on living in the apartment. 
 
Ms. Viera said they weren’t planning on living in it. They just planned to stay a couple 
days at a time here and there while they were working on it.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if they planned to start building on the house soon. 
 
Ms. Viera said they were and that they had already demolished the old house that was 
on the property and were trying to get the debris hauled off now.  
 
Commissioner Ward asked Mr. Ankerson if they didn’t want to live there and just wanted 
temporary power, could they just be given temporary power. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that they were demolishing the primary structure so there would 
be an accessory structure without a primary structure, but Staff was told that their 
intention was to live in the apartment while they built the house. That is the reason they 
are asking for a Variance instead of a Special Exception.  
 
Commissioner McManus asked where the applicant lived currently and why did they 
want to live there now instead of finishing it and then living there. 
 



 

Ms. Viera said she currently lived at 11310 Hazel Bounds Road in Vancleave. She said 
she didn’t want to live there right now, she just wanted to stay there two or three days a 
week while they were working on the property.  
 
Commissioner Davis said there seemed to be some confusion because Mr. Ankerson 
was told that she wanted to live in the structure while she was constructing her retirement 
home. He asked if she intended to stay at the property for any length of time. 
 
Ms. Viera said she wanted to stay on the property two or three days here and there while 
they worked on it. 
 
Commissioner Davis noted that temporary power would not help her because she 
wanted to stay on the property overnight some. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if she planned to start building as soon as she cleaned up the 
property. 
 
Ms. Viera said she did. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if there was a way to a put a time frame on the request since 
it was a Variance. 
 
Mr. Danos advised that there wasn’t.  
 
Commissioner McManus stated that she was not hearing an actual need for the 
variance because the applicant currently had a place to live. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if the apartment was livable at this time. 
 
Ms. Viera said that it had needed drywall & insulation and she had done that. 
 
Commissioner Ward explained to Ms. Viera that the Planning Commission had recently 
denied other variance requests for smaller square footage in the same area. 
 
Ms. Viera said she doesn’t have to stay there but there would be some days when they 
had worked hard on the property and would just like to stay there instead of making the 
drive to where they are currently staying. 
 
Chairman Jamison stated that if the request was approved, Ms. Viera would be able to 
stay in the apartment forever even though her original intent was to build. She said that 
unforeseen things happen. Financial and health situations can change unexpectedly. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that if the variance was denied or the applicant didn’t intend to 
live there the applicant could turn in plans to build a home, get a permit, and power could 
be released to a temporary power pole for construction. This would still not allow the 
applicants to live in the apartment. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau noted that Ms. Viera seemed confused about everything. 
 
Ms. Viera said that she was confused, and this was all new to her and that she didn’t 
even know what it took to build a house. She said her fiancé was the one who understood 



everything, but he couldn’t be at the meeting because he was in South Carolina for a 
closing. She said he would be back on June 18th. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Ankerson if this was approved, which would make it a 
primary structure, how could the applicant build a house on the same property. That 
would make two primary structures on one lot. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that she could build a house as long as she made the apartment back 
into an accessory structure of some type and didn’t live in it. She could turn it back into a 
garage with storage over the top of it or if she reduced the square footage to seven 
hundred fifty (750) square feet she could make it a guest house.  
 
Commissioner McManus asked if there were other houses in Gautier that are less than 
1325 square feet and if so, how small are they. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said he has looked at houses in the Martin Bluff area that are 950 to 1000 
square feet but most of those houses were already existing when these stipulations were 
adopted with the UDO. 
 
Commissioner Hudson noted that after Hurricane Katrina a few Special Exceptions 
were allowed for some smaller houses. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked if the Commission could table the request since the 
primary spokesperson was not present to answer some of their questions. He said he 
doesn’t think the Commissioners have all the information. 
 
Mr. Danos said the request could be tabled. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to table the request until the July 11, 2024, 
meeting. 
 
Commissioner McManus seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

   Joshua Ward 

   DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   William Davis 

   Ricky Decoteau 

    

   

ABSENT: Chris Hoover 

    

    



 

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council approved GPC #24-07-VAR, 
GPC #24-09-VAR, and GPC #24-10-RZ as recommended by Planning Commission. The 
City Council denied GPC #24-11-RZ rezoning on Carter Road from AG to PUD. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the monthly reports from April 2024. May’s monthly report was 
not complete and will be presented at the next meeting.  
 
 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    Josh Ward 

    DeAnna McManus 

    Marcus Hudson 

    William Davis  

    Ricky Decotuean  

     

ABSENT: Chris Hoover   

 

Motion Passed. 
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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) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  May 23, 2024 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a 

Recreational Vehicle (RV) on an individual lot in the MURC-MW Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District. 3309 Gatti Place. 
(GPC #24-13-CU)  

 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from William and Stacey Herrington 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 at 
3309 Gatti Place, PID #85380204.000 (GPC #24-13-CU). The application fee of $250 
was paid on March 19, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary 
Walker.   

 
1. Location: 3309 Gatti Place, PID #85380204.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 1.42 Acres 
  

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

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

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 



 

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

in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 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: Property is already next to a mobile home/RV park. 

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

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No, property is already next to a mobile home/RV park. 

 

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

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

  

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

Applicant Response: No, we are at the end of the road and not for full time use. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

and facilities.  

  

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

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 



 

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

Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

Applicant Response: Yes, only parking it for part time use and everything is mobile. 

 

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 
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GPC #24-14-SE 

James W. White 

3216 Willis Street 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  May 23, 2024 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow an accessory 

structure to be located on a lot without a primary structure in the MURC-
MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial – Mary Walker Zoning District, 
3216 Willis Street. (GPC #24-14-SE)    

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James W. White 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 at 3216 Willis Street, PID #87420022.000 (GPC #24-14-SE). The application fee 
of $250 was paid on March 18, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial.   
 

1. Location: 3216 Willis Street, PID #87420022.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: 0.43 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial – Mary Walker 
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-MW Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial 

 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential, 
Vacant, Fish Camps, Marina 

 

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

Recreational Commercial.  
 
 
 



 

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: The MURC-MW zoning district implements Future Land 
Use Section 7.3, Mixed Use Recreation Commercial of the Comprehensive Plan. 
It states: The Mixed-Use Recreation Commercial-MW zoning district is a special 
planning area that recognizes the special character and operation of the area 
generally described as the Mary Walker community. The district is intended to 
protect a mix of uses that includes permanent single-family residences, seasonal 
single-family detached residences, and tourist-oriented uses including recreation 
vehicles, seasonal cabins, marinas, dry boat storage, dinner clubs and 
restaurants. These regulations are intended to create a mixed-use waterfront 
district with residential and limited commercial development that is compatible in 
use and scale with the single-family neighborhood; to encourage water-related and 
water-dependent uses and activities that are compatible with the residential 
component of the neighborhood and to provide access and enjoyment of the 
Pascagoula Bay. Allowing power to 3216 Willis Street will allow the owner to utilize 
the property and take full advantage of what the waters of Gautier have to offer. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated  
 
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 property in question is 3216 Willis Street, Gautier, MS  
39553. I have recently been improving the property and had 260 ft. of new 
bulkhead and a 30’x30’ double boathouse installed. My request is to allow power 
to the property so a boat lift can be installed, along with accent and security lighting 
to the property. I am retired and caring for an elderly parent. My legal address is 
1808 Seacliffe Drive, Gautier, MS  39553, which is less than 2 miles from the said 
property. I believe that allowing power to the property would be in harmony with 
the UDO and the neighborhood. I have spoken with all neighbors and have not 
received any verbal objections from anyone. 
 
Staff Finding: A boathouse and boat lift are in keeping with the purpose and intent 
of the MURC-MW as defined in the UDO. Staff’s opinion is that approval of the 
request will not negatively affect the neighborhood.    

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: I purchased the property at 3216 Willis Street 3 years ago. 

The property hasn’t had power since I have owned it. 



 

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 

June 6, 2024 

GPC #24-16-RZ 

James Lee dba Roughwater Marine  

304 De La Pointe 

PID #87010076.000 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: May 28, 2024 
 
Subject: 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) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James Lee dba Roughwater 
Marine for a rezoning of property known as 304 De La Pointe, PID #87010076.000, from 
R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential to C3 Highway Commercial. The parcel is 
approximately 1.03 acres. The application fee of $300 was paid on April 10, 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:  304 De La Pointe, PID #87010076.000. (See Exhibit A) 
 
2.  Existing Zoning: R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential.  (See Exhibit B) 
 
 

UDO 5.3.5 R-2, High Density Multi-Family Residential District - Purpose 
and intent. The purpose of the R-2 District is to provide for resort-style communities 
offering a full range of living accommodations for Gautier residents. In addition to 
uses permitted within the R-1A District, this District allows for multi-family 
developments, residential condominiums, retirement communities and assisted 
living facilities. Complementary recreational facilities are also permitted and 
permanent open space and/or recreational facilities are required for new 
developments within this district. 

 



 

 
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. 

 
 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning:  304 De La Pointe, PID #87010076.000.  
 
Location: Ward 3 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant.  (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Low Density Residential.  (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial to the North and West, R-2 High Density 
Multi-Family Residential to the South and East. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
This property is vacant and currently zoned R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential.  
        
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 R-2 High 

Density Multi-Family Residential to C3 Highway Commercial; 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 

  



 

 

 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

June 6, 2024 

GPC #24-17-VAR 

5900 Brown Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  May 28, 2024  
 
Subject: 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) 

 
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Crystal Viera and Steven Brown 
for a four hundred seventy-seven (477) square foot variance for a dwelling in an AG 
Agricultural Zoning District at 5900 Brown Road, PID #82429350.000 (GPC #24-17-
VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on April 15, 2024. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
There currently is a house and a separate garage apartment on the property. The house 
was heavily damaged during Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished. 
The garage apartment was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in the garage 
apartment until they can build a new home. The apartment is 848 square feet. The garage 
area is 875 square feet and can also be converted into living space. In order to occupy 
the existing apartment, the applicants will need a 477 square foot variance. The Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in 
an AG Agricultural District. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicants are asking for a 477 square foot variance to the minimum square footage 
for a dwelling in an AG Agricultural District. Although the house on the property was 
heavily damaged in Hurricane Katrina and is in the process of being demolished, the 
garage apartment on the property was not damaged. The applicants would like to live in 
the garage apartment until they can build a new home. The garage apartment has 848 
square feet of living area. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) requires a 
minimum of 1325 square feet of living area in an AG Agricultural District. The applicants 
are requesting a 477 square foot variance. 
 
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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