BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES
August 23, 2021

I.

CALL TO ORDER
The Board of Zoning Appeals Public Meeting was called to order by Chairman Kouros at
6:05 P.M. at the Schererville Town Hall, 10 E. Joliet St.
A. Pledge of Allegiance
The Pledge of Allegiance was recited.
B. Roll Call
Roll Call was taken with the following members present: Chairman Tom Kouros, ViceChairman William Jarvis, Secretary Rick Calinski (who left early at approximately 7:00
P.M.), Mr. Michael Davis, and Mr. Eric Kundich. Staff Present: Town Manager Robert
Volkmann, Director of Operations James Gorman, Recording Secretary Norma
Hollingsworth Rico, Attorney Alfredo Estrada, and Councilmen Tom Schmitt and Caleb
Johnson. Absent was Planning Coordinator/Office Manager Denise Sulek.
C. Approve Minutes of the Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting of July 26, 2021
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Calinski and carried 50.

II.

PUBLIC ACTION AND PUBLIC HEARINGS
A. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-12 2147 U.S. 41 - Moda Beauty Bar
General Location: 2147 U.S. 41 - Resubdivision of Oakside Place, Lot 1
Petitioner(s): Moda Beauty' Bar - Sasha Wall
Request: Variance of Use as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVI, Section 5
Paragraph C (3)
Purpose: To allow semi-permanent make up micro blading services
Chairman Kouros introduced correspondence from Ms. Wall which outlined the
procedure of microblading and will be added to the record.
Ms. Sasha Wall from Moda Beauty Bar located at 2147 U.S. 41 represented the
Petitioners. Ms. Wall explained that the microblading service helps men and women who
suffer from the lack of hair growth on their eyebrows; as well as those who want to
correct their brow shape. Ms. Wall added that this semi-permanent make-up, also known
as cosmetic tattooing, is a minimally invasive procedure that allows the artist to create an
extremely natural looking eyebrow for the client with the option of letting it fade away if
no longer desired.
Ms. Wall described microblading as a procedure that is done by placing pigment into the
top two layers of skin using a pen-like tool with very small needles to create small,
individual strokes in the client's skin and mimic the style and look of natural hairs. Ms.
Wall added that cosmetic tattooing is something she is very passionate about, and that
they donate their time to clients who have lost their eyebrow hair due to cancer or other
illnesses. Ms. Wall also stated that they are an experienced salon and esthetic beauty bar
offering this service at their Winfield location for almost three years. Within that time,
they have served many valued clients that travel very far to get to them. Ms. Wall said
that by having the option to offer this service at their Schererville location, it will better
convenience their current clients and open the door to new ones.
Chairman Kouros asked if there were a special place in the salon and if there is a separate
room for the procedure. Ms. Wall replied yes that it is done behind closed doors such as
they do for facials and waxing. Chairman Kouros asked if they do ten per week. Ms.
Wall replied that at their other location she does about five per day.

Mr. Cal inski asked what kind of standards their business has adopted due to the
pandemic. Ms. Wall said that being estheticians, they already have high sanitation
procedures, and that all of their staff is certified. Ms. Wall said that after every single
service, everything is wiped down and sanitized on a head-to-toe basis; and that blood
pathogen training is required of all of their employees. Ms. Wall said that the employees
are definitely educated in sanitation.
Mr. Davis asked Ms. Wall for an overview of the extensive training required to do the
microblading. Ms. Wall replied that there is a course as well as an intern program. Ms.
Wall explained that she teaches the service, and that internships last anywhere from six
months to one year depending upon how well they pick up the procedure. Ms. Wall
further stated that they don't let someone who has taken the course just jump in and start
tattooing someone; and that there is definitely a lot of training and practice involved
before they take on actual clients. Mr. Davis asked if Ms. Wall had to take some type of
certification from a governing board. Ms. Wall said that she wrote and published her
own manual, and that there is extra insurances that has to be purchased in order to teach
these classes. Ms. Wall added that she had to be experienced for a minimum of three
years to be able to offer instruction.
There being no further questions from the Board, the matter was opened to the audience.
There being no questions or comments from the floor, the matter was returned to the
Board.
Mr. Cal inski made a motion for a favorable recommendation to the Town Council based
on this not being injurious to nor any challenge to public health, safety, or general
welfare of the Town. This was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried 5-0.
B. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-13 1320 H. Parker Ct. - Christopher Cable
General Location: 1320 H. Parker Ct. - Estates of Auburn Meadows, Phase 2, Lot 12
Petitioner(s): WindFree Wind & Solar Design Energy
Jack Johannesson & Mark Anderson
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)
Purpose: To allow 509.1 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels (80 S.F. Maximum)
Chairman Kouros confirmed with Attorney Estrada that the Proofs of Publication were in
order; and introduced correspondence from WindFree Wind and Solar Energy Design Co
to be added to the record. Mr. Mark Anderson from WindFree Wind & Solar Design
Energy represented the Petitioners. Mr. Anderson stated that he is a solar developer with
WindFree Wind and Solar Energy Design Co.; and that the residents at 1320 H. Parker
Ct. are installing a solar photovoltaic system in order to decrease their carbon footprint
and to provide a more sustainable lifestyle using renewable energy.
Mr. Anderson explained that the project will have twenty-nine solar modules installed on
the back of the roof (south side), but that more than 80 S.F. is required to accomplish
their personal green energy and to limit environmental impact. Mr. Anderson further
stated that the panels will not affect the property value of the home and that they will not
be visible from the street. Mr. Anderson stated that we can preserve the environment by
using solar energy; that each installation enables us to adopt more environmentally
friendly practices and progress toward a healthier planet; and that it is a positive and
empowering step forward for future generations. Mr. Anderson pointed out that they are
requesting 509.1 S.F. to enable the homeowner to reach their renewable energy goals and
generate solar energy.
Chairman Kouros asked for questions from the Board. Mr. Jarvis asked for the reasoning
of having 509.1 S.F. Mr. Anderson replied that the homeowner wanted to achieve their
green energy goals and in order to do that they match up with his energy bill to maximize
the savings and offset the utilities. Mr. Jarvis asked if they calculated the break-even
point take for the cost of the installation. Mr. Anderson replied yes. Mr. Jarvis asked
how long it will take. Mr. Anderson replied that it varies and depends on the energy
usage of the person and the size of their homes. Mr. Jarvis said that he assumes they
looked at the homeowners NIPSCO bill and did the calculations against the solar panels;
and asked how long it will take them to break even. Mr. Anderson replied one year. Mr.

Jarvis asked if all of the panels were on the back side of the home. Mr. Anderson replied
that is correct.
Mr. Davis asked if he had any feedback from any of the neighbors while he was doing the
physical analysis of the installation. Mr. Anderson replied that he wasn’t ‘physically on
site that it was his installers; and that he did not have an answer right now. Mr. Anderson
added that he is not aware of anything. Mr. Davis asked if their staff had any feedback if
it would have gotten back to him. Mr. Anderson replied yes, and that communication is
always on point. Mr. Anderson further stated that if there is negative feedback from the
neighbors, they will make adjustments accordingly.
Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. There being no questions or comments
from the floor, the matter was returned to the Board. Mr. Cal inski stated that he feels we
all understand that the 80 S.F. currently in our standards does not meet the spirit of what
is happening now with renewable energy. Mr. Calinski also wanted to point out that a lot
of times we do have these come to the Board of Zoning Appeals and that sometimes there
are other approvals as well; and that they were able to make this project work with the
panels on the back of the home which is greatly appreciated by the Board. Mr. Calinski
added that while this is a great opportunity for energy users, we still have to be conscious
of adjacent properties of neighbors.
Mr. Calinski made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-8-13 which was seconded by
Mr. Davis and carried 5-0.
C. B.Z.A. CASE #21-8-14 4963 W. 85th Ave. - Robert P. & Lisa A. Lopez
General Location: 4963 W. 85th Ave. - Pine Island Ridge, Unit 6, Lot 163
Petitioners(s): Power Home Solar - Melne Hughes
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)
Purpose: To allow 447.3 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels (80 S.F. Maximum)
Chairman Kouros confirmed with Attorney Estrada that the Proofs of Publication were in
order.
Ms. Melne Hughes from Power Home Solar located at 919 North Main St., Mooresville,
NC 28115 represented the Petitioners. Chairman Kouros read correspondence from the
Pine Island Architectural Review Committee giving their approval to allow this project to
proceed with the following conditions:
1) That the underlying roof supporting structure has been verified and
inspected for integrity and load capacity;
2) All materials shall be installed in accordance to the manufacturer’s
instructions and specifications as well as the applicable provisions of the
Town of Schererville Residential Building Code and Zoning Ordinances.
Attorney Estrada called for a Point of Order and explained for clarification that he
believes that what the Pine Island Architectural Review Committee was referring to with
the statement that they are “allowing this project to proceed with conditions” is within
their own Homeowner Association rules and by-laws; and that he hopes they understand
that they cannot place conditions upon this Board.
Chairman Kouros also read correspondence from Professional Engineer Jermey Bowers
stating that upon their review, they certify that the existing roof structure will adequately
support the racking and attachment mounting connection with (1)5/16” lag screw w/min.
2.5” embedment into framing at max 48” o/c along rails (2) rails per row of panels evenly
spaced; panel length perpendicular to the rails not to exceed 67 in.; and that solar module
mounting hardware design is by the manufacturer.
Ms. Hughes reiterated items from their engineer’s letter and added that all of the solar
array is located on the back and poses no aesthetic concerns for the neighbors.
Chairman Kouros asked how old the home is. Ms. Hughes replied that she did not have
that information but could provide it later. One of the neighbors in the audience replied
that is was built around 1976 and that he lives next door. Chairman Kouros asked the
weight of the solar panels. Ms. Hughes replied 40# each. Chairman Kouros asked Mr.

James Gorman if roofing standards had changed from 1976 until now. Mr. Gorman
replied that the report from Bowers Engineering Services pretty much sums up that the
roof will handle this structurally; and that most of these solar panel applications come
with a letter stating that the roof can handle the installation structurally.
Mr. Jarvis asked if any of the panels faced the street. Ms. Hughes replied no, that they
are all on the backside of the home. Mr. Davis said that keeping in mind that this Board’s
determination will not be based on anything that the Homeowner’s Association stated;
and asked if they had double-backed to the Homeowner’s Association once the
communication had been brought forth addressing concerns. Ms. Hughes replied yes,
and that they had to seek their approval.
Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. Mr. William Belles from 4937 W. 85"’
Ave. said that these are wooded lots in the neighborhood; and expressed concerns about
the possibility of disturbing the trees in his yard so this project will get sunlight. Mr.
Belles asked if they were going to cut any trees down or trim any trees. Ms. Hughes
replied no. Mr. Belles said that is his main concern because everything over there is
wooded.
Mr. Jim Onik from 4865 W. 84"' Terrace said that his only question is how high above
the roof line the panels would be mounted. Ms. Hughes replied that they are flat with the
roof and shared a packet showing the design. Mr. Calinski asked for the amount off of
the actual roof. Ms. Hughes replied 5” between the roof shingles and the actual panel.
Mr. Onik asked for confirmation that there would not be a tower or anything. Ms.
Hughes replied no.
There being no further questions from the floor, the matter was returned to the Board.
Mr. Calinski made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-8-14 based on the fact that the
use and the value of the area’s two adjacent properties will not be affected in an adverse
manner. This was seconded by Mr. Kundich and carried 5-0.
D. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-15 730 Kathleen Dr. - Leigh E. & Betty Bauman
General Location: 730 Kathleen Dr. - Cline Meadows, Unit 2, Lot 63 (Comer Lot)
Petitioner(s): Tron Solar, LLC - Lester Gray
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (1)
Purpose: To allow several roof-mounted solar panels to be installed facing front yard
(East) and (South) side yard (Required to be facing rear yard only)
Attorney Estrada stated that the Proofs of Publication were in order for this case as well
as the related B.Z.A. Case #21-8-16. Attorney Estrada explained that this Petitioner is
seeking two variances for this project: One for the square footage, and one to allow them
to place panels outside of the allowed space. (Required to be facing rear yard only).
Chairman Kouros said that both cases would be discussed and that the votes would be
separate.
Mr. Lester Gray from Tron Solar represented the Petitioners. Mr. Gray reiterated that
they are seeking two variances, one for square footage and one to have panels that face
the road. Mr. Gray stated that there are multiple solar companies here seeking variances,
and that we know that solar is not really going anywhere. Mr. Gray explained that the
cost of solar costs less than utility companies; and that people are trying to take advance
of lowering their electric bills. Mr. Gray pointed out that Mrs. Betty Bauman would have
already saved $300 if she would have been able to install solar on her roof.
Mr. Gray stated that there is a misconception that solar is very ugly; and that in the past it
was ugly and very bulky and had to be directed straight to the sun. Mr. Gray said if it
was on the north side it would be pushed up and would be very ugly; and that if it were
on the south side, they would still have to tilt it up. Mr. Gray added that no one wants to
look at that or a bunch of conduit lines all over the roof looking like spaghetti. Mr. Gray
pointed out that aesthetics of solar has changed significantly; and in many cases, it makes
the roof plains look much better than they currently look. Mr. Gray passed out
photographs to the members.

Mr. Gray explained that aesthetics are very important to his company which is what
separates his company from many of their competitors. Mr. Gray pointed out that they
are the highest rated solar company in the Midwest which is partially due to the quality of
their installations; and that he is personally OSHA 10 and OSHA 30 Certified; that he has
NFPA TOE Certification which is equivalent to OSHA for electrical; he is NICET
Certified which is one of the most prestigious certifications in the solar industry; that he
is a public adjuster and has a roofing and general contractor’s license. Mr. Gray said
every time they install a solar system, there is a conduit line that has to run the wire to the
side of the house. Mr. Gray added that every single time they have an option to run the
line so it is not visible, they put it into the attic, and he referred to his photo. Mr. Gray
said that panels are about 3” off of the roof plain and that they add a skirt to the front of
the solar systems to make it even more low profile. Mr. Gray said that they are black on
black and the technology has warranties to last twenty-five years, but that they last much
longer.
Mr. Gray addressed the concern with square footage and said that they cannot install a
solar system and make it make sense with only 80 S.F. Mr. Gary said the other concern
is the location of the solar panels, and that he gave the Board an example of the
placement of the panels with what happens to the efficiency of the system. Mr. Gray
added that if they use the best south facing roof plains, the homeowner in the example
saved $600 additionally every single year because of the amount of energy that system
will produce for being on that roof plain. Mr. Gray said that solar does not make
financial sense it you put in on some of these other roof plains including the north side.
Mr. Gray said if they have to follow the ordinance to put it on the back of the house, it
won’t make sense at all. Mr. Gray said if they are able to put it on the most efficient parts
of this roof, they can make these systems have an ROI of six years which for some that
will use their financing, it will save them money on day one.
Mr. Davis said that in looking at the photos, all of the panels appeared to be on the back
side of the home. Mr. Gray replied that some of those photos are not correct. Mr. Davis
asked if the photos were a reflection of what he was going to do. Mr. Gray replied
correct. Mr. Davis said that Mr. Gray was talking about wanting to utilize the front alot,
but that he was not seeing that this specific home would have any front panels. Mr. Gray
explained that the photos were from an install that they have already done; and
unfortunately, they have not been able to do any here in Schererville.
Mr. Gray further stated that Mrs. Betty Bauman would like to install solar and that she
lives on a corner lot; and that she cannot install any solar based on the ordinance. Mr.
Davis asked for confirmation that the photos were not of the Bauman home. Mr. Gray
replied that they are not. Mr. Davis asked if their project would be similar to this. Mr.
Gray replied correct, and that they would be low profile and black on black panels. Mr.
Davis said that in the presentation he was talking about increasing the value of the home,
and asked if they perform studies on that for each individual install, and if they jumped
back to it to do a conglomerate of those savings and if there was an average of all of the
installations they do by a number they would say it has increased the value. Mr. Gray
replied that Berkley’s study said that on average every three-and-a-half kilowatts adds
$12,000 worth of value; and that the example he has shown here is seven-and-a-half
kilowatts. Mr. Gray said that he personally has sold two homes with solar on them and
made money on both solar installations. Mr. Gray further stated that he had cameras to
monitor his open house, and had a $9.00 electric bill left out. When a real estate agent
points that out; and that with a home that size it would cost $300 per month during the
summer to keep it cool, it is very attractive to home buyers when they are considering
your home for purchase rather than the other option down the street.
Mr. Jarvis said that the first item he is looking for on Item D is to allow the panels to face
the front yard. Mr. Gray replied that was correct. Mr. Jarvis said so, the panels are going
to be installed on the front of the house; and that when you have a comer lot, you have
two streets facing the house, and asked how many panels will be on the other street. Mr.
Gray replied that the whole entire roof line will be filled on both sides. Mr. Jarvis said
that they will have two streets with the panels showing to the street. Mr. Gray replied
that is correct.
Mr. Kundich asked if all of the panels were on the front and none on the back. Mr. Gray
replied yes, and added because those are the most efficient roof plains. Mr. Kundich said
that Mr. Gray mentioned that Mrs. Bauman could have saved $300 already. Mr. Gray
replied yes. Mr. Kundich asked how much time it would take this particular home to
save $300. Mr. Gray replied three months. Mr. Kundich said that she would save $1200
per year. Mr. Gray replied yes, and that is just the start. Mr. Gray stated that utility costs

will go up over time, especially as they lose more and more customers, and they have to
make up for that lost revenue. Mr. Gray said he has done this in fifteen other states and
that he has not come across any jurisdictions or cities that have had these ordinances, and
that solar most definitely is not going away. Mr. Gray said that as utility costs increase, it
is a good opportunity for homeowners here in Schererville to be able to take control of
that.
Mr. Davis said that these panels will be in the front, and asked if there were any
communication by the homeowner or Mr. Gray with the surrounding neighbors on the
change that would be going on at that location. Mr. Gray replied yes, that they have
talked to the homeowner. Mr. Gray added that one of the neighbors is here tonight. Mr.
Gray said that they have talked to all of their neighbors, and that if the Board allows this
variance, he is pretty sure this whole street will convert over to solar.
Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. Attorney Estrada asked if Chairman
Kouros was opening up both variances regarding this property. Chairman Kouros replied
yes.
Mrs. Betty Bauman from 730 Kathleen Dr. said that she has printed out her last three
NIPSCO bills showing the amount of the electrical: May was $295.57, June was
$212.83, and July was $351.26 for a total of $859.66 for electric only for those three
months. Ms. Bauman said she knows that with solar she would have payments and that
she understands that; but if she would have already had the solar installed, it would have
been approximately $187/month which is what the financing would be, bringing her loss
to $298.66 just for three months. Mrs. Bauman pointed out that the average home value
is increased by $15,000 for a solar install which is basically an energy efficiency thing.
Ms. Bauman added that as we advance in society, we need to be more cognizant of what
is happening with our energy. Mrs. Bauman said that she had this set to install in May,
but because of the two ordinances, she has lost all of the prime dates for her generation.
Mrs. Bauman explained that prime dates are when it gets the most sunlight, and that now
the sun is decreasing and that she will not have as much generation. Mrs. Bauman also
said that anything that she generates above and beyond her own electric bill goes back
into the grid; and that she would be generating energy for her neighbors if she doesn’t use
it all which is the same for any home that goes solar. Mrs. Bauman said that will help
lower our greenhouse gases along the way. Mrs. Bauman said that she has also lost the
possibility of payment for excess generation; and that the longer this is put off, the more
money she is losing by not being able to go with solar.
Mrs. Bauman said that she has talked to her neighbors, and that the one across the street
from her on the east side of the street is interested in this, and the one right next to her on
the west side is interested in it. Mrs. Bauman said that she has talked to the neighbor
across the street that would have to stare at the panels; who actually believes it is crazy
that she would even have to worry about whether or not it would be aesthetically pleasing
to him. Mrs. Bauman said she looked into this about seventeen years ago, and at that
point and time, the panels were not efficient and would need replacing all of the time.
Mrs. Bauman said that she waited until it actually came to a point where these panels will
outlast her. Mrs. Bauman added that it is a good thing, and it is also good for any future
people who may want to move into her home. Mrs. Bauman said she has the cost savings
and electricity consumption for energy system size, whether you purchase or lease your
system, and direct hours of daily sunlight if the Board would like to look at it.
Mrs. Bauman said that if panels were to be placed on the back of her home, it will not
save her money. Mrs. Bauman said she happens to live on a corner lot, and that
everybody who lives on the north side of the street shouldn’t have to go through
something like this and shouldn’t have to ask for any kind of a variance; and that she
would like to see this ordinance get updated to where Schererville can be progressive and
become more of a green city and have that appeal to people to move here. Mrs. Bauman
said that rather than just asking for her variance, she would like to have it go one step
further. Mrs. Bauman said she would like to see Schererville be more progressive and go
ahead and say we can do this.
There being no further questions or comments from the audience, the matter was returned
to the Board.
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to deny B.Z.A. Case #21-8-15 pursuant to all State, Federal,
and Local Regulations, due to the fact that the value of adjacent properties will be
affected by this. There being no second, the motion died.

Mr. Kundich made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-8-15. There being no second,
the motion died.
Chairman Kouros deferred to Attorney Estrada who advised that there was only one other
motion to be entertained by the Board which is to defer; but that he wasn't sure the Board
wanted to do that, but that we need some type of consensus. Attorney Estrada said that
the only options are to approve, deny, or defer.
Chairman Kouros addressed Mrs. Bauman and said that for him, the panels facing the
front yard is an issue; although he understood the cost savings. Chairman Kouros said by
having them facing the front yard, the current neighbor may say go ahead and do it now;
but a neighbor that is coming next or the value are questions that are still out there.
Attorney Estrada said for clarification, that if this Board wants to seek a deferral, it also
has the authority to request additional information from the Petitioner for consideration if
it will help the Board in reaching a decision. Attorney Estrada said that it is within the
Board’s powers and the rules of the B.Z.A.
Chairman Kouros asked if there were another motion. Mr. Jarvis made a motion to defer
B.Z.A. Case #21-8-15 pursuant to all State, Federal, and Local Regulations; and to have a
drawing showing the panels on the Petitioner’s roof to enable the Board to have a better
idea of what the design will look like. This was seconded by Mr. Calinski and carried 50.

E. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-16 730 Kathleen Dr. Leigh E. & Betty Bauman
General Location: 730 Kathleen Dr. - Cline Meadows, Unit 2, Lot 63 (Comer Lot)
Petitioner(s): Tron Solar, LLC - Lester Gray
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)
Purpose: To allow 589.S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels (80 S.F. Maximum)
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-8-16 pursuant to all State, Federal,
and Local Regulations; and that the hardship is needing the panels to produce enough
electricity, and that he believes it will not affect the property values, nor the health,
safety, or welfare of the general community. This was seconded by Mr. Kundich and
carried 5-0.
Chairman Kouros asked Attorney Estrada for suggestions of what the Petitioners need to
do. Attorney Estrada advised the Petitioners regarding B.Z.A. Case #21-8-15 that they
would be on the Agenda for the next B.Z.A. meeting; and that the Board’s motion was to
defer consideration on the location of the panels. Attorney Estrada said it is within the
Board’s authority to request additional information; and that they have asked for a picture
or diagram showing where exactly the location will be. Attorney Estrada further advised
that they make it as accurate as they intend it to be; but that it doesn’t necessarily mean
that it will be approved if they give that information, it just means that is what the Board
needs to obtain a motion to either approve or deny.
F. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-17 108 Seville Ct. - Beverly L Madrid
General Location: 108 Seville Ct. - Casa Bella 2nd Addition, Unit 3, Lot 25
Petitioner(s): SureFire Sales Solutions, LLC - Paul Smith, CEO
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (1)
Purpose: To allow several roof-mounted solar panels to be installed facing front yard
(East) and (South) side yard (Required to be facing rear yard only)

Chairman Kouros confirmed with Attorney Estrada that the Proofs of Publication were in
order; and stated that both cases (#21-8-17 and $31-8-18) were related and would be
discussed together.

Mr. Paul Smith with SureFire Sales Solutions represented the Petitioners and read his
letter to the Board. Mr. Smith thanked the Board for hearing their request, and stated that
Mrs. Beverly Madrid was unable to attend due to her work schedule. Mr. Smith
explained that they are requesting a Developmental Variance to allow several roof
mounted solar panels to be installed facing the front and side yards (east and south), and a
separate Developmental Variance to allow 633.22 S.F. of roof mounted solar panels.
Mr. Smith pointed out that Mrs. Madrid would save an estimated 92% in monthly electric
bills by going solar which is a significant savings. Mr. Smith provided packets for each
Board member showing the design, aesthetics, technical specifications, and safety
certifications, along with additional information; and shared additional photos to the
Board of the cul-de-sac where Mrs. Madrid resides. Chairman Kouros asked if the
photos in Tab 1 of the packet were pictures of Mrs. Madrid’s home. Mr. Smith replied
that they are renderings and as close as they can get showing the panels on the home.
Mr. Smith said to keep in mind that these are Sunpower Equinox panels which are known
as the best for aesthetics, quality, and durability. Mr. Smith also shared a photo of a
home a few blocks away in the same subdivision as this home that was approved for a
Variance in February of this year that has sixteen panels on the garage facing the front of
the home and are visible from the street.
Mr. Jarvis said that he noticed the photo in Tab 1 with panels on the front; and stated that
the panels on the garage almost look flat; and that the ones over the dormer are angled up
a little bit. Mr. Smith replied that they use InvisaMount backing so that the panels are
close to the roof, and that they are 1.8 inches away from the asphalt shingles to the
bottom of the panel, and that they are very low profile. Mr. Smith added that it was the
best they could get in the rendering.
Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. There being no questions or comments
from the floor, the matter was returned to the Board. Mr. Smith pointed out the picture of
the Carlson residence in Schererville in Tab 3 showing the back side of the home which
was the case he was referring to earlier where the Variance was approved. Mr. Smith
went through his packet and explained what each section was; including their aesthetics,
materials used, and their twenty-five year warranty on the product, service, and
workmanship. Mr. Smith said that Jefferson Electric does their installations providing
top notch work which is backed by that twenty-five year workmanship warranty.
Mr. Smith said that the Sunpower panels are expected to be at 92% performance in year
twenty-five and at 80% in year forty. Mr. Smith explained that Tab 7 refers to a new law
in Illinois that gives homeowners solar rights. Mr. Smith pointed out that because of the
need we have from a climate perspective, and because we are in a red status, everything
needs to be done that can be done to support renewable energy which is what is
happening just across the border in Illinois. Mr. Smith said we will be seeing this in
more states to come where it is more the right of the homeowner to have solar on their
property. Mr. Smith said he asks the Board for their understanding and approval for
these variances. Mr. Smith added that it is quite impactful for the customer; and that
from an environmental perspective, it is a necessity that we adopt some of these things
for the future.
Chairman Kouros asked if Mr. Smith was saying that if they put the panels on the back of
the roof, that they would not have as much power as you would have in the front. Mr.
Smith replied that Maxtech Engineers who did the roof design that you see did everything
in compliance with having the 3’ space required for firefighters being able to go on the
roof; and that they also looked at shading and different things that would affect. Mr.
Smith said when you look at the rear part of the garage, there is too much shading and is
at a lower elevation than the rest of the home, so they can’t get anywhere near the
production off of that roof. Mr. Smith added that they maximize the space so that the
customer can get 100% offset of their electric bill. Mr. Smith explained that they will
still have some charge from the electric company which is expected, so they will have
about 92% savings on their bill. Chairman Kouros said if they put the panels on the back
of the house and all day long, they would not get what they would get from having the
panels on the front of the home. Mr. Smith replied that the customer would just be
wasting their money. Mr. Smith added that the front of the house is east facing and the
back is west facing, and the two panels you see are on the south facing roof and happens
to be how that home is angled and why they need to do that. Chairman Kouros said that
even on the higher elevation where they have those above the second floor, if they were
to put those in the back, you are still saying that it would not be the maximum use. Mr.

Smith replied that is correct; and that it wouldn’t give them anywhere close to the
production that they would be getting on the front side of the roof.
Mr. Davis asked if there were any feedback or awareness from the neighbors as to this
installation in the front. Mr. Smith replied that they sent out all of the certified mailings,
and no concerns were brought up.
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to deny B.Z.A. Case #21-8-17 pursuant to all State, Local, and
Federal Regulations, and stated that he feels this will dramatically hinder the property
values in the general area. This was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried 3-1 with the no
vote being case by Mr. Kundich. (Mr. Calinski had to leave before the vote was taken.)
G. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-18 108 Seville Ct. - Beverly L. Madrid
General Location: 108 Seville Ct. - Casa Bella 2nd Addition, Unit 3, Lot 25
Petitioner(s): SureFire Sales Solutions, LLC - Paul Smith, CEO
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)
Purpose: To allow 633.22 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels (80 S.F. maximum)
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-8-18 pursuant to all State, Federal,
and Local Regulations, and that the hardship is that they need that much square feet to
produce enough electricity. This was seconded by Mr. Kundich and carried 4-0.
H. B.Z.A. Case #21-8-19 2707 Mockingbird Dr. - Rigal & Daniella G. Loubeau
General Location: 2707 Mockingbird Dr. - Harvest Manor, Unit 1, Section 4,
Lot 133 (Corner Lot)
Petitioner(s): Modern Mill Solar, LLC - Ron Arnott
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (1)
Purpose: To allow several roof-mounted solar panels to be installed facing (East & West)
side yards (Required to be facing rear yard only)
Attorney Estrada stated that the Proofs of Publication were in order for both Variances.
Chairman Kouros stated that the discussion would be for both related cases, and that the
votes would be taken separately.
Mr. Ron Arnott from Modern Mill Solar, LLC, 3518 Broadway, Ft Wayne, In.
represented the Petitioners. Mr. Arnott stated that they were seeking two variances, one
to allow more than 80 S.F. of the solar panels, and one for the panels to face the rear and
side yards. Mr. Arnott referred to his packet showing the views of the home, and said
that they are proposing to install twenty-eight panels on the rear southern portion of the
house and with a variance for the east/west panels that would be installed at the rear of
the home with six panels on each pane and that they will not be visible from the street.
Chairman Kouros referred to the picture of the home. Mr. Arnott said that Page 1 gives
an aerial view of the home, and that PV02 gives the topography of the house which is
north facing, and the rear of the home which is southern facing which is the most optimal
place for the panels for the most production.
Mr. Arnott said that the illustration that was pointed out to him for the location of the
panels is an example in the sales package for the homeowner which is before engineering
gets their teeth into the system to figure out where the panels should be for optimal
production. Mr. Arnott said if you look at PV02, it shows an array of six panels on each
pane of the top roof towards the rear of the home. Mr. Arnott explained that the change
was due to a sizing issue. Mr. Kundich asked if there were just three panels affected
towards the rear of the home and those are the ones facing east and west. Mr. Arnott
replied yes. Mr. Kundich asked if those were the ones regarding B.Z.A. Item H. Mr.
Arnott replied yes.
Mr. Jarvis asked how many panels are actually facing either street. Mr. Arnott said there
will be only three on the top of the main roof facing either street. Mr. Jarvis asked for

confirmation that there are only three facing the side street; and asked how many are
facing the other street. Mr. Arnott replied that there will be three facing the eastern
street, and that the other one will be facing the neighbor’s yard, not a street. Mr. Kundich
asked if it were safe to say that zero panels are facing the north street. Mr. Arnott replied
correct.
Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. Mr. Paul Kettell from 2840 Painted
Leaf Dr. stated that the front of his home faces the front of the Loubeau’s home. Mr.
Kettell said that he just wanted to show his support for solar energy and his support for
the Loubeaus, and that he hopes the Board will grant the variances.
There being no further questions or comments from the floor, the matter was returned to
the Board. Mr. Davis referred to the street view on PV01 and asked if that were the north
side of the home. Mr. Arnott said it is facing north.
Mr. Kundich made a motion to approve #21-8-19. This was seconded by Mr. Jarvis with
discussion. Mr. Jarvis said that it is his understanding that there will only be three panels
facing either one of these streets. Mr. Arnott replied yes. Mr. Jarvis advised Mr.
Kundich that if he amends his motion to include only three panels, he would second it;
and asked Attorney Estrada if he was okay with that. Attorney Estrada replied that Mr.
Jarvis’ request is for a condition to be placed; and asked Mr. Kundich if he would like to
amend his motion to approve with the condition only that three panels be facing either
street. Mr. Kundich said he wanted to be assured that he understood that there are three
other panels facing the neighbor’s yard as well. Mr. Arnott replied yes. Mr. Kundich
amended his motion.
Prior to the vote. Attorney Estrada asked the Petitioner if he agreed to the condition on
behalf of his client. Mr. Arnott said that it will affect his client’s production; and that
their system was designed with their usage. Mr. Arnott added that taking out three panels
will reduce their production, and that they will not get the value. Attorney Estrada
explained that the Board is stating that they can have the three, but only three facing the
street. Attorney Estrada said that on PV 02, there are three facing the east street. Mr.
Arnott said that is correct. Attorney Estrada said that if he is okay with that, those are the
only three he can have. Mr. Arnott asked if he could not have the panels on the western
ridge. Attorney Estrada said that those panels face the neighbor’s yard. Mr. Arnott said
that they do. Attorney Estrada said that the Board is not addressing those panels and that
they are okay with them. Attorney Estrada again asked if Mr. Arnott was okay with that
condition. Mr. Arnott replied yes.
Chairman Kouros reiterated that there is a motion with conditions by Mr. Kundich
seconded by Mr. Jarvis, and that the Petitioner has agreed to the conditions. Chairman
Kouros asked for a vote which carried 4-0.
I.

B.Z.A. Case #21-8-20 2707 Mockingbird Dr. - Rigal & Daniella G. Loubeau
General Location: 2707 Mockingbird Dr. - Harvest Manor, Unit 1, Section 4, Lot
133 (Comer Lot)
Petitioner(s): Modem Mill Solar, LLC - Ron Arnott
Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII,
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)
Purpose: To allow 505.68 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels (80 S.F. Maximum)
For discussion, see related case above.
Mr. Davis made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Kundich and carried 40.

III.

COMMISSION BUSINESS
A. Findings of Fact:
1.

B.Z.A. Case #21-7-11 347 Indianapolis Blvd. - (Proposed: Food Establishment
W/Drive-Thru)
Petitioner(s): Luke Land. LLC - Dan Tursman, Director of Development
Petitioner’s Case Withdrawal - Variance of Use as required by Ordinance No. 1797,

Title XVI, Section 5, Paragraph C (3) - To allow a drive-thru lane in the
development located within the U.S. 41 Commercial Corridor Overlay District
APPROVED (5-0) 7/26/21
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried
4-0.

B. Correspondence
Mr. Volkmann said there was no correspondence
Attorney Estrada called a Point of Order for the Board, and stated that there are a few
stragglers here. Attorney Estrada reminded the Board that there should be no
communication with any Petitioners here today even if they want to speak regarding the
Boards’ decisions, and that the Board is not allowed to speak about it. .
IV.

ADJOURNMENT
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:36 P.M.

Respectfully Submitted:

Rick Cal inski. Secretary

