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STAFF BRIEF 

This document is the staff’s comparison of the Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Rehabilitation, Design Guidelines for Denver 
Landmark Structures and Districts, the Landmark Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 30, Revised Municipal Code) and other 
applicable adopted area guidelines as applied to the proposed application.  It is intended to provide guidance during the 
commission’s deliberation of the proposed application.  Guidelines are available at www.denvergov.org/preservation 

 
Project:   2020-COA-0000308 LPC Meeting:   10/6/2020  
Address:    777 Vine  Staff:   Abigail Christman    
Historic Dist/DLM:  East Seventh Ave.  
Year structure built:  c.1921 (Period of Significance: up to and including 1943)  
Council District:  #10 Chris Hinds    
Applicant:   Doug Walter   
 
 
Project Scope Under Review: 
This is a violation. Historic concrete roofing tile has been removed without Landmark review or a permit. Applicant 
is proposing to replace the historic concrete tile roof with a metal tile roof—CertainTeed Matterhorn Metal Tile.  
 
 
Staff Summary: 
777 Vine St. is a unique residential property which started as a carriage house. The carriage house is believed to 
have been constructed sometime between 1905 to 1910 (it does not appear on the 1905 Baist Map). Around 
1921, the carriage house was incorporated into a larger residential structure (accessor records give a construction 
date of 1921 and 777 Vine first appears in directories in 1922). The residence was further enlarged with a wing to 
the north, designed by W.E. Fisher, constructed in 1934. (There is an error in the Sanborn maps which do not 
show the north wing until the 1967 Sanborn.) The multiple components of the residence were given a unified 
appearance with the installation of the same concrete tile roofing across the structure. The tile was painted green 
and was a French tile style. The original manufacturer is not known. A small section of the roof at the rear of the 
residence on the carriage house was replaced at an unknown date with a concrete tile that is larger than the 
historic tile (In the application the historic tile is labeled as the small barrel tile and the replacement tile as large 
barrel tile).  
 
The removal of the historic roof tile is part of a larger renovation project. Staff had a pre-application meeting with 
the applicant at the end of February 2020 to discuss the proposed work including some window and door 
replacements. In April 2020, the applicant first notified staff of concerns with the weight of the concrete tile roof on 
the insufficiently framed roof of the carriage house (a letter from a structural engineer dated April 23, 2020 is 
included in the application packet). Staff visited the site with the applicant in May 2020 to discuss the proposed 
renovations and potential roof replacement options. Both the replacement of just the carriage house roof (where 
the roof weight is the biggest issue) and the replacement of the entire roof was discussed. Staff expressed 
concerns with using multiple roofing materials on the residence since this would destroy the unified appearance of 
the residence. Staff informed the applicant that the use of any proposed alternative roof products would need to 
go to the Landmark Preservation Commission for review and that no work on the roof should be done prior to 
receiving approval for a roof replacement material. An application for other work on the property was submitted in 
June and approved administratively by staff in July. There was further discussion of potential roofing materials 
with the applicant via email, but no application was submitted. At the end of August, staff was informed that a 
contractor had removed all of the roofing from the residence and a stop work order was issued. 
 



Staff does not find the proposed metal replacement tile to be a close match for the historic tile roofing. Staff finds 
too many mismatching elements in the tile profile. The metal tile is significantly larger in dimensions (21” x 14” 
compared for 10.75” x 15” for the historic tile), is thinner (3/4” compared to 1 3/8” for the historic tile), features 
taller barrels (1.5” tall compared to .75” for the historic tile), has wider barrels (4.5” compared to 2.75” for the 
historic tile) and uses more widely spaced barrels (the center to center distance between barrels is 9.25” for the 
metal tile compared to 4.75” for the historic tile). The applicant has also provided a comparison to the larger tile 
that was used to replace a small section of the roof on the carriage house. However, this roofing is not historic 
and thus staff does not find it relevant to the comparison of the historic roofing material to the proposed 
replacement. Staff is also concerned about the difference in finish with the concrete tile having a rougher, more 
textured finish than the smooth metal tile. The color of the proposed replacement tile does appear to be a pretty 
close match to the original color of the historic tile (much of the original paint has come off of the tiles). 777 Vine 
St., though substantial in size, is simple in design and decoration. Staff find the historic concrete tile roofing to be 
one of the house’s most distinctive elements and a key character-defining feature. As a result, staff believe that 
the replacement of the concrete tile roof with an alternative metal-roofing product that is not a close match to the 
original roofing would significantly alter the character of the house.  
 
 
Excerpted from Design Guidelines for Denver Landmark Structures and Districts, January 2016 

Guideline Meets 
Guideline? Comments 

2.4 Replace original building materials 
in kind, if repair is not feasible. 
a. Replace only those materials necessary 
to facilitate a necessary repair. 
b. Use original materials, historic sizes, 
and original installation method to 
replace damaged building materials on a 
primary façade whenever possible. 
c. If use of original materials is not 
feasible, use only replacement materials 
that have proven durability and are similar 
in scale, finish and character to the 
original material. 

 

 
Yes/No  

Tile does appear to be deteriorated and in 
need of repair and/or replacement. However, 
applicant is proposing to replace a 
deteriorated concrete roofing tile with a metal 
roofing tile. The proposed metal roofing tile 
appears to be a durable product but is not 
similar to the historic roofing tile in scale, 
finish, and overall character.  

2.12 Replace architectural features that 
cannot be repaired. 
b. Use a design that is substantiated by 
physical or pictorial evidence to avoid 
creating a misrepresentation of the 
structure’s history. The replacement must 
match the original in material, 
composition, design, color, texture and 
other visual qualities. 
c. Use the same kind of material as the 
original detail when feasible. 
d. An alternative material may be 
acceptable if the size, shape, texture and 
finish conveys the visual appearance of 
the original. 

 
No  

The applicant is proposing to replace a 
historic concrete tile with a metal tile. The 
historic tile features a French tile design with 
small, flattened barrels, spaced fairly close 
together. The proposed replacement tile 
features a much larger and rounder barrel 
with much more widely spaced barrels. The 
proposed replacement does not match the 
historic tile in size, shape, texture or finish.  



2.25 Repair original roof materials and 
features, and replace only when 
necessary. 
c. If replacement is necessary, use 
original materials whenever possible. 
The use of original materials is particularly 
critical for landmark structures, or 
structures where the original material is 
important to the landmark or district 
designation. 
d. If matching materials are not available 
or feasible, choose alternative 
materials, with a matching or closely 
matching appearance.   

No  The historic concrete tile roofing is a 
character-defining feature of the residence. 
Tile roofing is also a historic feature of the E. 
Seventh Ave. Historic District. The proposed 
replacement product does not closely match 
the historic roofing material.  

 
  

Recommendation: Denial  
 

Basis: The proposed alternative roofing material is not a close match to the original roofing material 
and will significantly alter the character of the residence.  

 
 

Suggested Motion:  I move to DENY application #2020-COA-0000308 for the roof replacement at 777 Vine St., 

as per design guidelines 2.4, 2.12. 2.25, character-defining features for the E. Seventh Ave. historic district, 

presented testimony, submitted documentation and information provided in the staff report.  

 

 



 
 
 
E. SEVENTH AVE. DISTRICT MAP with 777 Vine indicated with red square  
 
 
 
 



 
 

 
 
1929 Sanborn Map with 777 Vine St. outlined in black  
 

 
 
1967 Sanborn Map with 777 Vine St. outlined in black 
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