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MINUTES
VILLAGE OF WILLIAMSVILLE
PLANNING BOARD MEETING
August 4, 2025
7:30 PM

MEMBER ROLL CALL
	Name
	Organization
	Title
	Status

	Colleen Leiker
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Absent

	Walter Pacer
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present

	Thomas Petrocelli
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present

	Wesley Stone
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present

	Catherine Waterman-Kulpa
	Village of Williamsville
	Chairperson
	Present

	David Vitka
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present



OTHER ATTENDEES
	Name
	Organization
	Title
	Status

	Carol Boeck
	Village of Williamsville
	Building & Zoning Clerk
	Present

	Jeffrey Hahn
	Village of Williamsville
	Liaison
	Present

	Chip Greico
	Bond, Schoeneck & King
	Village Attorney
	Present

	Gary Palumbo
	Town of Amherst
	ZEO/Town of Amherst Planning
	Present

	Sophie Kephart
	Village of Williamsville
	Community Development
	Present



The meeting opened at 7:30 p.m. with the pledge of allegiance.
MINUTES APPROVAL
Member Petrocelli made a motion to approve June 2 , 2025, minutes. The motion was seconded by Member Stone.  Ayes 5, Noes 0, Absent Member Leiker.
RESULT: 	MOTION PASSED (UNANIMOUS)
MOVER:	Petrocelli, Member
SECONDER: 	Stone, Member
AYES:		Pacer, Vitka, Waterman-Kulpa
Motion passed: 5-0

NEW BUSINESS
2025-PB-08 – 27 Evans
Applicant Cheryl Gill at 27 Evans request fence permit – submitted updated information on day of Planning Board meeting with survey and photos of fence style, finish and location.
Motion to approve by Member Stone seconded by Member Pacer with the following clarifications.  That the approved fence shall be located along the north and east property lines highlighted on the survey attached to the application.  The 6-foot privacy fence shall be constructed of wood with clear finish as per application/photo and must continue to meet all applicable fence standards in section §112-16 Mixed Use of the Village Zoning.
[bookmark: _Hlk198725325]RESULT: 	MOTION to Approve 
MOVER:	Stone, Member
SECONDER: 	Pacer, Member
AYES:		Petrocelli, Waterman-Kulpa      Noes:  Vitka
Motion passed: 4-1

Member Pacer asked about criteria – to clarify why go to Planning board for fence permit.  ZEO Gary Palumbo stated that for Commercial property there isn’t much except prohibited materials and to come to the Planning Board.

2025-PB-09 – 20 So. Long Architectural Review
Applicant Rich Nardini, Architect with Labella Associates here to present project.  Stated that they are not the original designers of the building.  There was a building permit issued, and building was under construction.  When they saw it was under construction and had full set of documents for the permit, they never pursued looking at what was approved by Planning Board.  They based drawings on full set of construction drawings they received.  Once given approved drawings from the Building Department, we understand why you are frustrated with it.  Project paused and sat when Covid hit.  Labella was contacted to restart as owner has a buyer that wants to purchase it.  Building permits have expired.  Started with updated drawings because of a new building code and filed for a building permit.  At the time, not seeing the drawings that were presented to you - what you see in red (refer to plans submitted for 8/4/25 Meeting) is the only thing they thought was really different – 2nd and 3rd floor residential part in red there is a building to the north that was left on the property that is about in line with that red section you see.  We would be responsible for reinforcing their roof for snow drift.  We did a study that determined what we had to do was expensive, so we decided to take whole mass and forward 13 feet.  That is what we thought was the biggest difference.  
Board members discussed with Applicant where they wanted to go from here, after hearing some concerns, and stating previous details that were part of the original approval (2018) over multiple meetings.  They are considering this a Sketch Plan, Applicant responded that they could make it happen requested to address the changes.  Applicant would like to go through changes that were pointed out.
Per Attorney C. Grieco – Would like to resolve this issue, but really want to avoid any ambiguity about what is getting approved and that is super hard to do without actual drawings 
Per G. Palumbo – Suggest to Applicants to call out what they see as the changes.  We need to agree on what is different from plans the PB approved in 2018.  Original architects back then took the approval and developed full set of construction drawings and got those approved by the then building inspector at the time.  
Need to explain what has changed, what is different from plans that the planning board approved, which would include the conditions and modifications.  
Board states that south elevation plans approved brick work with stone sills, others are mimicking those steel shutters on the SE – not actual windows on the property line.  Brickwork to simulate windows with sills like they are filled in windows and to create more shutter situations.
Doors on S. Long were important – two of those units were to look like Townhouses.  Building mass study was done by JSB Architects.  Main Street massing in the middle with red brick and then set back portion looks like a building behind it but then see this vertical portion with nice detail.  Red brownstone looking big section with lots of windows when coming down S. Long.  Across the street are 1.5 story buildings so this is a tall building compared to those.  So, we were trying to take all this into account when looking at how to respect the late 1800 buildings.  Mansard roofs on the townhouses call out to some buildings in the area.  Looking for a multi-building look.  
Mansard roof part important, looks like it’s not another story looks like a 3-story building.
Applicant response to Mansard roof statement: structural drawings by the previous architect were not structurally feasible and went away as it could not be supported the way it was, they had it going over the property line.  Made the decision to get rid of it.  
Board members concerned about the height of the building.  Design has always been four stories, originally presented as roof gardens on the corners that made it look like three stories with offset four story building – now has four story building.  Board wants to know about proposal for fourth story.  Board mentioned an expectation to have green space on roof.  Board would like to have it look like townhouses.  States that many details are missing from what was originally approved.  
Board Requests that renderings and elevations are coordinated – sees things that are not aligned, counted 12 apartments on 1st design and then 13 on the second.  


Discrepancy between the permit construction documents approved by the Town of Amherst Building department.  Which is way different than the site plan documents from the Planning Board.


Per Gary Palumbo the site plan differences 
Driveway appears to be the same location – but building has changed on the inside that bulb-out is lost and the landscape is lost.  The door to parking is in different spot, number of handicapped spots is different now, but needs a loading area.  Another big change is loss of grass panel between road and sidewalk, building footprints is a bit wider now. One more key site plan change is the 1st floor units no longer have doors they now are windows.  
Options are to find how to get closer to original plan 
Articulate changes that were made.  Revert back to original plan or provide justification for deviation. 
It was important to look like standalone buildings with other buildings in the background.  It was those two brick buildings, it was the Mansard roof with two story livable space on the third floor.  It was the red brick building, and it was that building pushed back where we just see a sliver of fenestration.     Planning Board would revert back to brick and have three different kinds of brick.  Fourth story should not be on whole building and if that is the wrong direction for this project.  If want to propose a four-story building, that would be a different project.  Look to soften some of the colors that were a change from what was approved as they trying to attempt to be respectful of some of the historical properties.  
20 S. Long is contiguous according to State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) with that property and that has SEQR implications.  Which may be a change from 2018 to now.  Section design standard 112-16.F(3)(a) which effectively states you have to fit the traditional architecture of the Village even when you are building a contemporary building.  Which this was accomplished in the original plans with the Mansard roof/brick building.  
 Suggested to look at video of meeting on YouTube to get information on and send in two weeks before the next meeting.



 







RESULT: 	MOTION to Table
MOVER:	Waterman-Kulpa, Chair
SECONDER: 	Vitka, Member
AYES:		Petrocelli, Stone           RECUSED:  Pacer



ADJOURNMENT 
Chair Waterman-Kulpa made a motion to adjourn. The motion was seconded by Member Stone and carried. Ayes 4, Noes 0.
RESULT: ADJOURNED
The Planning and Architectural Review meeting of August 4, 2025, was adjourned at 8:46 pm.
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