
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 June 4, 2026  
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 May 7th 2026 
      

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

     

1. 
1. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow the use of 

three (3) Conex boxes for temporary storage for a period of one (1) year in a C-
3 Highway Commercial Zoning District at 321 Hwy 90. PIDN’s #87010075.000, 
87010069.000 & 87010076.000 (GPC #26-24-SE) 

      

     

2. 
2. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located 

at PIDN #85700222.000 Martin Bluff Road from C-2 Community Commercial to 
R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential. (GPC #26-25-RZ) Application 
withdrawn by applicant. 

      

     

3. 3. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located at 7305 
Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85432004.000 & 85432005.000 from split zoning C-2 
Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to C-2 
Community Commercial. (GPC #26-27-RZ) 

      



 

 

VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      

IX. ADJOURN 
    

 
 

 



   

 

May 7, 2026  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on May 7, 2026, at 5:30 PM in the Council 
Chambers of the Gautier Municipal Building at 3330 Highway 90, Gautier, Mississippi. 

 
Commission Members present were: Chairman Josh Ward, Commissioners 

Maurice Hudson. Robert Williams, Herman Green, Marquitta Buxton, Greg Canada, 
and Ricky Decoteau. Also present were Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, Perry 
Kelly, City Attorney, Babs Logan, Planning Technician, and Eric Patterson, 
Planning Technician. 

 

        
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

MAY 7, 2026 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PRAYER 

III.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (APRIL 2, 2026) 
 
VI. PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA) 
 
VII. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VIII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

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

parlor/permanent makeup business in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. 

1625 Highway 90, (GPC #26-19-CU) 

 



2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an apartment complex 

in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 3200 Townsend Road, (GPC #26-

20-CU) 

 

3. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the outdoor display and 

sales of portable storage sheds in the C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at 

PID #82423510.000 Gautier Vancleave Road (GPC #26-21-SE) 

 

4. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Minor that would allow placement of a MEMA 

Cottage in a MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 Zoning District. 1221 John 

Dailey Drive, (GPC #26-22-CU) 

 

5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an expansion of the 

existing skilled nursing facility to allow eight (8) additional private rooms in a C-2 

Community Commercial Zoning District. 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #26-23-

CU) 

 

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

 
Chairman Ward began the meeting with a prayer conducted by Commissioner Buxton. 
 

Chairman Ward announced that there was a change to the agenda for tonight. Item 
number 2, GPC 26-20-CU has been canceled by the applicant.  

Commissioner Buxton made a motion to approve the revised Agenda. 

 

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

 
AYES:  Josh Ward 
 Maurice Hudson 
 Robert Williams 
 Herman Green 
 Marquitta Buxton 
 Greg Canada 
 Ricky Decoteau 
  
   

Motion Passed  
 



 

 

Commissioner Canada made a motion to approve April 2, 2026, minutes. 

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

AYES:  Josh Ward 
 Maurice Hudson 
 Robert Williams 
 Herman Green 
 Marquitta Buxton 
 Greg Canada 
 Ricky Decoteau 
 
 
 

Motion Passed. 
 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS (MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED 
ON THE AGENDA) –  

 

Chairman Ward advised that he had a public statement that he would like to make. 
Chairman Ward stated that tonight was Babs Logan’s last Planning Commission 
meeting acting as Planning Technician. Chairman Ward also welcomed Eric Patterson, 
Planning Technician, to his new role as Babs Logan’s replacement. Chairman Ward 
also advised the public that there was an attempt by someone to collect funds from 
applicants in a fraudulent manner. If an applicant is to get a phone call or email asking 
for funds, to please contact the Planning Department as soon as possible. The 
Planning Commission will try to make that announcement at every meeting to make 
sure everyone is aware.  

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, stated that to expand on what Chairman Ward 
had presented, applicants may even get a letter in the mail. Just know that the City will 
never solicit funds through an email, a letter, or a phone call. The Planning Department 
takes cash or checks only.  

 

Scott Ankerson advised that the city will be adopting the 2024 Building Code. It will 
go before the City Council at the May 19th meeting. If approved, it will be adopted. The 
Planning Department currently uses the 2018 Building Code.  

 
 
 

OLD BUSINESS – None 



 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 
1. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a tattoo parlor/permanent 

makeup business in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District. 1625 Highway 90, (GPC 

#26-19-CU) 

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

advised that this Conditional Use is only required because of the Micro-Blading. If it were 

simply a Beauty Salon, a Conditional Use would not be needed.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Maria Garcia, dba La Beauty Vault, for a 

Conditional Use-Major that would allow a tattoo parlor/permanent makeup business in a C-3 

Highway Commercial Zoning District at 1625 Highway 90, Suite D, PID #82436520.100 (GPC 

#26-19-CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on March 23, 2026. All public notice 

requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-3 Highway Commercial.   

 
1. Location: 1625 Highway 90, Suite D, PID #82436520.100 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 0.45 Acres 
Existing multi-unit building  
  

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

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

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 



Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Tattoo Parlor is listed as a Conditional Use-Major in a C-3 

Highway Commercial District.  

 

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

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

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

plans. 

 

Applicant Response:  It’s compatible with other businesses in area.  

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a C-3 zoning district with a Major 
Conditional Use.  
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

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

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

and facilities.  

  

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

 



Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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

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

 
 
 



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

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

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

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

 

Chairman Ward asked the applicant to step forward to the podium, give their name and 
address, and give a brief explanation. 
 
Maria Garcia, Owner of La Beauty Vault, “Thank you for having me tonight and I am very 
excited about the new venture.” Maria stated that she believes she will be an asset to the 
business community and would be happy to answer any questions. Maria passed out 
folders with information on micro-blading to the commissioners. 
 
Chairman Ward asked Maria Garcia about the folder she had presented, asking if it was 
examples of what microblading is.  
 
Maria Garcia stated that the information in the folder is examples and information on 
micro-blading. Permanent Makeup includes eyebrows, lip gloss, eye liner but it’s not 
permanent, it’s semi-permanent.  
 
Commissioner Hudson: asked if it was some kind of surgery, and what the difference 
was between tattooing and microblading. What is the time frame of this process, how long 
will it last. 
 
Maria Garcia advised micro-blading will last about one to five years.  
 
Commissioner Hudson stated “so to protect you and the city, what’s the liability. Do they 
have to have some kind of anesthesia, deadening? 
 
Maria Garcia advised, just numbing cream for about 25 minutes. It’s not like a tattoo and 
very painful. 
 
Commissioner Hudson asked if they will be able to literally walk out with no withdrawals. 
 
Maria Garcia stated yes, they will be able to walk out, it’s not too painful. Maria stated 
that she has her business in Ocean Springs and has been in business there for two years 
but has moved to Gautier because her daughter has been sick.  



 
Chairman Ward said there had been confusion about why the request was being treated 
like a tattoo parlor, but the issue was clarified. 
 
Maria Garcia stated that she also has her tattoo license.  
 
Chairman Ward asked “so its similar but you’re not going to be inking people up.” 
 
Maria Garcia stated that her clientele were professional women, nurses, doctors, 
accountants. 
 
Rita Jenkins advised she lives in Ocean Springs, she is an accountant, and a client of 
Maria Garcia. Rita Jenkins advised the Commissioners that she had microblading on her 
eyebrows and walked up to the bench to show each commissioner what she had done. 
Ms. Jenkins advised that its not tattooing, its permanent makeup and “it’s the best thing 
that has come around for us women.” She also advised that there is a process called 
lamination that can be done making Ms. Garcia’s service a one stop shop for women. 
 
Carrie Thorton, owner of the business right next door to Maria Garcia, advised that Maria 
has remodeled her salon and when you walk in, you feel like you are in a five-star spa. 
Carrie advised that Maria has had a steady stream of clientele and is well organized, even 
though she is only doing eyelashes right now and is not doing the microblading yet. Carrie 
stated that she believes Ms. Garcia will be a great asset to the city of Gautier and Ms. 
Garcia lives in Gautier.  
 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Canada made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use – Major as presented. 
 
Commissioner Buxton seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 

Robert Williams 
Herman Green 
Marquitta Buxton 
Greg Canada  

    Ricky Decoteau 
 
       
Motion passed. 

 
 



2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the outdoor display and 

sales of portable storage sheds in the C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at 

PID #82423510.000 Gautier Vancleave Road (GPC #26-21-SE) 

 

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

 
REQUEST: 

The Planning Department has received a request from Brian Walters for a Special 

Exception that would allow the outdoor display and sales of portable storage sheds in a 

C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at PID #82423510.000, Gautier Vancleave 

Road. (GPC #26-21-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 24, 2026. All 

public notice requirements have been met.  

 

BACKGROUND:  

The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial.  
 

1. Location: Gautier Vancleave Road, PID #82423510.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.56 acres 

 

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

4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-2 Community Commercial.  
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-2 Community Commercial 
to the north, west, and south. R-1 Low Density Single Family Residential to 
the east. 

 

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

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

 
 

 



DISCUSSION: 

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

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

 
Applicant Response: See Attached. 
 
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: See Attached 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special Exception 

are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: See Attached 

 

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 Ward asked Scott Ankerson if Special Exceptions run with the individual or 
the land.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised that Special Exceptions do not run with the land.  
 
Chairman Ward asked the applicant to step forward and present their case to the 
Commissioners.  
 
Brian Walters introduced himself and stated that he is a licensed general contractor, 
local truck driver, and licensed septic tank installer out of Lucedale, Mississippi. He 
advised that he does not own the land. He said the property has been sitting vacant and 
idle for some time. Mr. Walters advised he does know the owner of the land and has 
worked out an arrangement. He advised that he sees that Gautier is not shrinking at all 
but expanding. He wants to ask permission to display about a half dozen, up to 10 small 
storage buildings for sale. This would not be a brick-and-mortar location. There would not 
be employees on site as sales and marketing would take place online and over the phone. 
This location would simply be to display the storage buildings for now. If the business was 
successful and needed to be made into something bigger, he would address that when 
he needed to.  
 
Chairman Ward stated the Special Exception tonight was just for some buildings to be 
there, no brick and mortar, so its kind of a temporary set up to see if it’s going to work. 
Chairman Ward asked Scott Ankerson if Brian Walters would have to come back for 
another Special Exception later if he decided to do anything other than what was in the 
application being considered tonight. 
 
Scott Ankerson advised that with a Special Exception, the Planning Commission would 
be approving the use on the lot in question. If the Planning Commission were to set 
conditions, and the owners wanted to expand the use beyond those conditions, it would 
require another Special Exception.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if a brick-and-mortar expansion were needed, he would have to 
come back. 
 



Scott Ankerson advised that if the Planning Commission put that stipulation in place, the 
owners would have to follow it.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he is a very busy guy and he lives up in Lucedale, he is not 
looking to build this into a huge project.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that he does want to make a statement about a previous Special 
Exceptions that was done in 2024 for the sale of storage sheds. There were stipulations 
that were put on that, especially for hurricanes. In case of a hurricane, the storage 
buildings could be either moved off the property, or properly anchored. So that could be 
a stipulation that the commission puts on this special exception as well.   
 
Brian Walters advised that he is personally not building these storage buildings, he has 
a partner. He stated that these buildings are built to hurricane specifications. 
 
Chairman Ward stated that storage buildings like this are hurricane rated if they are 
attached in the manner that the engineered drawing says. So, they would have to be 
fastened in such a way to meet that rating, or they would have to be removed. Chairman 
Ward also asked if there was no plan to have anyone on site, hours of operation would 
not really be a thing to consider.  
 
Scott Ankerson stated that with hours of operation, the concern would be trucks coming 
in to pick up or deliver storage buildings, because there is a residential neighborhood 
directly to the east. 
 
Chairman Ward stated that deliveries could be limited to a certain time frame.  
 
Commissioner Canada asked how long Brian Walters has been in business. 
 
Brian Walters advised this is a new business idea and he is attempting to start now.  
 
Commissioner Canda asked if these buildings would be models or if they would be the 
actual buildings for sale.  
 
Brian Walters advised that the storage sheds on the lot would be the actual sheds for 
sale.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked for clarification. Would these storage sheds be more 
than just a display?  
 
Brian Walters advised that customers would be able to buy the storage buildings right 
off the lot.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked if Brian Walters would be taking care of the delivery of 
the sheds personally. 
 



Brian Walters advised that he is not getting involved in the delivery, only the sales and 
marketing. He advised that as far as business hours are concerned, he would not be 
working weekends. The goal is that this business would be a very low impact business 
and wants to offer a harmonious atmosphere to the community.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that on the last Special Exception mentioned earlier, the hours 
of operation were set between 7am and 7pm and asked if it would create a hardship on 
Brian Walters if the hours were set like that.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he would talk to the drivers doing the delivery or pickup to 
make sure work could be done at a reasonable time. Brian advised that he would probably 
set that rule himself for the 7am to 7pm time frame.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that the Commissioners were trying to think about the road its 
on because Callie Road is a small, narrow road anyway.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he would be respectful of the neighborhood and the 
neighboring churches schedule, especially on Wednesdays for their scheduled evening 
services.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked about Security and Liability. If there are no employees on 
site, anyone could just come and back a truck up to steal one of the sheds. Commissioner 
Hudson advised that he wants to protect the city from any liability from possible theft or 
injury on the property.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that since this is a temporary operation, some of the other 
storage building sales locations have had fencing requirements put on them. It may be 
necessary to lock the sheds to keep out squatters.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he has talked to someone about the personal liability 
insurance needed for something like this. The buildings themselves would be covered 
under the warranty of the manufacturers.  
 
Chairman Ward asked Scott Ankerson or Perry Kelly, City Attorney, if legally any liability 
would be on the property owners if something is stolen or if someone is hurt on the 
property.  
 
Perry Kelly advised that the city would not be liable other than the normal police 
response.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if there was currently any electricity service on site.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised that there is currently no power service 
 
Chairman Ward asked Brian Walters if he was planning on turning on power service to 
the lot.  



 
Brian Walters stated that it would depend on how it goes, after a trial basis.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that a Camera System was mentioned but that would either take 
a power system or some kind of battery system.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he could use a deer camera. 
 
Chairman Ward stated that it sounds like the liability will be on the property owners and 
business owners so the Commission would leave the matter of cameras up to them.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked if the grass would be cut, and things would be kept nice 
and clean. The buildings would be just sitting there on display.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he would have the property maintained and there would be 
around 6 buildings, depending on how many could be placed there and still have safe 
passageways.  
 
Commissioner Hudson stated that he hopes everyone understands his concerns and 
wanted to designate an entrance for this lot.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that the entrance comes off Callie Rd.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau stated that with Commissioner Hudsons concerns about 
liability, that’s why the stipulations were put on the previous Special Exception case for a 
storage building sales location. Especially the one about anchoring the sheds during a 
hurricane. 
 
Chairman Ward advised that for the record. A permit is required for a shed in the city of 
Gautier. There are a lot of people that don’t always do that, and we get to hear those 
cases after the fact.  
 
Commissioner Canada asked the applicant about the advertising sign. Is it going to be 
big, small.  
 
Brian Walters advised that he does not know yet. 
 
Chairman Ward advised that the city of Gautier has a sign ordinance that Brian Walters 
will have to comply with.  
 
Collin Cheek, Owner of the nursing facility at 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, asked if this 
Special Exception was on the corner of Gautier Vancleave and Callie Rd.  
 
Chairman Ward advised it was at Gautier Vancleave and Callie Rd near the Gautier 
Baptist Church.  
 



Collin Cheek stated that his main concern is that this plan does not fit with everything 
else on Gautier Vancleave Road because they are Temporary Structures with a banner 
sign that was mentioned, and everything else on Gautier Vancleave are permanent 
structures. If you look up and down Gautier Vancleave Road, everything is either 
residential or a permanent structure. His concerns would be just from a location 
standpoint, that type of business is going to devalue his business and the whole area. 
The hurricane concerns are also a big point because he has 50-60 vulnerable adults living 
in his facility and an unsecured storage shed can become a missile.  
 
Charles Boone, resident of Gautier, stated that his concerns have all been spoken about. 
Mr. Boone is concerned that whoever is coming to pickup or deliver a shed may use the 
church parking lot as a place to turn around and back in.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that there has been concerns pointed out by a resident and a 
local business owner and agrees that there are some concerns with this type of business 
at this location. The only thing he can say is that currently it’s a vacant lot and has been 
vacant for a very long time. If there is a plus to this, the property will be taken care of more 
than it has been in the past.  
 
Commissioner Hudson stated that he believes the concerns are valid and he believes 
that this may break that harmonious value of that area.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that one of the concerns on the property is that right now there is 
no power service to the lot which means there is no lighting. It could be quite dark on the 
lot. In making a recommendation, that’s something we may want to consider.  
 
Commissioner Canada stated that it may be nice to have some kind of fence or gate in 
place.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that would keep people from just driving up to the property.  
 
Commissioner Hudson stated that one thing that he is concerned about is that with the 
growth that Gautier has made, there are a lot of homeless people as well.  
 
Chairman Ward asked Eric Patterson, Planning Technician, if the Planning Department 
has received any letters in opposition to this from the neighbors.  
 
Eric Patterson advised that no letters have been received.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked Scott Ankerson what the rules were for the “Face” of a 
business on our public roadways.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised that if they build a fence, the architectural committee will review 
that, and if they were to build a permanent structure the architectural committee would 
review the façade, the paint color and other items to make sure they are harmonious with 
the area. There will be a required buffer on the east side of the property facing the 



residential zone. Mr. Ankerson stated that he believes it would be 10 feet with a 6 ft 
privacy fence but would have to verify information.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that there are fence stipulations that are already in the ordinance 
even if the Planning Commission does not add those things to the recommendation.  
 
Scott Ankerson stated that something to keep in mind is that chain link is not an allowed 
fencing material in commercial districts within the City. The fence would need to be made 
of material specifically designed for fencing, excluding chain links.  
 
Commissioner Williams advised that with the property sitting there without lights it would 
be very vulnerable to vagrants and other undesirable activity. It also makes the neighbors 
vulnerable with how easy the sheds are to get into. The property owner may want to 
investigate putting in a nice fence along the front area of the property along with some 
lights.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that in agreement with what is being said, he will read the 
stipulations that were placed on the previous Special Exception for a storage building 
business in Gautier. A forward-facing decorative fence that will be aesthetically pleasing 
to the neighborhood across the street. Chairman Ward also stated that he would like to 
see some kind of investment into the lot to make it safe and aesthetically pleasing to those 
passing by and the neighbors.  
 
Commissioner Williams stated that he wanted it to look more professional and like 
something you would see in a city. Lit up and well maintained.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked if the application could be denied now and have the 
applicant reapply once the fencing and lighting situation is taken care of. 
 
Chairman Ward stated that if that happened, the applicant would have to pay another 
fee to go though the Special Exception process again. However, the commission could 
place stipulations on the Special Exception to make sure those things are met.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau stated that was exactly what he was going to recommend.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised that he would like to clarify, the ordinance would not allow the 
building department to permit things like a fence or lighting on the property without an 
approved use being assigned to the lot. The only permit that the Planning Department 
would be able to issue would be a land clearing permit.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that in other words, the Planning Commission could not place 
stipulations on a lot that does not have a use. The Planning Commission would have to 
give it a use or allow a use before any stipulations could be placed on the lot.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised that the applicant could not put a fence around the property 
without an approved use on the lot.  



 
Commissioner Williams advised that at the end of the day, the property owner is going 
to be investing in his own property. That property will in turn be worth more. It may not 
help the applicant with how much it would cost to lease the property per month; at the 
end of the day, it would be worth more to the property owner.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if anyone was ready to make a recommendation. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Buxton made a motion to recommend approval of the Special Exception 
with the added stipulations including: 

1. A front facing fence on both front sides that shall have decorative fencing and be 
aesthetically pleasing 

2. Hours of operation would be Monday & Tuesday 7am-7pm, Wednesday 7am-5pm, 
Thursday & Friday 7am-7pm 

3. Density of the property as a whole, including, parking, sheds, and existing sheds 
will be 70% 

4. Delivery Hours should be the same as the hours of operation. 
5. No manufacturing will be done on the property. 
6. If a Category 2-5 hurricane were to come to the area, the buildings would need to 

be anchored properly to meet the wind ratings.  
7. There needs to be lighting on the property. 

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

 
AYES: Robert Williams 
  Herman Green 
  Marquitta Buxton 
  Greg Canada  
  Ricky Decoteau 
 
Nays:  Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
 

Motion passed. 

 
 

3. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Minor that would allow placement of a MEMA 

Cottage in a MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 Zoning District. 1221 John 

Dailey Drive, (GPC #26-22-CU) 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, gave a brief overview of the case. Mr. Ankerson also 
advised that if this was a Single-Family Residential home it would not need a conditional 
use and would be allowed by right.  
 



REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Sioux Bayou RV Park for a 
Conditional Use-Minor that would allow placement of a MEMA Cottage in a MURC-2 
Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 Zoning District at 1221 John Dailey Drive PID 
#82424080.200 & PID #82425010.100 (GPC #26-22-CU) The application fee of $250 
was paid on April 13, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commerical-2.   

 
1. Location: 1221 John Dailey Drive, PID #82424080.200 & PID 

#82425010.100 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Proposed Parcel Area: Approximately 3 Acres 
Total Area: Approximately 11.3 Acres 
  

3. Existing Zoning – MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commerical-2 (See 
Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – RV park. (See Exhibit C)   
 

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

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

 
1. Is the proposed use substantially compatible with other uses in the area, including 

factors related to the nature of its location, operation, building design, site design, 
traffic characteristics, and environmental impacts? Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: Yes, it is located in the RV park 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. This parcel is part of an existing RV Park and a MEMA Cottage 

is listed as a Conditional Use-Minor in an MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreational 

Commercial-2 District.  

 



2. Will the proposed use be materially detrimental to health, safety, and general 

welfare of the public or otherwise injurious to the environment or to the property or 

improvements within the area? Explain  

 

Applicant Response: Yes 

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-2 zoning district with a 
Minor Conditional Use.  
 

3. Is the proposed use consistent with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 
 
Applicant Response: Yes, it fits the RV and cottages. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan indicates that these parcels are to be used 

for Marina/Fish Camps in the future. The RV Park is consistent with this plan. 

  

4. Is the proposed use in conformance with specific site location, development, and 

operation standards as required by this Ordinance?   Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes, it will meet all code and elevation requirements. 

 

Staff Finding: The Existing RV Park is permitted by right in a MURC-2 Zoning 

District and the placement of a MEMA Cottage is allowed with a Conditional Use-

Minor in a MURC-2 Zoning District. 

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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

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

 



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

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

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

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

 
 
Chairman Ward asked the applicant to approach the podium and present their case.  
 
Marques Thomas, Owner of Sioux Bayou RV Park, currently Sioux Bayou is an RV 
Park, and there are currently 5 permanent structures on the property. Two of the 
structures are block construction, one is a mobile home from the 60s that has been 
remodeled to look like a cabin. The goal is to upgrade and modernize the property. New 
electrical breakers are being installed and inspected. What we would like to do is bring 
in a MEMA Cottage, which is designed for 165 mile per hour hurricane winds, it is a very 
expensive asset. It will be secured down to MEMA standards to be able to withstand 
close to 185MPH winds. This will be an Air B&B rental, not a permanent residence.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that he had met with Scott Ankerson earlier and found that 
since this is a new structure, it would have to meet the new base flood elevation. It would 
be tall and look a little different from the surrounding structures. There is a section of our 
ordinance that already mandates certain foundations and building requirements for 
MEMA Cottages, so that has already been addressed. It will be a rental and it will be a 
permanent structure. We know that there are other permanent structures there, but as 
Mr. Ankerson mentioned, there are currently no MEMA Cottages. There is some concern 
because there are already people living at Sioux Bayou that appear to be failing to 
maintain their areas. In 2024, this area was rezoned to Mixed-Use to allow for the 
expansion of the new area of the RV park. In that expansion, there were some questions 
about a buffer zone. But on the original approval there was no buffer zone mentioned.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised there was no buffer zone required by the previous approval.  
 
 
Marques Thomas advised that in consideration of the neighbors on the water, some 
fast-growing Cyprus trees, some Ball Cyprus trees have been ordered and will be 
installed.  
 
Chairman Ward advised he will make a note of the trees being planted to let the 
neighbors who contacted him know about the plans. Chairman Ward reiterated that a 



concern was that some of the people who live in the RV park are not keeping things as 
clean as the RV park is trying to.  
 
Marques Thomas advised that one person has recently been removed from the property 
and most people have an RV there to use as a weekend getaway. There are some people 
that have been there since before the RV park was put in, however that is a very small 
percentage. The park even made the effort and took the initiative to pressure wash an 
RV that had been sitting on site that needed maintenance.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that it sounds like the owners of the RV park are making the 
effort to clean up the area.  
 
Marques Thomas advised that the RV park cannot discriminate against older RV’s and 
campers, but they do have requirements for how they are maintained. No tarped roofs, 
no ac’s hanging down, and so on.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that one of the concerns what that the previous rezoning was for 
mobile and transient type structures where this is a permanent structure.  
 
Marques Thomas advised this structure would be tucked in near the other permanent 
structures.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if this will be owned by Sioux Bayou RV Park? 
 
Marques Thomas advised it would be owned by Sioux Bayou.  
 
Chairman Ward advised that enforcing the rules of maintenance will be a lot easier since 
it’s owned by the RV park.  
 
Marques Thomas said that was right.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Thomas if the flood elevation was taken into 
consideration.  
 
Marques Thomas advised that the home would have to be elevated to meet the flood 
zone requirements. Mr. Thomas also advised that even his electrical boxes on the new 
RV pads had to be elevated to meet the flood requirements. 
 
Commissioner Canada asked if the other pads that have been poured with the electrical 
boxes be for structures or RV’s.  
 
Marques Thomas advised they are for RV’s.  
 
Chairman Ward explained that this Conditional Use application is for only one structure, 
not multiple structures.  
 



Scott Ankerson advised that he wanted to clarify the elevation certificate that was 
submitted. For instance, if it is an AE flood zone 14, the City of Gautier has a 2-foot free 
board which would increase it to 16 feet. In an AE district, that would be to the top of the 
bottom floor of the main living space. That’s not to say that this structure would be 
elevated to 16 feet. That depends on the adjacent grade. If the adjacent grade is 6 or 7 
feet, the structure would need to be elevated to meet the difference between those two 
elevations.  
 
Marques Thomas advised that the space that has been selected for this mobile home 
would need to be raised between 6 and 8 feet but no higher than 8 feet.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that all the Elevation requirements would all have to go through 
Scott Ankerson regardless so its not up to the Planning Commission to dictate the 
elevation. Chairman Ward also stated that square footage requirements would be based 
on what is says in the Ordinance and are different than if we were talking about a Single-
Family Dwelling.  
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Canada made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use – Minor as presented. 
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 

Robert Williams 
Herman Green 
Marquitta Buxton 
Greg Canada  

    Ricky Decoteau 
 
       
Motion passed. 
 

 

4. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an expansion of the 

existing skilled nursing facility to allow eight (8) additional private rooms in a C-2 

Community Commercial Zoning District. 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #26-23-CU) 

 

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

advised that the nursing facility was a grandfathered use in this zoning district and would 

not need a Conditional Use if they were not expanding. However, since the layout of the 

building is changing, Conditional Use is needed. 



REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Collin Cheek dba River Chase 
Village, Inc. for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an expansion of the existing 
skilled nursing facility for eight (8) additional private rooms in a C-2 Community 
Commercial Zoning District at 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #26-23-CU) PID 
#82423380.145 (GPC #26-23-CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on April 16, 
2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial.   

 
1. Location: 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, PID #82423380.145 (See Exhibit 

A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area: Approximately 4.34 Acres 
Existing skilled nursing facility  
  

3. Existing Zoning – C-2 Community Commercial (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – currently part of the established skilled nursing facility. 
(See Exhibit C)   
 

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. A Convalescent or Nursing Home is listed as a Conditional Use-

Major in a C-2 Community Commercial District.  

 

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

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



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

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: This project consists of adding 8 private rooms to an existing 

skilled nursing facility. It will not have any negative effect on development in the 

surrounding areas nor will any additional parking be needed. We are not adding 

more beds to the facility, rather adding more private rooms so we can better serve 

the community. The total bed count will still remain at 60, therefore not increasing 

capacity and parking.  

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a C-2 zoning district with a Major 
Conditional Use.  
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No it will not. The addition of private rooms will enhance 

senior housing for people in our community. 

 

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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No, it will not. The addition will be located behind the existing 

building. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

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

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes, it can be since our square footage will be increasing, 

but the number of people living within our building will not be increasing beyond 

our current capacity.  

 

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

and facilities.  

  



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

 

Applicant Response: I have not seen the Comprehensive Plan and can therefore 

not opine on this question.  

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No, it does not. The addition consists of 8 rooms for elderly 

people to reside in a peaceful setting.  

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes it does. 

 

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

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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



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

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

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

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

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

 

Chairman Ward invited the applicant to come forward and present their case. 
 
Collin Cheek, Owner of 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road. Mr. Cheek thanked the 
commissioners for listening to his previous comments about the Special Exception and 
listening to him now. Mr. Cheek stated that his father had built River Chase in 2002, 
owned and operated it ever since and will continue to do so as long as Mr. Cheek is alive. 
Mr. Cheek and his family are in the nursing home business and have been for over 30 
years. There is another nursing home in D’Iberville and one in Bay Saint Louis. Right now, 
River Chase is licensed for 60 beds, that is not going to change. The plan is to simply add 
8 more private rooms to improve the living conditions for their residents.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if these people are already in the facility or will this bring in more 
people. 
 
Collin Cheek advised that the hope is that this will increase the census some, right now 
they are operating anywhere from 52 to 57 people. The hope is that this will allow a few 
more people to come in, closer to 60, in a more comfortable way. Skilled Census, which 
is people who are discharged from a hospital or need certain treatments, is currently 
around 5-10 people and those folks usually prefer a private room. So, we are trying to 
accommodate.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked if there was a rehab facility inside River Chase.  
 
Collin Cheek stated that they do have a rehab facility inside River Chase.  
 
Commissioner Decoteau asked Mr. Cheek if the building addition would be onto the 
back of the property on the “short leg” of the building. 
 
Collin Cheek advised that was where the addition would be going.  



 
Commissioner Decoteau asked Scott Ankerson if that would infringe on the property 
line. 
 
Chairman Ward advised that on the first site map that was submitted Mr. Cheek has it 
drawn out with a distance measurement from the property line.  
 
Collin Cheek advised that the planned addition does cut two feet into the side set back 
of the north property line, but River Chase owns that property as well.  
 
Scott Ankerson advised that the setback issue has already been reviewed by the 
Planning Department and would require an administrative variance. That administrative 
variance is within the 30% variance that the Planning Director is allowed to give.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked that since the two parcels owned by River Chase are not 
joined, they are considered two separate entities. 
 
Scott Ankerson advised that as it relates to the ordinance, it’s considered one site in this 
case. The Planning Department would not require them to drop the property line between 
the two parcels.  
 
Commissioner Buxton stated that her Godmother used to be the D.O.N. (director of 
nursing) at River Chase, and they have a nice facility, and they take really good care of 
the people.  
 
Chairman Ward closed the public hearing portion of this matter. 
 
 
 ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Decoteau made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use – Major as presented, as it meets all the criteria presented in the UDO. 
 
 

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

   
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 

Robert Williams 
Herman Green 
Marquitta Buxton 
Greg Canada  

    Ricky Decoteau 
 
       



Motion passed. 

 
 
GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Eric Patterson, Planning Technician, advised the Commission that the City Council 
approved all cases from the April meeting.  
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Eric Patterson presented the March 2026 and April 2026 monthly report. 
 
 

 

Chairman Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 
  Robert Williams 
  Herman Green  
  Marquitta Buxton 
  Greg Canada 

Ricky Decoteau 
 

 

 Motion Passed.  

 

  



 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Josh Ward, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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

parlor/permanent makeup business in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning 

District. 1625 Highway 90, (GPC #26-19-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 

STAFF REPORT 

 

To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 

 

From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 

 

Date:  April 16, 2026 

 

Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a tattoo 

parlor/permanent makeup business in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning 

District. 1625 Highway 90, Suite D (GPC #26-19-CU) 

______________________________________________________________________ 

 

REQUEST: 

 

The Planning Department has received a request from Maria Garcia, dba La Beauty Vault, 

for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a tattoo parlor/permanent makeup business 

in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District at 1625 Highway 90, Suite D, PID 

#82436520.100 (GPC #26-19-CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on March 23, 

2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 

BACKGROUND:  

 

The request property is zoned C-3 Highway Commercial.   

 

1. Location: 1625 Highway 90, Suite D, PID #82436520.100 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area: Approximately 0.45 Acres 



Existing multi-unit building  

  

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

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

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

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Tattoo Parlor is listed as a Conditional Use-Major in a C-3 

Highway Commercial District.  

 

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

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

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

plans. 

 

Applicant Response:  It’s compatible with other businesses in area.  

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a C-3 zoning district with a Major 

Conditional Use.  

 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No. 

 



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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

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

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

and facilities.  

  

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 



Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 

 

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

The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 

by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 

approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 

a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 

agreeing to the current terms and condition. 

 

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

 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 

  

If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence 

presented meets the “Criteria for Approval” from the UDO as listed above.  

 
The Planning Commission may:  

 

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



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

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

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

5. City’s Exhibit D – Future Land Use Map 
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Regular Meeting Agenda 
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GPC #26-21-SE 

Brian Walters 

PID #82423510.000 

Gautier Vancleave Road 

 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

3. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow the outdoor 

display and sales of portable storage sheds in the C-2 Community Commercial 

Zoning District at PID #82423510.000 Gautier Vancleave Road (GPC #26-21-

SE) 

 
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 16, 2026 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the outdoor 

display and sales of portable storage sheds in a C-2 Community 
Commercial Zoning District. PID #82423510.000, Gautier Vancleave Road. 
(GPC #26-21-SE)  

 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Brian Walters for a Special 
Exception that would allow the outdoor display and sales of portable storage sheds in a 
C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at PID #82423510.000, Gautier Vancleave 
Road. (GPC #26-21-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on March 24, 2026. All 
public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial.  
 

1. Location: Gautier Vancleave Road, PID #82423510.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.56 acres 

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

 
4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-2 Community Commercial.  

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-2 Community Commercial 

to the north, west, and south. R-1 Low Density Single Family Residential to 
the east. 

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

south, and west. Residential to the east. 
 

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



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

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

 
Applicant Response: See Attached. 
 
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: See Attached 
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated 

 
3. Explain how the special circumstances requiring the proposed Special 

Exception are not results of actions of the applicant. 
 

Applicant Response: See Attached 

 

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: 

D. The property changes ownership 

E. The property is being utilized in a manner not permitted under the zoning 
regulations or the special exception; or 

F. 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 7, 2026  

GPC #26-22-CU Minor 

Sioux Bayou RV Park 

1221 John Dailey Drive 

 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

4. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Minor that would allow placement of 

a MEMA Cottage in a MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 Zoning 

District. 1221 John Dailey Drive, (GPC #26-22-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 16, 2026 
 
Subject:  Consider a request Conditional Use-Minor that would allow placement of a 

MEMA Cottage in a MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 Zoning 
District. 1221 John Dailey Drive, (GPC #26-22-CU) 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Sioux Bayou RV Park for a 
Conditional Use-Minor that would allow placement of a MEMA Cottage in a MURC-2 
Mixed Use Recreation Commercial-2 Zoning District at 1221 John Dailey Drive PID 
#82424080.200 & PID #82425010.100 (GPC #26-22-CU) The application fee of $250 
was paid on April 13, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commerical-2.   

 
1. Location: 1221 John Dailey Drive, PID #82424080.200 & PID 

#82425010.100 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Proposed Parcel Area: Approximately 3 Acres 
Total Area: Approximately 11.3 Acres 
  

3. Existing Zoning – MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreation Commerical-2 (See 
Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – RV park. (See Exhibit C)   
 

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

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



 
1. Is the proposed use substantially compatible with other uses in the area, including 

factors related to the nature of its location, operation, building design, site design, 
traffic characteristics, and environmental impacts? Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: Yes, it is located in the RV park 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. This parcel is part of an existing RV Park and a MEMA Cottage 

is listed as a Conditional Use-Minor in an MURC-2 Mixed Use Recreational 

Commercial-2 District.  

 

2. Will the proposed use be materially detrimental to health, safety, and general 

welfare of the public or otherwise injurious to the environment or to the property or 

improvements within the area? Explain  

 

Applicant Response: Yes 

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a MURC-2 zoning district with a 
Minor Conditional Use.  
 

3. Is the proposed use consistent with the Comprehensive Plan?  Explain how. 
 
Applicant Response: Yes, it fits the RV and cottages. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan indicates that these parcels are to be used 

for Marina/Fish Camps in the future. The RV Park is consistent with this plan. 

  

4. Is the proposed use in conformance with specific site location, development, and 

operation standards as required by this Ordinance?   Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: Yes, it will meet all code and elevation requirements. 

 

Staff Finding: The Existing RV Park is permitted by right in a MURC-2 Zoning 

District and the placement of a MEMA Cottage is allowed with a Conditional Use-

Minor in a MURC-2 Zoning District. 

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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



land to another. 
 
The UDO further defines Conditional Uses-Major as uses that are not allowed 
by right but require a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the 
approval of the City Council. Additionally, if the conditional use is transferred to 
a new owner, the new owner must submit a letter to the Planning Director 
agreeing to the current terms and condition. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

 
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 7, 2026  

GPC #26-23-CU 

Collin Cheek dba River Chase Village, Inc. 

5090 Gautier Vancleave Road 

 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an expansion 

of the existing skilled nursing facility to allow eight (8) additional private rooms 

in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 5090 Gautier Vancleave 

Road, (GPC #26-23-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 16, 2026 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an 

expansion of the existing skilled nursing facility for eight (8) additional 
private rooms in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 5090 
Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #26-23-CU) 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Collin Cheek dba River Chase 
Village, Inc. for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow an expansion of the existing 
skilled nursing facility for eight (8) additional private rooms in a C-2 Community 
Commercial Zoning District at 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, (GPC #26-23-CU) PID 
#82423380.145 (GPC #26-23-CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on April 16, 
2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial.   

 
1. Location: 5090 Gautier Vancleave Road, PID #82423380.145 (See Exhibit 

A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area: Approximately 4.34 Acres 
Existing skilled nursing facility  
  

3. Existing Zoning – C-2 Community Commercial (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – currently part of the established skilled nursing facility. 
(See Exhibit C)   
 

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

 
 
 



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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. A Convalescent or Nursing Home is listed as a Conditional Use-

Major in a C-2 Community Commercial District.  

 

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

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

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

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: This project consists of adding 8 private rooms to an existing 

skilled nursing facility. It will not have any negative effect on development in the 

surrounding areas nor will any additional parking be needed. We are not adding 

more beds to the facility, rather adding more private rooms so we can better serve 

the community. The total bed count will still remain at 60, therefore not increasing 

capacity and parking.  

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a C-2 zoning district with a Major 
Conditional Use.  
 

3. Will your project negatively affect neighboring property values or pose a real or 
perceived threat to citizens?  Explain. 
 
Applicant Response: No it will not. The addition of private rooms will enhance 

senior housing for people in our community. 

 

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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No, it will not. The addition will be located behind the existing 

building. 

 



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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

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

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

police and fire protection, and schools?   

 

Applicant Response: Yes, it can be since our square footage will be increasing, 

but the number of people living within our building will not be increasing beyond 

our current capacity.  

 

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

and facilities.  

  

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

 

Applicant Response: I have not seen the Comprehensive Plan and can therefore 

not opine on this question.  

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 

Applicant Response: No, it does not. The addition consists of 8 rooms for elderly 

people to reside in a peaceful setting.  

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes it does. 

 

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

 
 



DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

 

  



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 June 4, 2026  

GPC #26-24-SE 

James W. Lee II 

DBA Roughwater Marine & Auto LLC 

321 HWY 90 

PIDN #87010075.000, 87010069.000 & 87010076.000 

 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow the use of 

three (3) Conex boxes for temporary storage for a period of one (1) year in a 

C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District at 321 Hwy 90. PIDN’s 

#87010075.000, 87010069.000 & 87010076.000 (GPC #26-24-SE) 

 
  

 
 

 

 
  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  April 27, 2026 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow the use of three 

(3) Conex boxes for temporary storage for a period of one (1) year in a C-3 
Highway Commercial Zoning District at 321 Hwy 90. PIDN’s 
#87010075.000, 87010069.000 & 87010076.000 (GPC #26-24-SE) 

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from James W. Lee dba Roughwater 
Marine & Auto LLC for a Special Exception that would allow the use of three (3) Conex 
boxes for temporary storage for a period of one (1) year in a C-3 Highway Commercial 
Zoning District at 321 Hwy 90. PIDN’s #87010075.000, 87010069.000 & 87010076.000 
(GPC #26-24-SE). The application fee of $250 was paid on April 23, 2026. All public 
notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-3 Highway Commercial.  
 

1. Location: 321 Hwy 90, Gautier, MS 39553. PIDN’s #87010075.000, 
87010069.000 & 87010076.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Lot Size: approximately 3.92 acres 
 

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

4. Current Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-3 Highway Commercial.  
 

5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-3 Highway Commercial to 
the north, east, and Northwest. R-2 High Density Multi-Family Residential 
to the southwest and south. 

 
6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use Commercial to the West and North, 

Residential to the East and South (See Exhibit C): (MAP) 
 



7. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation (See Exhibit D): Low 
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: Due to the fact that we cannot add the 3 Connex boxes on 
the property, Roughwater Marine is having to store parts and equipment outdoors 
and other areas of the business which has become a hinderance.  
 
Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated  
 
2. Explain how the requested Special Exception will be in harmony with the 

purpose of the City of Gautier’s Unified Development Ordinance and will not be 
injurious to the neighborhood or the general welfare? 
 

Applicant Response: The connex boxes that we are requesting to add on the 
property will be in front of a fence and tree line to add a level of concealment from 
the neighboring homes. The boxes would only need to be used as temporary 
storage for one year while we build an addition to the property to store the parts 
and items.  
 
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 need for 3 Connex boxes are due to the rise in 

customer demand for the products that we offer here at Roughwater Marine. Due 

to this demand, we have purchased more product to have on hand and therefore 

need more room on the property for storage. When the business was purchased 

from its previous owner in October of 2023, there were Connex boxes left on the 

property that were old and needed to be disposed of. We would like to replace the 

connex boxes that were on the property to begin with. 

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   

 



 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
UDO Section 6.8.2 (D) Portable Storage Container (POD)- 
“In Industrial and Commercial Districts- One (1) storage container may be permitted per 
25,000 square feet of GFA per business or establishment holding a valid business 
license. Storage containers must be placed in the rear or side yard behind the front 
building line and shall not be placed on any required designated parking area. Permits for 
storage containers shall be issued annually, are valid for one hundred eighty (180) days, 
and may be extended for one (1) additional one hundred eighty (180) day period. Storage 
containers shall be well kept and free of rust or signs of deterioration. Areas around 
storage containers shall be kept clear of any overgrown vegetation, debris, and/or any 
outside storage of materials. If at any time the regulations of this section are not met, 
permits for storage containers may be revoked by the Planning Director.” 

 
 

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 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

June 4, 2026 

GPC 26-27-RZ 

Henry Zuber III 

7305 Martin Bluff Road 

PIDN #85432004.000 & 85432005.000 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property located 

at 7305 Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85432004.000 & 85432005.000 from split 

zoning C-2 Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-Family 

Residential to C-2 Community Commercial. (GPC #26-27-RZ) 

 

  



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: April 30, 2026 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of Property 

located at 7305 Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85432004.000 & 85432005.000 
from split zoning C-2 Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential to C-2 Community Commercial. (GPC #26-27-RZ) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Henry Zuber III for a proposed 
Amendment of the Official Zoning Map of the City of Gautier, Mississippi. The request is 
to rezone 7305 Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85432004.000 & 85432005.000 from split 
zoning C-2 Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to C-
2 Community Commercial. (GPC #26-27-RZ) The application fee of $300 was paid on 
April 29, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Section 4.15 of the City’s Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) establishes the 
procedure to amend the City’s Official Zoning Map. The Gautier Planning Commission 
(GPC) shall review a proposal for a rezoning and shall make an advisory recommendation 
to the City Council as to the need and justification for the change when the public welfare 
justifies such action. The GPC shall include in its recommendation to the City Council 
findings that the required rezoning criteria have been met.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
1. Location: 7305 Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85432004.000 & 85432005.000 (See Exhibit 

A) 
 
2. Existing Zoning: Split Zoned C-2 Community Commercial & R-1 Low Density Single-

Family Residential. (See Exhibit B) 
 

 
 



 
 
UDO 5.3.8 C-2, Community Commercial - Purpose and intent. The purpose 

of this district is to provide areas of medium density commercial including a mixture 
of retail, professional services, and studios which cluster together. Community 
Commercial Districts are located primarily along transportation collectors such as 
Gautier-Vancleave. The co-location of professional services and civic uses shall 
be encouraged to strengthen industry and provide an attractive, pedestrian scale 
commercial corridor into the City. 

 
UDO 5.3.3 R-1, Low Density Single-Family Residential District - Purpose 

and intent. The purpose of this district is to provide areas where the principal use 
of land is for single-family detached dwelling units and related recreational facilities 
which compliment the area and provide a balanced and attractive residential area. 
R-1 areas are to be specifically designed to provide for the quiet enjoyment of the 
uses therein. They should have well defined boundaries and be protected from the 
encroachment of commercial uses and heavy through traffic. 

 
 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning: 7305 Martin Bluff Road, PIDN’s 85432004.000 & 
85432005.000.  
 
Location: Ward 5 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: Split Zoned C-2 Community Commercial & R-1 
Low Density Single-Family Residential. 
 
Existing Land Use: Mobile Home and accessory structures (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Low Density Residential (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial to the north. Split Zoning C-2 
Community Commercial & R-1 to the South. R-1 Low Density Single-Family to the east 
and west. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
Historically, the Planning Commission and City Council have heard rezoning requests 
from citizens for Split Zoned lots and found that Split Zoning is a mistake. It has been 
found previously that zoning lines should follow parcel lines. Please see specific case 
histories listed below starting with the rezoning of the lots immediately north of the lots in 
question. 
 

 



• GPC 25-26-RZ (7313 Martin Bluff – split zoned C-2/R-1 – rezoned to C-2) 

• GPC 21-14-RZ (PID #82420170.000 & 82420180.000 HWY 57 – split zoned C-
3/AG – rezoned to C-3) 

• GPC 20-10-RZ (PID #82429240.000 Brown Rd – split zoned C-3/AG – rezoned to 
AG) 

 

 
REVIEW CRITERIA: 

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

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

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

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve to Rezone the entire subject area to C-2 

Community Commercial; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  



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

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