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ANN ARBOR HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION 
 

Staff Report 
 

ADDRESS:  203-205 North Ingalls, Application Number HDC19-108 

 

DISTRICT:  Old Fourth Ward Historic District 

 

REPORT DATE: July 11, 2019 
 

REPORT PREPARED BY:   Jill Thacher, Historic Preservation Coordinator 
 

REVIEW COMMITTEE DATE:  July 8, 2019 

 

OWNER   APPLICANT    

 

Name: 203-205 N Ingalls LLC   Christopher J. Heaton 
    c/o CMI  

Address: 337 E Huron St   337 E Huron St   
 Ann Arbor, MI 48103   Ann Arbor, MI 48103 

Phone: (734) 662-7787  

 

BACKGROUND:   This stuccoed 2-story duplex first appears in city directories in 1911 as the 
home of Joseph Schueber (in 203), a clerk at Goodyear’s and Earle Stewart (in 205). It 
replaced an earlier dwelling on the site. It features a large front-facing and two end-facing 
gables, and a smaller gabled dormer centered on the back (west). The front has two recessed 
entry porches on the corners, each with two arches and brick wing walls flanking the stairs. The 
historic windows are 10/1, 8/1, and 6/1, some with unequal (smaller top) sashes.  
 

LOCATION: The site is located on the west side of North Ingalls, at the north corner of East 
Ann.  
 

APPLICATION:  The applicant seeks HDC approval to install sashes for 22 wood windows that 
were removed and replaced with modern windows without a certificate of appropriateness or 
building permits. The sashes are replicas of the historic windows that were removed, and would 
replace the modern windows currently installed.  
 

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:   
 

From Ann Arbor City Code, Chapter 103, § 8:421: 
 

(3)    When work has been done upon a resource 
without a permit, and the commission finds that 
the work does not qualify for a certificate of 
appropriateness, the commission may require 
an owner to restore the resource to the 
condition the resource was in before the 
inappropriate work or to modify the work so 
that it qualifies for a certificate of 
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appropriateness. If the owner does not comply with the restoration or modification 
requirement within a reasonable time, the commission may request for the city to seek 
an order from the circuit court to require the owner to restore the resource to its former 
condition or to modify the work so that it qualifies for a certificate of appropriateness. If 
the owner does not comply or cannot comply with the order of the court, the 
commission may request for the city to enter the property and conduct work necessary 
to restore the resource to its former condition or modify the work so that it qualifies for a 
certificate of appropriateness in accordance with the court's order. The costs of the 
work shall be charged to the owner, and may be levied by the city as a special 
assessment against the property. When acting pursuant to an order of the circuit court, 
the city may enter a property for purposes of this section.  

 

From the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation: 
 

(6) Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced.  Where the 
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature 
shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where 
possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by 
documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

 

From the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings: 
 

Windows 

 
Recommended: Identifying, retaining, and preserving windows – and their functional and 
decorative features – that are important in defining the overall historic character of the 
building. Such features can include frames, sash, muntins, glazing, sills, heads, hoodmolds, 
paneled or decorated jambs and molding, and interior and exterior shutters and blinds.  
 
Making windows weathertight by recaulking and replacing or installing weatherstripping. 
These actions also improve thermal efficiency. 
 
Repairing window frames and sash by patching, splicing, consolidating or otherwise 
reinforcing. Such repair may also include replacement in kind of those parts that are either 
extensively deteriorated or are missing when there are surviving prototypes such as 
architraves, hoodmolds, sash, sills, and interior or exterior shutters and blinds.  
 
Replacing in kind an entire window that is too deteriorated to repair – if the overall form and 
detailing are still evident – using the physical evidence to guide the new work. If using the 
same kind of material is not technically or economically feasible, then a compatible 
substitute material may be considered. 
 
Not Recommended:   Retrofitting or replacing windows rather than maintaining the sash, 
frame, and glazing.  
 
Replacing an entire window when repair of materials and limited replacement of deteriorated 
or missing parts are appropriate. 
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Removing or radically changing windows which are important in defining the overall historic 
character of the building so that, as a result, the character is diminished.  
 
Installing new windows, including frames, sash, and muntin configuration that are 
incompatible with the building’s historic appearance or obscure, damage, or destroy 
character-defining features. 
 

Energy Retrofitting 
 
Recommended: Installing interior storm windows with airtight gaskets, ventilating holes, 
and/or removable clips to insure proper maintenance and to avoid condensation damage to 
historic windows.  
 
Installing exterior storm windows which do not damage or obscure the windows and frames. 
 

STAFF FINDINGS:  
 
1. A rental housing inspection from February of 2019 noted that windows had been 

replaced without permits. Neither was a certificate of appropriateness issued by the 
HDC. The applicant, Campus Management, admitted to doing the work and sought bids 
to remove the new windows and install replacement sashes in the historic openings.  
 

2. The windows that are currently installed do not meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standard #6, which says: 

Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced.  Where the 
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new 
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, 
where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated 
by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence. 

The replacement windows do not match the materials and distinctive muntin patterns 
found on the historic windows, and as a result, do not match the historic visual qualities 
of the original windows.  

 
3. From Google Streetview and file photos, each unit had the following windows historically 

that have been replaced (total of 11 per unit, times two units equals 22 windows): 

• Front (east) second floor: One 10/2, one 8/2; both with smaller top sash 

• Front (east) first floor: One 8/1, two 6/1; both with smaller top sash 

• Side second floor: One 8/1, one 6/1; equal sashes 

• Side stair window: One 6/1 with equal sashes 

• Side first floor One 8/1 with equal sashes; one 6/1 (front porch) with smaller top 
sash 

• Rear (west) second floor: One 6/1 equal, one square 8/1??? 
 

4. A proposal and sash detail drawings, along with a window worksheet, have been 
provided by the applicant’s contractor, Dustin Schultz of 4D Home Improvements LLC. 
The sashes are near-replicas of the historic ones and meet the specifications for 
replacement of historic windows. They are true divided light, single paned windows. The 
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sashes will use stop pins or spring bolts instead of weights and pulleys.  
 

5. The proposal says the replica sashes will take 1-2 weeks to measure, 5-6 months to 
build, and 1-2 weeks to install. Staff suggests that the motion include a timeline of six 
months plus an additional sixty days to complete and install the windows.  

 
6. Installing replacement windows is not compatible in exterior design, arrangement, 

texture, material and relationship to the remainder of the house and surrounding area 
and does not meet The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, in 
particular standard number 6 which states that deteriorated historic features shall be 
repaired rather than replaced. The work shall be  

 

POSSIBLE MOTIONS:  (Note that the motion supports staff findings and is only a suggestion.  
The Review Committee, consisting of staff and at least two Commissioners, will meet with the 
applicant on site and then report their findings at the meeting.)   

 
I move that the Commission approve the application at 203-205 N Ingalls Street, a 
contributing property in the Old Fourth Ward Historic District, to replace the sashes on 22 
windows with replica wood sashes, as proposed.  The Commission finds that the 
replacement of the original windows was inappropriate because it did not meet The 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating 
Historic Buildings, in particular standard number 6 and the guidelines for windows and 
energy retrofitting.  The owner shall remove the replacement windows and install replica 
sashes within eight months of this decision date.  

  

MOTION WORKSHEET   
 
I move that the Commission issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the work at  203-205 N. 
Ingalls  in the Old Fourth Ward  Historic District 
 
 ____ Provided the following condition(S) is (ARE) met: 1) STATE CONDITION(s) 
 
The work is generally compatible with the size, scale, massing, and materials and meets the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, standard(S) number(S) (circle all that 
apply):   1,   2,   3,   4,   5,   6,   7,   8,   9,   10 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS:  application, letter, photographs, drawings 
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203-205 N. Ingalls (June 2011, Google Streetview) 
 

 
 
203-205 N Ingalls, south elevation (August 2017, Google Streetview) 
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203-205 N Ingalls, west elevation (August 2017, Google Streetview) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 






































