
 

 

 City of Dearborn 

 Zoning Board of Appeals 

 Thursday, November 20, 2025 

 Minutes 

Called to Order:  5:34 p.m. 

Commissioners Present:  Glen Green (Chair), Samera Ajami (Vice-Chair), Hassane 
Fadlallah (Secretary), Tim Muflihi, Mona Hammoud. 

Technical Advisors:  David Breneau, Zoning Administrator; Kaileigh Bianchini, Planning 
Manager; Brad Mendelsohn, City Attorney; Kobi Sunday, City Planner.  

Approval of Minutes.  Motion by Commissioner Ajami, supported by Commissioner 
Fadlallah that the minutes of the previous regular meeting of Thursday, October 23, 2025 
are approved as recorded.  Motion carried unanimously. 

Appeal #25-119 
 

Consideration of a request of William and Rhonda Runco for variances to accommodate an 

accessory building at an existing residence, the property size being 1.5 acres, irregular 
shape, in the (RA) One-Family Residential district:  

 
100 North Brady Road 
 

Breneau summarized the Staff report dated November 20, 2025.  Factors to consider on 
the variance request:  Existing on the 1.5-acre property is a 4,400 sq. ft. house with an 

attached garage, as well as an existing patio and an in-ground swimming pool. The house 
is unusual in that it faces the side lot line and a shared driveway.  The applicant is 
proposing a freestanding 20 ft. x 26 ft., building to store outdoor patio furniture and pool 

equipment.  The intent of the proposed building is a shed, except that it does not meet 
the technical definition of a shed, which is a permitted building.  The storage building 

itself requires Zoning Board of Appeals approval (since it is an undefined structure), as 
does allowing the building to be closer to the front lot line than the house.  If the house 
faced Brady Road instead of the side lot line than the proposed location of the outbuilding 

relative to the back corner of the house would place it in the legal rear yard and it would 
not need a variance.  The applicant’s property is large and is screened from Brady Road 

by a grass berm and set 41 ft. back from the right-of-way. Additionally, the applicant is 
proposing to add in additional landscaping to screen the building from Brady.  The project 
as proposed meets all other ordinance requirements including minimum percentage of 

landscaping for the property as well as maximum number of accessory structures (no 
more than 3). 

Green asked if this were a second garage would that be an issue?  

Breneau said yes, a second garage is not permitted.  

Bianchini said just for emphasis all unlisted structures require approval of this Board; 
there is a maximum permitted accessory structure size of 700 sq ft, this building is 520 sq 

ft; the site meets the minimum landscaping requirement; the Ordinance allows three 



 

 

accessory structures, and with the pool and the gazebo, the proposed building is a third 
accessory structure; the property is unique, while Brady is the legal front lot line given the 

property address, it operates as the side lot line; the applicant is willing to plant 
arborvitaes on two sides of the building to screen from Brady despite its distance from 

Brady, this will reduce visibility of the building from Brady, keeping the character of the 
area, and Staff is supportive of the request.  

Ajami asked if the building will have electrical or plumbing? 

Applicant said electrical. 

Green asked if there is enough room on the lot with its shape to place the building so that 
it satisfies this locational provision of the Ordinance?  

Applicant said you have to be rational and reasonable with house the house is situated; if 
you look at the picture that it is clear that the front of the house faces the side lot line; we 
could go through the process of naming the private driveway as a street and changing the 

address; when we built the house we decided to position it the same way as the Brant 
home, facing the private driveway; the address is Brady, and he knows the legal fictional 
world, in which he faces Brady, and what faces Brady is a garage, so the garage is the 

most forward part of his house, which would be a problem today.   

Bianchini said another characteristic of the property is a grade drop towards the north lot 
line, which would prevent placing the building there.   

Breneau said there is a retaining wall along the pool and patio area behind the house, 
which curves around to meet with the back of the house; it would be difficult to place the 

outbuilding in the legal rear yard.  

Green said he assessed the property from the berm and determined the outbuilding could 
not go behind the house.  

Bianchini said yes with the grade change she agrees.  

Applicant said the shed fits with the gables of the house to blend it; he has pine trees, he 
has a cluster of trees he wants to keep to screen the shed. 

Green asked if he is removing trees.  

Applicant said he would rather move the shed into the pool area than remove the trees.   

Green said the triangular shape of the lot, the grade changes, create a practical difficulty; 
he understands that the address is typically the front of the house; due to the lot shape 

the house was built facing the shared driveway and not the street, so the front of the 
house faces the shared driveway, so the accessory structure is not in front of the house, it 
is to the side and behind the house; you could put the shed behind the house if you could 

address the elevation issues, but this proposal supports orderly development of the 
property, doing anything else would likely impact land values, but the proposal enhances 

land values; it provides substantial justice with the unusual nature of the lot; you want to 
keep with the other homes in the area in terms of the amenities, and how it looks, and 
the juxtaposition of the house on the lot and making good use of the space that is there; 

he is puzzled that the building is an unlisted building. 

Breneau said the definition of a shed includes a range of dimensions and this falls outside 
of that range so it does not fit the definition of a shed even though its intent is a shed.   



 

 

Bianchini said this is not a variance in the typical sense; the Ordinance simply says that 
ZBA review and approval is required, although the criteria for approval can be the same 

as for an actual variance.   

Breneau said there is one variance and one determination. 

Hammoud asked if it were to be a garage is there anything is the code against a second 

garage. 

Breneau said yes, you can have only one garage whether it is attached or detached.  

Green asked what makes it a garage. 

Breneau said it is the intent, the intent of a garage is for the storage of vehicles.  

Green asked about people whose garage has a garage door but they use their garage for 
outdoor living space. 

Breneau mentioned about using a garage for storage, but you can still clear the garage 

out and park cars in it; but in this circumstance, it is not a garage because it is not built 
like one, there is not a garage door. 

Green said he should do 42in doors instead of 36in so you can get furniture in and out.  

Hammoud asked if he is planting arborvitaes facing Brady.  

Applicant said the site plan shows arborvitaes along the building walls. 

Public comment: None 

Outside correspondences: None 

RESOLUTION.  Motion by Commissioner Fadlallah, supported by Commissioner Ajami, for 
the reasons and subject to the facts, representations and stipulations stated on the record 
during the public hearing, to APPROVE the variance detailed below: 
 

Ajami read the factors to consider on the variance request.    
 

Sec. 2.03 D2  Approval of a detached accessory structure.  Zoning requirement: ZBA 
approval required for unlisted accessory buildings.  Proposed: The storage outbuilding as 
proposed is an unlisted building is APPROVED (DZO 32.05, F.1. A, B, G, J, M).  

 
Sec. 2.03 C2a  Waive the requirement that an accessory building cannot be located closer 

to the front lot line than the principal building.  Zoning requirement: Not located closer to 
the front lot line than the principal building.  Proposed: Located closer to the front lot line 
than the principal building is APPROVED (DZO 32.05, F.1. A, B, G, J, M).  

 
A: The triangular shape of the lot and the grade changes causes a practical difficulty. 

B: The house faces the side lot line and not the front lot line. 
  
This motion is conditioned on the petitioner's continuous compliance with all applicable 

ordinances, codes, laws and statutes; and, the petitioner must perform all work under 
plans, permits and final inspections approved by the City of Dearborn. 

 

Motion carried unanimously. 



 

 

Other business 

Approval of Minutes.  Motion by Commissioner Ajami, supported by Commissioner 

Hammoud that the minutes of the closed session meeting of Thursday, October 23, 2025 
are approved as recorded.  Motion carried unanimously. 

 

Adjournment 

Motion by Commissioner Fadlallah, supported by Commissioner Hammoud, to adjourn the 

hearing.  Motion carried unanimously. 

Meeting Adjourned: 6:55 p.m. 


