D R A F T PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
May 24, 2021
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI
COUNTY OF DESOTO
CITY OF HORN LAKE
Be it remembered that a City of Horn Lake Planning Commission meeting was held in the
City Hall Court Room on Monday, May 24, 2021 at 6:00 PM, this being the time and place
for said meeting.
PRESENT: Commissioners Glenda McGan (by phone), Larry Ray, Janice Vidal,
Robert Kendall, Chad Engelke. and Andy Yeager.
Danny Klein and Jimmy Stokes were absent.
Staff: Robert Barber – Interim Planner, Robert Barber
In the absence of Chairman Klein, the Commission appointed Mr. Engelke as Acting
Chairman for the meeting. He was selected by consensus.
The minutes from the 4.26.21 meeting were presented and reviewed. Commissioner McGan
moved to approve the minutes as submitted. The motion was seconded by Commissioner
Yeager and it carried.
The commission then took up the agenda as follows:
1) Old Business
a) None
2) New Business
a) Case #2038RZ DeSoto Commons Rezoning (Request to revise approximately 33 acres
in the PUD from Commercial to Planned Commercial/Industrial, located at the
intersection of Nail and Highway 51)
b) Case #2040VA Variance Lot 16 Center Street Industrial
c) Case #2041SD Ravenwood F (Final Approval 51 lots)
d) Case #2043AP Title Cash (1905 Goodman, Suite 105) Appeal of classification as
Short-Term Lender (Note: Applicant applied for unspecified variance. Interim Director
determined that the request should be an appeal of the classification of short-term
lender. Applicant was advised to submit such appeal, but no request was forthcoming.
Consequently, It is my opinion that this matter should not be heard.)

New Business

ITEM 2a): Bob Barber introduced and presented the following case:
CASE NO.:
PROJECT:
ADDRESS:
51
APPLICANT:
DATE:

#2038RZ – Amendment to DeSoto Commons PUD
Rezoning of a portion of the DeSoto Commons PUD from Commercial
to Corporate-Planned Industrial (Approximately 32 Acres)
Unaddressed Parcels near Northeast corner of Nail Road and Highway
(Tax Parcel# 1088340400000200)
Prewitt Services LLC
4.26.21
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BACKGROUND:

NORTH
EAST
SOUTH
WEST

SITE CONTEXT
CURRENT ZONING
CURRENT USE
Hopper Drive, DeSoto
DeSoto Commons PUD
County School Board
DeSoto Commons PUD
Vacant
Vacant
Commercial, Highway
Commercial, Highway
51
51

PLAN DESIGNATION

1. Applicant purchased the land from the City of Horn Lake in 2020.
2. The applicant is requesting rezoning of the property from Rezoning of a portion of
the DeSoto Commons PUD from Commercial to Corporate-Planned Industrial
(Approximately 32 Acres).
3. The expressed purpose of the rezoning is to allow for small industrial user.
4. Property is currently vacant and a part of the DeSoto Commons PUD.
5. In addition to the change of use request, the applicant is requesting that an
amendment to the architectural standards contained in the PUD to allow for “metal
clad” buildings in the area of the rezoning.
6. The burden is on the applicant to demonstrate the following:
ARTICLE X. - APPLICATIONS
B. - Rezoning/Amendments.
5. An applicant for amendment of the Official Zoning Map shall have the
responsibility to demonstrate the appropriateness of the change based on the
following criteria:
a. How the proposed amendment would conform to the Comprehensive Plan and
its related elements, as provided under Section 17-1-9 of the Mississippi Code
of 1972, As Amended.
b. Why the existing zone district classification of the property in question is
inappropriate or improper.
c. What major economic, physical, or social changes, if any, have occurred in the
vicinity of the property in question that were not anticipated by the
Comprehensive Plan and have substantially altered the basic character of the
area, which make the proposed amendment to the Official Zoning Map
appropriate.
d. Demonstrate the Public Need for the proposed zone district amendment.
STAFF COMMENTS:
1. If approved, site will be subject to the following by separate application:
a. Final Subdivision Approval
b. Site Plan Approval including landscape, site layout and architectural
requirements
2. After recommendation of the planning commission, the applicant shall proceed to the
Board of Aldermen for final action.
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: None other than above report.
MEETING DISCUSSION: The Chairman called for representation. Mr. Henry Minor with
Kimley Horn came forward to represent the application. He stated that the area had changes
with the recent amendment to accommodate Core 5 and the applicant would like to extend
the potential industrial uses to the west. He stated that there was a growing need for small
scale industrial uses in the area.
The Chairman then asked for any public comment. Mr. Francis Miller came forward in
support of the application.
There being no further discussion, the Chairman called for Commission action.
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ACTION: Andrew Yeager stated that based on the information presented, he believed
applicant has met the burden of proof by demonstrating sufficient change and the
neighborhood and public need for the rezoning. He then moved to recommend approval to
the mayor and Board of Aldermen. Ms. Vidal seconded, and the motion carried unanimously.
Exhibit #1 - Current Zoning Map
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AGENDA ITEM 2b): Bob Barber introduced and presented the following case:
CASE NO.:
PROJECT:
ADDRESS:
APPLICANT:
DATE:

#2040VA Variance Lot 16 Center Street Industrial
Variance request for 1’7” Encroachment into the Side Yard
Northeast corner of Nail and Hurt Roads
(Tax Parcel# 1088340400000200)
Nick Kruenan, Civil Link
5.24.21

BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION:

1. The applicant is requesting a reduction in the required 10’ side yard setback to 8’3” to allow
for a building addition.
2. Based on the survey, the original construction encroaches in the required side yard by the
same distance.

The Planning Commission may grant a variance based findings of fact related to the following criteria:
From Article X of the Zoning Ordinance:

A variance from the terms of this Ordinance shall not be granted unless the Planning
Commission makes findings based upon evidence presented to it as follows:
1. That special conditions and circumstances exist which are peculiar to the land, structure,
or building involved and which are not applicable to other lands, structures, or buildings in
the same district.
2. 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 terms of this
ordinance.
3. That special conditions and circumstances do not result from the actions of the applicant.
4. That granting the variance requested will not confer on the applicant any special privilege
that is denied by this ordinance to other lands, structures, or buildings in the same district.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
None other than above report.
MEETING DISCUSSION: The Chair called for representation. The applicant was not present.
Mr. Barber stated that the variance was a simple one and that the applicant might have
confused the meeting times since the meeting was moved due to Memorial Day. Mr. Barber
stated that variance met the criteria in his opinion.
The Chairman called for comment. Francis Miller appeared and stated that if the applicant
didn’t care enough to be present, that the application shouldn’t be heard.
The Chairman asked the Commission how it wished to proceed.
ACTION: Janice Vidal stated that based on the information presented she believed the that the
variance criteria have been met and there was no need to hold the matter up over a few inches. She
then moved to grant the request. Andrew Yeager seconded, and the motion carried.
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AGENDA ITEM 2c): Bob Barber introduced and presented the following case:
CASE NO.:
PROJECT:
ADDRESS:
APPLICANT:
DATE:

2041SD Ravenwood F Final Subdivision Approval
Final Subdivision Application
North of Nail, West of Horn Lake Road
Chambliss Homes
5.24.21

BACKGROUND DISCUSSION:
1. The Ravenwood Planned Unit Development was originally approved in 1990 in
DeSoto County.
2. The PUD was amended after annexation into the City
3. The subject property consists of 16.05 acres and is zoned PUD.
4. There are a number of agreements made in the PUD amendment of 2003. The entire
record is attached for reference. It is assumed that all these agreements are valid.
5. There is no HOA for the development
Plat requirements listed in the ordinance are as follows:
a) Location sketch map showing relationship of site to township, range, section and part
of sections.
b) North Arrow, graphic scale and date
c) Acreage of land to be subdivided
d) Contours at vertical intervals of not more than two feet
e) Areas subject to periodic inundation (100 year flood elevation)
f) Location of existing property lines, streets, buildings, water courses, zoning
classifications, and other existing features within the area to be subdivided and similar
information regarding existing conditions of adjacent land.
g) Location of existing and proposed streets, alleys or access easements, including rightsof-way width, streets names.
h) Proposed lot lines, lot numbers and lot layout
i) Minimum building set-back lines
j) Location of easements, width and purpose
k) Proposed use of all land in the subdivision including any reserved areas
l) Proposals for sewer and water service shown as a note on plat and any accompanying
documentation from appropriate agencies
m) Title under which the proposed subdivision is to be recorded, and the name and
Mississippi registration number of the engineer, registered land surveyor, planner and
subdivider platting
n) Subdivider's proposal for construction of improvements.
STAFF COMMENTS:
1. Any approval is subject to standard conditions contained in the Subdivision Ordinance
(required public improvements, platting, recording, bonding, approval of civil drawing
and construction drawings.
2. After recommendation of the planning commission, the applicant shall proceed to the
Board of Aldermen for final action.
3. Restrictive covenants have not been submitted and should be provided with recording
4. Any approval is subject to engineer’s final review and infrastructure requirements
5. Previous agreements should be fulfilled prior to recording
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: None other than the above report
MEETING DISCUSSION.
Mr. Ben Smith appeared as representative of the application. He stated that the recreational
fee had been paid in 2003. He requested sidewalks be on only one side of the street. He
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agreed that the homes would be a minimum of 1500 square feet heated. He stated that they
would improve Nail Road as required by the City Engineer.
After discussion, Andrew Yeager moved to approve the application subject to staff conditions
and verification that all agreements had been met. The motion was seconded by Ms. Vidal
and it carried.
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Agreements from 2003 Meeting

12

a) Case #2043AP Title Cash (1905 Goodman, Suite 105) Appeal of classification as
Short-Term Lender (Note: Applicant applied for unspecified variance. Interim Director
determined that the request should be an appeal of the classification of short-term
lender. Applicant was advised to submit such appeal, but no request was forthcoming.
Consequently, It is my opinion that this matter should not be heard.)
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AGENDA ITEM 2d): Bob Barber introduced and presented the following case:
CASE NO.:

Case #2043AP Title Cash (1905 Goodman, Suite 105)
Appeal of classification as Short-Term Lender

Mr. Barber stated that the applicant had occupied a building zoned C-4 as a Short-Tern
Lender. Short-Term Lenders are not permitted in C-4. Cash Depot and it had applied for a
variance, but the application was incomplete, submitted after the deadline, and there was
nothing from which to seek a variance. Mr. Barber stated that in his opinion, the request
should be an appeal of the classification of short-term lender. Applicant was advised to
submit such appeal, but no request was forthcoming.
The Chairman asked if anyone was present on the matter. Mr. Roy Hutchison, 1904 Rosebery
Drive in Scottsboro, Alabama and Mitzi Cosby of Boonville, Mississippi both appeared to
address the item. They stated that they had received a privilege license from the City and
thought that meant they were approved.
Mr. Barber stated that a privilege license did not overrule the way property is zoned.
After discussion, the Chairman stated that the applicant had basically three options. They
could move to a properly zoned location, seek to have the current property rezoned, or
officially appeal their status as a short term-term lender. The Commission has nothing to act
on at this meeting.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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