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MINUTES
VILLAGE OF WILLIAMSVILLE
PLANNING BOARD MEETING
September 8, 2026
7:00 PM
MEMBER ROLL CALL
	Name
	Organization
	Title
	Status

	Colleen Leiker
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present

	Walter Pacer
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Absent

	Thomas Petrocelli
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present

	Eugene Richards
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present

	Wesley Stone
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Absent

	Catherine Waterman-Kulpa
	Village of Williamsville
	Chairperson
	Present

	David Vitka
	Village of Williamsville
	Member
	Present



OTHER ATTENDEES
	Name
	Organization
	Title
	Status

	Chip Greico
	Bond, Schoeneck & King
	Village Attorney
	Present

	Carol Boeck
	Village of Williamsville
	Building & Zoning Clerk
	Present

	Jeffrey Hahn
	Village of Williamsville
	Liaison
	Present

	Steven Meyer
	Village of Williamsville
	Liaison
	Present

	Gary Palumbo
	Town of Amherst
	ZEO/TOA Planning
	Absent 



The meeting opened at 7:00 p.m. with the pledge of allegiance.
MINUTES APPROVAL
Minutes from the July 20, 2026, meeting were reviewed. Motion to approve minutes by Member Petrocelli, seconded by Member Vitka. Ayes 5, Noes 0, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	MOTION PASSED 
MOVER:	Petrocelli, Member
SECONDER: 	Vitka, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Petrocelli, Richards, Vitka, Waterman-Kulpa     
Motion passed: 5-0

OLD BUSINESS
2026-PB05A – 5630 Main Street – Site Plan and Architectural Review
The Board continued architectural review for the project at 5630 Main Street.
Presentation:
Nate Sikora, architect for Acquest Development, was present on behalf of the applicant.
The applicant presented revised architectural plans and material samples. The primary change included replacing the previously proposed stucco/EIFS material with a cementitious Hardie panel system. The revised design also continued the existing angled soffit along the west façade facing the creek and partially along the north façade.
The applicant stated that the proposed color scheme and transparency remained generally consistent with previous submissions.
West Façade / CMU:
The Board discussed the proposed removal of wood paneling from former infilled window openings along the west façade. The applicant explained that the wall has experienced movement associated with the retaining wall and that portions of the wall would be reconstructed. The former window openings would be infilled with CMU to create a continuous wall appearance.
Discussion included:
· Existing CMU and brick materials
· Removal of wood paneling at former window openings
· Reconstruction of portions of the west wall
· Consistency of materials across the façade
· Clarification of brick and CMU labels on the final architectural drawings
Transparency:
The Board discussed the 70% transparency requirement of §112-16F(3)(c) and whether the requirement applies separately to each street-facing façade or cumulatively to both façades.
The south façade previously provided approximately 35% transparency, with the revised design providing approximately 42%.
Motion to approve waiver §112-16F(3)(c) for the south façade transparency. Motion made by Chairperson Waterman-Kulpa, seconded by Member Petrocelli. Ayes 5, Noes 0, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	APPROVED 
MOVER:	Waterman-Kulpa, Chairperson
SECONDER: 	Petrocelli, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Richards, Vitka, Petrocelli, Waterman-Kulpa
ABSENT: 	Pacer, Stone

Motion passed: 5-0

The east façade provides approximately 11% transparency. The Board discussed its waiver authority and agreed that the Zoning Enforcement Officer would need to determine whether the transparency requirement applies independently to each façade or cumulatively to both façades.
Motion to approve relief from §112-16F(3)(c) based upon the cumulative transparency of the south and east façades, subject to the Zoning Enforcement Officer’s interpretation. If the façades are required to comply separately, the applicant will be required to seek the necessary relief from the Zoning Board of Appeals or revise the plans accordingly. 
Motion made by Chairperson Waterman-Kulpa, seconded by Member Vitka. Ayes 5, Noes 0, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	APPROVED 
MOVER:	Waterman-Kulpa, Chairperson
SECONDER: 	Vitka, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Richards, Vitka, Petrocelli, Waterman-Kulpa
ABSENT: 	Pacer, Stone

Motion passed: 5-0

Material Changes at Outside Corners:
The Board reviewed the applicant’s request for relief from §112-16G(6)(b), which requires changes in materials to occur at inside corners and does not permit material or color changes at outside corners or within a plane.
The applicant explained the proposed treatment at the northwest corner, including the Hardie panel system, angled soffit, coping and trim pieces.
Discussion included:
· Hardie panel installation and transitions
· H-channel and J-channel trim
· Mitered corner conditions
· Coping and waterproofing
· Material transitions at the northwest corner
· Appearance of panel joints and trim
Motion to approve relief from §112-16G(6)(b). Motion made by Member Petrocelli, seconded by Member Vitka. Ayes 4, Noes 1, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	APPROVED 
MOVER:	Petrocelli, Member
SECONDER: 	Vitka, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Richards, Vitka, Petrocelli
NOES:		Waterman-Kulpa
ABSENT: 	Pacer, Stone

Motion passed: 4-1

Architectural Review:
Motion to approve 2026-PB-05A-5630 Main Street -Architectural Review as submitted. Motion made by Member Vitka, seconded by Member Richards. Ayes 4, Noes 1, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	APPROVED 
MOVER:	Vitka, Member
SECONDER: 	Richards, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Richards, Vitka, Petrocelli
NOES:		Waterman-Kulpa
ABSENT: 	Pacer, Stone

Motion passed: 4-1
Chairperson Waterman-Kulpa stated that her opposition was based on the Hardie board system and proposed joinery, which she did not feel were consistent with the Village Design Standards or represented an authentic use of materials.

NEW BUSINESS
2026-PB-08- Sign Permit Review 5759 Main-Steve’s Diner 
The Board reviewed an application for two proposed signs for Steve’s Diner at 5759 Main Street.
Presentation:
Representing the applicant were James Boglioli, attorney for Benderson Development, and Chris McCaffrey of Ulrich Sign Co. The applicant presented two proposed signs:
· Approximately 42-square-foot sign on the south elevation facing the parking lot
· Approximately 20.62-square-foot sign on the east elevation intended to provide visibility from Main Street and Garrison Road
The Board agreed to consider the two signs separately.
South Elevation Sign:
The applicant proposed installing the sign within the existing architectural peak on the south elevation, replacing the existing Village Square sign. The sign would be located above the primary entrance to Steve’s Diner.
Board Discussion:
· Proposed placement within the architectural peak
· Existing signage at the location
· Definition and location of the building’s sign band
· Compliance with §84-10A
· Relationship between the sign and existing architectural features
· Proposed halo lighting
The Board discussed §84-10A, which provides that no sign shall obscure, alter or cover architectural features of a building.
Motion to approve a waiver from §84-10A and approve the south elevation sign as presented, including the proposed materials, placement and halo lighting, with the halo lighting to remain consistent with the color of other halo lighting on the building. Motion made by Chairperson Waterman-Kulpa, seconded by Member Leiker. Ayes, 5, Noes 0, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	APPROVED 
MOVER:	Waterman-Kulpa, Chairperson
SECONDER: 	Leiker, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Waterman-Kulpa, Richards, Vitka, Petrocelli
ABSENT: 	Pacer, Stone

Motion passed: 5-0
East Elevation Sign:
The Board discussed the proposed sign on the east elevation and expressed concerns regarding its size, placement and relationship to the architecture and existing signage of the building.
Discussion included:
· Placement within an architectural feature
· Size of the proposed sign
· Relationship to the existing sign band
· Visibility from Main Street and Garrison Road
· Consistency of signage across the overall building
· Potential alternative locations and designs
The applicant requested that consideration of the east elevation sign be tabled.
Motion to table the east elevation sign under 2026-PB-08. Motion made by Chairperson Waterman-Kulpa, seconded by Member Leiker. Ayes 5, Noes 0, Absent 2.
RESULT: 	TABLED 
MOVER:	Waterman-Kulpa, Chairperson
SECONDER: 	Leiker, Member
AYES:		Leiker, Waterman-Kulpa, Richards, Vitka, Petrocelli
ABSENT: 	Pacer, Stone
Motion passed: 5-0

2026-PB-06A- 26 So. Long Architectural and Sketch Plan Review- multi-fam development 
The Board conducted sketch plan review for a proposed 11-unit multifamily rental development at 26 South Long Street.
Presentation:
Representing the applicant were Marc Romanowksi on behalf of Rockville Development, and Eric Andrews and Dan Buchanan of Carmina Wood. 
The applicant presented a proposed three-story multifamily development on the existing parking lot site. The project includes 11 residential units and 11 parking spaces.
The applicant advised that several variances may be necessary due to site constraints.
Site Plan Discussion:
The Board discussed:
· Existing parking encroachment onto Village property
· Need to resolve the encroachment prior to final approval
· Fire access and emergency vehicle circulation
· Parking configuration
· Screening along Village Square Lane
· Screening of the parking area from the park
· Snow storage
· Pedestrian circulation and sidewalks
· Potential pedestrian connections to the park
The Board also discussed the proposed first-floor height. The applicant proposed approximately 10 feet, while the Code requires 15 feet. The applicant indicated that a variance may be sought but discussed the possibility of increasing the height.
The Board requested that the applicant confirm the approved first-floor height of the neighboring development and consider creating a compatible relationship between the two buildings.
Architectural Discussion:
The Board discussed the south elevation and encouraged the applicant to provide additional primary façade elements rather than seek relief from the applicable façade requirements.
Potential modifications discussed included:
· Additional glazing
· Bay window or similar architectural feature
· Extension of porch or other architectural elements
· Additional façade articulation
· Variation in windows and doors
· Changes in rooflines to reduce repetition
The applicant proposed LP SmartSide siding, board-and-batten detailing, applied stone at ground level and architectural shingles.
The Board encouraged the applicant to further break up the façade so that the development does not appear as one long apartment building and to create greater visual distinction between portions of the building.
Accessibility and Refuse:
The Board discussed the location of accessible units, accessible parking and the proposed refuse enclosure.
Discussion included:
· Accessible routes between units and parking
· Location of accessible units in relation to accessible parking
· Accessibility of the refuse enclosure
· Potential relocation of an accessible unit closer to parking and refuse facilities
· Adequate maneuvering space near the refuse enclosure
The Board encouraged the applicant to further evaluate the refuse arrangement based on accessibility concerns experienced at other multifamily developments in the Village.
Utilities:
The Board requested additional information regarding:
· Meter locations
· Water service and RPZ equipment
· Electrical service
· Utility screening
· Underground utilities within the site
· Storage areas
No motion was made. The applicant will revise the plans based upon the Board’s comments and return for further review.
2026-PB-07A -31 & 55 So. Long Architectural and Sketch Plan Review
The Board conducted sketch plan review for a proposed 40-unit multifamily rental development at 31/55 South Long Street. The proposed development includes approximately 60 parking spaces.
Presentation:
The applicant explained that the irregular shape of the parcel influenced the proposed building orientation. The building was positioned within the more rectangular portion of the property, with parking located along the angled portion of the site.
Site Plan Discussion:
The Board discussed:
· Fire lane at the north end of the property
· Required fire lane signage and striping
· Snow storage
· Driveway location and circulation
· Relationship of the driveway to the park and athletic facilities
· Parking configuration
· Accessible parking and units
· Screening along South Long Street
· Buffering between parking areas
· Existing vegetation and tree preservation
The Board also discussed the adjacent Walgreens property and the existing fence separating the properties. The applicant was advised that appropriate screening would need to be maintained if the existing fence is removed.
Environmental Review:
The applicant stated that the property would undergo a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and that any additional investigation recommended as a result would be completed as necessary.
Architectural Discussion:
The proposed three-story building includes a mix of one-and two-bedroom apartments, approximately eight or nine accessible units, an elevator serving all three floors, a central corridor, community room and interior mail facilities.
The applicant proposed exterior materials similar to those presented for 26 South Long Street.
The Board encouraged the applicant to further develop the architecture and reduce the appearance of one large continuous building.
Discussion included:
· Breaking up the building mass
· Variation in rooflines
· Changes in façade planes
· Window and door placement
· Architectural detailing
· Creating the appearance of smaller building components
· Consistency with the Village Design Standards
· Relationship to the character of surrounding development
The Board emphasized that breaking up the façade should involve more than varying the rhythm of windows and should create meaningful architectural separation along the building.
Landscaping and Lighting:
The Board discussed:
· Landscaping along South Long Street
· Internal parking lot landscaping
· Landscaping between parking areas
· Screening along adjoining properties
· Preservation of existing trees
· Lighting within the parking lot
· Lighting near the fire lane
· Night-sky compliance
· Use of lighting appropriate to the residential character of the development
Utilities and Refuse:
The Board requested that the applicant identify all site utilities on future plans, including the location and screening of utility equipment and the existing transformer. Utilities located within the site are proposed to be underground.
The applicant stated that the building would contain an interior refuse and recycling room, with building maintenance responsible for transferring refuse to the exterior dumpster.
No motion was made. The applicant will further develop the site and architectural plans based upon the Board’s comments and return for additional review.

MISCELLANEOUS
The Board agreed to postpone discussion of the Planning Board Rules and Regulations due to the absence of two members.

ADJOURNMENT 
Kate Waterman-Kulpa made a motion to adjourn at 8:41 p.m., seconded by Member Vitka. Ayes 5, Noes 0, Absent 2.
RESULT: ADJOURNED
The Planning Board meeting of September 8, 2026, was adjourned at 8:41 p.m.
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