
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 August 6, 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 7.2.2026 Planning Commission Meeting 
      

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

     

1. 
Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION to allow a Tax and Financial Services 
Office in an R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1204 De La 
Point Drive, PIDN #81831390.000 (GPC #26-38-SE). 

      

     

2. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of three parcels located on 
Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85700299.000, & 85700075.000 from split zoning C-2 
Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to R-1A Medium 
Density Residential. PIDN #85700299.010 from R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential to R-1A Medium Density Residential. (GPC #26-39-RZ) 

      

     
3. Consider a request for a five-foot (5’) variance to the maximum building height for 

previously approved three story apartment buildings in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning 
District. 5900 HWY 57, PID #82420180.000, (GPC #26-41-VAR) 

      

     
4. Consider a request for a property owner-initiated rezoning of two parcels located on Birdie 

Lane, PIDN #87114000.075 & 82503010.175 from the existing PUD – Planned Unit 
Development to a new PUD – Planned Unit Development. (GPC #26-42-RZ) 



 

 

      
VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

        

A. 
1. Update on GPC 26-24-SE - Connex Boxes for 321 HWY 90 
2. Update on GPC 26-27-RZ - Rezoning of 7305 Martin Bluff Rd 
3. Update on GPC 26-28-HO - Home Occupation for 3308 Seagrape 
4. Update on GPC 26-29-VAR - Lot width variance 
5. Update on GPC 26-31-CU - New Sanctuary Building on Old Spanish Trail 

Baptist Church 
6. Update on GPC 26-32-VAR - 60 foot variance for an accessory structure on 

Ferry Point 
7. Update on GPC 26-33-CU - Package Liquor Store at 2809 HWY 90 

      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      

        
A. 

1. Permit & TRC Report for June 2026 
2. Permit & TRC Report for July 2026 

      
IX. ADJOURN 
    

 
 

 



   

 

July 2, 2026  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on July 2, 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 

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

 

        
 

 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

July 2, 2026 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PRAYER 

III.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

IV. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

V. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (June 4, 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 Home Occupation for a Tax Preparation Home Office located 

at 3308 Seagrape Drive, PIDN #85414201.000. (GPC #26-28-HO) 

 



2. Consider a request for a nineteen and a half foot (19’ 6’’) variance to the lot width 

requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. Lark 

Drive, PID #85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 85905825.000, (GPC #26-29-VAR) 

 

3. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow the construction of a 
new sanctuary building as an expansion of an existing church in a TCMU Town Center 
Mixed Use Zoning District. 2400 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #26-31-CU) 
 

4. Consider a request for a sixty-foot (60’) variance for an accessory structure in front of 
the rear building line in an RE Residential Estate Zoning District. 9025 Ferry Point Rd, 
PID #81909514.005, (GPC #26-32-VAR) 

 
5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Package Liquor 

Store in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 2809 HWY 90, (GPC #26-
33-CU) 

 
 
 
IX. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
 
 
X. ADJOURN 

 
 
Commissioner Hudson began the meeting with a prayer conducted by Commissioner Buxton. 
 
Commissioner Decoteau lead the assembly in the pledge of allegiance.  
 
 

Commissioner Buxton made a motion to approve the Agenda. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 

 

Commissioner Buxton made a motion to approve May 7, 2026, minutes. 

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



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

Motion Passed. 
 
 

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

 
 
 

OLD BUSINESS – None 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS 

 
1. Consider a request for a Home Occupation for a Tax Preparation Home Office located 

at 3308 Seagrape Drive, PIDN #85414201.000. (GPC #26-28-HO) 

 

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

that home offices are permitted under the Unified Development Ordinance and that home 

occupation applications are typically reviewed administratively by the Planning 

Department. However, if an objection is received following the required public notification 

process, the application must be referred to the Planning Commission and City Council 

for consideration. 

In this case, a neighboring property owner submitted an emailed objection, citing 

concerns about the volume of traffic generated by the business prior to the submission of 

the application. 

REQUEST: 

 
The Planning Department has received a request from Giselle Perez dba Giselle Taxes 
and Services Corp, to allow a home occupation for a tax preparation home office at 3308 
Seagrape Drive, PID #85414201.000. (GPC #26-28-HO) The application fee of $125 was 
paid on April 30, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 



The application/request for a Home Occupation was made by Giselle Perez to operate a 
Tax Preparation home office at 3308 Drive. The application includes a narrative written 
by the applicant stating that this location is proposed to be a tax preparation and financial 
home office assisting clients and guests virtually.  Public notice requirements in the form 
of notification letters to adjoining property owners were mailed on April 30, 2026.  The 
notification letter states; written objections must be received by 5:00 P.M. on Monday, 
May 11, 2021.  Written objections must reference the above GPC Public Notice Number, 
and e-mailed to epatterson@gautier-ms.gov, or be mailed to the Planning Department, 
P. O. Box 670, Gautier, Mississippi 39553-0670.  Objectors will be notified of the results 
of this review.  The Planning Department can be reached at 228-497-1878 should you 
have any questions.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On May 11, 2026, the Planning Department received a written objection from Mr. Seth 
Sherman of 3316 Seagrape Drive.  Mr. Sherman’s objection to the home occupation is 
due to the traffic that has been generated by this business. Mr. Sherman claimed that 
there have been cars lining both sides of Seagrape Drive and he has even had Mrs. 
Perez’s clients park on his property.  
 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines a Home Occupation as: An 
occupation carried on in a residential dwelling unit by the resident thereof; provided that 
the use is limited, incidental and secondary to the residential use of the building.  A Home 
Occupation permit is non-transferable to future residents 
 

UDO SECTION 6.7: Home Occupation 

6.7.1 General Regulations 

A Home Occupation is a gainful occupation conducted in a dwelling unit, for which an 
annual privilege license must be issued and that: 

A. No stock in trade or commodity shall be sold on the premises. 

B. There shall be no employment of help other than members of the resident 
family. 

C. Not more than twenty (20) percent of the heated and cooled square footage 
area of the dwelling unit not to exceed five hundred (500) square feet shall 
be used in conducting the Home Occupation. 

D. There shall be no change in the outside appearance of the building or 
premises, no outdoor storage of anything, or any other visible evidence of 
the conduct of such Home Occupation other than one (1) sign in accordance 
with regulations of Article XII not exceeding one (1) non-illuminated sign no 
larger than one (1) square foot, mounted flush against the principal building. 

mailto:epatterson@gautier-ms.gov


E. No Home Occupation shall be conducted in any accessory building. 

F. No traffic shall be generated by such Home Occupation in greater volumes 
than would normally be expected in a residential neighborhood, and any 
need for parking generated by the conduct of such Home Occupation shall 
be off the street and other than in the required front yard. 

G. No equipment or process shall be used in such Home Occupation which 
increases noise, vibration, glare, fumes, odors, or electrical interference to 
adjoining properties. 

H. The Planning Director shall periodically examine all businesses operating 
under a home occupation permit to determine if they are maintained in 
compliance with regulations set forth herein.  The Planning Director is 
authorized to notify any business found to not be in compliance to cease 
operations and to revoke said permits. 

6.7.2 Home Occupations Permitted 

The following occupations, subject to the requirements of the above section, may be 
permitted as Home Occupations: 

A. Artist, sculptor, author 

B. Catering Service when they are a part of operator’s residence 

C. Computer programming and word processing 

D. Cooking and preserving 

E. Dressmaker, seamstress, tailor, interior decorator 

F. Home office 

G. Instructional Studio, Private.  Teaching, including tutoring, musical 
instruction or dancing, but limited to one (1) pupil per teacher at any given 
time 

H. Private Professional Office 

I. Telephone answering service 

J. Any other similar use which the Planning Director determines is compatible.  
The Planning Director may elect to take any Home Occupation request to 
the Planning Commission for consideration.   

6.7.3 Prohibited Home Occupations 

The following are not permitted as Home Occupations: 

A. Animal hospitals or animal rescue operations 

B. Child Care Facilities including kindergartens 

C. Convalescent homes 

D. Repair Shops requiring outside or major repair to equipment and/or vehicles 

E. Coffee Shops, restaurants or any facility serving beverages or food to the 



public. 

F. Boarding House 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
Staff recommends that Planning Commission, if recommending approval, establish the 
finding of facts based on UDO Section 6.7.  
 
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the request as presented; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the home occupation with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny home occupation request. 

 

Chairman Ward thanked Mr. Ankerson for his overview of the case and invited the 

applicant to come forward and present their case to the Planning Commission. 

Giselle Perez advised that she wants to have a Home Office where she can perform tax 

and financial services to customers virtually and over the phone. 

Chairman Ward asked whether, in the past, customers came to the home to receive 
these services. 
 
Giselle Perez responded, "Yes." 
 
Chairman Ward then asked whether, going forward, customers would no longer come to 
the home and would instead receive services virtually. 
 
Giselle Perez responded, "Yes." 
 
Chairman Ward asked if there were any other employees working for Ms. Perez. 
 
Giselle Perez stated that her niece and her sons help her.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if any other commissioners had any questions for Ms. Perez and 
stated that it seems there have been issues in the past regarding the traffic from 
customers, but since all customers will be assisted virtually that problem should be 
solved.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked Ms. Perez if she was currently seeking another location 
for her tax office.  
 



Giselle Perez stated that another location has already been purchased, and she has 
submitted the Special Exception Application to be on next month’s Planning Commission 
Agenda for that location.  
 
Commissioner Canada asked Ms. Perez, since she is listed as a corporation that would 
mean she is properly licensed by the state to offer tax and financial services? 
 
Giselle Perez responded Yes. 
 
Chairman Ward closed the public hearing portion of this case. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Buxton made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Home Occupation as presented. 
 
Chairman Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Josh Ward 

Robert Williams 
Marquitta Buxton 
Herman Green 
Greg Canada  

     
 
       
Motion passed. 

 
 

2. Consider a request for a nineteen and a half foot (19’ 6’’) variance to the lot width 

requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. Lark 

Drive, PID #85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 85905825.000, (GPC #26-29-VAR) 

 

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

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Kevin Carter for a Nineteen-foot 
six-inch (19’ 6’’) variance to the lot width requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District on Parcel ID numbers 85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 
85905825.000 on Lark Drive, (GPC #26-29-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid 
on May 7, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  



 
The applicant would like to subdivide his three (3) existing lots with a lot width and road 
frontage of 101 ft into five (5)  lots with a lot width and road frontage of 60 feet 6 inches. 
Per the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), required lot width in an R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential district is 80 feet at the building line and a minimum of 40 feet 
on a public or platted street. The applicant is asking for a nineteen-foot, six-inch (19’ 6”) 
variance to minimum lot width in an R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zone.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The lots on this application are adjacent to Buddy Davis Ball Park located at 2000 Lark 
Drive. The applicant is attempting to obtain a Variance to subdivide three (3) parcels into 
five (5) parcels. The existing parcels are currently 101 feet wide with 101 feet of road 
frontage. The applicant’s plan calls for lowering the lot width to 60 feet 6 inches. This 
would be a Variance of 19 feet six inches. This variance would allow the existing parcels 
to be split into five (5) lots.  
 
The applicant has included two options with this application. The first option is the 
Variance listed above. The second option included in the application would be for a 4 feet 
six inch variance to transform the three (3) lots at 101 feet into four (4) lots at 75.75 feet. 
This option was included by the applicant in case the initial variance of 19 ft six inches is 
unacceptable to the commission for recommendation of approval.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

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

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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



character of the locality. 

 

UDO SECTION 4.18: Variance 

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

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

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

 

 

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

 
 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

A. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to this 
particular site (lot or parcel), structure or building involved and which are not 



applicable to other sites (lots or parcels) or structures or buildings in the 
same district;  

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

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

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

 

 

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

 
4. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
5. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
6. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 
 
Chairman Ward asked the applicant to present his case. 
 
Kevin Carter stated that he would like to build a house on one of the lots and possibly 
sell the other remaining lots for other people to build on. 
 
Chairman Ward asked if the house Mr. Carter wanted to build would be for his primary 
home? 
 
Kevin Carter responded Yes 
 
Chairman Ward asked if Mr. Carter had any plans to build on the other lots at this time? 
 
Kevin Carter stated no, not at this time.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that he has done some research on this Variance request. 
Chairman Ward also shared that the Planning Commission received two variance options 
from Mr. Carter. The lots in question on the side of the road with Mr. Carter’s lots are 
traditionally larger lots. The lots within city limits that are around 60 foot wide or smaller 



are usually plated lots in older neighborhoods that have been plated for a long time.  
 
Chairman Ward asked Mr. Carter if the second option that he provided for a 4.25 ft 
variance instead of the 19.5 ft variance would be acceptable? 
 
Kevin Carter responded yes 
 
Chairman Ward asked Perry Kelly, City Attorney, if the Planning Commission could send 
a recommendation of the 4.25-foot variance to City Council instead of the 19.5-foot 
variance since Mr. Carter included those two options in his application.  
 
Perry Kelly advised that the Planning Commission may forward a recommendation for a 
variance of up to 19.5 feet but cannot recommend a variance exceeding 19.5 feet. 
 
Chairman Ward asked Scott Ankerson what year the previous variance was granted for 
the nearby Martin Bluff Road lots, which reduced the lot width to 75 feet. 
 
Scott Ankerson advised that the variance in question was requested and approved in 
2025. 
 
Commissioner Williams stated that the lots on Lark Road are deep lots.  
 
Chairman Ward stated that even with the lot with set at 75.75 ft which is more cohesive 
to the area, the lots will still be deep lots.  
 
Christopher Pruitt, a resident of Lark Road, stepped forward to speak in opposition to 
the variance. Mr. Pruitt stated that he does not mind development but was concerned that 
with the lots being made too small the homes built would be tiny homes. Tiny homes 
would depreciate the value of neighboring houses.  
 
Chairman Ward explained that the variance Mr. Carter is requesting would not change 
the minimum square footage required by City Ordinance. The variance would only change 
the lot width of each lot. 
 
 
Scott Ankerson advised that the minimum square footage for a home in this zoning 
district would be 1325sq ft. That is heated and cooled square footage so a tiny home 
would not be allowed.  
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Canada made a motion to recommend approval of the 4.25’ variance.  

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

 
AYES: Josh Ward 



  Robert Williams 
  Herman Green 
  Marquitta Buxton 
  Greg Canada  
   
 
 

Motion passed 
 
 
 

 

3. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow the construction of a 
new sanctuary building as an expansion of an existing church in a TCMU Town Center 
Mixed Use Zoning District. 2400 Old Spanish Trail, (GPC #26-31-CU) 

 

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

explained that although the property is an existing church, the construction of a new 

building requires approval of a Major Conditional Use in all zoning districts within the 

city. 

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Christopher Webb dba Spanish 
Trail Baptist Church for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow the construction of a 
new sanctuary building as an expansion of an existing church in a TCMU Town Center 
Mixed Use Zoning District. 2400 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82435110.000 (GPC #26-31-
CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on May 18, 2026. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TCMU Town Center Mixed Use.   

 
1. Location: 2400 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82435110.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 3 Acres 
Existing Church 
  

3. Existing Zoning – TCMU Town Center Mixed Use (See Exhibit B) 
 



4. Existing Land Use – currently an established Church/Place of Worship (See 
Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Town Center (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 Church or Place of Worship is listed as a Conditional Use-

Major in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use 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: Expanding current church to allow greater community 

assistance. See attached plan.  

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a TCMU 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, the current church is expanding. 

 

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, an additional entrance and parking will be provided.  

 

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, a church is allowed by conditional use in a Town Center 

zone. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Town Center” 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:  

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

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

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

 
 

Chairman Ward invited the applicant to come forward and present their case. 
 
Christopher Webb, Pastor of Spanish Trail Baptist Church, stated that the church's 
congregation has been growing and that the church is seeking to construct a new 
sanctuary to accommodate its continued growth. He explained that the proposed 
sanctuary would be a separate building located on the existing church property. 
 
Chairman Ward asked whether the church had determined the type of construction for 
the new building, specifically whether it would be a metal, brick, or stick-built structure. 
 
Mr. Webb responded that the proposed building is planned to be a traditional stick-built 
structure with a brick exterior. 
 
Chairman Ward noted that, according to the proposal submitted by Pastor Webb, the 
project also includes the construction of a new parking lot and driveway. He further stated 



that, due to the drainage issues and steep slope at the front of the property, Pastor Webb 
should consult with Scott Ankerson and the Planning Department to determine the most 
appropriate approach for addressing those site conditions. 
 
Chairman Ward Closed the public hearing portion of this case.  
 
Commissioner Buxton noted that she did not have any questions for Pastor Webb, 
however she wanted to point out that any time a church is growing in the City of Gautier 
that it’s a good sign.  
 
Commissioner Williams noted that the church has been there a long time.  
 
Scott Ankerson stated that he has met with Pastor Webb on multiple occasions and will 
continue working closely with Spanish Trail Baptist Church to provide support and 
guidance throughout the planning and development process. 
 
Pastor Webb advised that he has already applied for the new culvert with to the Gautier 
Public Works department.  
 
 
 ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Ward 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 

Robert Williams 
Herman Green 
Marquitta Buxton 
Greg Canada  

 
       
Motion passed. 
Commissioner Williams made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 
AYES: Maurice Hudson 
  Robert Williams  
  Marquitta Buxton 
  Greg Canada 

Ricky Decoteau 
 



 

 Motion Passed.  

 

 

4. Consider a request for a sixty-foot (60’) variance for an accessory structure in front of 
the rear building line in an RE Residential Estate Zoning District. 9025 Ferry Point Rd, 
PID #81909514.005, (GPC #26-32-VAR) 

 

Scott Ankerson, Planning Director, provided a brief overview of the case. Mr. Ankerson 
explained that Mr. Carey has previously encountered issues related to the property. After 
purchasing the property, Mr. Carey discovered that the narrow parcels bordering Castelle 
Bluff Drive are subject to deed restrictions prohibiting driveway access from his property 
to Castelle Bluff Drive. As a result, the lot was redesigned to provide vehicular access 
from Ferry Point Road. Mr. Ankerson noted that, despite the change in access, the front 
of the proposed residence will continue to face Castelle Bluff Drive. 
 
REQUEST: 

The Planning Department has received a request from Jeff Carey for a sixty-foot (60’) variance 

for an accessory structure in front of the rear building line in an RE Residential Estate Zoning 

District at 9025 Ferry Point Rd, PID #81909514.005. (GPC #26-32-VAR) The application fee of 

$175 was paid on May 19, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 

BACKGROUND:  

The applicant would like to put an accessory structure next to his home in a Residential 
Estate Zoning District. His home is currently under construction, along with an attached 
garage and a planned detached shop building. The Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO) Section 5.4.3 (D) states that accessory structures shall be located in the rear yard 
of the principal use structure. The applicant is asking for a sixty-foot (60’) variance that 
would allow the shop to be next to the principal use structure. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

The applicant requests a sixty-foot (60’) variance to allow an accessory structure to be 
placed beside the home on Ferry Point Drive. Because the parcel is zoned RE Residential 
Estate, accessory structures are permitted only in the rear yard. In the R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential, R-1A Medium Density Residential, and R-2 High Density 
Residential districts, similar accessory structures may be placed beside the principal 
structure if they are located behind the front building line. As shown on the attached 
diagrams and maps, the parcel’s nearest road frontage is on Castelle Bluff Drive, which 
establishes the front building line.  
 



 

DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 

The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

A Variance is a relaxation of the terms of the Unified Development Ordinance where such 

Variance will not be contrary to the public interest and where, owing to conditions peculiar 

to the property, a literal enforcement of the Ordinance would result in an unnecessary or 

undue hardship.  As used in this Ordinance, a Variance is authorized only for height, area 

and size of structure, or size of yards, separation of uses, open spaces, off-street parking 

spaces and some subdivision 

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

by Variance. 

 

The UDO defines Hardship as: 

 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant the 

requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 

(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  

(a) for a purpose allowed in that zone (applicable to special exceptions), or  

(b) as permitted by the dimensional requirements of this ordinance (applicable to 

variances);  

(2) that the plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances of the land for which the 

variance or special exception is sought; and  

(3) that the use to be authorized by the variance will not alter the essential character of 

the locality. 

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

A request for a Variance may be initiated by the property owner or agent of the 
owner provided that said property has not been denied a previous request for a 



Variance for the same property or portion of property within the past twelve (12) 
months.  

 

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

 

4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

The following dimensional variances may be granted by the Economic Development 

Director at his/her discretion (Note: Within the COR, Corridor Overlay District, applicants 

shall be required to mitigate a requested dimensional variance in accordance with the Tier 

Land Use Provisions in Section 5.11): 

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

D. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 

  

If recommending approval, Planning Commission shall record that the evidence presented meets 

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



 
The Planning Commission may:  

10. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request as presented; 
11. Recommend that City Council approve the variance request with changes; or 
12. Recommend that City Council deny variance request.  

 
Chairman Ward noted that, based on Mr. Ankerson's presentation of the case, approval 
of the requested variance would allow the property to be developed in a manner similar 
to that permitted within an R-1 Zoning District. He then invited the applicant to present his 
case. 
 
Jeff Carey introduced himself and explained that his home is currently under construction 
and that he plans to relocate to Gautier from Brandon, Mississippi. He stated that, at his 
current residence, his workshop is located a considerable distance from the house and is 
not easily accessible. The proposed location of the new shop, directly across the driveway 
from the attached garage, would provide more convenient access. Mr. Carey noted that 
the shop would not be located near the front of the property and would have limited 
visibility from either Castelle Bluff Drive or Ferry Point Road. He further explained that the 
structure would not be a traditional metal building but would instead feature a brick 
exterior with siding designed to complement the appearance of the main residence. Mr. 
Carey expressed concern that relocating the proposed shop at this stage of construction 
would require the removal of additional trees and the use of heavy equipment to relocate 
the existing dirt pad prepared for the structure. 
 
Chairman Ward noted that he had personally driven to the site and found that there are 
some unique characteristics at play for the lot in question. Especially not being able to 
access it from Castelle Bluff Drive.  
 
Commissioner Williams asked what the dimensions of the property were.  
 
Chairman Ward stated the lot is approximately 3.5 acres.  
 
Scott Ankerson noted that, because the property is a flag lot with driveway access from 
Ferry Point Road, Mr. Carey could have oriented the residence to face Ferry Point Road 
rather than Castelle Bluff Road. Had the residence been oriented differently, the proposed 
shop would have been more visible from Castelle Bluff Road and the surrounding 
neighboring properties. 
 
Jacqueline Cumbest spoke in support of the requested variance. She stated that she 
has lived in Hickory Hills for more than 50 years and wishes to remain there. Ms. Cumbest 
explained that her son-in-law, Mr. Carey, is relocating to Gautier with his family in order 
to assist her. She noted that Mr. Carey is constructing a high-quality residence and 
expressed her belief that neither the home nor the proposed shop would negatively affect 
surrounding property values. Ms. Cumbest also stated that she values the existing trees 
on the property and supports the proposed location because it minimizes the need for 
additional tree removal. 



 
Donna Mothers, speaking on behalf of the contractor, also expressed support for the 
variance. She stated that Ms. Cumbest is grateful to have her daughter and son-in-law 
relocating to Gautier to assist her. Ms. Mothers explained that, because Mr. Carey owns 
a large automobile collection, the proposed shop will function primarily as a detached 
garage for vehicle storage rather than as a traditional workshop. 
  
Chairman Ward closed the public hearing portion of this case.  
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Ward made a motion to recommend approval of the 60’ variance based on 
the unique characteristics of the property and the existing easements.  

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

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

Motion passed. 
 

 

 

5. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Package Liquor 
Store in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 2809 HWY 90, (GPC #26-
33-CU) 

 

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

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Dani H. Patel dba Galaxy Liquor 
and Wine for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Package Liquor Store in a TCMU 
Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District at 2809 HWY 90, PID #82435240.200 (GPC #26-
33-CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on May 26, 2026. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TCMU Town Center Mixed Use.   

 



1. Location: 2809 HWY 90, PID #82435240.200 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area: Approximately 0.46 Acres 
Existing commercial building. 
  

3. Existing Zoning – TCMU Town Center Mixed Use (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – current commercial building with Hwy 90 road frontage. 
(See Exhibit C)   
 

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. A Package Liquor Store is listed as a Conditional Use-Major in 

a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use District.  

 

10. 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: Existing building is a great location for a package store. 

Building will be cleaned up, and fresh paint job will improve overall looks from the 

road. No major changes to the structure are needed. Building is located in a nice 

commercial area making it easy for customers to get in & out of the parking lot. 

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

11. 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.  

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No, I don’t see any traffic patterns being affected. 

 

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

effect on vehicular or pedestrian traffic.   

 

13. 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, all utilities are currently on site. No major changes are 

needed.  

 

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

and facilities.  

  

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes, I believe this will help the city grow by adding more 

revenue.  

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Town Center” for future land use 

of this property.     

 

15. 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.   

  



16. 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. 
 

3. 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:  

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

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

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

 

Chairman Ward invited the applicant to step forward and present their case.  
 
Dani Patel stated that he has been in the retail business for 23 years but has been doing 
business in Alabama. Mr. Patel would like to open a store in Gautier because it would be 
closer to home and would be in his home community.  
 



Chairman Ward asked if Mr. Patel has existing liquor stores? 
 
Dani Patel advised that right now he runs a gas station and grocery store in Alabama but 
would like to open this store in Gautier.  
 
Chairman Ward thanked Mr. Patel for being a resident of Gautier and wanting to invest 
in Gautier. Chairman Ward asked Mr. Patel if he would be occupying the whole building 
or just part of the building?  
 
Dani Patel The liquor store will be in suite A, leaving suite B available. But if he needs to 
expand he will use the whole building.  
 
Commissioner Canada asked how many square feet will be used for the Liquor store. 
 
Dani Patel advised that Suite A is approximately 4400 square feet.  
 
Chairman Ward asked if anyone else had any questions for Mr. Patel. 
 
Scott Ankerson noted that the Zoning Ordinance requires approval of a Major 
Conditional Use Permit within the Town Center area to allow proposed projects to be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis based on surrounding land uses. He explained that 
the ordinance was adopted in 2010 and that, since that time, the City’s vision for the future 
of the Town Center area has shifted more toward an entertainment-focused district, 
including developments such as a performing arts museum and a sound amphitheater. 
 
Chairman Ward asked whether only adjacent property owners were notified of the 
Conditional Use application. 
 
Mr. Ankerson explained that Conditional Use notifications are mailed to property owners 
located within either 250 feet or 500 feet of the subject property, depending on the 
applicable requirements. 
 
Chairman Ward asked whether the nearby church had been notified of the Conditional 
Use application and public hearing. 
 
Eric Patterson, Planning Technician, confirmed that notices are sent to property owners 
within 250 feet of the applicant’s property and that the nearby church was included in the 
notification process. 
 
Mr. Ankerson noted that the proximity of the church also raises an additional 
consideration. He explained that the State Alcoholic Beverage Control (ABC) Board has 
separate regulations and distance requirements regarding the location of liquor stores in 
relation to churches and schools. The applicant will be required to obtain approval through 
that process as well. 
 
Chairman Ward clarified that Mr. Patel would need to obtain approval from the ABC 



Board and potentially the nearby church if the proposed location does not meet the 
required distance requirements. 
 
Mr. Ankerson confirmed that this was correct. 
 
Chairman Ward stated that, even if the City approves the Major Conditional Use Permit, 
the State ABC Board could still deny Mr. Patel’s application if all applicable state 
requirements are not satisfied. 
 
Sonny Patel Sonny Patel spoke in support of Dani Patel’s proposed liquor store. Sonny 
Patel stated that Dani Patel has been a resident of Gautier for more than 20 years and 
that his children attended Gautier High School. He explained that Dani Patel currently 
operates a business in Grand Bay, Alabama, but is seeking the opportunity to establish 
a business within Gautier. Sonny Patel stated that, as a longtime resident, Dani Patel 
would bring a level of community involvement and local investment to the City that a larger 
corporation operating a similar business may not provide. Regarding the State 
requirements, Sonny Patel stated that he contacted the State and was advised that if the 
church is located more than 100 feet from the actual building, additional permission from 
the church would not be required. 
 
Chairman Ward noted that the state will have their opportunity to make sure the liquor 
store meets all of the legal requirements before issuing the liquor license. The church was 
notified and we did not receive any letters in opposition to this.  
 
 
 
 ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Canada made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use – Major as presented. 
 
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Josh Ward 

Robert Williams 
Herman Green 
Greg Canada  
 
 

Nays:  Marquitta Buxton 
 
 
       
Motion passed. 
 



 

 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

None 

 
B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT  
 

None 
 
 
 

 

Chairman Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 
AYES: Josh Ward 
  Robert Williams  
  Marquitta Buxton 
  Greg Canada 

Herman Green 
 

 Motion Passed.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Josh Ward, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

July 2, 2026 

GPC 26-28-HO 

GISELLE PEREZ 

3308 SEAGRAPE DRIVE 

PIDN #85414201.000 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

Consider a request for a Home Occupation for a Tax Preparation Home Office located at 

3308 Seagrape Drive, PIDN #85414201.000. (GPC #26-28-HO) 

 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  June 15, 2026  
 
Subject: Request for a Home Occupation for a Tax Preparation Office located at 

3308 Seagrape Drive, PIDN #85414201.000. (GPC #26-28-HO) 
           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Giselle Perez dba Giselle Taxes 
and Services Corp, to allow a home occupation for a tax preparation home office at 3308 
Seagrape Drive, PID #85414201.000. (GPC #26-28-HO) The application fee of $125 was 
paid on April 30, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The application/request for a Home Occupation was made by Giselle Perez to operate a 
Tax Preparation home office at 3308 Drive. The application includes a narrative written 
by the applicant stating that this location is proposed to be a tax preparation and financial 
home office assisting clients and guests virtually.  Public notice requirements in the form 
of notification letters to adjoining property owners were mailed on April 30, 2026.  The 
notification letter states; written objections must be received by 5:00 P.M. on Monday, 
May 11, 2021.  Written objections must reference the above GPC Public Notice Number, 
and e-mailed to epatterson@gautier-ms.gov, or be mailed to the Planning Department, 
P. O. Box 670, Gautier, Mississippi 39553-0670.  Objectors will be notified of the results 
of this review.  The Planning Department can be reached at 228-497-1878 should you 
have any questions.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
On May 11, 2026, the Planning Department received a written objection from Mr. Seth 
Sherman of 3316 Seagrape Drive.  Mr. Sherman’s objection to the home occupation is 
due to the traffic that has been generated by this business. Mr. Sherman claimed that 
there have been cars lining both sides of Seagrape Drive and he has even had Mrs. 
Perez’s clients park on his property.  
 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines a Home Occupation as: An 

mailto:epatterson@gautier-ms.gov


occupation carried on in a residential dwelling unit by the resident thereof; provided that 
the use is limited, incidental and secondary to the residential use of the building.  A Home 
Occupation permit is non-transferable to future residents 

UDO SECTION 6.7: Home Occupation 

 

6.7.1 General Regulations 

A Home Occupation is a gainful occupation conducted in a dwelling unit, for which an 
annual privilege license must be issued and that: 

A. No stock in trade or commodity shall be sold on the premises. 

B. There shall be no employment of help other than members of the resident 
family. 

C. Not more than twenty (20) percent of the heated and cooled square footage 
area of the dwelling unit not to exceed five hundred (500) square feet shall 
be used in conducting the Home Occupation. 

D. There shall be no change in the outside appearance of the building or 
premises, no outdoor storage of anything, or any other visible evidence of 
the conduct of such Home Occupation other than one (1) sign in accordance 
with regulations of Article XII not exceeding one (1) non-illuminated sign no 
larger than one (1) square foot, mounted flush against the principal building. 

E. No Home Occupation shall be conducted in any accessory building. 

F. No traffic shall be generated by such Home Occupation in greater volumes 
than would normally be expected in a residential neighborhood, and any 
need for parking generated by the conduct of such Home Occupation shall 
be off the street and other than in the required front yard. 

G. No equipment or process shall be used in such Home Occupation which 
increases noise, vibration, glare, fumes, odors, or electrical interference to 
adjoining properties. 

H. The Planning Director shall periodically examine all businesses operating 
under a home occupation permit to determine if they are maintained in 
compliance with regulations set forth herein.  The Planning Director is 
authorized to notify any business found to not be in compliance to cease 
operations and to revoke said permits. 

6.7.2 Home Occupations Permitted 

The following occupations, subject to the requirements of the above section, may be 
permitted as Home Occupations: 

A. Artist, sculptor, author 

B. Catering Service when they are a part of operator’s residence 

C. Computer programming and word processing 



D. Cooking and preserving 

E. Dressmaker, seamstress, tailor, interior decorator 

F. Home office 

G. Instructional Studio, Private.  Teaching, including tutoring, musical 
instruction or dancing, but limited to one (1) pupil per teacher at any given 
time 

H. Private Professional Office 

I. Telephone answering service 

J. Any other similar use which the Planning Director determines is compatible.  
The Planning Director may elect to take any Home Occupation request to 
the Planning Commission for consideration.   

6.7.3 Prohibited Home Occupations 

The following are not permitted as Home Occupations: 

A. Animal hospitals or animal rescue operations 

B. Child Care Facilities including kindergartens 

C. Convalescent homes 

D. Repair Shops requiring outside or major repair to equipment and/or vehicles 

E. Coffee Shops, restaurants or any facility serving beverages or food to the 
public. 

F. Boarding House 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION & CONCLUSION: 
  
Staff recommends that Planning Commission, if recommending approval, establish the 
finding of facts based on UDO Section 6.7.  
 
The Planning Commission may:  

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the request as presented; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the home occupation with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny home occupation request. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  

 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  



2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

July 2, 2026 

GPC #26-29-VAR 

Lark Drive 

PIDN #’s: 85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 85905825.000 

 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a nineteen and a half foot (19’ 6’’) variance to the lot 

width requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 

District. Lark Drive, PID #85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 85905825.000, 

(GPC #26-29-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  June 15, 2026  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a nineteen and a half foot (19’ 6’’) variance to the lot 

width requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning 
District. Lark Drive, PID #85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 85905825.000, 
(GPC #26-29-VAR) 

 
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Kevin Carter for a Nineteen-foot 
six-inch (19’ 6’’) variance to the lot width requirements in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family 
Residential Zoning District on Parcel ID numbers 85905827.000, 85905826.000 & 
85905825.000 on Lark Drive, (GPC #26-29-VAR). The application fee of $175 was paid 
on May 7, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to subdivide his three (3) existing lots with a lot width and road 
frontage of 101 ft into five (5)  lots with a lot width and road frontage of 60 feet 6 inches. 
Per the Unified Development Ordinance (UDO), required lot width in an R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential district is 80 feet at the building line and a minimum of 40 feet 
on a public or platted street. The applicant is asking for a nineteen-foot, six-inch (19’ 6”) 
variance to minimum lot width in an R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zone.   
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The lots on this application are adjacent to Buddy Davis Ball Park located at 2000 Lark 
Drive. The applicant is attempting to obtain a Variance to subdivide three (3) parcels into 
five (5) parcels. The existing parcels are currently 101 feet wide with 101 feet of road 
frontage. The applicant’s plan calls for lowering the lot width to 60 feet 6 inches. This 
would be a Variance of 19 feet six inches. This variance would allow the existing parcels 
to be split into five (5) lots.  
 
The applicant has included two options with this application. The first option is the 
Variance listed above. The second option included in the application would be for a 4 feet 
six inch variance to transform the three (3) lots at 101 feet into four (4) lots at 75.75 feet. 
This option was included by the applicant in case the initial variance of 19 ft six inches is 



unacceptable to the commission for recommendation of approval.  
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

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

 
 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18: Variance 

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

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

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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



 

 

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

 
 
4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

 

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



 
The Planning Commission may:  

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

 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 July 2, 2026  

GPC #26-31-CU 

Christopher Webb dba Spanish Trail Baptist Church 

2400 Old Spanish Trail 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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

construction of a new sanctuary building as an expansion of an existing church 

in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 2400 Old Spanish Trail, 

(GPC #26-31-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  June 15, 2026 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow the 

construction of a new sanctuary building as an expansion of an existing 
church in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 2400 Old 
Spanish Trail, (GPC #26-31-CU) 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Christopher Webb dba Spanish 
Trail Baptist Church for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow the construction of a 
new sanctuary building as an expansion of an existing church in a TCMU Town Center 
Mixed Use Zoning District. 2400 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82435110.000 (GPC #26-31-
CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on May 18, 2026. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TCMU Town Center Mixed Use.   

 
1. Location: 2400 Old Spanish Trail, PID #82435110.000 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 3 Acres 
Existing Church 
  

3. Existing Zoning – TCMU Town Center Mixed Use (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – currently an established Church/Place of Worship (See 
Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Town Center (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 Church or Place of Worship is listed as a Conditional Use-

Major in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use 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: Expanding current church to allow greater community 

assistance. See attached plan.  

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a TCMU 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, the current church is expanding. 

 

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, an additional entrance and parking will be provided.  

 

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, a church is allowed by conditional use in a Town Center 

zone. 

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Town Center” 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 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

JULY 2, 2026 

GPC #26-32-VAR 

9025 FERRY POINT RD 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

4. Consider a request for a sixty-foot (60’) variance for an accessory structure in front 

of the rear building line in an RE Residential Estate Zoning District. 9025 Ferry 

Point Rd, PID #81909514.005, (GPC #26-32-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  June 15, 2026  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a sixty-foot (60’) variance for an accessory structure 

in front of the rear building line in an RE Residential Estate Zoning District. 
9025 Ferry Point Rd, PID #81909514.005, (GPC #26-32-VAR) 

        
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Jeff Carey for a sixty-foot (60’) 
variance for an accessory structure in front of the rear building line in an RE Residential 
Estate Zoning District at 9025 Ferry Point Rd, PID #81909514.005. (GPC #26-32-VAR) 
The application fee of $175 was paid on May 19, 2025. All public notice requirements 
have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant would like to put an accessory structure next to his home in a Residential 
Estate Zoning District. His home is currently under construction, along with an attached 
garage and a planned detached shop building. The Unified Development Ordinance 
(UDO) Section 5.4.3 (D) states that accessory structures shall be located in the rear yard 
of the principal use structure. The applicant is asking for a sixty-foot (60’) variance that 
would allow the shop to be next to the principal use structure. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant requests a sixty-foot (60’) variance to allow an accessory structure to be 
placed beside the home on Ferry Point Drive. Because the parcel is zoned RE Residential 
Estate, accessory structures are permitted only in the rear yard. In the R-1 Low Density 
Single-Family Residential, R-1A Medium Density Residential, and R-2 High Density 
Residential districts, similar accessory structures may be placed beside the principal 
structure if they are located behind the front building line. As shown on the attached 
diagrams and maps, the parcel’s nearest road frontage is on Castelle Bluff Drive, which 
establishes the front building line.  
 
 
 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 



 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

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

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

 

4.18.2 Application for Variance  



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

4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

 

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

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

 



 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

 

  

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 

 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 May 26, 2026  

GPC #26-33-CU 

DANI H. PATEL dba GALAXY LIQUOR AND WINE 

2809 HWY 90 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

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

Liquor Store in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 2809 HWY 

90, (GPC #26-33-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  June 15, 2026 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Package 

Liquor Store in a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District. 2809 HWY 
90, (GPC #26-33-CU) 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Dani H. Patel dba Galaxy Liquor 
and Wine for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Package Liquor Store in a TCMU 
Town Center Mixed Use Zoning District at 2809 HWY 90, PID #82435240.200 (GPC #26-
33-CU) The application fee of $250 was paid on May 26, 2026. All public notice 
requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned TCMU Town Center Mixed Use.   

 
1. Location: 2809 HWY 90, PID #82435240.200 (See Exhibit A) 

 
2. General features of the proposed project: 

Total Area: Approximately 0.46 Acres 
Existing commercial building. 
  

3. Existing Zoning – TCMU Town Center Mixed Use (See Exhibit B) 
 

4. Existing Land Use – current commercial building with Hwy 90 road frontage. 
(See Exhibit C)   
 

5. Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Designation – Town Center (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 Package Liquor Store is listed as a Conditional Use-Major in 

a TCMU Town Center Mixed Use 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: Existing building is a great location for a package store. 

Building will be cleaned up, and fresh paint job will improve overall looks from the 

road. No major changes to the structure are needed. Building is located in a nice 

commercial area making it easy for customers to get in & out of the parking lot. 

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a TCMU 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, I don’t see any traffic patterns being affected. 

 

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, all utilities are currently on site. No major changes are 

needed.  

 

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, I believe this will help the city grow by adding more 

revenue.  

 

Staff Finding: The Comprehensive Plan calls out “Town Center” 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 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

 August 6, 2026  

GPC #26-38-SE 

Giselle Perez 

DBA Giselle Taxes and Services Corp 

1204 De La Point Drive 

PIDN #81831390.000 

 

 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION that would allow for a Tax and 

Financial Services Office in an R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 

Zoning District at 1204 De La Point Drive. PIDN’s #81831390.000 (GPC #26-

38-SE) 

 
  

 
 

 

 
 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 20, 2026 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a SPECIAL EXCEPTION to allow a Tax and 

Financial Services Office in an R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1204 De La Point Drive, PIDN #81831390.000 (GPC #26-
38-SE). 

           

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Giselle Perez, d/b/a Giselle Taxes 
and Services Corp., for a Special Exception to allow a Tax and Financial Services Office 
in an R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1204 De La Point 
Drive, PIDN #81831390.000 (GPC #26-38-SE). The required application fee of $250 was 
paid on June 26, 2026. All public notice requirements have been met. 

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

1. Location: 1204 De La Point Drive. PIDN’s #81831390.000 (See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Lot Size: approximately 0.68 acres 

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

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

 
5. Current Surrounding Zoning (See Exhibit B): C-3 Highway Commercial to 

the South. R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to the North, East 
and West. 

 
6. Current Surrounding Existing Land Use Commercial to the South, Vacant 

to the West, Residential to the East and North South (See Exhibit C):  
 

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: The applicant requires a Special Exception to operate 
Giselle Taxes and Services Office at 1204 De La Point Drive., Gautier, MS, 39553. 
A strict interpretation that prohibits this professional office would deprive the 
applicant of reasonable use commonly enjoyed by similar businesses near and 
across from the location. Denial would create an unnecessary hardship because 
the proposed use is low-impact and consistent with nearby professional and 
commercial uses.  
 
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 requested Special Exception will be in harmony with 
the purpose and intent of the City of Gautier Unified Development Ordinance 
because the proposed use is a quiet professional office for tax preparation and 
business services. It will not involve manufacturing, outdoor storage, hazardous 
materials, excessive noise, odors, or other activities that would injure the 
neighborhood or general welfare. The use is compatible with the more commercial 
character of the area and will provide a needed local service.  
 
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 circumstances supporting this request were not 

created by the applicant. They result from the existing location and the area 

changing over time to a more commercial setting, including nearby banks, 

insurance companies, and other businesses. The applicant is requesting the 

Special Exception through the proper process before operating the business.  

 

Staff Finding: Unsubstantiated   



 
 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
 

1. The UDO defines a Special Exception as a relaxation of the terms of the Unified 
Development Ordinance where such an exception will not be contrary to the 
public interest, and where, owing to conditions peculiar to the property, a literal 
enforcement of the ordinance would result in undue hardship.  Special 
Exceptions are necessary when an applicant seeks to establish or expand a 
use not ordinarily permitted in a specific zoning district.  “Special Exceptions” 
are not transferable from one (1) owner of land to another.  

 
2. Special Exception requires a public hearing before the Planning Commission 

and approval by the City Council (Section 4.14 of the UDO). 
 

 

3. Once an application for a Special Exception is submitted to the Planning 
Department, the procedures outlined in UDO Section 4.14.1 will be followed.  
At the appropriate time, The Planning Commission will conduct a public hearing 
to determine whether the applicant meets all relevant criteria, and make a 
recommendation to City Council pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4. City Council, 
pursuant to UDO Section 4.14.4(C), will then consider the matter at its next 
regularly scheduled meeting and approve or deny the Special Exception. 

 
4. A Special Exception is required for uses not ordinarily permitted in a specific 

zoning district.   Special Exceptions are not permitted by right, and may only be 
granted when certain criteria are established. (4.16.4) 
 

5. Special Exceptions do not run with the land, and may be revoked by the 
Planning Department if any of the following circumstances are discovered: 

A. The property changes ownership 

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

C. The property ceases to be used for the purpose allowed in the Special 
Exception for a period of one hundred eighty (180) days during the 
existence of the Special Exception. 

 
 
The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

Hardship means the unnecessary hardship that would result from a failure to grant 
the requested variance or special exception.   An unnecessary hardship exists if: 
 
(1) the land in question cannot yield a reasonable return if used only  



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

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

 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception; 

2. Recommend that City Council approve the Special Exception with changes; or 

3. Recommend that City Council deny the Special Exception. 

 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

Regular Meeting Agenda 

August 6, 2026 

GPC 26-39-RZ 

Donovan Scruggs (ARB Properties) 

Martin Bluff Road 

PIDN #85700299.010, 85700299.000, & 85700075.000 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of three parcels 

located on Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85700299.000, & 85700075.000 from split 

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

Residential to R-1A Medium Density Residential. PIDN #85700299.010 from 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to R-1A Medium Density 

Residential. (GPC #26-39-RZ) 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: July 20, 2026 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of three parcels 

located on Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85700299.000, & 85700075.000 from 
split zoning C-2 Community Commercial and R-1 Low Density Single-
Family Residential to R-1A Medium Density Residential. PIDN 
#85700299.010 from R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to R-1A 
Medium Density Residential. (GPC #26-39-RZ) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Donovan Scruggs representing 
ARB Properties LLC for a proposed Amendment of the Official Zoning Map of the City of 
Gautier, Mississippi. The request is to Rezone three parcels located on Martin Bluff Road, 
PIDN #85700299.000, & 85700075.000 from split zoning C-2 Community Commercial 
and R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to R-1A Medium Density Residential and 
PIDN #85700299.010 from R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to R-1A Medium 
Density Residential. (GPC #26-39-RZ) The application fee of $300 was paid on July 6, 
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: Martin Bluff Road, PIDN #85700299.010, 85700299.000, & 85700075.000 

(See Exhibit A) 
 



2. Existing Zoning: PIDN #85700299.000, & 85700075.000 Split Zoned C-2 Community 
Commercial & R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential. PIDN #85700299.010 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: Martin Bluff Road, PIDN’s #85700299.010, 
85700299.000, & 85700075.000.  
 
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: vacant (See Exhibit C) 

 
Future Land Use: Very Low Density Residential (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: C-2 Community Commercial to the north and south abutting Martin 
Bluff Road. R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential to the North and South of PIDN# 
85700299.000. R-1 Low Density Single-Family to the North of PIDN #85700299.010 and 
Public Land to the South of PIDN #85700299.010. 
 
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 R-1A 

Medium Density Residential; 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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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

AUGUST 6, 2026 

GPC #26-41-VAR 

PIDN# 82420180.000 

HWY 57 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a five-foot (5’) variance to the maximum building height 

for a previously approved three-story apartment complex in a C-3 Highway 

Commercial Zoning District. HWY 57, PID #82420180.000, (GPC #26-41-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  July 20, 2026  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a five-foot (5’) variance to the maximum building 

height for previously approved three story apartment buildings in a C-3 
Highway Commercial Zoning District. 5900 HWY 57, PID #82420180.000, 
(GPC #26-41-VAR) 

        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from John Nunn dba Magnolia Landing 
for a five-foot (5’) variance to the maximum building height for a previously approved 
three-story apartment building in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District located at 
5900 HWY 57, PID #82420180.000. (GPC #26-41-VAR) The application fee of $175 was 
paid on July 6, 2025. All public notice requirements have been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The applicant is building an apartment complex on the corner of HWY 57 and C Byrd 
Road. The council has previously approved the buildings to be three stories tall. 
According to the application, the project calls for nine-foot (9’) ceilings and a floor-to-floor 
dimension of between ten-foot (10’) and ten-foot six inches (10’6”). Given these 
dimensions, the peak of the roof would be five feet above the thirty-five-foot maximum 
height allowed in a C-3 Highway Commercial Zoning District.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant requests a five-foot (5’) variance to allow the Magnolia Landing Apartment 
Complex to be built above the maximum building height allowed in a C-3 Highway 
Commercial Zoning District. The application claims that Ocean’s 57 Apartments located 
at 4500 HWY 57, Ocean Springs, MS 39564, located two miles from Magnolia Landing is 
also built above the maximum building height of 35 feet.  
 
Existing Zoning: C-3 Highway Commercial (Exhibit B) 
 
Existing Land Use: Vacant Land, previously approved for a three-story apartment 
complex (Exhibit C) 
 
Future Land Use: Mixed Use Residential (Exhibit D) 



 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 
The Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) defines Variances as: 

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

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

 

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

 

4.18.2 Application for Variance  



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

4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

 

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

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

 



 

ATTACHMENTS:  

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application  

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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

Regular Meeting Agenda 

August 6, 2026 

GPC 26-42-RZ 

Beau Cox  

Birdie Lane 

PIDN #87114000.075 & 82503010.175 

 

VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Property Owner Initiated Rezoning of two parcels 

located on Birdie Lane, PIDN #87114000.075 & 82503010.175 from the 

existing PUD – Planned Unit Development to a new PUD – Planned Unit 

Development. (GPC #26-42-RZ) 

 



CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
 
 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission  
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date: July 20, 2026 
 
Subject: Consider a request for a property owner-initiated rezoning of two parcels 

located on Birdie Lane, PIDN #87114000.075 & 82503010.175 from the 
existing PUD – Planned Unit Development to a new PUD – Planned Unit 
Development. (GPC #26-42-RZ) 

 
 

 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Lionel “Beau” Cox DBA KayBeau 
Development LLC for a proposed Amendment of the Official Zoning Map of the City of 
Gautier, Mississippi. The request for a property owner-initiated rezoning of two parcels 
located on Birdie Lane, PIDN #87114000.075 & 82503010.175 from the existing PUD – 
Planned Unit Development to a new PUD – Planned Unit Development. (GPC #26-42-
RZ) The application fee of $300 was paid on July 9, 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: Birdie Lane (Inside Shell Landing), PIDN #87114000.075 & 82503010.175 

(See Exhibit A) 
 
2. Existing Zoning: PUD - Planned Unit Development. (See Exhibit B) 
 

 
 



 
 
5.3.17 PUD, Planned Unit Development - Purpose and intent. The PUD 

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

 

• Provide substantial buffers and transitions between areas of different land use and 
development densities;  

 

• Enhance the appearance of neighborhoods by conserving areas of natural beauty, 
and natural green spaces;  

 

• Counteract urban monotony and congestion on streets;  
 

• Promote architecture that is compatible with the surroundings;  
 

• Buffer differing types of land use and intensities of development from each other 
so as to minimize any adverse impact which new development may have on 
existing or zoned development; and  

 

• Promote and protect the environmental integrity of the site and its surroundings 
and provide suitable design responses to the specific environmental constraints of 
the site and surrounding area.  

 
 
DATA AND ANALYSIS: 
 
Property requested for Rezoning: Birdie Lane, Inside Shell Landing. PIDN 
#87114000.075 & 82503010.17.  
 
Location: Ward 1 
 
Current Zoning of the Request Property: PUD Planned Unit Development. 
 
Existing Land Use: vacant (See Exhibit C) 

 



Future Land Use: Recreational (See Exhibit D) 
 
Surrounding Zoning: Surrounded by the Shell Landing PUD – Planned Unit Development. 
 
HISTORY: 
 
The subject parcels are currently vacant and sit within the boundaries of the Shell Landing 
Golf Course and Subdivision. The current PUD does not allow for multi-family structures, 
and the applicant would like to build single-family homes and duplexes.  
 

 
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 PUD 

Planned Unit Development; or 

2. Recommend that City Council deny the Rezoning. 

 
 
 
 



ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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