20/20 VISION
VILLAGE OF WILLIAMSVILLE COMMUNITY PLAN
COMMUNITY PLAN COMMITTEE

APPROVED MEETING NOTES — OCTOBER 30, 2006

The meeting was called to order shortly after 7:00 PM.

Community Plan Committee Attendees: Steven Appler, David Brody, Kim Gianneli-
Calos, Paul Iskalo, Brian Kulpa, Todd Nelson, Walter Pacer, Victor Paquet, Charles
Rizzone, Carolyn Schlifke, Wesley Stone, David Vitka, Kate Waterman-Kulpa
Absent: Mary Carr, Thomas Claxton, Pastor Timothy Madsen, Edward Zabel

Consultant/Town/Village Staff Present: John Behan, Lawrence Bice, Joelle Guy, Dan
Howard, Lynda Juul, Sally A. Kuzon

Village Board Members: Brian Geary, Mary Lowther, Beatrice Slick, Rich Sweeney

Residents/Other Attendees: Chris Church (NYSDOT), Thomas Frank, Nicholas Perrino

INTRODUCTIONS

Walter Pacer introduced John Behan and Lawrence Bice of Behan Planning Associates.
They are the new consultants working on the community Plan who will be heading up a
team of consultants working on the plan, as well as two Quality Community grants that
have been awarded to the Village.

APPROVAL OF MEETING NOTES

David Brody requested that some of the commentary on the notes from the Village Walk
held on September 7, 2006 be amended. There was also an issue with attendance at the
May 23, 2006 meeting notes. The changes will be made as requested before the meeting
notes are put into final form.

On motion by Dave Brody, seconded by Brian Kulpa, the meeting notes of May 23, 2006
were approved as amended.

Unanimously Carried

It was noted that the meeting notes from the Village Walk on September 7, 2006 did not
need to be approved, as that was not an official Community Plan Committee meeting.



REVIEW OF PLANNING PROCESS AND GOALS

John Behan and Lawrence Bice talked to the Committee about Behan Planning, as well
as EDR’s role as a landscape architect firm. EDR will be working in conjunction with
Behan Planning on the Community Plan. In addition, two other consultants have been
hired as part of this team to work on the grants the Village has obtained. They are
Devonomics and SRF. They then had the committee members introduce themselves and
gave a little of their background.

Lawrence Bice discussed the process for developing the plan, and how Behan Planning
will begin by reviewing the land use map. He stated that he would like to narrow things
down so there is a better understanding of the long-range land use plan. He then
reviewed the project flowchart and schedule. He discussed the interaction of the project
with the Business District Development Analysis and the Context Sensitive Solution
Analysis, as well as the plan for public participation. The first public meeting will be on
economics and land use. The second public meeting will occur approximately one month
later, and will continue with the first issues, as well as discuss traffic issues. Those will
feed into the development of alternate plan concepts and a draft plan. The third public
meeting will be the presentation of a final draft plan. The final public meeting will be an
adoption hearing and will fulfill the requirements for the SEQR (State Environmental
Quality Review) process.

REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF EFFORTS TO DATE

Lawrence asked the committee about the process to date, and the direction they would
like to pursue. Following is the commentary received from the Committee.

Todd Nelson thought the land use maps should be more conceptual. He asked about land
use classifications — are there standards, or would they be unique to the Village?
Lawrence explained that there would be more descriptive land use classifications that
could include density and height, among other considerations.

Walter Pacer asked about modifying the mixed use classifications on the last version of
the draft land use plan. Lawrence stated that he thinks there’s opportunity to get more
specific. John Behan described one such possibility as the development of additional
housing, rather than having another motor vehicle based use, such as a fast food
restaurant or a muffler shop, to help sustain the businesses in the Main Street corridor.

Vic Paquet asked about process; of the products previously completed in the Plan, what
should we plan to build upon and what should we plan to revisit? Lawrence responded
that they are going to base that on what the Committee wants. It will be an interactive
process. John felt the Vision Statement was good, and that the survey was something
good to build upon. The land use plan needs to be explored and further refined. There is
a community development side that includes the greenway system, opportunities for the



mill, etc. Much of the Plan could focus on projects — park improvements, etc. You can
have a very successful plan of which zoning is a small part. He would love to see ten
years worth of future projects.

Brian Kulpa discussed the disorganization of parking. Each parcel has a separate lot and
a separate entrance. He thought shared parking would be helpful. Lawrence agreed. He
has worked in communities where cross-access easements are encouraged when a new
project is proposed. There are many strategies that can be used.

Chuck Rizzone commented that character is very important; he remarked that the concept
needs to be defined. He asked what the policy will be while the plan is being developed.
Will there be a moratorium on development? What is the strategy over the next year?
John felt this was more of a Village Board question. From his point of view, you don’t
want to thwart economic revitalization. If a project comes in, you could ask the
developer to hold off until the Board gets further ahead on the plan. Mr. Rizzone asked if
he was aware of any other developments in the Village which would conflict with the
planning effort. Mayor Lowther suggested that there aren’t at this point. Dan Howard
commented that this is one of the benefits of having the Planning Board sit on the
Community Plan Committee. They are aware of what’s going on with the Community
Plan. Mr. Rizzone asked how the consultants would define the word “character”.
Lawrence noted that it is something you know when you see; it’s a consistent desirable
theme. John noted that there is currently a strong sense of identity throughout the
Village. There is a sense of beauty and care. Mr. Rizzone asked if the project would be
looking at the characteristics of the neighborhoods, or the character of Main Street. John
noted that both Main Street and the neighborhoods would be considered. John asked the
Committee what they thought; they all felt that yes, they are a part.

Steven Appler stated that maybe being able to control what the facades look like needs to
be defined.

Dave Vitka felt that if the vision is done right, it provides room for creativity. He was out
of town recently where new infill was mixed with older buildings, and it was done very
carefully.

Brian Kulpa suggested that instead of using the word ““standard”, it is good to talk about
character, or preservation of character.

Kate Waterman-Kulpa stated that this is a 10 to 50 year plan. The structures going up
now are going to be historic structures in 50 years. The Committee needs to think about
what they want historic structures to look like in 50 years.

David Brody talked about a new house that was recently built in the Village on
California. They tried to use exterior materials to match the neighborhood, but the design
and scale of architecture was not consistent with that street. The Village has certain
attributes, such as front porches. This house doesn’t have that, and it is oversized for the
lot. When we talk about character, this is what we’re talking about — it doesn’t match the



character of the neighborhood. He suggested that we may need to describe each little
neighborhood in the Village. Going back to Main Street, we also need to link it to the
neighborhoods. Before Main Street was last widened, there was a railroad trestle at
Union road. It seemed more enclosed, and that’s the character he remembers. That is
missing. We need to get back to that sense of an enclosed Main Street.

Paul Iskalo feels that the property owners face the lack of a guide that tells them what’s
appropriate and what’s not appropriate. The Village needs some guidelines. You should
be able to hand a list of guidelines to someone, including a materials list, which tells them
what is or is not appropriate. This would be very useful in maintaining that character.

He stated that he was in Denver recently, and that they prescribe a series of looks that
were consistent, but could be used by big and small home builders alike.

Todd Nelson suggested a picture book instead of written words describing this.

Brian Kulpa noted that we need to figure out a way to bury utility lines, get proper
sidewalks and street trees, etc. Attention to detail is very important. He wondered how
you approach utility companies, or undertake projects like that.

Walter Pacer asked when they anticipate the traffic study being done. He thought that
was important before Main Street plans could progress too far. Where would diversions
of traffic occur? Lawrence stated that once the land use plan is more focused, the traffic
person will look at what the ramifications of the alternatives would be. There will be
input throughout the process. The third committee meeting is probably where Steve
Ferranti of SRF will come and brief the committee on traffic issues.

Paul Iskalo stated that he envisions a series of degrees for Main Street. There will be
interim steps to make it more livable. Bump-outs would be the start to help with
pedestrians. Immediate solutions may not reduce traffic, but would make Main Street
much more livable. Traffic reductions would come later as improvements are made. If
you talk to business owners, they would love to improve the walkability of the Village
without generating more traffic. One way to do this is by more density of housing.

Todd Nelson wasn’t able to go on the walk with the Partners for a Livable Western New
York, but wondered what we can do right now. It’s a thoroughfare. Our problem is that
we want to cross Main Street. He questioned if the signal actuation buttons could be
prioritized to provide traffic flow during peak times, but favor pedestrians at other times?
He wondered if this was ever done. Chris Church from the NYS DOT was present in the
audience, and responded that you can set timing priorities on the signals. He noted,
however, that Main Street signals are on a progression so that if you are going the speed
limit, you will continue to hit a green light. Each signal is on the same cycle length, and
you need them to act in sequence to keep them in progression. You may be able to
change the cycle length for off-peak times. There are things that can be done to make
them more pedestrian friendly, including count-down timers, an indicator light so they
know the walk button has been activated, etc. He also noted that a study has just been
finished, and the progression of the lights will be reprogrammed in the near future.



David Brody stated that he would like to make a plan to get the truck traffic off of Main
Street. He thought the Village should be formulating a long-range plan with active
participation by the GBNRTC and the local congressmen.

Paul Iskalo stated that he felt that advances toward the idea of being practical in the short-
term, and idealistic in the long-term. There are buildings everyone thinks will be here for
100 years, but they could be gone at any time and leave a clean slate. Nobody would
have ever thought that Buffalo Cardiology building would be out and a Walgreen’s
would be in. You don’t know what’s going to happen, and the proper tools need to be in
the plan to prepare for those unexpected changes.

Lawrence stated that a good plan will balance those aspects.

Brian Kulpa thought a Community Plan is meant to be flexible. It should be re-evaluated
after 5, 10, and 15 years.

David Brody was not sure he would make a distinction between a Community Plan and a
Master Plan. He would hope this would be approved as the master or comprehensive
plan. Mayor Lowther stated that it will be adopted as the Comprehensive Community
Plan, with zoning and other ordinances to be developed and adopted in the future.

Vic Paquet understands that the final deliverable would be a set of projects, along with a
long-term plan. He asked if it will be a book. Lawrence thought that certain focus areas
will get more attention, such as Main Street. It also should be a comprehensive plan that
will look at the Village as a whole. There will be short-term projects and long-term
goals.

Chuck Rizzone asked if the consultant could take an empty parcel of land and show what
can be done with that parcel. Lawrence stated that they will work with the Committee to
identify some of the areas that merit some additional attention. John stated that they
won’t zoom in on a parcel right away, but will talk about vision from an overall
perspective.

Walter Pacer said that there is a lot of talk about being specific, and he is worried that the
committee might get too focused for a general plan.

Steve Appler said he would like to have a check list of plan milestones that can be used to
measure progress on the plan. This would show that some milestones have been hit.
Lawrence responded that such a checklist could be developed.

Kim Gianneli-Calos asked if it will be part of the plan to develop a definition for the
character that we do want, or is that too specific. Dan Howard suggested that the
Committee could go out and take photos of what they find attractive and representative of
the character they are looking for. We could have a meeting where the Committee goes
through the photographs to sort out what is the desired character in the Village. This isn’t



just work for the consultant, but also for the Committee. Kim thought that would help the
Committee.

Brian Kulpa stated that you don’t have to limit this to the confines of the Village, but
could bring pictures from almost anywhere. That would also be beneficial.

Lawrence suggested that the Committee needs to think about what is missing from the
Village, as well as things you want to keep in the Village.

Dave Vitka asked if there were any examples the consultant could bring to the Committee
of guidelines, so they could get a framework. He thought that there are a lot of elements
from Saratoga Springs that could be applicable here.

John Behan stated that when Saratoga first started their planning, they initially mandated
a sign law, and worked from there. They did things that were very basic to start. They
passed laws to allow dining on the sidewalks, and planted some trees and flowers.

David Brody suggested reading the book Suburban Nation. Many suggestions from the
walk would also be beneficial. One that sticks in his mind was the discussion on
windows.

FUTURE ACTIVITIES

It was determined that the Committee would take pictures and e-mail them to Sally with a
little commentary about what they like or don’t like, and where this would fit. The next
meeting is November 28™ There will not be a meeting in December, but the January
meeting will be held on January 30™. Pictures should be submitted by January 7™ for
discussion at the January 30" meeting. Brian Kulpa suggested that there a lot of good
images online on Google’s image search.

The consultant would prepare materials on land use classifications for the November
meeting. Dave Versel of Devonomics will also be present to begin discussing economic
development issues.

Brian Kulpa also suggested that all the other Village committees are working on things,
and a lot of them have to do with planning. This information could be brought to the
Community Plan Committee. This would ensure that everything from the other
committees is infused into this plan. Each committee should agree to a paragraph to be
submitted to the Community Plan Committee.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Thomas Frank
Mr. Frank asked if the consultants had been to Lexington or Concord, Massachusetts
because the War of 1812 had been fought in the Village area. He asked if the plan will be



consistent with the Town of Amherst Bicentennial Master Plan; specifically, to
collaborate with regard to specific projects. He then discussed various items, including
the GBNRTC meeting that morning, the 2007 regional agenda for transportation
infrastructure projects, and other issues.

CLOSE OF MEETING

On Motion by David Brody, seconded by Steven Appler, the meeting was closed at 9:25
PM.

Unanimously Carried.
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