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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:   2021-COA-008 LPC Meeting:   1/19/2021 
Address:    3052 and 3056 Champa St.  Staff:   Abigail Christman   
Historic Dist/DLM:  Curtis Park   
Year structure built:  New construction  
Council District:  #9 Candi CdeBaca    
Applicant:   Nathan & Cameron Laudick 
 
 
Project Scope Under Review: 
 
Mass, form, and context review for two identical new single-family residences with rear ADUs. 3052 Champa is 
located on lot 8, block 62 while 3056 Champa is located on lot 6, block 62. The lots are not contiguous, with 3054 
Champa on lot 7, block 62 located between the properties. Generally, each primary residence would be reviewed 
as separate applications. However, Landmark staff accepted a single application for these properties for the 
Mass, Form and Context review since the applicant is proposing identical designs.  
 
The applicant is also requesting an Administrative Adjustment (AA) for height and bulk plane for the properties.  
 
 
Staff Summary: 
 
The proposed infill residences are 2 ½ stories in height with a rectangular form. The façades feature a projecting 
gabled bay with a 2 ½ story window feature. ADUs are proposed for the rear of the lot, access ed via the alley.  
 
The lot is part of the Denver Housing Authority's redevelopment of the Platte Valley Homes. The DHA has 
reconfigured the block, demolishing several buildings and dividing part of the block into new zone lots to be sold 
off for single-family residential development. The DHA retains buildings on the north, south, and east sides of the 
block. The DHA issued an RFP for the development of the lots and encouraged projects that included ADUs 
(providing density), brick as a primary material, and 20’ primary front setbacks. 
 
This block features the very unusual condition of having multiple adjacent vacant lots available for redevelopment 
within a historic district at the same time. 3052 and 3056 Champa St. are located facing Mestizo-Curtis Park. 
Since there are no other historic buildings located on this block for the applicant to use for comparison and no 
buildings located on the opposite side of Champa St., Landmark staff requested that the applicant look at the 
adjacent blocks of Champa St. (2900 block and 3100 block) for context and to provide comparisons to those 
historic properties for the streetscape and ground plan studies (see pages LM.07 and LM.08).  
 
The applicant is also requesting a Landmark recommendation to Zoning for an Administrative Adjustment for 
height and bulk plane. The proposed residences are 33’ 4” tall which exceeds the max height allowed by zoning 
by 3’ 4” and the bulk plane by 3’ 9 5/8”. The Landmark Preservation Commission may recommend an 
Administrative Adjustment for buildings or additions that violate the code-required height, bulk plane, or siting 
standards as specified in the zoning code if they find  that conforming with the zoning code "would have an 



adverse impact upon the historic character of the individual landmark or the historic district, if a historic district is 
involved."  This is based on Section 12.4.5.3 of the Denver Zoning Code. This is intended “to relieve unnecessary 
hardship” associated with meeting Landmark design guidelines. The Commission may recommend the AA if they 
find that the taller residence proposed is more compatible with the district than a building that meets the zoning 
requirements.  
  
In this case, staff do not find that an Administrative Adjustment recommendation is justified. Staff do not find that 
the proposed height makes this property more compatible with the district. Tall properties are found within the 
district with the character-defining features for the district stating that “raised foundations and tall ceiling heights 
provide for tall houses, over 30 feet high, on some blocks.” However, the proposed design appears to be 
excessively tall. There also does not appear to be any precedent for a building of this height as based on the 
surrounding context. The study of the 2900 and 3100 blocks of Champa St. indicates that the tallest building on 
these adjacent blocks are 829 31st (31’ 6” tall) and 2900 Champa (31’ 7”). These are both corner properties which 
are often taller that properties located on interior lots, such as 3052 and 3056 Champa. The tallest property on an 
interior lot is 2914 Champa St. which is 31’ tall. Other two-story properties on these blocks range from 24’ 10” to 
30’ 10”. Staff feel that a small violation of the height and bulk plane required by zoning may be appropriate here 
but that the amount requested is too large and not reflective of historic patterns. 
 
Staff is also concerned with the use of identical designs for 3052 and 3056 Champa St. Such matching designs 
(often referred to as sister houses or twin houses) are a common feature of the Curtis Park district, both 
historically and in contemporary infill. The support letter provided by the Curtis Park RNO has provided a good 
sampling of these properties within the district. Staff’s concern is that the sister houses being proposed are on lots 
that are not adjacent. The RNO letter shows the strong precedent for sister houses in the district, but all of the 
examples provided are of groupings of two or three houses that are immediately adjacent to each other. Staff has 
also studied the district and could find many examples of adjacent sister houses, but no examples of identically 
designed houses with an unrelated design intentionally placed between them. 3054 Champa St. is also being 
offered for development by DHA and will be developed by a different owner. Staff do not find having two identical 
houses separated by an unrelated property to fit district patterns. This would also create awkward conditions for 
the development of this middle lot. Staff would suggest tweaking the designs in order to provide some 
individuality. The same overall plan and form could be used for both while altering details such as door 
placement, materials, and window and porch designs. Due to alterations over time, it is rare to find historic sister 
houses that remain identical. Most feature variations in color, materials, porches, windows, and other details. 
Additionally, new sister house infill approved within the Curtis Park district has intentionally included small design 
differences in order to differentiate designs. The Curtis Park RNO has referenced several of these in their letter:  

• 25th and Stout: A group of four sister properties which features variation in brick detailing, door placement, 
and porch design.  

• 2530 and 2540 Stout: Two adjacent properties which feature mirrored door placement as well as different 
header and sill materials.  

• 3030 and 3032 California: Two adjacent properties featuring mirrored entrances and projections as well 
as varied window designs and brick color.   

• 3040-3044 Stout: A collection of three sister houses with two featuring the same design and the other 
mirrored.  

 
To be compatible, an infill structure should relate to the character-defining features of the district, feature 
proportions that are similar to those found in the surrounding block context, and fit into the rhythm of the district. 
Though the proposed infill is uniquely situated on a block without any historic structures, it still needs to relate to 
the district context, especially since it is located is a highly visible location across the street from Mestizo-Curtis 
Park. Successful infill is neutral and blends into the block without drawing attention away from adjacent historic 
structures. Staff do not find this design to be neutral or reflective of district patterns. Landmark staff believe that 
the height, fenestration, and complex roof design/roof pitch are not compatible with the district.     
 
Staff recommendations include:  

• Reducing the height  
• Relating more to the historic context including looking at the alignment of the property with the other 

historic properties on the adjacent blocks and providing more detail on how the proposed infill will relate 
to the rhythms of the district. 



• Restudying the roof design. The combination of a gable, hipped, and flat roof forms is not characteristic of 
the district. The hipped roof is also much more steeply pitched than typically found on buildings with a 
similar form. Tall, narrow buildings within the district typically feature low-pitched hipped roofs. When 
steeper hipped roofs are found in the district, they are on wider residences.  

• Restudying window proportions and placement including dividing the 2 ½ story commercial window 
system on the façade into individual windows and using more regular window proportions and 
orientations on the sides of the residences.  

• Introducing variations to the designs of 3052 and 3056 Champa so that they are similar but not identical 
designs.  

• Simplifying the design of the ADUs including simplifying the roof form and using more regular window 
sizes and placements.  

 
This application is only for the mass, form, and context. The materials, window and door details, design details, 
and site work will be reviewed during the Design Detail review.  
 
 
Registered Neighborhood Organization (RNO) comments:  
  
Curtis Park Neighbors have reviewed the design and provided a letter of support for the project. Meeting details 
were not provided in the letter. Overall, the RNO finds the proposed design to be compatible with the district. 
While they are in support of the glass wall, they do suggest further study of the spacing, rhythm and definition of 
the windows within the glass wall. The RNO letter is included in the application packet.  
 
 
 
Excerpted from Design Guidelines for Denver Landmark Structures and Districts, January 2016 

Guideline Meets 
Guideline? Comments 

4.1 Respect established building 
location, lot coverage and open space 
patterns when locating a new building.  
a. Design the site footprint of a new 
building to be compatible with the existing 
historic lot coverage pattern on the 
surrounding context/block.  
b. Provide a general pattern of open 
space that is compatible with the existing 
historic pattern on the surrounding 
context/block.    

 

 
    Yes  

The rectangular footprint of the proposed infill 
is similar to that of the historic residences in 
the district. The house is located on a long 
and narrow lot and features narrow side 
yards; this is characteristic of interior lots 
within the district. An ADU is proposed at the 
rear of the lot on the alley which fits district 
patterns for accessory structures.  
 

4.2 Locate a new building to respect 
the alignment of historic building 
façades and entrances in the 
surrounding context/block. 
 a. Locate a new building to reflect 
established setback patterns of the 
surrounding context/block.  
d. Orient a building’s entrance to be 
consistent with the established historic 
pattern of the surrounding context/block. 
Typically, the primary entrance faces the 
street.  
 

 
     Yes  

The entrance is located off-center on the 
façade, which is characteristic of the district. 
The property features a 20’ setback which is 
the zoning standard for this block and fits 
within the range of setbacks found on the 
adjacent blocks.      
 
  
 



4.3 Design a building to include the 
typical features and rhythms of historic 
buildings in the surrounding 
context/block, using similar 
proportions and dimensions. Features 
to reference include:  
a. Foundation heights  
b. Floor-to-floor heights and overall 
building height  
c. Window locations, proportions, and 
recess in the wall  
d. Entry and porch location, size and 
proportions.  
e. Scaling elements and articulation, such 
as belt courses, dormers, balconies, 
decorative roof cornices, etc.  
 

 
Yes/No  

Entry and porch location fit district patterns. 
 
The proposed infill is 33’4” which is taller than 
any of the historic properties found on 
adjacent blocks. No precedent has been 
provided for the height of the infill.       
 
There is no direct comparison provided 
between the foundation heights, door heights, 
porch height, floor-to-floor, and window 
heights between the proposed infill and 
nearby historic structures. The new infill does 
not appear to be in scale with the historic 
structures on adjacent blocks or the 
immediately adjacent DHA building. Though 
existing infill is not typically used for 
reference, the proposed infill appears to tower 
over the adjacent two-story DHA building 
recently constructed at the corner and 
appears to feature taller floor-to-floor heights.   
The lack of scaling elements to reference 
district patterns and proportions emphasizes 
the perceived height of the infill.   
 
The fenestration does not fit district patterns. 
The design features a single 2 ½ story 
window wall on the façade with irregularly 
sized and placed windows on the other sides. 
The fenestration lacks a clear rhythm and the 
window proportions do not relate to district 
patterns.   

4.4 Design the height, mass and form 
of a new building to be compatible with 
the historic context.  
a. Design a new building to be within the 
typical range of building forms, heights 
and sizes in the surrounding 
context/block.  
b. Construct a new building at the same 
grade as historic buildings on adjacent 
lots.  
c. Use floor-to-floor heights that are 
similar to those in the surrounding historic 
context.  
d. Design the façade to reflect typical 
historic proportions of height to width in 
the surrounding context/block.   
  

 
No 

The proposed infill is taller than other historic 
buildings in the adjacent context. No direct 
comparison of floor to floor heights between 
the infill and nearby historic properties has 
been provided. Floor to floor heights do 
appear taller than the adjacent DHA building. 
The infill does not reflect typical historic 
proportions, particularly the tall, steeply 
pitched roof. When hipped roofs are found on 
tall, narrow buildings in the district they 
typically feature a much lower pitch.  
 
     



4.5 Design a new building to be 
recognized as current construction, 
while respecting key features of the 
historic district as well as the 
surrounding historic context/block. 
 a. Use a simplified interpretation of 
historic designs found in the historic 
district, or use a contemporary design that 
is compatible with historic siting, massing, 
and forms found in the historic district. At 
a minimum, an acceptable design should 
be neutral and not detract from the 
district’s historic character.  
b. Include features that relate to the 
surrounding historic context/block, such 
as front porches in a residential setting, or 
a defined roof cornice on a commercial 
structure.  
c. Use contemporary details, such as 
window moldings and door surrounds, to 
create interest and convey the period in 
which the structure was built.  
 

 
No  

Design is clearly identifiable as new 
construction but does not relate to the 
surrounding context or larger historic district.  
There are some Queen Anne elements 
incorporated in the design, but staff finds the 
design to be neither a simplified version of a 
historic style nor a contemporary design with 
a massing and form that reflects district 
character. The design is not neutral. The 
proposed infill will be be highly visible due to 
its prominent location across from the park 
combined with its height, 2 ½ story window 
feature and steeply pitched roof form. The 
complexity and scale of the proposed infill will 
draw attention to the property rather than 
helping it blend into the district.  
 
The design includes a front porch but lacks 
other scaling elements.  
  
 

4.7 Use a roof form that is compatible 
with the historic context.  
a. Use a roof form that is consistent with 
typical roof forms of existing structures in 
the district in terms of pitch, orientation, 
and complexity.  
b. Avoid using a flat roof unless it is a 
typical feature of the surrounding historic 
context.  
 

 
No 

The infill combines gable, hipped, and flat roof 
forms. While each of these forms is found in 
the district, they are not typically combined. 
The complex roof form is made more 
prominent by the height of building and steep 
pitch of the hipped roof. The hipped roof is too 
steep for the building form. Hipped roofs on 
tall, narrow buildings characteristically feature 
much shallower pitches. When more steeply 
pitched roofs are found, they are typically on 
much wider residences.  
  



4.8 Design windows, doors and other 
features to be compatible with the 
original primary structure and historic 
context.  
a. Incorporate windows, doors and other 
openings at a ratio similar to those found 
on nearby historic structures. New 
construction with public visibility should 
incorporate doors and windows with 
similar proportions to those in the 
surrounding historic context.  
b. When using contemporary window 
patterns and designs, ensure they respect 
the character and proportions of windows 
in the surrounding historic context.  
c. Maintain the typical historic placement 
of window headers and sills relative to 
cornices and belt courses.  
d. Use door widths, heights and materials 
that are similar to doors on historic 
buildings in the surrounding historic 
context.  
  

 
No 

More study is needed of the window 
proportions and placement. Fenestration 
patterns do not relate to the historic district.    
Windows are not incorporated at a ratio 
similar to nearby historic structures. The solid 
to void ratio is not reflective of historic 
patterns. The façade features single a large 
window opening that extends 2 ½ stories from 
base of first floor into the gable end. In order 
to construct a window of this size, the 
applicant is proposing to use a commercial 
storefront system which is not compatible with 
a single-family residential design. The 
contemporary window design does not relate 
to the character and proportions of windows in 
the historic district. The design of the windows 
on the side elevations is highly irregular 
without any of the rhythm characteristic of the 
district. There are multiple window heights, 
widths, and orientations and no clear pattern 
to the window placement. There are also 
atypical window combinations with hopper 
windows placed immediately below sash 
windows.  Multiple skylights will be placed on 
the roof and will be visible due to the steep 
roof pitch.     
 

4.15 Use a front porch to provide a 
visual and functional connection 
between the building and the street.  
a. Use a front porch to define the entry.  
b. Orient a front porch towards the street 
and sidewalk.  
 

 
Yes 

The residence features a simple front deck 
that references historic porch forms.  

4.16 Design a porch to be compatible 
with the historic context. 
a. Proportion a front porch to be 
compatible in size and scale with the 
building and surrounding historic context. 
b. Position a front porch to maintain 
historic porch spacing patterns seen in 
the historic district.   
f. Do not visually overwhelm the primary 
façade. 

 
Yes/No  

The simplified porch form is compatible with 
the district and provides a modern 
interpretation of historic forms. However, more 
information is needed on how the height of the 
porch compares with the porch heights found 
on nearby historic properties. The balcony 
placed above the porch is not characteristic of 
the district. Some porches with upper level 
access can be found in the district but most of 
these appear to be later modifications rather 
than original features. When 2-story porches 
are original, such as the Queen Anne at 2825 
Curtis St., they are covered with an upper 
story roof as well, not roofless such as the 
design proposed. The proposed balcony 
appears perched on top of the porch rather 
than integrated into the porch design as found 
in historic examples.     



4.17 Ensure that decks are compatible 
with the surrounding historic context. 
b. Do not incorporate a roof deck unless it 
is not visible from the street, is oriented 
away from neighbors’ yards, and is 
screened to reduce privacy invasion (such 
as with an inset roof design and solid 
railing) and does not adversely affect the 
surrounding historic context.  

Yes The roof deck is located to the rear and will 
not be readily visible. However, the decks will 
look down on neighboring yards, which may 
create potential privacy concerns.  
 

4.18 Locate a new garage or secondary 
structure to reinforce surrounding 
historic development patterns.  
a. Locate a new garage or secondary 
structure within the typical range of 
locations for garages and secondary 
structures in the surrounding historic 
context.  
b. Where most secondary structures in the 
surrounding historic context are located 
along an alley, locate a new garage or 
secondary structure along the alley and 
reinforce historical patterns by using the 
alley for garage access.  
 

 
Yes 

ADUs will be located on the alley following 
district patterns. They will feature a garage on 
the first floor (accessed via the alley) and a 
living area on the second floor.  
 
 

4.19 Design a new garage or secondary 
structure to be compatible with, and 
subordinate to, the primary structure 
and surrounding historic context. 
a. Design the mass, form and roof shape 
of a new garage or secondary structure to 
be compatible with the primary structure 
and other historic secondary structures in 
the surrounding historic context.  
b. Design the height of a new garage or 
secondary structure to be within the range 
seen in the surrounding historic context.  
 

 
Yes/No  

The mass and footprint of the ADUs are 
compatible with the district.  Staff do not find 
the roof form to be compatible with the district 
context. The ADUs feature a gable roof with 
side shed roofs that extend most, but not all 
the way, across the sides. Staff would suggest 
a more balanced, simpler roof form, perhaps 
incorporating more of a dormer design. The 
windows are also atypical. There are no 
windows on the first floor and no windows on 
the west elevation. The south, east, and north 
sides all feature different window sizes, 
patterns, and orientations so that there is no 
continuity or rhythm to the fenestration.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Excerpted from Character-Defining Features of the Curtis Park Historic District, January 2016 
 

Character-defining features Matches 
features? Comments 

Building Height: 
One to two stories in height. Raised foundations and 
tall ceiling heights provide for tall houses, over 30 feet 
high, on some blocks. 
Building Shapes: 
Single-family residences are prevalent with multi-
family row houses and duplex forms intermixed. 
Massing is blocky and rectangular on most homes, 
although projecting bays, corner towers, and 
asymmetrical forms are also common on larger two-
story homes and buildings.  
 

 
Yes/No 

The proposed infill is 2 ½ stories in 
height and 33’ 4” tall. This is taller 
that any historic residences on the 
surrounding blocks, the tallest of 
which is 31’ 7”.  
  
Massing is blocky and rectangular  
 
Projecting gable bay on façade.  

Roofs: 
Hipped and flat roofs typical on the Italianate-style 
buildings while Queen Anne and Eastlake style 
houses typically feature a front gabled roof, sometimes 
with flared roof eaves.  
Entries and Doors: 
Offset front entries accessed by raised porches. Multi-
family structures have smaller projecting porches, 
stoops or recessed entries.  
Windows: 
Individual double-hung, one-over-one wood windows 
common, although framed window pairs in gable ends, 
window transoms and other variations are also found. 
Most structures feature tall narrow windows, although 
some paired and arched windows are wider and more 
rectangular in form. 

 
Yes/No 

Roof combines gable, hip, and flat 
roofs forms. While all are found in 
the district, they are not typically 
found together.  

Entrance is located off center on 
the façade    

Features a 2 ½ story commercial 
window system on façade rather 
than individual windows. Other 
windows irregular in form and 
placement including horizontal 
windows which do not fit district 
patterns.  

 

 
 
 

Recommendation: DENIAL  
 

Basis: Mass and form of the proposed infill structures and associated ADUs do not relate to the 
district context (4.3-4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.16, 4.19).  
  

Suggested Motion:  I move to DENY application 2021-COA-008 for the mass, form, and context of the 
proposed infill at 3052 and 3056 Champa St, as per design guidelines 4.3-4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.16, 4.19, character-
defining features for the Curtis Park historic district, presented testimony, submitted documentation and 
information provided in the staff report.       
 
If the commission decides to recommend an AA for height and bulk plane, the following motion should be used:  
I move to recommend an administrative adjustment for height and bulk plane per section 12.4.5.3 of the Denver 
Zoning Code finding that conformance to the requirements of the zoning code would have an adverse impact upon 
the historic structure and surrounding district. 
 
 
 
 



Curtis Park District Map with 3052 and 3056 Champa St. outlined in red.  
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