
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES 
November 22, 2021

CALL TO ORDERI.

The Board of Zoning Appeals Public Meeting was called to order at 6:05 P.M. by Chairman 
Tom Kouros 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, Vice- 
Chairman William Jarvis, Secretary Rick Calinski, Mr. Michael Davis, and Mr. Eric 
Kundich who arrived at 6:09 P.M. after Roll Call was taken. Staff present: Town 
Manager Robert Volkmann, Director of Operations James Gorman, Planning 
Coordinator/Office Manager Denise Sulek, Recording Secretary Norma Hollingsworth 
Rico, Attorney Alfredo Estrada, and Councilmen Caleb Johnson and Tom Schmitt.

C. Approve Minutes of the Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting of October 25, 2021

Mr. William Jarvis made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Michael 
Davis, and carried 4-0.

II. PUBLIC ACTION AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-22 67th & U.S. 41 - (Proposed: Drive-thru)

General Location: Southeast corner of 67"' Ave. & U.S. 41

Petitioner(s): David Hene - Location Finders International 
Amanda Schwerin - HDGroup

Request: Variance of Use as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVI, Section 5, 
Paragraph C (3)

Purpose: To allow a drive-thru lane within the U.S. 41 Commercial Corridor Overlay 
District

Attorney Estrada confirmed that the Proofs of Publication were in order.
Mr. David Hene with Location Finders International located at 9440 Enterprise Dr., 
Mokena, IL stated that Ms. Schwerin’s flight was delayed and that she would be arriving 
shortly. Chairman Kouros heard other cases until her arrival.

Ms. Schwerin apologized for being late due to her flight delay from Texas; and stated that 
she was here to talk about Portillo’s Hot Dogs that they are proposing at U.S. 41 and 67,l, 
Ave. Ms. Schwerin said that they would like to put in a drive-thru; and that Portillo’s has 
been operating for over forty years starting in Chicago.

Ms. Schwerin stated that they have mastered the drive-thru and that they are already 
successful with double drive-thrus; but that they have a third lane proposed on this 
project because of their expected customer volume. Ms. Schwerin pointed out that the 
Portillo’s drive-thrus are not always open to use all of the lanes, and that it is only during 
peak hours. Ms. Schwerin explained that they let people come in those lanes; but that 
once those customers have their orders taken by employees, they place cones and they 
merge with the first lane, and the subsequent two lanes become bypass lanes.

Chairman Kouros stated that it was brought up a couple of months ago with another 
drive-thru they had, that Portillo’s is known as always very busy. Chairman Kouros 
asked Ms. Schwerin to explain how this will work, and if customers would come up 671|, 
Ave. and come down into the street, and then what. Ms. Schwerin replied that they will 
turn into the entrance and then the drive-thru the easiest way with a direct right turn from 
the entrance. Ms. Schwerin pointed out that they have a long drive-thru stack to 
eliminate cars leaving out of the drive-thru lane to not block the parking lot traffic nor the



fire lanes. Chairman Kouros said that the traffic comes in from the right into the drive- 
thru lane, finishes with the order, then comes around the building; and then are they 
exiting the same entrance. Ms. Schwerin said that actually there is an entrance straight 
out from the drive-thru.

Mr. Calinski asked if that exit was straight out to Route 41; and if so, it is not what is 
depicted here. Ms. Schwerin said that it is south. Mr. Volkmann said as a point of 
clarity, the proposal is for access to what would be the north entrance where Strack & 
Van Til is at and the mall there with Walmart. Mr. Volkmann said that it is the north 
entrance that people use, and asked if they have a cross-access easement on that lot. Mr. 
Hene replied that they have been in conversations with the owner of the Crossroads 
Shopping Center, and that they are amenable to the cross-access; but they need to get 
consents from both Walmart and Strack & Van Til, and that they are working on those. 
Mr. Hene added that regardless, if they don’t get them, the Petitioners and Portillo’s feel 
that the site plan works with the main entrance on 67,h Ave which is signalized.

Mr. Volkmann said that the reservations that the Plan Commission had with the site plan 
that showed two entrances that go to the south of the parcel, and both of those enter 
through the adjoining property which is where Stracks and Walmart are. Mr. Volkmann 
added that 67,h Ave. also has a foundation for a traffic light, but that those are issues that 
the Plan Commission will deal with in the planning process for the site; and at that stage, 
they will have to put in the foundation, some dedicated turn lanes and other 
improvements at the intersection. Mr. Volkmann also said that they certainly have 
answered their call for putting in adequate stacking for their drive-thru.

Ms. Schwerin said that she has a video showing how the Portillo’s drive-thru works 
which was taken at max peak time and that it would not always be this busy. Chairman 
Kouros said that two lanes go into one lane. Ms. Schwerin said that was correct, and that 
if they happen to get their order before the second window, they can leave the line and 
get out. Chairman Kouros asked if the stacking was year round. Ms. Schwerin replied 
yes, but that it varies depending on the season or time as to how many are out there. Ms. 
Schwerin added that they are typically busy all the time.

Mr. Calinski asked Staff if there was an existing building that they are planning to demo. 
Mr. Volkmann replied that it had already been demolished years ago and that they are 
working with a vacant site which is approximately 3.3 acres.

Mr. Davis asked Mr. Volkmann if this land had always been vacant or if there were a 
previous building. Mr. Volkmann replied that it was an auto-body shop that burned and 
was razed.

Mr. Jarvis asked if they have had any accidents with their employees servicing the 
customer in the drive-thru. Ms. Schwerin said that she can’t answer with certainty, but 
she is not aware of any; and that if there were, she would know. Mr. Jarvis said that he 
has a feeling that this location will be quite busy. Ms. Schwerin stated that Portillo’s 
takes the safety of their employees and their customers very seriously which is why they 
have gotten so good at their drive-thrus.

Mr. Jarvis said that the employees go out to the vehicles and take the customers’ orders. 
Ms. Schwerin said yes, but that there is a typical menu board; but that they do take orders 
with I-pads in the drive-thru. Mr. Jarvis then asked if there were any coverage for the 
employees. Ms. Schwerin replied yes, and that it is in-between the menu board and the 
pre-sale board. Mr. Jarvis said that it keeps them out of the weather then.

Mr. Davis said he was trying to picture in his head where the employees take the orders, 
and that from the video, it looked like he could see Route 41. Ms. Schwerin stated that 
she was not sure at which site the picture was taken; but that the video is just to show an 
example.

Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. There being no comments or questions 
from the floor, the matter was returned to the Board. Mr. Jarvis said that it was his 
understanding that there would be stacking for thirty-one cars. Ms. Schwerin said that is 
possible, but only if it is at complete max peak time.

Mr. Jarvis addressed Mr. Volkmann and said that years passed that they had worked with 
this property, and that there was a cross-easement and asked if it were ever approved.
Mr. Volkmann replied that there are no cross-easements. Mr. Jarvis said that he didn't 
know if that project was ever finalized. Mr. Volkmann said that a cross-access would



certainly be an enhancement, but that he didn’t know that it was necessary. Mr. Jarvis 
agreed and said that 67th can handle the traffic.

Ms. Schwerin said that as far as cars in the drive thru, they did a comparison to their 
Indiana site and that it was on average of about forty to forty-five cars per hour; but that 
at peak times it could be above that. Mr. Jarvis said that their stacking for this site will 
really enhance over what Merrillville has. Mr. Volkmann said that they have drive-thru 
stacking for thirty-one, and that their on-line stacking is twenty-three so it is over fifty 
cars. Chairman Kouros said that the turn lane, etc. will be addressed at the Plan 
Commission. Mr. Jarvis asked if they get alot of on-line orders. Ms. Schwerin replied 
that it has risen since the pandemic, as with the drive-thru. Ms. Schwerin added that they 
have always had a successful drive-thru, but that it has significantly increased compared 
to their dine-in, even with their COVID decreasing base, and that they continue to see 
their drive-thru customers. Mr. Jarvis stated that people have gotten used to the concept 
of using the drive-thru, and that he understands that.

Chairman Kouros asked for any other questions from Board members or a Course of 
Action. Attorney Estrada said that before any motion is given, he wanted to set the 
record about this particular Variance of Use so that they have all of the information. 
Attorney Estrada said that the drive-thru use in the U.S. 41 Corridor Overlay District is 
excluded because they adopted the U.S. 30 exclusions as well; and that in this particular 
area, it is an excluded use, and that needs to be taken into consideration. Attorney 
Estrada added that it doesn’t necessarily mean that you can’t make an appearance that 
goes to the Town Council to determine whether an excluded use should be given 
permission to exist. Attorney Estrada said he just wanted to make that statement on the 
records.

Mr. Jarvis asked if their hardship for this property is the fact that they need that large of a 
drive-thru. Ms. Schwerin replied that it is the excluded use because they need the drive- 
thru.

Mr. Jarvis made a motion for a favorable recommendation to the Town Council for 
B.Z.A. Case #21-11-22 because he does not see any interference with our Comprehensive 
Plan; that the hardship was discussed; and that he doesn’t feel this will adversely affect 
the property values, but will in fact enhance them with the volume of business that 
Portillo’s will bring to the Town of Schererville; pursuant to all State, Local, and Federal 
Regulations. The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried 5-0.

B. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-23 1635 Schafer Dr. - Pegi Davis

General Location: 1635 Schafer Dr. - Park Manor, Sixth Addition, Lot 8

Petitioner(s): Pegi Davis

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title V, 
Section 7, Paragraph A

Purpose: To allow an 880 S.F. Detached Garage (Maximum Allowed 520 S.F.)

Attorney Estrada confirmed that the Proofs of Publication were in order. Ms. Davis 
represented herself. Chairman Kouros confirmed with Ms. Davis that the current 
dilapidated garage would be removed and that the new 20’ x 40’ garage would be placed 
further back in her yard. Ms. Davis stated that the new garage would be for storage of 
her boat and vehicles.

Mr. Calinski asked if Ms. Davis currently lives at this location and is she carried a 
Homestead Exemption at this location. Ms. Davis replied that she had to move back 
from Florida, and that her Homestead is back at the home in Florida. Mr. Calinski asked 
if the 1635 Schafer Dr. location was a rental unit. Ms. Davis replied that it was a rental 
property until 2018, at which time she moved back to Indiana, and that she now lives 
there.

Mr. Michael Davis asked if the property faced west. Ms. Davis replied correct. Mr. 
Michael Davis asked for confirmation that she would be pushing the new garage back to 
the east. Ms. Davis replied that was correct, that she was building a garage on the north
east part of her property. Mr. Michael Davis asked if it was correct that her property 
adjoins her neighbor’s property. Ms. Davis replied that she is looking to place the garage 
5’ away from her property line. Mr. Michael Davis asked if there were a house that sits



to the north of her home. Ms. Davis replied that was correct. Mr. Michael Davis then 
asked if there was going to be an expansion to the north and how that would affect that 
property to the north. Ms. Davis replied that she is going to back up her garage further 
east and that it will not affect the neighbor’s property. Ms. Davis added that the neighbor 
to the north has a garage that is 22’ x 40’, and that they do not have a problem with it and 
that they are here tonight. Ms. Davis also stated that she is not blocking anything with 
her neighbor’s home.

Chairman Kouros referred to the picture in Ms. Davis’ packet and asked what building it 
was. Ms. Davis replied that it is their neighbor’s existing garage. There being no further 
questions from the Board, Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor.

Ms. Janice Roberts from 329 E. Wilhelm St. asked how this will affect their values and 
other zoning in the area around them; and added that she understands that the garage is 
larger than what the Ordinance allows. Chairman Kouros replied that every case is 
unique. Mr. Volkmann added that this area is R-2 zoning and that the Ordinance states 
that the maximum size of a garage is 520 S.F., and that with this Variance, the Petitioner 
is asking to exceed that which is their right. Mr. Volkmann said that it will not adversely 
affect property values, but may in fact enhance the value of this property with a more 
modern and larger garage. Ms. Roberts asked if it didn’t affect the zoning because it is a 
larger building than is allowed in the Ordinance today. Mr. Volkmann replied that it does 
not; and that each case is individual, and that there are criteria used to evaluate that. Mr. 
Volkmann added that it is the Petitioner’s right to request the variance if she wants to 
exceed what is allowed in the Ordinance.

Ms. Roberts then asked why she is asking for such a large building and the intent. Ms. 
Davis replied that she needs to store a boat and two vehicles, and yard equipment and 
tools. Ms. Roberts said that she was just worried that it would be used for mechanics or a 
business. Ms. Davis replied no, and that she was just looking to match the home. Ms. 
Davis explained that they had to tear down the home because the foundation was bad; 
and that they rebuilt the home in 2019. Now she just wants to match the home with a 
space for storage.

There being no further questions from the floor, the matter was returned to the Board.
Mr. Davis made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-11-23 pursuant to all State, 
Federal, and Local Regulations. Mr. Jarvis seconded the motion with discussion. Mr. 
Jarvis stated that he does not feel that this Petition is injurious to the public health, safety, 
or welfare; that he feels it will improve property values; and that the hardship is that the 
Petitioner needs the room for a boat and two cars; and that Mr. Davis amend his motion 
that there will be no automotive repair in the garage and that he (Mr. Jarvis) will second 
it. Mr. Davis accepted the amendment and changed his motion.

Attorney Estrada called for a Point of Order and asked the Petitioner if she agreed to the 
condition that there will be no automotive repair done in the garage. Ms. Davis said that 
she agrees.

The vote was taken and the motion was approved 4-1 with Mr. Calinski casting the no 
vote.

C. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-24 7009 Cline Ave. - Nina Tica

General Location: 7009 Cline Ave.

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar. L.L.C. - Melne Hughes

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII, 
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)

Purpose: To allow 434.28 S.F. of ground-mounted solar panels 
(80 S.F. Maximum Allowed)

Attorney Estrada confirmed that the Proofs of Publication were in order. Ms. Melne 
Hughes with Power Home Solar, 919 N. Main St, Mooresville, NC, 28115 represented 
the Petitioner.

Chairman Kouros asked where the ground-mounted solar panels would be installed. M. 
Hughes replied they would be in the rear of the property near the property line. 
Chairman Kouros asked for questions from the Board members.



Mr. Davis asked if the proposed solar panels would be in the back of the home facing 
north. Mr. Davis said he believes the house faces the south, and that the solar location 
would be back by the trees. Ms. Hughes replied that it is the north side of the property, 
however, the panels will face the south. Ms. Hughes said when you pull into the 
driveway, you will be facing east. Mr. Davis said that it appeared when you enter the 
driveway from Cline Ave. that the front of the house faces south. Ms. Hughes explained 
that their front door faces west, that the back yard is on the east side of their property, and 
that the panels will be behind the home but north of the property line and that they will 
face south. Ms. Hughes pointed out that their project site shows an aerial view of the 
home, and that the location of the panels are indicated by a red rectangle; and that if you 
look to the right of their driveway where the house starts, that is their front door. Ms. 
Hughes reiterated that their front door faces west. Mr. Davis said that there are woods in 
the back of the home that are north. Ms. Hughes said that is true. Mr. Volkmann 
interjected that the garage door faces south and that it is a side-loaded garage.

Chairman Kouros asked for other questions from the Board members. There being none, 
the matter was opened to the floor. There being no questions or comments from the 
floor, the matter was returned to the Board.

Mr. Jarvis asked if the hardship was that they needed enough panels to produce the 
amount of electricity to make it viable. Ms. Hughes said she was not aware of a hardship, 
but that it was a better production with the ground-mounted and a location that they 
selected. Mr. Jarvis said that he assumed that they needed this many panels to produce 
enough electricity to make it worthwhile for the Petitioner. Ms. Hughes said that the 
hardship was the amount of panels they needed.

Mr. Davis asked if the red circle was where the panels would sit. Ms. Hughes replied that 
the red triangle is where the panels would sit. Mr. Davis said if you go north on Cline 
Ave., the panels would be able to be seen from Cline Ave. Ms. Davis said they could not 
be seen from Cline Ave. Mr. Davis asked if the trees on the north side of the house 
wound around all the way to the southeast. Ms. Davis said that is correct.

Mr. Kundich asked if Ms. Hughes had stated that the panels would be north of the 
property line. Ms. Hughes replied that it isn’t north of the property line; but as you are 
looking at the site, it is on the north side of the property still within the property line 
covered by trees; and added that the panels cannot be seen from the road.

Chairman Kouros asked if that normally the panels would go on the roof-top. Ms. 
Hughes replied that it is a choice, and that sometimes the required number cannot fit on 
the roof. Ms. Hughes added that to make it more aesthetic and efficient, the ground 
mounted will be requested rather than have it chopped up on their roof, and that this will 
keep it from all views by being in the back yard. Chairman Kouros asked what if we get 
5’ of snow. Ms. Hughes said that the panels are elevated off of the ground 8” to 10” 
depending on the ground on which they are being mounted.

Mr. Jarvis made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-11-24 pursuant to all State, 
Federal, and Local Regulations; the fact that the hardship has been presented that they 
need this amount of panels to make it work; that this will not be injurious to the public 
health, safety or welfare of the general community; that this will not interfere with our 
Comprehensive Plan; and that it will not affect property values of the adjacent properties. 
This was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried 5-0.

D. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-25 8627 Hanley Ln.-
Mahmud Abdul Jaber Issa and Samira Abelghani Issa 

General Location: 8627 Hanley Ln. - Lot 26, Pine Island Ridge Subdivision, Unit 32

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar, L.L. C. - Melne Hughes

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII, 
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)

Purpose: To allow 296.10 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels 
(80 S.F. Maximum Allowed)

Attorney Estrada confirmed that the Proofs of Publication were in order.



Ms. Melne Hughes represented the Petitioners. Chairman Kouros confirmed with Ms. 
Hughes that the panels would be on the back of the home, and asked for questions from 
the Board members.

Mr. Davis asked if the home was on a corner. Ms. Hughes replied that it is not on a 
corner but on a middle lot.

Chairman Kouros opened the matter to the floor. Ms. Noel Collins from 5498 W. 86"’ 
Terrace in the Pine Island Ridge subdivision, stated that the subject home is across the 
street from her. Ms. Collins said that she has medical concerns related to solar panels in 
addition to the panels being unsightly for their beautiful subdivision; and that they will 
decrease the value and hard work that people have put into their homes. Chairman 
Kouros asked if she had a medical issue. Ms. Collins replied that she had a medical 
reason that she believes the panels are dangerous to the environment and to humans. Ms. 
Hughes responded by apologizing for her medical concerns, and stated that the way the 
panels will sit will not be visible from the street, and that Ms. Collins will not be able to 
see them. Ms. Collins reiterated that she believes that the panels will cause a medical 
danger to people which is her biggest concern, and that they will diminish their property 
values.

There being no further comments or questions from the floor, the matter was returned to 
the Board. Mr. Calinski asked why there is a need for 296.1 S.F. of panels which is over 
what the Ordinance allows. Ms. Hughes replied that they need a fifteen panel count to 
accommodate their current electrical usage.

Chairman Kouros asked if the expense of the ground-mounted panels is comparable to 
the roof-mounted. Ms. Hughes replied yes.

Mr. Davis said that listening to the concerns that the neighbor had, in the marketing of the 
solar panels if they had literature or paraphernalia to address those concerns as far as 
medical issues. Ms. Hughes said that they do have several references that they offer 
depending on the concern; and that she is unaware of any medical issues as a result of 
solar panels. Ms. Hughes added that they do have references they can look up if met with 
any issues from neighbors or others; along with literature they can pass out.

Mr. Calinski made a motion to approve based on the fact he does not believe this will 
affect the property values of the surrounding areas whatsoever. This was seconded by 
Mr. Davis and carried 5-0.

E. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-26 119 Seville Ct.-Christian M. Gaal

General Location: 119 Seville Ct. - Lot 32, Unit 3, Casa Bella 2nd Addition

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar, L.L.C. - Evelyn Pozos

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII, 
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)

Purpose: To allow 296.10 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels 
(80 S.F. Maximum Allowed)

Ms. Evelyn Pozos from Power Home Solar represented the Petitioners. Chairman 
Kouros asked for confirmation that they had some panels on the back and some on the 
front. Ms. Pozos replied that they are all on the back.

Mr. Davis asked if this particular home sits in the middle of a cul-de-sac. Ms. Pozos 
replied yes. Mr. Davis then asked if the panels would only be in the back. Ms. Pozos 
replied yes. Mr. Davis asked if they were on the east side of the home. Ms. Pozos 
replied that they are actually facing southeast.

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. Davis made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-11-26 pursuant to all State, 
Federal, and Local Regulations, because he feels it will not affect the home values of the 
neighbors in the subdivision. This was seconded by Mr. Kundich and carried 5-0.

F. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-27 8387 Pine Island Dr. - Kurt P. Krueger



General Location: 8387 Pine Island Dr. - Lot 142, Pine Island Ridge Subdivision Unit 6

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar, L.L.C. - Evelyn Pozos

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII. 
Section 22, Paragraph C (3)

Purpose: To allow 294.90 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels 
(80 S.F. Maximum Allowed)

Ms. Evelyn Pozos from Power Home Solar represented the Petitioner. Attorney Estrada 
confirmed that the Proofs of Publication were in order. Chairman Kouros asked if these 
panels were all in the back of the home. Ms. Pozos replied yes.

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. Davis asked if the home sits on 
the lake side or on the opposite side of the street. Ms. Pozos replied that it is on the 
opposite side.

Mr. Cal inski made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-11-27 on the basis that this will 
not hinder or impact property values or any other concerns of the neighborhood. This 
was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried 5-0.

G. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-28 8472 Porter PI. - Ramiro M. Ramirez III & Laura Ramirez

General Location: 8472 Porter PI. - Lot 169, Pine Island Ridge Subdivision, Unit 6

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar, L.L.C. - Evelyn Pozos

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII, 
Section 22, Paragraph C (1)

Purpose: To allow roof-mounted solar panels to face front (East) and (West) side yards 
(Required to face rear yard only)

Attorney Estrada stated that the Proofs of Publication were in order even though the 
receipts have not been returned. Attorney Estrada pointed out that the mailings were 
sent out on time. Attorney Estrada also pointed out that there are two variances for the 
same Petitioner and suggested the Board hears both at the same time with separate votes. 
Attorney Estrada said that the Proofs of Publication were also in order for B.Z.A. Case 
#21-11-29.

Mr. Davis asked the general purpose of and why the locations were needed to face the 
front (east). Ms. Pozos, who represented the Petitioners, replied that they figured for 
ultimate production that the front would be a better area for the solar system to get more 
sun hours than the opposite side. Ms. Pozos pointed out that the H.O.A. required that the 
panels which would sit on the front of the home facing east should be moved to the back. 
Ms. Pozos said that she has moved them to the back and is just waiting on the memo to 
be signed by the actual resident to approve the change, but that the panels will be moved.

Attorney Estrada said that procedural ly for point of clarification before they get into the 
case, if it were the Petitioners’ position that they are rescinding the Petition for the 
Developmental Variance for them to place the panels facing the front yard. Ms. Pozos 
replied that they are moving the panels from the front to the back. Attorney Estrada said 
that they still need a variance for the panels facing the side yards. Ms. Pozos stated that 
the H.O.A. is approving the design as long as this jurisdiction approves the actual solar; 
but that they (the H.O.A.) will approve it in the back, not the front.

Attorney Estrada said that he will ask a specific question and that he needs a specific 
answer. Attorney Estrada said that there will still be roof-mounted panels facing the side 
yards. Ms. Pozos asked which side of the home that would be. Attorney Estrada said 
that what is front of the Board is a Developmental Variance, and that he wants 
clarification, “to allow roof-mounted solar panels to face front (east)” which will be 
moved to the back and which they have addressed. Ms. Pozos said yes. Attorney Estrada 
continued and said that they haven’t addressed whether the “(west) side yard” would still 
be required. Ms. Pozos replied yes that the west side yard would still be required. 
Attorney Estrada said that he just wanted clarification that a Variance will still be needed;



and that for point of clarification going further, now the Developmental Variance is only 
for the west side yard facing roof-mounted solar panels. Ms. Hughes said yes, the west 
and the southwest. Attorney Estrada said that you are here for the east and west, but are 
withdrawing the application for the east, so the remaining Variance is just for the west. 
Ms. Hughes replied yes, and the southwest. Attorney Estrada asked if the southwest was 
the rear yard. Ms. Hughes replied that it is on the side, and that she has the image here. 
Attorney Estrada stated that there is still a Developmental Variance required for the side 
yard, and that we do not have any documents showing the current layout and how they 
would be as requested.

Chairman Kouros asked if they should have those documents in front of them. Attorney 
Estrada replied that it is a decision for this Board to make whether they need the 
information prior to hearing the case; but that he feels it would benefit the Board and the 
Petitioner if they had all of the information here today. Chairman Kouros asked Attorney 
Estrada if it would be proper to entertain a motion to defer this matter. Attorney Estrada 
said that they can continue this until the next B.Z.A. meeting if that is what the Board 
would like to do. Chairman Kouros asked if they should defer both Case #21-11-28 and 
21-11-29 from this evening’s agenda. Attorney Estrada said that it is the Board’s 
discretion, but that he would imagine that the evidence is needed not only for location but 
for the totality of the square footage, and that the Board would want to know where they 
are located.

Mr. Calinski made a motion to defer both B.Z.A. Case #21-11-28 and B.Z.A. Case #21- 
11 -29 just for further clarification on the schematic that has been presented to them 
tonight. Mr. Calinski said that there has been some discussion involving the different 
moving of the solar panels, and that he would personally feel more comfortable if they 
could see the final depiction of how the solar panels would be laid out. This was 
seconded by Mr. Davis which carried 5-0.

H. B.Z.A. Case #21-11-29 8472 Porter PI. - Ramiro M. Ramirez III & Laura Ramirez

General Location: 8472 Porter PI. - Lot 169, Pine Island Ridge Subdivision, Unit 6

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar, L.L.C. - Evelyn Pozos

Request: Developmental Variance as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVII, 
Section 22 Paragraph C (3)

Purpose: To allow 355.32 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels 
(80 S.F. Maximum Allowed)

For discussion, refer to B.Z.A. Case #21-11-28, but this is the recorded motion:
Mr. Calinski made a motion to defer both B.Z.A. Case #21-11-28 and B.Z.A. Case #21- 
11-29 just for further clarification on the schematic that has been presented to them 
tonight. Mr. Calinski said that there has been some discussion involving the different 
moving of the solar panels, and that he would personally feel more comfortable if they 
could see the final depiction of how the solar panels would be laid out. This was 
seconded by Mr. Davis which carried 5-0.

III. COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. Cancellation of December Board of Zoning Appeals Public Meeting

Mr. Jarvis made a motion to cancel the December Public Meeting of the Board of 
Zoning Appeals which was seconded by Mr. Calinski and carried 4-0.

B. Findings of Fact:

1. B.Z.A. Case #21-10-21 1675 U.S. 41 - (Proposed Drive-thru)
Petitioner(s): Schererville Retail Management, LLC - Jordan Chapman 
Variance of Use as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVI, Section 5,
Paragraph C (3) - To allow a drive-thru lane within the U.S. 41 Commercial Corridor 
Overlay District

FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION TO T.C. W/CONDITIONS (3-0) 
Mr. Jarvis made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Calinski and 
carried 4-0.

IV. ADJOURNMENT



There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 7:11 P.M.

Respectfully Submitted:

r
Rick Calinski, Secretary


