
MINUTES OF THE 
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
PUBLIC MEETING 
March 22, 2021

CALL TO ORDERI.

The Board of Zoning Appeals Public Meeting was called to order at 6:06 P.M. by Vice- 
Chairman William Jarvis at the Schererville Town Half 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: Vice-Chairman William Jarvis, 
Secretary Rick Calinski, Mr. Michael Davis, and Mr. Eric Kundich. Staff present: Town 
Manager Robert Volkmann, Planning Coordinator/Office Manager Denise Sulek, 
Recording Secretary Norma Hollingsworth Rico, Attorney Alfredo Estrada, and 
Councilman Tom Schmitt. Absent were Chairman Tom Kouros and Director of 
Operations James Gorman.

C. Approve Minutes of the Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting of February 22, 2021

Mr. Calinski made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Davis and carried 
4-0.

II. PUBLIC ACTION AND PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. B.Z.A. Case #21-3-6 1904 Sherman St. - Daniel C. & Katherine M. Baker

General Location: 1904 Sherman St. - C. Gorley’s South Acres, Lot 14

Petitioners(s): Power Home Solar - Neco Patlan

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

Purpose: To allow 256.2 S.F. of roof-mounted solar panels (80 S.F. Maximum Allowed)

Attorney Estrada confirmed that the Proofs of Publication were in order. Vice-Chairman 
Jarvis stated that both Case #21-3-6 and Case #21-3-7 would be heard together since they 
are related, and that the votes would be separate.

Ms. Neco Patlan who resides at 1322 W. Is' PI. Hobart, Indiana, and from Power Home 
Solar stated that the system to be installed is a 4.62 KW system ideally run with southern 
facing roof portions. Ms. Patlan explained that there is a large tree that prohibits them 
from using the garage structure, and that primarily they will be using the southern portion 
of the residence with a couple of panels on the eastern portion.

Vice-Chairman Jarvis asked how the 256.2 S.F. was determined. Ms. Patlan replied that 
it is based on the Petitioners annual current usage of 7,000 KW per year, and that the 
fourteen panels will produce about 5.000 KW per year which will make it feasible for 
them.

Mr. Calinski asked what program they would be utilizing. Ms. Patlan replied that it 
would be Net Metering, and that they will have a generator with essential battery backup 
which will provide onsite storage capability of up to 9 KW.

Vice-Chairman Jarvis opened both Case #21-3-6 and Case #21-3-7 to the floor. There 
being no questions or comments, the matter was returned to the Board. Vice-Chairman 
Jarvis asked for questions or a Course of Action. Attorney Estrada reminded the Board to 
state what facts they have heard to support any action including the hardship.

Mr. Davis asked if they had any communication with any of the neighbors. Ms. Patlan 
replied that the Bakers have spoken to one of their neighbors after that neighbor having



been served the notice, and that they are aware they want to have the system installed. 
Mr. Davis asked if it was a result of what they were doing. Ms. Patlan replied that the 
conversation was a result of receiving the Public Notice.

Mr. Calinski asked Ms. Patlan to explain the potential placement and the actual 
placement as shown on the renderings. Ms. Patlan explained that when they go into a 
home, depending on the customer’s utility usage, they are looking at the overall 
maximum or potential locations that would fit the 3’ x 5' solar panels. Ms. Patlan stated 
that on the top portion, the section on the east and west portions of the home are not 
receiving as much sunlight per their engineer’s projections. Ms. Patlan further explained 
that the east and west portions would capture 1,017 sun hours at a minimum versus the 
southern portions of the home which would get 1,095, resulting in eighty plus more sun 
hours over the course of the year to go towards the value of what they are getting from 
those southern panels with the maximum production throughout the year. Ms. Patlan 
added that using the southern portion of the roof will minimize the visibility versus using 
street curbside; and that they are not getting as much usage on the rear portion of the 
home and that they are limited on space. Ms. Patlan stated that the red and green boxes 
give an idea where they can optimally place panels, with the green areas being the space 
to use; and that the bottom panel is the end result where the panels will be placed. .Ms. 
Patlan pointed out that after the engineers worked with the specific measurements, there 
will just be two panels on the east side to maximize the use of the southern portion and to 
increase the customer’s production over the year. Mr. Calinski referred to the green 
proposed panel on the rear facing side, and said if they went with the other potential 
panel placement they would have to add three more panels to equal what they are looking 
for when they get down to the south facing side. Ms. Patlan replied correct, and that it is 
reduced capturing of the sun with the east side and that you start to lose that production 
when the sun starts to set, and the same with the west side that aren't getting those early 
morning hours from the east.

Vice-Chairman Jarvis asked if this was done by an engineer. Ms. Patlan replied correct, 
and added that they have their own internal structural and design engineers. Vice- 
Chairman Jarvis asked if the size of the panels are effective for the homeowner. Ms. 
Patlan replied that they partner with the manufacturer Silfab Solar out of Washington 
state, and that their standard size is 3’ x 5’. Vice-Chairman Jarvis said that the placement 
is because of the tree and the way the sun projects to the panels. Ms. Patlan replied 
correct; and that optimally, they only want to use the southern facing whenever possible. 
Ms. Patlan added that if the customer did want them to utilize the garage, they would be 
losing a great deal of production because the tree is on their neighbor’s property line.

Vice-Chairman Jarvis asked if in her experience, these have not hurt property' values or 
adjoining property' home’s values. Ms. Patlan replied that they are finding that they 
actually increase a home’s value by about 4% on average based on studies done by a 
panel of Realtors and Assessors. Mr. Calinski asked if it was the home value in question 
or the surrounding home. Ms. Patlan replied that it was the home's value in question.

Mr. Davis asked for confirmation that those home values are increasing. Ms. Patlan 
replied yes. Mr. Davis asked what data they utilize to determine that. Ms. Patlan replied 
that they rely on their home studies, and added that their company works with a panel of 
Realtors and Appraisers. Mr. Davis asked that if she were asked, could she show 
documented appraisals of locations showing the increase in value. Ms. Patlan replied 
yes, but that they are not with her this evening. Mr. Davis asked what the average 
increase in value is as a result. Ms. Patlan replied that right now it is about 4%. Ms. 
Patlan added that in certain areas, there are solar panels on one of every ten homes which 
is a feature for their electric utility bill.

Mr. Calinski asked why these panels can’t be used under the current zoning law that is in 
place. Ms. Patlan asked what that specific law is. Mr. Calinski said that her clients are 
asking for essentially three times the 80 S.F. maximum allowed, and that they are asking 
to have them situated in a different location than the Ordinance allows. Mr. Calinski 
asked her to explain why that is needed. Ms. Patlan referred to the top portion of the 
photo provided, and stated that based on their utility usage and what the panels would 
produce, and to have it offset their utilities and to be worth their investment, they would 
not fit on the rear portion of their home. Ms. Patlan added that is why they are utilizing 
the southern portion and that it is based on their recent twelve month usage history. Ms. 
Patlan stated that they are not looking to overload their roof by any means, and that their 
interest is having them being the owner of the electricity and to be as close to energy 
independent as possible. Ms. Patlan explained that they are using 330 Watt panels and 
that the fourteen panels are producing just under 5,000 KW for the year. Ms. Patlan



added that based on their current usage according to their NIPSCO bill, they are using 
586 KW per month which is about 7,000 KW for the year. Ms. Patlan reiterated that it is 
all based on their historical usage, the size of the panels, and the space that is available on 
their home. Mr. Calinski asked that based on their historical usage if they were looking 
to get to a certain number or looking for a certain amount of energy created. Ms. Patlan 
replied that it would actually depend on the home owner’s objective, and every home 
owner is different. Ms. Patlan explained that some are happy with just a 50% reduction 
and that others like the Bakers want to be sustainable, energy independent and want an 
energy backup. Ms. Patlan said that any of those panels that would get them a minimum 
of 80% independent was what they were looking for.

Vice-Chairman Jarvis asked if there were any other questions from Board members, and 
reminded them that each motion would be separate. Attorney Estrada reminded the 
Board that they are quasi-judicial, that this is a Public Hearing, and that evidence was 
heard. Attorney Estrada added that the only evidence before them is the testimony of the 
Petitioner, that there were no remonstrators, so that there is no evidence against anything 
she has said. Attorney Estrada said that the record is her testimony and the documents 
she submitted. Ms. Patlan interjected that in the Affidavit that was signed, the 
calculations have been verified.

Mr. Calinski stated that based on the current Zoning Ordinance and what was presented 
today and with what the owners are trying to achieve with the Net Metering Program, he 
made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-3-6 which was seconded by Mr. Davis and 
carried 4-0.

B. B.Z.A. Case #21-3-7 1904 Sherman St. - Daniel C. & Katherine M. Baker

General Location: 1904 Sherman St. - C. Gorley’s South Acres, Lot 14

Petitioner(s): Power Home Solar - Neco Patlan

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

Purpose: To allow roof-mounted solar panels to be installed facing south side yard 
(Required to be facing rear yard only)

For Discussion, see B.Z.A. Case #21-3-6 above.

Mr. Davis made a motion to approve B.Z.A. Case #21-3-6 which was seconded by Mr. 
Calinski and carried 4-0.

III. COMMISSION BUSINESS

A. Findings of Fact:

1. B.Z.A. Case #21-1-4 Plaza Heights addition. Lot 2 - (Proposed: Retail Plaza) 
Petitioners(s): 1902 U.S. 41, LLC - Attorney James Wieser, Wieser & Wyllie, LLP 
Variance of Use as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVI, Section 5, Paragraph 
C (3) - To allow a potential drive-through service areas within the development 
FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION TO TOWN COUNCIL W/CONDITIONS 
(5-0) 2/22/21
Mr. Calinski made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Davis and 
carried 4-0.

2. B.Z.A. Case #21-2-5 1212 W. Lincoln Hwy. (Proposed: Used Car LotO 
Petitioner(s): DDS Properties, Inc., Attorney Adam Sworden 
Variance of Use as required by Ordinance No. 1797, Title XVI, Section 4, C (2) xxiii 
- To allow used car sales 
COUNCIL W/CONDITIONS (5-0) 2/22/21
Mr. Davis made a motion to approve which was seconded by Mr. Calinski and 
carried 4-0.

FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION TO TOWN

B. Correspondence

Ms. Sulek stated there was none.



IV. ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 6:30 P.M.

Respectfully Submitted:
<7

y
Rick Caknski, Secretary

I


