
 

 

AGENDA 
GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

 February 6, 2025  
5:30 PM 

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

     1. Approval of Minutes from December 5, 2024 
      

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

     
1. Consider a request for a four-foot five-inch (4’5”) variance to side yard setback 

requirements for an accessory building in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District. 8216 Meadowdale Drive, (GPC #25-01-VAR) 

      

     
2. Consider a request for a Special Exception that would allow a tiny home transitional living 

development in an AG Agricultural Zoning District. Carter Road, PID #85298083.000, 
(GPC #25-02-SE) 

      

     3. Consider a request for a one thousand five (1005) square foot variance for 10 dwellings in 
an AG Agricultural Zoning District. Carter Road, PID #85298083.000, (GPC #25-03-VAR) 

      
VIII. GENERAL DISCUSSION 
    

     1. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 
      

     2. PERMIT & TRC REPORTS  
      

IX. ADJOURN 



 

 

    
 
 

 



  

 

DECEMBER 5, 2024  
GAUTIER, MISSISSIPPI 

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

The City of Gautier, Mississippi, was held on December 5, 2024, at 5:30 PM in the 
Council Chambers of the Gautier Municipal Building at 3330 Highway 90, Gautier, 
Mississippi. 

 
Commission Members present were: Chairman Kay C. Jamison, 

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

 

        
 

AGENDA 

GAUTIER PLANNING COMMISSION 

DECEMBER 5, 2024 

5:30 P.M. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II.  PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE (VOLUNTEER) 

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES (NOVEMBER 7, 2024) 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

(MATTERS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION NOT LISTED ON THE 
AGENDA) 

 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
 

1. Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front yard 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1715 Piney 

Lane, (GPC #24-52-VAR) 



 

2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Cigar 

Lounge with a Bar in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 3880 

Gautier Vancleave Road, Suite #9, (GPC #24-53-CU) 

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

 

 

 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the Agenda. 

 

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

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

Motion Passed  
 

 
 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to approve the November 7, 2024, minutes. 
 
Commissioner Hudson seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

AYES:   Kay C. Jamison  
   Josh Ward 
   Maurice Hudson 
   William Davis  

 
 ABSENT:  DeAnna McManus 
    Chris Hoover 
    Ricky Decoteau 
       
  
   
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 one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front yard in a 

R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1715 Piney Lane, 

(GPC #24-52-VAR) 

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

Commissioners that the applicant had received a one-foot (1’) height variance for a fence 

in his front yard a couple of months ago. The applicant has decided he would like to 

modify the original variance and extend the fence to the front property line. Mr. Ankerson 

wanted to bring the request back to the Planning Commission because of the change in 

the location of the fence. 

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Roger Dulcich for a one-foot (1’) 
variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1715 Piney Lane, PID #85440148.000 (GPC #24-52-VAR). The 
application fee of $175 was paid on October 18, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
On September 17, 2024, the City Council approved a one-foot (1’) variance to fence 
height requirements in a front yard for the applicant. The applicant would like to change 
the location of the fence that was approved in September and place it closer to the front 
and secondary front property lines than was originally approved. Per the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO), fences shall not exceed four feet in height within a 
designated front yard. The applicant will need a 1’ variance to fence height in a front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front and secondary 
front yard. Although he was previously approved for a one-foot (1’) height variance for a 
fence in his front and secondary front yard, the approval was based on the location 
presented at the September meetings of the Planning Commission and City Council. 



 

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

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

The UDO defines Hardship as: 
 

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

UDO SECTION 4.18:  Variance 

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

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

4.18.1 Who May Initiate 

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

4.18.2 Application for Variance  

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

 
 



4.18.3 Administrative Variances 

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

 

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

B. 30% of required setbacks from property lines 
 

4.18.4 Criteria for Approval 

The Variance application shall demonstrate the following: 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present his case.  
 
Roger Dulcich, the applicant, said he wanted to change the location of the fence that 
was approved in September. It would be the same fence, he just wanted to bring it out 
further to the property line.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked Mr. Dulcich if he still intended to keep the angle at the corner. 
 
Mr. Dulcich said he was going to keep the angle only it would be a little closer to the 
property line.  
 



 

Commissioner Davis asked Mr. Ankerson if a fence that was over four feet (4’) high, in 
a secondary front yard, was required to meet a twenty-five feet (25’) setback per the UDO. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said that secondary front yard requirements did not apply to fences, only 
for accessory structures. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked if Mr. Dulcich was still going to use the same fencing as 
presented at the September meeting. 
 
Mr. Dulcich replied that he was still using the same fencing. 
 
Commissioner Davis noted the applicant’s drawing showed the property line in front to 
be eighteen feet (18’) from the road. 
 
Mr. Dulcich said that was correct. 
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Chairman Jamison made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
variance as presented and ensure that the same conditions as the previous variance still 
apply.  
 
Commissioner Ward seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 
 

 
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 
  Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 

   William Davis  

    

   

  ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 

    Chris Hoover 

    Ricky Decoteau 

    

    

Motion passed. 
 
 
 
 

2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Cigar Lounge 

with a Bar in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 3880 Gautier 

Vancleave Road, Suite #9, (GPC #24-53-CU) 

 

 



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

the applicant was asking for a cigar lounge which would not require a Conditional Use 

but since he wanted to serve alcohol it would have to be considered a bar which does 

require a Conditional Use.  

REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Josh Rose and Courtney Sangster 
dba Voodoo Cigar Lounge, LLC for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Cigar 
Lounge with a Bar in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at 3880 Gautier 
Vancleave Road, Suite #9. PID #82435010.050 (GPC #24-53-CU) The application fee of 
$250 was paid on October 30, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial.   

 
1. Location: 3880 Gautier Vancleave Road, Suite #9, PID #82435010.050 

(See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area: Approximately 1.87 Acres 
  

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

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

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 

Staff Finding: Yes. Bar or Tavern is listed as a Conditional Use-Major in a C-2 

Community Commercial District.  

 

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

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

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

plans. 

 

Applicant Response: Google image attached. No changes proposed. 

 



 

Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a C-2 zoning district with a Major 
Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary to help 
the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity.    
 

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

 

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

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

  

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

Explain. 

 

Applicant Response: No. We hope to bring more traffic from the public that will 

benefit surrounding business. 

 

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 current utilities and public services are able to 

accommodate. 

 

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: We hope to add an additional hospitality based business to 

our City of Gautier. 

 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

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

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

nuisances?  Explain.  

 



Applicant Response: Smoke eaters to be installed in order to assist in alleviating 

lingering cigar smoke. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

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

 

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 
Chairman Jamison asked the applicant to present the case. 
 



 

Josh Rose, one of the applicants, said they are wanting to have a cigar lounge with a 
bar. He said the total area of the suite is about 1000 square feet with about 250 square 
feet of that being upstairs. They are looking to do a four person “belly up” bar with a 
limited drink menu. Each drink would accompany a specific cigar, like a paring. This would 
allow people to come in and lounge and have their cigars with a drink. Mr. Rose said he 
thought the ATF and ABC would only allow them to be open until 10:00 PM. He said 
because they would be in a resort area, they might have different hours. Once ABC and 
ATF make their inspections, they will tell him what the restrictions on hours of operation 
will be.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if there would be any kind of music or bands. 
 
Mr. Rose said there would be no bands, no pool tables, no dart boards, no foosball tables. 
Nothing of that nature.  
 
Commissioner Davis stated that the Fire Department would have a limit on their 
capacity. He asked if Mr. Rose knew the capacity limit for the space. 
 
Mr. Rose said he thought the limit was about 56 people, but there was no way they could 
sit that many. He thought their maximum would be about 22 people.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked if there would be tables upstairs also. 
 
Mr. Rose said they were going to have a larger round table upstairs with nice chairs 
geared more towards meetings.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked what Mr. Rose how he would handle it if they were full, with 
22 people, and others were wanting to come in. Would he turn them away or what? 
Mr. Rose said if that were to start happening, they would probably have a waiting list or 
reservation list. 
 
Commissioner Davis clarified that he was wondering if they would have people hanging 
around outside waiting for a seat if the lounge was full. 
 
Mr. Rose said that would not happen. 
 
Commissioner Hudson said he was concerned with the parking. He asked if the parking 
for the lounge would work with the other businesses there.  
 
Mr. Rose said there was overflow parking just to the south of the space he would be 
located in.  
 
Chairman Jamison asked what time Mr. Rose planned to open the cigar lounge. She 
noted that the other business usually close around 5:00 or 6:00 PM. 
 
Mr. Rose said he planned to open around 3:00 PM.  
 
Commissioner Ward said his biggest concern was whether there were any letters sent 
to the city in objection to the request. 
 
 



Babs Logan, Planning Technician, advised that she had not received any objections or 
questions regarding the request. 
 
Mr. Ankerson asked if letters went to just the property owner or did they also go to the 
separate renters in the shopping centers. 
 
Ms. Logan said that letters were sent to the owner of the shopping center and everyone 
within 250 feet of the property, which included many residences in the area. They were 
not sent to the individual businesses within the shopping center. The UDO only requires 
that notification be sent to property owners listed on the Jackson County Mapping 
Website. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked what the plan was for ventilation because he has been 
places with cigar shops next door and the smoke blends over to the other businesses. 
He asked how Mr. Rose planned to stop that from happening. 
 
Mr. Rose said the way that you mitigate that correctly is with a smoke eater. This is a 
filtration system that utilizes multistage filtration and UV lights, like what you would find in 
a hospital to stabilize the air. The cigar smoke stays within the lounge. It is pulled into the 
unit, filtered, and expelled back into the building. This is not generally a requirement for 
a cigar lounge, but the owner of the building is requiring something to take care of the 
smoke from the cigars. 
 
Commissioner Ward asked Mr. Ankerson if there were any ventilation requirements for 
the smoke absorber. 
 
Mr. Ankerson said Mr. Rose would have to turn in mechanical plans that would show 
what kind of ventilation was needed per his engineer. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked if he planned to be open 7 days a week and would he allow 
cigarette smoking besides the cigars. 
 
Mr. Rose said he did not plan on being open 7 days a week. It would probably be closed 
on Sundays and Mondays. He said he didn’t plan on allowing cigarette smoking. Most 
people don’t go to a cigar lounge unless they plan on smoking cigars because it is a very 
traditional, old-school kind of thing, and you usually smoke a pipe or cigars. 
 
Chairman Jamison asked about employees other than bartenders. She also asked if 
there would be security or cameras. 
 
Mr. Rose said there would just be a bartender, and there would absolutely be cameras.  
 
Commissioner Hudson asked Mr. Ankerson what the rule was about leaving a bar with 
alcohol in a cup, etc.  
 
Mr. Ankerson said the Council had just approved for this to be a Leisure District. He said 
there are regulations as to what you can leave with. It can’t be in a glass, and it can only 
be a certain number of ounces. Also, most places are not going to want to let you in with 
something you bought at another establishment. He advised that the Minutes from the 
last Council meeting have all the regulations for the Leisure District if anyone wanted to 
see exactly what they were. 



 

 
Mr. Rose said as far as leaving his establishment with drinks, it would have to be 
something his employees would be comfortable with. He would definitely not want 
someone leaving his bar with a drink if they seemed drunk.  
 
There were none in attendance speaking in opposition of the request. 
 
 ACTION TAKEN: 
 
Commissioner Ward made a motion to recommend that City Council approve the 
Conditional Use – Major with the requirements that ventilation is met by a licensed 
engineer, and that smoke containment is in place. 
 
Chairman Jamison seconded the motion, and the following vote was recorded: 

   
AYES: Kay C. Jamison 

Josh Ward 
  Maurice Hudson 

William Davis   
 
 

  ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 
    Chris Hoover  
    Ricky Decoteau 
 
 
       
Motion passed. 
 
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  

 
A. PREVIOUS CASE UPDATES 

Mr. Ankerson advised Commissioners that City Council had approved both cases from 
the November meeting.  
 

B. PERMIT & TRC REPORT 

Mr. Ankerson told Commissioners the November monthly report was not completed in 
time for the meeting and would be emailed to them upon completion.  
 
 
 

Commissioner Ward made a motion to adjourn the meeting. 

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

 

 



  AYES:  Kay C. Jamison 

    Josh Ward 

    Maurice Hudson 

    William Davis  

     

  ABSENT: DeAnna McManus 

    Chris Hoover 

    Ricky Decoteau 

       

 

Motion Passed. 

 

APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ____________________ 

Scott Ankerson 

Planning Director/Building Official 

 

 

 

 

 

______________________________________ DATE: ________________ 

Kay C. Jamison, Chairman 

Gautier Planning Commission 
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Gautier Planning Commission 

Regular Meeting Agenda 

December 5, 2024 

GPC #24-52-VAR 

1715 Piney Lane 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

1. Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front yard 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District. 1715 Piney 

Lane, (GPC #24-52-VAR) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  November 19, 2024  
 
Subject: Consider a request for a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front yard 

in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential Zoning District at 1715 
Piney Lane, (GPC #24-52-VAR) 

    
        

 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Roger Dulcich for a one-foot (1’) 
variance to fence height in a front yard in a R-1 Low Density Single-Family Residential 
Zoning District at 1715 Piney Lane, PID #85440148.000 (GPC #24-52-VAR). The 
application fee of $175 was paid on October 18, 2024. All public notice requirements have 
been met.  

 
BACKGROUND:  
 
On September 17, 2024, the City Council approved a one-foot (1’) variance to fence 
height requirements in a front yard for the applicant. The applicant would like to change 
the location of the fence that was approved in September and place it closer to the front 
and secondary front property lines than was originally approved. Per the Unified 
Development Ordinance (UDO), fences shall not exceed four feet in height within a 
designated front yard. The applicant will need a 1’ variance to fence height in a front yard. 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The applicant is asking for a one-foot (1’) variance to fence height in a front and secondary 
front yard. Although he was previously approved for a one-foot (1’) height variance for a 
fence in his front and secondary front yard, the approval was based on the location 
presented at the September meetings of the Planning Commission and City Council. 
 
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 

 December 5, 2024  

GPC #24-53-CU 

Josh Rose & Courtney Sangster 

dba 

Voodoo Cigar Lounge, LLC 

3880 Gautier Vancleave Road, Suite #9 

 

 

 
VII. NEW BUSINESS  
 

2. Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Cigar Lounge 

with a Bar in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 3880 Gautier 

Vancleave Road, Suite #9, (GPC #24-53-CU) 

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

  



 

CITY OF GAUTIER 
STAFF REPORT 

 
To:  Chairman and Members, Planning Commission 
 
From:  Scott Ankerson, Planning Director 
 
Date:  November 20, 2024 
 
Subject:  Consider a request for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Cigar 

Lounge with a Bar in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District. 3880 
Gautier Vancleave Road, Suite #9. (GPC #24-53-CU) 

 
 
REQUEST: 
 
The Planning Department has received a request from Josh Rose and Courtney Sangster 
dba Voodoo Cigar Lounge, LLC for a Conditional Use-Major that would allow a Cigar 
Lounge with a Bar in a C-2 Community Commercial Zoning District at 3880 Gautier 
Vancleave Road, Suite #9. PID #82435010.050 (GPC #24-53-CU) The application fee of 
$250 was paid on October 30, 2024. All public notice requirements have been met.  
 
BACKGROUND:  
 
The request property is zoned C-2 Community Commercial.   

 
1. Location: 3880 Gautier Vancleave Road, Suite #9, PID #82435010.050 

(See Exhibit A) 
 

2. General features of the proposed project: 
Total Area: Approximately 1.87 Acres 
  

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

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

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

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

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

Zoning District? 
 
Applicant Response: Yes. 
 



Staff Finding: Yes. Bar or Tavern is listed as a Conditional Use-Major in a C-2 

Community Commercial District.  

 

2. Describe how the project is compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity relative to (a) density, bulk and intensity of structures, (b) parking, and (c) 
other uses.  Please attach parking plan, site plan, architectural rendering or other 
plans. 
 

Applicant Response: Google image attached. No changes proposed. 

 
Staff Finding: The proposed use is allowed in a C-2 zoning district with a Major 
Conditional Use. Special conditions may be imposed if deemed necessary to help 
the proposed use be more compatible with the character of development in the 
vicinity.    
 

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

 

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

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

  

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

Applicant Response: No. We hope to bring more traffic from the public that will 

benefit surrounding business. 

 

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 current utilities and public services are able to 

accommodate. 

 

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: We hope to add an additional hospitality based business to 

our City of Gautier. 

 



 

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

future land use of this property.     

 

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

Applicant Response: Smoke eaters to be installed in order to assist in alleviating 

lingering cigar smoke. 

 

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

detrimental, or disturbing effect to present surrounding uses.   

  

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

Applicant Response: Yes. 

 

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

 
DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE LAW: 
 

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

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

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



The Planning Commission may:  
 
1. Recommend that City Council approve the Conditional Use-Major  

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

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

 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  
 

1. Applicant’s Exhibit 1 – Application 

2. City’s Exhibit A – Location Map 

3. City’s Exhibit B – Existing Zoning Map  

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

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