
 
 TOWN OF AMHERST 
 BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
 Tuesday, July 21, 2026 
  
 AGENDA 
 
 
 
6:00 PM 
 

1. Call to Order and Determination of Quorum 
 

2. Moment of Silence  
 

3. Confirmation of Minutes from June 23, 2026  
 

4. Hearing of Appeal for Steve and Jerry Martin  
 

- Staff Presentation 
- Appellant Presentation 
- Discussion and Questions 
- Decision 

 
5. Adjournment   
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Town of Amherst 
Board of Zoning Appeals 

 
 
A meeting of the Town of Amherst Board of Zoning Appeals was called to order by Town 
Manager Sara E. McGuffin at 6:00 P.M. on June 23, 2026, in the Council Chambers of the Town 
Hall at 174 S. Main Street.   
 
Town Manager McGuffin noted that a quorum was present as follows and asked for a moment of 
silence.   

P June Driskill P R. A. “Tony” Robertson 
P Shannan Carter  Vacant 
P Ventris Gibson   

 
Town Manager Sara McGuffin, and Clerk of Council Vicki Hunt, were also present. 

Town Manager McGuffin called for nominations for Chairperson. A nomination was made by  
Ms. Driskill for R. A. “Tony” Robertson. Hearing no other nominations for Chairperson, the 
nominations were closed.  R. A. “Tony” Robertson was elected Chairperson by a vote of 4-0 as 
follows:  

June Driskill Aye Ventris Gibson Aye 
Shannon Carter Aye R. A. “Tony” Robertson Aye 
  Vacant  

 

Town Manager McGuffin turned the meeting over to Chairperson Robertson. 
 
The Chair called for nominations for Vice Chairperson. A nomination was made by Mr. 
Robertson for Shannon Carter. Hearing no other nominations for Vice Chairperson, the 
nominations were closed. Shannon Carter was elected Vice Chairperson  by a vote of 4-0 as 
follows:  

June Driskill Aye Ventris Gibson Aye 
Shannon Carter Aye R. A. “Tony” Robertson Aye 
  Vacant  

 
Mr. Robertson made a motion that was seconded by Ms. Carter to approve the minutes of the 
March 10, 2025, meeting.   
 
There being no discussion, the motion carried 4-0 according to the following: 

June Driskill Aye Ventris Gibson Aye 
Shannon Carter Aye R. A. “Tony” Robertson Aye 
  Vacant  
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Appeal of Bill Lane (Hurt & Proffitt) on Decision of Zoning Administrator of Violation of 
Town Code Section 24-477 (a) 3 Front Yard related to Amherst Woods Townhomes Project 
 
Town Manager McGuffin presented the appeal filed by Bill Lane of Hurt & Proffitt regarding 
the interpretation of the front yard setback requirements for the proposed townhouse 
development. A determination was made by the Zoning Administrator that Town Code Section 
24-477 (a) 3. requires a minimum ten-foot setback measured from the building façade to the 
adjacent common area and that several units did not meet this requirement. The applicant 
contended that the sidewalk should be included within the required front yard area. Staff 
acknowledged that the ordinance language is unclear but determined that the HOA-maintained 
sidewalk constitutes a common area and that the setback must be measured from the edge of the 
sidewalk to the building façade. Based on this interpretation, portions of the proposed layout do 
not comply with the Town Code. Staff further noted that the ordinance would benefit from 
clarification and that changes necessary to achieve compliance could negatively affect the 
development design. 
 
Upon the timely appeal of the Zoning Administrator's decision by Bill Lane of Hurt & Proffitt, a 
hearing was held. Staff reiterated that the ordinance language regarding the required front yard 
setback is unclear and noted that the sidewalk is located on property owned by the development, 
though it will be maintained by the Homeowners Association. 
 
Staff did not make a recommendation to the Board but outlined the following options for 
consideration: (1) uphold the Zoning Administrator's determination requiring a minimum ten-
foot setback between the front of the townhouse and the sidewalk; (2) determine that the 
sidewalk is not part of the "common area" and allow the sidewalk area to be included within the 
required setback; or (3) determine that only a portion of the sidewalk may be included in 
calculating the required setback. 
 
Joel Hartman of Hurt & Proffitt, Bill Lane of Hurt & Proffitt, and Terry Morcom of Morcom 
Homes, were present to make statements and to answer questions.  
 
After discussion, Ms. Driskill made a motion, seconded by Mr. Robertson, to determine that the 
sidewalk is not a part of the “common area” and that a one-foot portion of the sidewalk may be 
included in calculating the required front yard setback. 
 
The motion carried 4-0 according to the following: 

June Driskill Aye Ventris Gibson Aye 
Shannon Carter Aye R. A. “Tony” Robertson Aye 
  Vacant  

 
Mr. Robertson made a motion that was seconded by Ms. Driskill to convene a future meeting to 
further discuss the appeal of Steve and Jerry Martin on Decision of Zoning Administrator of 
Violation of the  Sign Ordinance related to Martin’s Paint and Body Shop. 
 
The motion carried 4-0 according to the following: 
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June Driskill Aye Ventris Gibson Aye 
Shannon Carter Aye R. A. “Tony” Robertson Aye 
  Vacant  

 
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 6:40 P.M.  
 

 
____________________________________     
R. A. “Tony” Robertson, Chairperson  
 
 

ATTEST: __________________________________                      
                  Secretary    



  TOWN OF AMHERST 
P.O. Box 280    174 S. Main Street   Amherst, VA 24521 
Phone (434)946-7885   Fax (434)946-2087 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Respecting the past. Attending the present. Concentrating on the future. 
 

 
 

STAFF REPORT FOR APPEAL TO NOTICE OF VIOLATION  
 
DATE: January 22, 2025 
 
SECTION: 24-580 
 
PREVIOUS SECTION: 18.1-908 
 
RE: Off Premises Sign Complaint 
 
 
A zoning complaint was made on a sign on a vacant lot that pertained to a business on another 
lot.  The Sign Ordinance, both in today’s chapter, and in the 2015 version, prohibit “off-premises 
signs.”   
 
Under Section 24-580, Signs Prohibited in all sign districts,  number 7 enumerates that “off-
premises signs, other than those specifically permitted” are not allowed.  There is a section in the 
sign ordinance that describes this issue more fully: 
 

Sec. 24-573. - Signs shall pertain to the property. 

Any commercial message carried by permitted signs shall pertain to the business 
located on the same premises as the sign; or to any otherwise lawful 
noncommercial message that does not direct attention to a business operated for 
profit, or to a commodity or service for sale, provided that signs erected on 
contiguous properties with the same owner may pertain to a business located on 
any such contiguous property. Billboards and other off-premises signs are 
prohibited except as expressly permitted by this article. 
 
Contiguous properties may be across the street from one another, but they cannot be separated by 
other properties.  The allowance for a legal off-premises sign is not relevant for the Martins, as 



 

they do not have a contiguous property line between the two parcels.  Therefore, any sign on one 
parcel cannot be exempted through this Code section (map at end of report). 
 
The sign on the lot was permitted in 2015, based upon the location of a used car lot, where the 
vehicles were located on the vacant lot, and the business office was located across the street.  
The original permitted sign referenced the business, and then provided the office location with an 
arrow.  Below is the design for the original sign. 

 
Based upon the location of the car lot on the vacant lot at the time, the sign was permitted as  
relating to the business on the lot, even though the office was located across the street. 
 
At some point later, there was no longer a used car lot on the vacant lot, and the sign was 
changed to the sign below.  This sign makes no reference to a business on the lot, only the 
business across the street, and thus becomes an off-premises sign. 
 

 



 

There is no doubt that the Martins have had a sign on this property for many years.  Rior to the 
permitted sign, there was a portable sign that was used to advertise for local events and sales.  
The current sign has been present in some form since it was permitted in 2015. 
 
Based upon the complaint, and the change in the face of the sign, staff determined that the 
current sign face is illegal and a Notice of Violation was issued on November 20, 2024.  The 
Martins appealed the Notice within their thirty day timeframe to do so, and this meeting was 
scheduled. 
 
Because the sign structure was properly permitted, it is the face of the sign that is illegal.  The 
remedy for this case could be taking the sign down, or covering the face of the sign for a future 
user. 
 
Following this report is the map, the Notice of Violation and the appeal from the Martins. 
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