
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 June 5, 2025  
5:30 PM 

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

     1. Approval of Minutes from March 6, April 3, & May 1, 2025 
      

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
  (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA)  
    
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
    
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
    

     
1. 

1. Presentation of the Larry Moran Award of Excellence to LaTanya Lett, owner of 
O’Pink’s Sweets Treats & More  

      

     

2. 
2. Consider a tabled request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in a R-

1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3517 Raintree Drive, PID 
#82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE) 

      

     

3. 
3. Consider a request for a seven-foot (7’) variance to side yard setback requirements 

for an accessory building in a MURC-MW Mixed Use Recreation Commercial - MW 
Zoning District. 3205 Oak Street, PID #87420002.000 & #87420001.060, (GPC 
#25-24-VAR) 

      



 

 

     

4. 
3. Consider a request for a nine-foot (9’) variance to secondary front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District. 5917 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82432005.000, (GPC 
#25-25-VAR) 

      

     

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

7313 Martin Bluff Road, PID #85432006.000 & #85432007.000, from R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential to C-2 Community Commercial (GPC Case No. 
25-26-RZ) 

      

     

6. 
5. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 

PID #82438110.000, Old Spanish Trail, from R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential to PUD Planned Unit Development, and to amend a previously 
approved PUD Plan for PID #82438100.125 & #82438100.000. (GPC Case No. 25-
27-RZ) 

      
VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      

IX. ADJOURN 
    

 
 

 



  

 

MARCH 6, 2025  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on March 6, 2025, 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, William Davis, and Ricky Decoteau. Also present were 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, Josh Danos, City Attorney (by phone), and 
Babs Logan, Planning Technician. Absent were Commissioners DeAnna McManus, 
Maurice Hudson, and Chris Hoover. 

 

        
AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

MARCH 6, 2025 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (DECEMBER 5, 2024, & FEBRUARY 6, 2025) 
 
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 fifty-one foot (51’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 2115 Poinciana Cove, PID #85414397.000, (GPC 

#25-06-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 
 William Davis 
 Ricky Decoteau 
   
ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 
 Maurice Hudson 
 Chris Hoover 
 
     
  

Motion Passed  
 

 
 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to table the December 5, 2024, and the February 6, 
2025, minutes because there was not a quorum present from those meetings to vote on 
approval. 
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

AYES:   Kay C. Jamison 
   Josh Ward 
   William Davis 
   Ricky Decoteau 
 
ABSENT:   DeAnna McManus 
   Maurice Hudson 
   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 fifty-one foot (51’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 2115 Poinciana Cove, PID #85414397.000, (GPC #25-

06-VAR) 

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

that the applicant owns the property his house sits on and the adjacent lot where he 

wants to put his garage. Not only is the applicant’s house in a cul-de-sac, but it also sits 

at an angle on the lot. Because of the angle of the front building line of the house, there 

is little room for the accessory building in the back corner of the adjacent lot. 

Chairman Jamison stated that if the house were turned 45 degrees, then the front 

building line of the house would go straight across more and the location of the garage 

would be fine.  

Mr. Ankerson agreed that if the house were turned a certain angle then it would probably 

be fine. He noted that the proposed location of the accessory building still meets the 25 

foot setback from the front property line.  

Chairman Jamison asked if there were any other rules since this was 2 lots being used 

for a house and an accessory building. 

Mr. Ankerson advised that the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) states that both 

lots must be owned by the same person. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Mike Blake for a fifty-one foot (51’) 
variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 2115 Poinciana Cove, PID 
#85414397.000. (GPC #25-06-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on January 
29, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to build a 24’ x 35’ garage on his adjoining lot. His home sits at 
the end of a cul-de-sac. Because of the angle of the front building line of the house, it 
would be hard for him to have the accessory building behind the front building line as 
required by the UDO for accessory buildings. The accessory building would still be 25’ 



from the front property line. The applicant is asking for a 51’ variance to front yard setback 
requirements for an accessory building. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 51’ variance to front yard setback requirements for an 
accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential District. The applicant 
lives at the end of a cul-de-sac and his home sits at an angle. Because of the angle of 
the front building line of his house it would be hard for him to have the accessory building 
behind the front building line as required by the UDO. 
 
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. 
 



Mike Blake, the applicant, said the lot slopes down 7.5’ for drainage, so if he has to move 
the garage back 25’ that would already be a 7.5’ build up on the west end of the garage. 
He also wants to keep it further from the bayou because of hurricanes. He doesn’t want 
to build it any closer to the house in case he decides to sell the property later. By not 
putting the garage on the property line, or closer to the house, he could sell either property 
with the structure on it without problems. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that if Mr. Blake built the garage closer than 10’ from the 
property line then he would be creating a non-compliant situation for later if he ever 
wanted to sell the lot. If he meets the setback requirements with the proposed structure, 
and he later decides he wants to sell this lot off separately, someone could buy the lot 
and convert the structure to a house by adding square footage and making sure the entire 
structure meets building codes. By building 10’ from the side property line, the structure 
could be converted and still meet side setbacks. 
 
Mr. Davis asked Mr. Ankerson if the accessory building would have to be converted into 
a residence if the lots were sold separately. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said if the applicant were to sell the lot with just an accessory building, the 
new buyer would not be able to put power to the structure because it would be an 
accessory structure on a parcel without a primary structure. The new owner would have 
to submit plans for additional square footage and proof that the entire structure would 
meet codes.  
 
Commissioner Ward noted that the proposed setback for the accessory structure 
basically lines up with the front of the neighbor’s house, even though it comes in front of 
the applicant’s front building line. 
 
Mr. Blake said he spoke with the neighbor, and he has no problem with the proposed 
location of the garage. He said the neighbor would rather have the bayou view than a 
better road view. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Ward made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
variance based on the unique characteristics of the lot and position of the primary 
structure.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Josh Ward 
  William Davis  
  Ricky Decoteau 
 
 

    



 ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 

   Maurice Hudson 

   Chris Hoover   

  

    

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council had approved GPC 25-01-VAR 
for an accessory building but had denied both GPC 25-02-SE and GPC 25-03-VAR 
regarding a tiny home transitional living development and variances to square footage 
requirements for the development.  
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson advised the Commissioners that the February 2025 monthly report had 
not been completed and would be presented at the March meeting.  
 
 
 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recess the meeting until March 18. 

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

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 

William Davis  

    Ricky Decoteau 

     

  ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 

    Maurice Hudson 

    Chris Hoover 

 

 

Motion Passed. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
 
  



 

 
 
 
 
 
BACKUP DOCUMENTATION 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

March 6, 2025 

GPC #25-06-VAR 

2115 Poinciana Cove 

PID #85414397.000 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a fifty-one foot (51’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 2115 Poinciana Cove, PID #85414397.000, (GPC 

#25-06-VAR) 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  February 24, 2025  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a fifty-one foot (51’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 2115 Poinciana Cove, PID #85414397.000. 
(GPC #25-06-VAR) 

 
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Mike Blake for a fifty-one foot (51’) 
variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low 
Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 2115 Poinciana Cove, PID 
#85414397.000. (GPC #25-06-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on January 
29, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to build a 24’ x 35’ garage on his adjoining lot. His home sits at 
the end of a cul-de-sac. Because of the angle of the front building line of the house, it 
would be hard for him to have the accessory building behind the front building line as 
required by the UDO for accessory buildings. The accessory building would still be 25’ 
from the front property line. The applicant is asking for a 51’ variance to front yard setback 
requirements for an accessory building. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 51’ variance to front yard setback requirements for an 
accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential District. The applicant 
lives at the end of a cul-de-sac and his home sits at an angle. Because of the angle of 
the front building line of his house it would be hard for him to have the accessory building 
behind the front building line as required by the UDO. 
 
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 

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 



   

 

APRIL 3, 2025  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on April 3, 2025, at 5:30 PM in the Council 
Chambers of the Gautier Municipal Building at 3330 Highway 90, Gautier, Mississippi. 

 
Commission Members present were: Vice-Chairman Josh Ward, 

Commissioners Maurice Hudson, Chris Hoover, and Ricky Decoteau. Also present 
were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, Josh Danos, City Attorney (by phone), 
and Babs Logan, Planning Technician. Absent were Commissioners DeAnna 
McManus, William Davis, and Chairman Kay C. Jamison. 

 

        
AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

APRIL 3, 2025 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (DECEMBER 5, 2024, FEBRUARY 6, 2025, MARCH 6, 
2025, & MARCH 18, 2025) 

 
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 twenty-nine point seven foot (29.7’) variance to front yard 

setback requirements for an accessory structure in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured 

Home Residential Zoning District. 3556 Mackeral Drive, (GPC #25-11-VAR) 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a tire shop in a MURC-

1 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial Zoning District. 3000 Ladnier Road, PID 

#82502180.100. (GPC #25-12-SE) 

 

3. Nominations for the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 2024 

 



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

 

 

 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to approve the Agenda. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 
 

Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to approve February 6, 2025, and March 18, 
2025, minutes, and to table December 5, 2024, and March 6, 2025, minutes because 
there was not a quorum present from those two meetings to vote on approval. 
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

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

    
  

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 twenty-nine point seven foot (29.7’) variance to front yard 

setback requirements for an accessory structure in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured 

Home Residential Zoning District. 3556 Mackeral Drive, (GPC #25-11-VAR) 

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

the sketch provided by the applicant shows that the accessory structure would still meet 

the front setback requirements for a primary structure on a parcel in that district.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Paul Brayfield for a twenty-nine 
point seven foot (29.7’) variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory 
structure in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District at 3556 
Mackeral Drive. (GPC #25-11-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on February 
13, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to build a 24’ x 24’ carport over an existing concrete slab in front 
of his house. The proposed location would put the carport 29.7’ past the front building 
line of his house. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) requires accessory 
structures to be behind the front building line of the primary structure. The carport would 
still be 34.8’ from the front property line. The applicant is asking for a 29.7’ variance to 
front yard setback requirements for an accessory structure. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 29.7’ variance to front yard setback requirements for an 
accessory structure in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. He 
would like to put the carport in front of his house on an existing concrete slab. The carport 
would be 34.8’ from the front property line. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
requires accessory structures to be behind the front building line of the primary structure. 
 
 
 



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.  

 

Vice-Chairman Ward asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
Paul Brayfield, applicant, said he wants to build a steel carport on an existing concrete 
slab in front of his house. He said he can’t build on the side because there is not enough 
room. He noted that it appears from the survey that there is a 34.8’ setback from the front 
property line to where he would like to put the carport. The structure is wind rated. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward asked Mr. Ankerson about using an existing slab, since typically 
you would use footers on steel columns and the slab is already there. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said he had not seen actual plans but if it is a Carolina carport type 
structure, they do have tie down methods and could use ground anchors on the outside 



of the slab. As long as the plan is stamped by an engineer saying it will meet the 160 mph 
wind rating, and the 2018 adopted Code, it would be okay. 
 
Mr. Brayfield said he had the brochure from the company that has the instructions for 
putting the four posts in the ground and concrete. He said this particular structure is 168 
mph wind rated. 
 
Vice-Chaiman Ward said that he went and looked at the property and it would be hard 
to put anything on the side of the house. He noted that since there would be a 34’ front 
setback and it was a carport which has no walls there wouldn’t be a site visibility issue. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Hudson made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve 
the variance.  
 
Vice-Chairman Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson  
  Chris Hoover 
  Ricky Decoteau 

    

 ABSENT Kay C. Jamison  

DeAnna McManus 

   William Davis 

   

     

Motion passed. 
 
 
 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a tire shop in a 

MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial Zoning District. 3000 Ladnier Road, 

PID #82502180.100. (GPC #25-12-SE) 

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He advised the 
Commissioners that there had previously been a tire shop at this location that had quite 
a few Code Enforcement problems and violations. The City had to perform a City 
abatement on the property and spend thousands of dollars cleaning up the property. 
There were thousands of tires that were left behind. He advised them of this so if they 
were looking to recommend approval of the request they might consider putting some 
strict conditions on the request. Perhaps restrict the number of tires they can store on the 



property or how they can store them, whether that be inside a structure or behind the 
fence. Things to think about since the City had problems with this property with this same 
use. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward asked if this was the same owner or a new owner. 
 
Elizabeth Simpson, the applicant’s wife, said they own the new business but not the 
building. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jason Simpson dba E & J Tire 
and Automotive for a Special Exception that would allow a tire shop in a MURC-1 Mixed 
Use Recreation Commercial Zoning District at 3000 Ladnier Road, PID #82502180.100. 
(GPC #25-12-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 10, 2025. All public 
notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial.  
 

1. Location: 3000 Ladnier Road, PID #82502180.100 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.76 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial  
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-1 Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial to the north and south, R-1 Single Family 
Residential to the east and west. 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential to the 
north and west, (also a Pregnancy Resource Organization to the west that 
was given special permission by the city to be located in a Residential 
District), Vacant to the south and east. 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): High 
Impact 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: This property has been a tire shop for the past 10 plus 
years. With the exception of a shop out close to 57, there are no others close or 
even in Gautier at all, that I am aware of. The citizens of Gautier deserve a quality 
tire installer who operates within the city limit and is known for honesty, integrity 
and dedication to their customers. 
 
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: We, as a business, take pride in our establishment, the 
property, and surrounding areas. Trash will not pile up, no vehicles in a state of 
major disrepair will be left outside the building, and noises will be kept to a 
minimum. We strive to exist in harmony with any and all neighbors and citizens. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: The building sat vacant for more than 180 days after the 

last business vacated. We are not affiliated with Martin’s Tire in any way. 

 

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. 

 
Vice-Chairman Ward asked the applicant to present her case. 
 
Jason Simpson, the applicant, said they had a tire shop in Pascagoula for five years. 
 
Mrs. Simpson said the property was sold out from underneath them while they were still 
renting the building. It was sold to the City of Pascagoula. She said there is a 14-million-
dollar development that is being built behind where the shop is located. The landlord of 
the building decided that she preferred the money, and the City decided a used tire shop 



was not a good look across from a brand new hotel. She said they moved as quickly as 
possible. They had no time or warning. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward advised the applicants, that if the Commission recommended 
approval of the request, there would be stipulations placed on the approval because of 
previous Code Enforcement issues at the property for the same use they were asking for. 
 
Mrs. Simpson said they take a lot of pride in the way their business looks. The tires 
outside will be well maintained. There will be no standing water, and they will treat for 
mosquitoes. The whole back of property where tires are stored are fenced in with a 
wooden privacy fence.  
 
Vice-Chairman Ward said he would suggest that a stipulation put on the request that 
everything needs to be behind the fence. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that the thousands of tires that the City spent money cleaning up were 
behind that fence. It is a very large backyard.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked what the applicant’s procedure was for getting rid of old 
tires. 
 
Mrs. Simpson said they have a licensed disposal company that picks them up. They 
never let their bad tires get to be more than about 450 or so and they get rid of them all 
at once. She said they come to pick up the old tires every two or three weeks. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked how many used tires for sale did they have on hand at 
any given time. 
 
Mr. Simpson said maybe a thousand and they would be stored behind the fence. 
 
Mrs. Simpson said they have big wooden racks the tires are on to make them easily 
accessible and easily movable. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked if in the five years they were located in Pascagoula was 
there ever a time they felt like they were getting overwhelmed with too many tires at once. 
 
Mrs. Simpson said that over the last five years there were probably two times they felt 
that way and that was the removal of the old ones. 
 
Mr. Simpson said he thought the feeling of being overwhelmed was because they had 
to keep everything inside at their Pascagoula location because they didn’t have a yard 
like this place does.  
 
Commissioner Hudson said that besides the tires at the previous tire shop, there were 
old broke down cars that were there. He asked the applicants if it would be just tires or 
would it also be a mechanic shop.  
 
Mrs. Simpson said they would be doing very light mechanic work. It would be 
maintenance work, such as brakes and valve cover gaskets. There would never be a 
need for cars to be there longer than a week unless they were waiting on parts to come 
in. 



 
Mr. Simpson said that any mechanical work would probably take under four hours labor 
time. 
 
Mrs. Simpson said they were planning on repainting the building. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward asked Mr. Ankerson if everything had been cleaned up from the 
previous owner or was there need for more cleanup. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said the City had completely cleaned it up. He said he had checked to see 
if the lien was still posted on the property from where the City had paid to have it cleaned 
up. When the City puts a lien on a property it sometimes is not paid until the property 
sells, but when he checked with the county it only showed this year’s taxes being owed 
so it does appear that the lien has been paid. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward suggested putting a limit on the number of tires that could be on 
the property. 
 
Commissioner Hudson suggested at least restrict them from being higher than the 
fence. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward then suggested stipulations for no more than a total of 2500 tires 
not to be seen above the fence line, and to restrict the amount of time cars could be 
parked at the property overnight. If more time was needed, then they could let the 
Planning Department know. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Vice-Chairman Ward made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Special Exception with the following restrictions, 1) no more than 2500 tires are placed 
behind the fence line and must be below the 6’ height level of the fence, 2) all overnight 
cars are limited to 7 days, anything greater than 7 days needs to be reported to the 
Planning Department. 

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

  
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 

    Ricky Decoteau 
 
  ABSENT: Kay C. Jamison 

DeAnna McManus 
    William Davis     
 
 
 
Motion passed. 



 
 

3. Nominations for the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 2024 

 

Vice-Chairman Ward asked for nominations for the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 
2024 and advised that Chairman Jamison had sent an email that she would like to 
nominate O’Pink’s Sweets Treats and More, owned by LaTanya Lett, for the Larry Moran 
award. In her email Chairman Jamison said that Ms. Lett encourages all businesses in 
Gautier, and that she has partnered with several of those businesses, including Killer 
Crab and Seafood, to sell her tasty cheesecakes. Ms. Lett and O’Pink’s set the bar very 
high for all local businesses. Vice-Chairman Ward said that he thinks that Ms. Lett is a 
very worthy person to receive the award. She has always given back to the community. 
He then asked if anyone had another nomination. 
 
Commissioner Hoover stated that the things Ms. Lett does within the community are 
great. 
 
Vice-Chairman Ward made a motion to nominate O’Pink’s Sweets Treats and More for 
the 2024 Larry Moran Excellence Award. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 
 

AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 

    Ricky Decoteau 
 
  ABSENT: Kay C. Jamison 

DeAnna McManus 
    William Davis     
 
 
 
Motion passed. LaTanya Lett, owner of O’Pink’s Sweets Treats and More, is the 
recipient of the Larry Moran Excellence Award for 2024. 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council had approved GPC 25-06-VAR 
for an accessory building on Poinciana Cove. 
 
 
 
 



B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the February 2025 monthly report and advised Commissioners 
that the March 2025 report had not been completed and would be presented at the May 
meeting.  
 
 
 

Vice-Chairman Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

  AYES:  Josh Ward 

    Maurice Hudson 

    Chris Hoover  

    Ricky Decoteau 

     

  ABSENT: Kay C. Jamison 

DeAnna McManus 

    William Davis  

 

 

Motion Passed. 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Josh Ward, Vice-Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

April 3, 2025 

GPC #25-11-VAR 

3556 Mackeral Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a twenty-nine point seven foot (29.7’) variance to front 

yard setback requirements for an accessory structure in a R-3 

Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. 3556 Mackeral Drive, 

(GPC #25-11-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  March 24, 2025  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a twenty-nine point seven foot (29.7’) variance to 

front yard setback requirements for an accessory structure in a R-3 
Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District at 3556 Mackeral 
Drive. (GPC #25-11-VAR) 

 
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Paul Brayfield for a twenty-nine 
point seven foot (29.7’) variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory 
structure in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District at 3556 
Mackeral Drive. (GPC #25-11-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid on February 
13, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to build a 24’ x 24’ carport over an existing concrete slab in front 
of his house. The proposed location would put the carport 29.7’ past the front building 
line of his house. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) requires accessory 
structures to be behind the front building line of the primary structure. The carport would 
still be 34.8’ from the front property line. The applicant is asking for a 29.7’ variance to 
front yard setback requirements for an accessory structure. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 29.7’ variance to front yard setback requirements for an 
accessory structure in a R-3 Mobile/Manufactured Home Residential Zoning District. He 
would like to put the carport in front of his house on an existing concrete slab. The carport 
would be 34.8’ from the front property line. The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
requires accessory structures to be behind the front building line of the primary structure. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

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



The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

 

 



4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

  

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 April 3, 2025  

GPC #25-12-SE 

Jason Simpson dba E & J Tire & Automotive  

3000 Ladnier Road 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a tire shop in a 

MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial Zoning District. 3000 Ladnier 

Road, PID #82502180.100. (GPC #25-12-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  March 24, 2025 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a tire shop in a 

MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial Zoning District, 3000 Ladnier 
Road, PID #82502180.100. (GPC #25-12-SE)  

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jason Simpson dba E & J Tire 
and Automotive for a Special Exception that would allow a tire shop in a MURC-1 Mixed 
Use Recreation Commercial Zoning District at 3000 Ladnier Road, PID #82502180.100. 
(GPC #25-12-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 10, 2025. All public 
notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial.  
 

1. Location: 3000 Ladnier Road, PID #82502180.100 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.76 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-1 Mixed Use Recreation 

Commercial  
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): MURC-1 Mixed Use 
Recreation Commercial to the north and south, R-1 Single Family 
Residential to the east and west. 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Residential to the 
north and west, (also a Pregnancy Resource Organization to the west that 
was given special permission by the city to be located in a Residential 
District), Vacant to the south and east. 

7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): High 
Impact 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: This property has been a tire shop for the past 10 plus 
years. With the exception of a shop out close to 57, there are no others close or 
even in Gautier at all, that I am aware of. The citizens of Gautier deserve a quality 
tire installer who operates within the city limit and is known for honesty, integrity 
and dedication to their customers. 
 
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: We, as a business, take pride in our establishment, the 
property, and surrounding areas. Trash will not pile up, no vehicles in a state of 
major disrepair will be left outside the building, and noises will be kept to a 
minimum. We strive to exist in harmony with any and all neighbors and citizens. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: The building sat vacant for more than 180 days after the 

last business vacated. We are not affiliated with Martin’s Tire in any way. 

 

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 

 

  

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 



   

 

MAY 1, 2025  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on May 1, 2025, 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, Maurice Hudson, Chris Hoover, and William Davis. Also 
present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, and Babs Logan, Planning 
Technician. Absent were Commissioners DeAnna McManus, and Ricky Decoteau. 

 
        

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAY 1, 2025 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (DECEMBER 5, 2024, MARCH 6, 2025, & APRIL 3, 
2025) 

 
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 sixty-four foot (64’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 1590 Collin J McRae Drive, PID #82511040.000 & 

#82511020.000, (GPC #25-16-VAR) 

2. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow construction of 

a building to be utilized as a warehouse in a TC Town Center Zoning District. PID 

#82435240.001, Old Spanish Trail. (GPC #25-17-SE) 



3. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow a duplex in a R-

1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3517 Raintree Drive, PID 

#82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE) 

4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1424 Wesleyan Street, 

(GPC #25-19-VAR) 

5. Consider a request to amend the UDO to reflect text changes to Section 4.23.1(B) 

Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris (City initiated) (GPC #25-

20-UDO) 

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

 

 

 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to modify the Agenda to hear the fourth item on the 
Agenda first. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 
 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve December 5, 2024, minutes, and to 
table the March 6, 2025, and April 3, 2025, minutes because there was not a quorum 
present from those two meetings to vote on approval. 
 
 
 
 
 



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

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

    
  

Motion Passed. 
 
 
 

 
 

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

 
 

 

OLD BUSINESS - None 

 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

Chairman Jamison advised the Planning Commission that Commissioner DeAnna 
McManus had resigned, and that Ward 1 Councilman Cameron George would be finding 
a replacement to fill her position as soon as possible. 

 

 
 
 

1. Consider a request for a sixty-four foot (64’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 1590 Collin J McRae Drive, PID #82511040.000 & 

#82511020.000, (GPC #25-16-VAR) 

 

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

that the proposed accessory structure would be located on the adjacent lot, also owned 

by the applicant, which is approximately 24.6 acres. The applicant’s house is at the dead- 

end of Collin J McRae, and the back yard is on the beach front. The applicant is trying 



to stay as far out of the VE flood zone around the area as possible, as well as trying to 

strategically place the accessory structure so it won’t be so visible from his home. Mr. 

Ankerson stated that, in his opinion, there is not a viable location behind the front building 

line of the applicant’s home to place the accessory structure due to the beach and the 

flood zone. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Lance H. McCarty for a sixty-four 
foot (64’) variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory structure in a R-1 
Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1590 Collin J McRae Drive, PID 
#82511040.000 & #82511020.000. (GPC #25-16-VAR). The application fee of $175 was 
paid on March 17, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to build a 34’ x 38’ storage building on his adjoining lot. His home 
sits on a lot that is approximately 0.82 acres, and his back yard is in a flood zone. (AE16 
& VE18). His adjoining lot is approximately 24.6 acres. Although the storage building 
would come in front of the front building line of the house, it would not be anywhere near 
the front portion of the lot it would be placed on. The Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO) requires accessory structures to be behind the front building line of the primary 
structure. The applicant is asking for a 64’ variance to front yard setback requirements 
for an accessory building. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 64’ variance to front yard setback requirements for an 
accessory structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential District. The 
accessory structure would be on his adjoining lot that is approximately 24.6 acres. 
Although the accessory structure would come in front of the front building line of the 
primary structure, it would not be near the front portion of the lot. The UDO requires that 
an accessory structure be behind the front building line of the primary structure. 
 
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. 
 
Lance McCarty, the applicant, said he needed to put in a storage building for certain 
things. The best place for him to put it would be on the other side of his property before 
where it drops off to the bayou, which would make it sit in front of his house building line. 
There are also some trees he is trying to work around so that he doesn’t have to cut them. 
 
Commissioner Ward said that he had looked at the property and agreed that it is a 
unique piece of property, and trying to find a spot that isn’t going to be in a flood zone is 
going to be difficult. 
 
Chairman Jamison noted that nobody would see the proposed accessory structure 
unless they were in the applicant’s yard because it is such a large piece of property. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Ward made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
variance based on the unique characteristics of the property.  
 
Commissioner Hoover seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

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

William Davis  



   
    

 ABSENT Ricky Decoteau 

  

    

Motion passed. 
 
 

2. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow construction of 

a building to be utilized as a warehouse in a TC Town Center Zoning District. PID 

#82435240.001, Old Spanish Trail. (GPC #25-17-SE) 

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He noted that a 
commercial warehouse would be allowed by right in an Industrial District and although 
this parcel is located in a Town Center Zoning District, there are Industrial zoned parcels 
and uses in that immediate area. There are also industrial uses within the city that are on 
parcels that are not zoned Industrial because they are grandfathered uses from before 
the UDO was adopted. He added that the harmony of the area might be something to 
consider. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if a Special Exception went with the land or the owner. 
 
Mr. Ankerson advised that a Special Exception goes with the use. If the property 
changes ownership, or it ceases to be used as the use for 180 days, the owner would 
have to go back before Planning Commission and Council for approval.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the building remaining on the parcel in that type of 
situation. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that would be something to consider if the applicant were allowed to 
build a warehouse on the parcel. He said they should keep in mind, that as far as zoning 
goes, Special Exceptions sometimes aid in the later rezoning of property. If you have an 
area where you are allowing industrial parcels in a TC district because the area has 
industrial uses already, eventually there is going to come a point where you may want to 
possibly look to comprehensively rezone the area to I-2 Industrial. 
 
Commissioner Davis felt that this area would probably be a candidate for rezoning. 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Danny Taylor dba Air Masters 
Mechanical for a Special Exception that would allow construction of a building to be 
utilized as a warehouse in a TC Town Center Zoning District at PID #82435240.001, Old 
Spanish Trail. (GPC #25-17-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 18, 
2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
 
 



BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TC Town Center.  
 

1. Location: Old Spanish Trail, PID #82435240.001 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 7.74 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 to the north, 

east, and west; C-2 Community Commercial to the south; I-2 Industrial to 
the southeast. 

 
6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Vacant to the west, 

Industrial to the east and southeast, Commercial-retail to the south and 
north. 
 

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: The applicant’s proposed use is compatible with 
surrounding properties and would not detract from the character of the area, 
imposing a rigid interpretation of the zoning laws would create an undue hardship. 
 
Staff Finding: A commercial warehouse would be allowed by right in an Industrial 
District. Although this parcel is located in a Town Center zoned district, there are 
Industrial zoned parcels and uses in the immediate area on the opposite side of 
Old Spanish Trail.    
 
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 requested Special Exception for a warehouse 
business is in harmony with the intent of the UDO because it promotes sustainable 



development, economic growth, and compatibility with surrounding land uses. It 
will not be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare, implements 
necessary mitigation measures, and ensures that the project complements the 
broader goals for the area. Therefore, granting the special exception is beneficial 
for both the applicant and the community. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: The special circumstances necessitating the Special 

Exception are not due to the actions of the applicant. They arise from the 

limitations of the existing zoning and changes in the surrounding area that were 

not anticipated when the zoning was initially set. The applicant is seeking a special 

exception in good faith, recognizing that the current zoning does not fully 

accommodate the property’s potential use in light of the broader development 

trends and conditions. Therefore, the special exception is being requested due to 

factors beyond the applicant’s control. 

 

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. 
 
Danny Taylor, the applicant, and owner of Air Masters Mechanical, said they owned the 
property before it was rezoned to Town Center. They originally didn’t know what they 
might use the land for, but they now have a need for additional warehousing.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if they were going to be storing air conditioners and air 
conditioner parts. 
 
Mr. Taylor said they would use some of the facility for their storage, but they would also 
lease to other clients. The facility would be set up for four different zones and would have 
multiple tenants, large commercial tenants, that would be renting space. It would not be 
residential storage. The smallest space that would be leased out would be 25,000 square 
feet. He said they have built the exact same 100,000 square foot facility in Pascagoula 
by the 14th Street overpass.  



 
Commissioner Davis asked what the height of the roof was. He asked if the building 
would be usable for anything other than what they had planned for it, a warehouse. 
 
Mr. Taylor said the building was 48’ high in the center and 28’ high on the low ends. He 
said it could be converted for a different use. It wouldn’t be any different than the shell of 
what used to be Hudson’s Salvage down the road. It could be utilized for something like 
that but the chances of that were slim.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if they planned to put a fence around the whole thing, and if 
so what type, etc. 
 
Mr. Taylor said the bulk of it would be chain link, such as the back sides and the rear. 
They would be open to wood or something for the front area for a beautification type 
scenario. He said they had selected a particular panel for the front of the building so it 
wouldn’t look so much like a warehouse. The whole property would be fenced from the 
front of the building back. Because of the intended use, the clients would want a secure 
area where just anyone couldn’t be coming into the area. He said there would be security 
cameras in place also. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if he had potential clients already in mind. He also asked 
what type of materials would be stored. 
 
Mr. Taylor said that at this time Ingall’s Shipyard had committed to a portion of the 
warehouse. He said that he couldn’t be exact as to what materials would be stored, 
obviously it would be things they used to build the ships whether it be steel panels or 
what. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Ankerson how things like hazardous materials would 
be handled.  
 
Mr. Ankerson said that would be something that would be handled more at the state 
level with MDEQ. The company would have to have their own permit to store hazardous 
materials. He explained that the Fire Department does annual inspections on all 
commercial buildings so they would absolutely be aware of any hazardous material being 
stored or stocked in any building. 
 
Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Taylor what they had in mind for security. Would there 
be roll gates, badges you swipe to get in, or something like that? 
 
Mr. Taylor said Ingall’s has its own process for security. There will be a roll gate that is 
open in the morning and closed in the afternoon, 24-hour surveillance, and a daily rotation 
of security trucks that come by. There will definitely be a security system in place. 
 
Commissioner Hudson was concerned about the face of the building since it would be 
located in a Town Center district. 
 
Mr. Ankerson told him that there are Ordinance requirements for façade materials that 
can be used. Although there are no specific fencing material requirements, there are 
landscape requirements.   
 



Mr. Taylor said the building would also have four good-sized offices that you could 
access through the front door. There would be restroom facilities, etc. 
 
Commissioner Ward said that he has seen their warehouse facility in Pascagoula, and 
it is very nice. He noted that there is an industrial area across the road, and right beside 
this property. There is also a filtration system on the other side. He said he doesn’t ever 
see any of that stuff going away. He can only see this area moving more towards 
Industrial than Town Center, and this location for a warehouse makes sense to him.  
 
Chairman Jamison stated that they couldn’t do any manufacturing there. 
 
Mr. Ankerson stated that manufacturing was a completely different use, and they would 
have to come back before the Planning Commission and Council for that. 
 
Mr. Taylor said this would not be the type of warehouse where any type of manufacturing, 
fabrication, mixing of chemicals, or such. It is strictly a storage warehouse 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 

ACTION TAKEN: 

Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the Special 
Exception with the stipulation that a decorative fence will be installed on the front facing 
of the building, and with the understanding that there will have to be landscaping, 
shrubbery, and decorative front face of the building. 

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

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 

    William Davis 
 
  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau     
 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 

 
 

3. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow a duplex in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3517 Raintree Drive, 

PID #82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE) 

 
Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. He advised that 
there had been several permits issued recently on this street for new single-family homes. 



The structure in question was built in 1971, and his research shows that it was originally 
built as a single-family home and was later turned into a duplex.  
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Noelia Jimenez & Imer Perez dba 
J & G Real Estate Investment, LLP, for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in 
a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 3517 Raintree Drive, PID 
#82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 24, 
2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

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

1. Location: 3517 Raintree Drive, PID #82434083.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.3 acres 
Pre-existing duplex – no power in either unit since September 2021 

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

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

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

Family to west, south, and east; AG Agricultural to the north. 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Vacant to the north 
and south, Very low to low density residential to the east and west. 
 

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

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

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

 
Applicant Response: It was previously a duplex. 
 
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: This will not be injurious to the neighborhood or the general 
welfare.  
 
Staff Finding: It is staff’s opinion that this will not 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: Because it was previously a duplex. 

 

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 the case. 
 
Maria Rebollo Rios, representative for the applicant, stated that they were a little 
confused because the applicant bought the property to repair as a single-family home. 
They have no intention of living there or renting it out. They want to fix it up and sale it. 
Her boss said there was a misunderstanding when they came to get the power turned on 
and they were told they had to go through the process for a duplex. 
 
Mr. Ankerson advised that the house is currently a duplex and if they were going to make 
the repairs they said they were going to make, it would still be a duplex. If they wanted to 
turn in plans to show that they were doing away with the two kitchens and the possibility 
of it being a duplex and turning it into a single-family residential, then it would be allowed 
by right. 
 
Chairman Jamison advised that the application stated that the applicant wanted to make 
the house a duplex. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if they were not wanting a duplex, could the Commission 
just not hear the request, and could the applicant get a refund on the application fee. 
 



Mr. Ankerson advised that they turned the application in based on them wanting a 
duplex, and the refund would be up to the City Clerk.  
 
Babs Logan, Planning Technician, advised that the request had been advertised and 
letters had been sent out which cost money obtained from the application fee. 
 
Ms. Rios said her boss said she was told that because it had two meters it had to go 
through this process, but her boss only wants to redo it as a single-family home.  
 
Commissioner Ward said the confusion seems to be that they were trying to get the 
power turned on as is, and it is currently a duplex which is not allowed in the R-1 district. 
He said what Mr. Ankerson is saying is that because it is currently a duplex and not 
allowed, modifications would have to be made to the house, and the second meter 
removed, to make it a single-family house before the city could allow power to be turned 
on. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said if they submitted plans to the Planning Department to make this a 
single-family dwelling and removed the kitchen and the extra meter, we could give them 
temporary power based on the plans for a single-family dwelling. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked Ms. Rios if she wanted the Planning Commission to cancel 
the request and have the applicant could come back with plans to make the house a 
single-family dwelling, or did she want them to continue and vote on whether or not to 
allow a duplex.  
 
Ms. Rios said she needed to talk to her boss as to what she wanted to do. 
 
Commissioner Ward advised Ms. Rios that he had spoken to several of the neighbors, 
and they did not want a duplex in their neighborhood. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to table the request until the next Planning 
Commission meeting and if it needed to be removed from the agenda it could be at that 
time. 

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

  
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 

    William Davis 
 
  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau     
 
 
 
Motion passed. 
 
 



 
 

4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1424 Wesleyan 

Street, (GPC #25-19-VAR) 

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

that the fence would only cover a portion of the secondary front yard. It would only be 

about 20 feet past the front plain of the house. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Nathan Chomoa for a two-foot (2’) 
variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1424 Wesleyan Street, PID #86037408.000 (GPC #25-19-VAR). The 
application fee of $175 was paid on March 25, 2025. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to put a 6’ fence along part of his front yard. The 6’ fence would 
also run along the property line of his secondary front yard. Per the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO), fences shall not exceed four feet in height within a designated front 
yard. The applicant will need a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard. He is 
wanting to put a 6’ fence along a portion of his front yard, and along the property line of 
his secondary front yard. The UDO does not allow a fence to be more than four feet in 
height within a designated 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 the case. 
 
Elizabeth Chomoa, the applicant, stated that her family is new to Gautier, that she and 
her husband are active duty Coast Guard, and they have three children. They built a 
fence because people speed past their house. She said they didn’t know there was a 4’ 
height rule, she assumed the contractor she hired would know the rules. 
 
Commissioner Hudson asked if there would be an impact to site for vehicles from either 
angle. 
 
Commissioner Ward said he went and looked at the property, and drove the site, and 
there were no site issues. He talked to one of the neighbors that happened to be outside, 
and he had no issues with the fence. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if they intended to move the fence any further or was it as 
far as it was going to go. 
 
Mrs. Chomoa said they did intend to eventually continue across the backyard because 
they heard there was an alligator that goes back there, but they don’t plan to extend the 
fence any further in front of the house. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked how far it was from the end of the fence to the street. 
 
It was determined that the fence was probably 25-30 feet from the street. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked who the contractor was that put up the fence and if they got 
a permit. 
 
Mrs. Chomoa told him it was Gulf Coast Fence. 
 
Mr. Ankerson advised that you do not have to obtain a permit for a fence unless it is over 
7’ in height.  
 



Commissioner Davis stated that something needed to be done about Contractors not 
going by the Ordinance when they know, or should know, what the regulations are. He 
would like to see the City Council address the issue of contractors doing work that does 
not adhere to our ordinances.  
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Ward made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
variance based on the characteristics of the neighborhood and the location of the house.  
 
Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

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

William Davis  
   
    

 ABSENT Ricky Decoteau 

  

    

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

5. Consider a request to amend the UDO to reflect text changes to Section 4.23.1(B) 

Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris (City initiated) (GPC #25-

20-UDO) 

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, said he had been working closely with Paula Yancey, 
the City Manager, and Josh Danos, the City Attorney, amending the section of the UDO 
regarding burning of property clearing debris. Currently you cannot burn debris from 
property clearing. We feel like this is a hardship for a lot of property owners that have 
large properties. Especially those larger than 10 acres, because it is very expensive to 
haul off all the debris. We have looked at MDEQ regulations and have found that they do 
allow burning, but it must be so many yards away from any kind of occupied structure for 
an open burn. If you are closer than that (500 yards is what he thinks is the distance), but 
at least 50 yards away, you can force an air induct burn. MDEQ does allow burning but 
the City currently doesn’t. We are trying to put our ordinance more in line with MDEQ 
requirements and get rid of a hardship we think Is unnecessary. We do not want to allow 
burning on the smaller parcels that are within subdivisions and developed areas due to 
the many associated risks and hazards. If this amendment is approved, we will create our  
 



own City of Gautier Burn Ordinance in line with MDEQ requires for City of Gautier parcels 
over ten acres.   
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Director has requested an amendment to the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) pursuant to Section 4.20, that would change regulations for removal of 
tree limbs and debris. (Section 4.23.1(B) Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and 
debris.) 
 
BACKGROUND: 

 
The Planning Director would like to amend the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
Section 4.23.1(B) to only be applied to sites less than ten acres and extend the removal 
period of debris to within five (5) days of completion of construction activities. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
The Planning Director requests that the UDO Section 4.23.1 (B) reflect the following 
changes: 
 
 
4.23.1 Land Alterations and Disturbance Permit 

 

B. Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris on sites less than ten 
acres 

1. All persons, firms or corporations hereafter performing tree removal or 
trimming services for compensation within the City shall remove and 
dispose of all debris created by the performance of such services.  

2. The debris shall be properly disposed of by the person, firm or corporation 
performing the services of their agent.  Said debris shall be removed within 
forty-eight (48) hours five (5) days of completion of construction activities.  

 

STAFF FINDINGS: 
 
Staff finds that the Planning Director’s request for an amendment to the UDO to amend 
the regulations for loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris is a relevant 
amendment. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends that Planning Commission recommend the approval of the UDO 
amendment as presented.  
 
Planning Commission may: 
 

1. Recommend that City Council approve the UDO Amendment;  
2. Recommend that City Council approve the UDO Amendment with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny the UDO Amendment. 



 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if the amendment was about burning or how long someone 
had to remove the debris. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said he changed the required time for removal from 48 hours to 5 days 
because he felt that 48 hours was not enough time. The main interest in this amendment 
is burning on sites less than 10 acres. What this amendment changes is Section 4.23.1(B) 
Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris to add on sites less than 10 acres. 
Excluding this proposed amendment, the ordinance reads so that you must haul all debris 
off any property that is cleared within the City. He is trying to word the amendment so 
parcels over 10 acres can be looked at under a new burn ordinance. This will mostly affect 
contractors rather than homeowners. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if someone bought an area that had already been 
subdivided but not cleared, would this situation be looked at as one area. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said those parameters have not been established. 
 
Chairman Jamison noted the time period change for removal of debris was needed 
because 48 hours was not enough time. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said he is hoping to have the new burn ordinance completed and ready to 
go before Council the same time this amendment does. If that doesn’t happen, they will 
automatically fall back on MDEQ requirements until such time that the new ordinance 
takes effect. The new ordinance will be a stand-alone ordinance just like the landfill 
ordinance. It will not go before the Planning Commission.  
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the proposed 
amendments. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
amendments to the UDO as presented.  
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Joshua Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Chris Hoover 

   William Davis 

    

 

ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau 

    

  



Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council had approved GPC 25-11-VAR 
for the variance on Mackeral Drive as presented, and GPC 25-12-SE for the tire shop on 
Ladnier Road with the stipulations recommended by the Planning Commission. 
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson presented the March 2025 monthly report and advised Commissioners 
that the April 2025 report would be presented at the June meeting.  
 
 
 

Commissioner Hudson made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 

    Maurice Hudson 

    Chris Hoover  

    William Davis 

     

  ABSENT: Ricky Decoteau  

 

 

Motion Passed. 
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VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a sixty-four foot (64’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential Zoning District. 1590 Collin J McRae Drive, PID #82511040.000 & 

#82511020.000, (GPC #25-16-VAR) 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 23, 2025  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a sixty-four foot (64’) variance to front yard setback 

requirements for an accessory structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District at 1590 Collin J McRae Drive, PID 
#82511040.000 & #82511020.000. (GPC #25-16-VAR)  

 
       

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Lance H. McCarty for a sixty-four 
foot (64’) variance to front yard setback requirements for an accessory structure in a R-1 
Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1590 Collin J McRae Drive, PID 
#82511040.000 & #82511020.000. (GPC #25-16-VAR). The application fee of $175 was 
paid on March 17, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to build a 34’ x 38’ storage building on his adjoining lot. His home 
sits on a lot that is approximately 0.82 acres, and his back yard is in a flood zone. (AE16 
& VE18). His adjoining lot is approximately 24.6 acres. Although the storage building 
would come in front of the front building line of the house, it would not be anywhere near 
the front portion of the lot it would be placed on. The Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO) requires accessory structures to be behind the front building line of the primary 
structure. The applicant is asking for a 64’ variance to front yard setback requirements 
for an accessory building. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a 64’ variance to front yard setback requirements for an 
accessory structure in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential District. The 
accessory structure would be on his adjoining lot that is approximately 24.6 acres. 
Although the accessory structure would come in front of the front building line of the 
primary structure, it would not be near the front portion of the lot. The UDO requires that 
an accessory structure be behind the front building line of the primary structure. 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance 
where such Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing 
to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would 
result in an unnecessary or undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance 



is authorized only for height, area and size of structure, or size of yards, separation 
of uses, open spaces, off-street parking spaces and some subdivision of property. 
The establishment or expansion of a use not permitted shall not be allowed by 
Variance. 
 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 



4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

2. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow construction 

of a building to be utilized as a warehouse in a TC Town Center Zoning District. 

PID #82435240.001, Old Spanish Trail. (GPC #25-17-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 23, 2025 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow construction of 

a building to be utilized as a warehouse in a TC Town Center Zoning 
District. PID #82435240.001, Old Spanish Trail. (GPC #25-17-SE)  

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Danny Taylor dba Air Masters 
Mechanical for a Special Exception that would allow construction of a building to be 
utilized as a warehouse in a TC Town Center Zoning District at PID #82435240.001, Old 
Spanish Trail. (GPC #25-17-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 18, 
2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TC Town Center.  
 

1. Location: Old Spanish Trail, PID #82435240.001 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 7.74 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 to the north, 

east, and west; C-2 Community Commercial to the south; I-2 Industrial to 
the southeast. 

 
6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Vacant to the west, 

Industrial to the east and southeast, Commercial-retail to the south and 
north. 
 

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: The applicant’s proposed use is compatible with 
surrounding properties and would not detract from the character of the area, 
imposing a rigid interpretation of the zoning laws would create an undue hardship. 
 
Staff Finding: A commercial warehouse would be allowed by right in an Industrial 
District. Although this parcel is located in a Town Center zoned district, there are 
Industrial zoned parcels and uses in the immediate area on the opposite side of 
Old Spanish Trail.    
 
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 requested Special Exception for a warehouse 
business is in harmony with the intent of the UDO because it promotes sustainable 
development, economic growth, and compatibility with surrounding land uses. It 
will not be injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare, implements 
necessary mitigation measures, and ensures that the project complements the 
broader goals for the area. Therefore, granting the special exception is beneficial 
for both the applicant and the community. 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: The special circumstances necessitating the Special 

Exception are not due to the actions of the applicant. They arise from the 

limitations of the existing zoning and changes in the surrounding area that were 

not anticipated when the zoning was initially set. The applicant is seeking a special 

exception in good faith, recognizing that the current zoning does not fully 

accommodate the property’s potential use in light of the broader development 

trends and conditions. Therefore, the special exception is being requested due to 

factors beyond the applicant’s control. 

 

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 

 May 1, 2025  

GPC #25-18-SE 

Noelia Jimenez & Imer Perez 

 dba 

 J & G Real Estate Investment, LLP  

3517 Raintree Drive 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow a duplex in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3517 Raintree Drive, 

PID #82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE) 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 24, 2025 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 3517 Raintree 
Drive, PID #82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE) 

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Noelia Jimenez & Imer Perez dba 
J & G Real Estate Investment, LLP, for a Special Exception that would allow a duplex in 
a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 3517 Raintree Drive, PID 
#82434083.000. (GPC #25-18-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 24, 
2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

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

1. Location: 3517 Raintree Drive, PID #82434083.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.3 acres 
Pre-existing duplex – no power in either unit since September 2021 

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

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

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

Family to west, south, and east; AG Agricultural to the north. 
 

6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use (See Exhibit C): Vacant to the north 
and south, Very low to low density residential to the east and west. 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 



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

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

 
Applicant Response: It was previously a duplex. 
 
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: This will not be injurious to the neighborhood or the general 
welfare.  
 
Staff Finding: It is staff’s opinion that this will not 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: Because it was previously a duplex. 

 

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 

May 1, 2025 

GPC #25-19-VAR 

1424 Wesleyan Street 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

4. Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1424 Wesleyan 

Street, (GPC #25-19-VAR) 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 24, 2025  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1424 
Wesleyan Street, (GPC #25-19-VAR) 

    
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Nathan Chomoa for a two-foot (2’) 
variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1424 Wesleyan Street, PID #86037408.000 (GPC #25-19-VAR). The 
application fee of $175 was paid on March 25, 2025. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to put a 6’ fence along part of his front yard. The 6’ fence would 
also run along the property line of his secondary front yard. Per the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO), fences shall not exceed four feet in height within a designated front 
yard. The applicant will need a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a two-foot (2’) variance to fence height in a front yard. He is 
wanting to put a 6’ fence along a portion of his front yard, and along the property line of 
his secondary front yard. The UDO does not allow a fence to be more than four feet in 
height within a designated 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 

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 

  

  



 

 

 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

  



 

 

 

  

  



 

  



 

  



Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

May 1, 2025 

Text Change 
 

UDO Amendment 
 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

 

5.  Consider a request to amend the UDO to reflect text changes to Section 
4.23.1(B) Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris (City 
initiated) (GPC #25-20-UDO) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 

 

To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director  
 
Date:  April 24, 2025  
 
Subject: Consider a request to amend the UDO to reflect text changes to Section 

4.23.1(B) Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris. (City 
initiated) (GPC #25-20-UDO) 

 
       ___  ________________ 
 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Director has requested an amendment to the Unified Development 
Ordinance (UDO) pursuant to Section 4.20, that would change regulations for removal of 
tree limbs and debris. (Section 4.23.1(B) Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and 
debris.) 
 
BACKGROUND: 

 
The Planning Director would like to amend the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) 
Section 4.23.1(B) to only be applied to sites less than ten acres and extend the removal 
period of debris to within five (5) days of completion of construction activities. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
The Planning Director requests that the UDO Section 4.23.1 (B) reflect the following 
changes: 
 
 

4.23.1 Land Alterations and Disturbance Permit 

 

B. Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris on sites less than ten 
acres 

1. All persons, firms or corporations hereafter performing tree removal or 
trimming services for compensation within the City shall remove and dispose 
of all debris created by the performance of such services.  

2. The debris shall be properly disposed of by the person, firm or corporation 
performing the services of their agent.  Said debris shall be removed within 
forty-eight (48) hours five (5) days of completion of construction activities.  

 

 
 



STAFF FINDINGS: 
 
Staff finds that the Planning Director’s request for an amendment to the UDO to amend 
the regulations for loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris is a relevant 
amendment. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Staff recommends that Planning Commission recommend the approval of the UDO 
amendment as presented.  
 
Planning Commission may: 
 

1. Recommend that City Council approve the UDO Amendment;  
2. Recommend that City Council approve the UDO Amendment with changes; or 
3. Recommend that City Council deny the UDO Amendment. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

1. UDO Excerpt with proposed changes 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  



PROPOSED 

Section 4.23.1(B)  

 

Section 4.23.1 Land Alterations and Disturbance Permit 

4.23.1(B) 

 

B. Loading, hauling and removal of tree limbs and debris on sites less than ten acres 

1. All persons, firms or corporations hereafter performing tree removal or trimming services for 

compensation within the City shall remove and dispose of all debris created by the performance of such 

services.  

2. The debris shall be properly disposed of by the person, firm or corporation performing the 

services of their agent.  Said debris shall be removed within forty-eight (48) hours five (5) days of 

completion of construction activities. 
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