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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:   2022-COA-160 LPC Meeting:   May 3, 2022 
Address:    3022 Champa Street Staff:   Jessi White   
Historic Dist/DLM:  Curtis Park-G  
Year structure built:  NA (Period of Significance: Prior to and including 1915) 
Council District:  District 9- Candi CdeBaca   
Applicant:   Nic Leggett, Sovereign  
 
 
Project Scope Under Review: 
New single-family Infill- Phase I- Mass, Form, and Context 
 
Footprint: 19’-0” w x 62’-0” l Height: 30’-0” 
 
 
 
Staff Summary: 
The applicant is proposing to construct a single-family residence along the 3000 block of Champa Street.  The 
site is currently a vacant lot, in the Curtis Park-G Historic District.  The proposed infill will be set back 20’-0”, 
meeting the block sensitive setbacks.  
 
The proposed building is designed to be a modern interpretation of the Queen Anne form and measures 19’-0” w 
x 62’-0” l.  The building will be 30’-0” in height with a raised foundation, fitting in with typical building heights 
previously approved by the Commission for this block.  The proposed building does pierce the bulkplane and 
would need an Administrative Adjustment.  The Landmark Preservation Commission can recommend an 
Administrative Adjustment for piercing the bulkplane if it feels that violation of the bulkplane allows the proposed 
building to better fit in with the surrounding historic context.  
 
The building’s roof form is a front facing gable with no eaves or roof overhang.  The lack of a roof overhang is 
atypical for Queen Anne forms in Curtis Park. The roof will feature a dormer and an inset roof top deck and railing 
on the side elevation.  The proposed dormer is a flat roof engaged dormer with a skylight and picture window; this 
dormer form is not found in the Curtis Park historic district. The inset roof deck and railing will be located behind 
the engaged dormer. While the inset roof deck is unusual it will be set back from the front wall of the house and 
not readily visible from public vantage points especially if set behind a more contextual dormer.  There are several 
inconsistencies and lack of information for these two features in the drawing set, and it will be important for the 
applicant to provide a clear and detailed plan set.   
  
The infill will have tall, narrow window proportions on the front of the house with rhythms, forms, and heights 
atypical of the Queen Anne style.  The front of the building features only arched door and window openings, floor 
to ceiling window heights, and no clear window rhythm or alignment all of which is not seen on Queen Anne style 
buildings in this district.  Staff have concerns about the proposed brick window surrounds and banding; however, 
this can be fleshed out during the design details phase of the project.  Historic Queen Anne style buildings in this 
district feature 1:2+ window ratios with sill heights that are several inches above the finished floor.  Queen Anne 



buildings also often feature a variety of window types, including arches, jack arches, and/or ornamental window 
hoods over rectangular or jack arch windows.  When arched windows are used, they are typically articulated as a 
single large arched window on the first floor near the entrance and sometimes a smaller arched window or vent in 
the gable end.  In several of the examples included in the application there is a hierarchy of window sizes 
between floors.  First floor windows are usually taller while second floor windows are somewhat shorter, and 
gable end windows are the smallest of the windows.  Finally, historic Queen Anne buildings often have a clearly 
defined window rhythm or symmetrically stacked windows and doors.  The current proposal features very few ties 
to the surrounding historic context for windows and doors. 
 
In addition to the windows on the front of the house, staff have concerns about the windows on the sides and 
back of the house. Staff are particularly concerned with the double width windows, the horizontal window, and 
sidelight style window on the sides and back of the house.  Most of the windows on the proposed house are floor 
to ceiling height which is uncharacteristic of the Queen Anne style form in this district and leads to unusual 
window spacing and alignment.  
 
The proposed entrance will be located under the porch which is typical for this historic district.  The proposed door 
is arched, a form that is not supported in the Queen Anne building form in this neighborhood.  In the examples 
provided in the application packet, all main entry doors are typically paneled, half-light, or three-quarter light doors 
with a transom. 
 
The porch for the house is a three-quarter width flat roof porch supported by a single column inset significantly 
from the edge of the porch roof.  Queen Anne style porches for this district typically are full or quarter width 
porches with gable, hipped, shed, and on occasion flat roof forms.  The proposed porch does not fit the context 
and should be restudied to make it better fit with other historic Queen Anne porches. 
 
The applicant is proposing to construct a two-story garage and ADU at the back of the lot.  The ADU will measure 
19’-0” w x 23’-0” l x 22’-6” h.  The ADU will have a simple boxy form with an exterior stair, a flat roof with a 
parapet, and a garage entrance that faces onto the alley.  Staff somewhat have concerns over the height of the 
windows on this structure but feel more flexibility could be granted as it is a secondary structure at the back of the 
lot and will not be readily visible from public vantage points.  Staff feel that the proposed exterior stair and screen 
wall are not appropriate and recommend that the stair be moved to the interior of the structure. 
 
Staff did notice several items in the proposal that may be issues for zoning and recommend that the applicant 
undergo a zoning only review to ensure that they are meeting both Landmark and zoning requirements.  Staff are 
particularly concerned with the egress windows at the property lines, specifically the 13’-0” wide lightwell at the 
side of the house.  Large light wells do not cleanly meet the Landmark requirements and likely do not meet the 
zoning code requirements for egress well lengths.  Staff also have concerns about the screen wall around the 
exterior stair for the ADU.  The screen wall is right at the property line which may pose a zoning issue. 
 
Finally, staff noticed several drawing inconsistencies and lack of detail that will need to be addressed in the final 
application: 
 

• Missing bulkplane lines in the side and rear elevations. 
• Missing roof plan. 
• Missing dimensions for the dormer and roof deck. 
• Missing lines on the street scape study to show window and door alignments and heights. 
• The rendering on page 5 of the application packet does not show the dormer accurately. 
• Incorrect and missing directions on the elevations. 
• Missing north arrow on the site plan. 
• The railing for the roof deck is shown on the rear elevation but not the side elevation.   

 
Phase II: Design Details will be reviewed following Phase I: Mass, Form, and Context approval. 
 
 
 



Registered Neighborhood Organization (RNO) comments: 
Curtis Park Neighbors reviewed the application on February 17, 2022.  The RNO was supportive of the design 
with only a few comments.  A copy of the RNO comments have been included in the application packet for the 
Commission’s review. 
 
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 building fits in with established building 
location. The footprint of the infill fits within the 
range of building footprints found in the 
immediate context. 

 
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. 
b. If existing historic buildings are 
positioned at the sidewalk edge, 
creating a uniform street wall, 
then locate a new building to 
conform to this alignment. 
c. Where front yard setbacks are 
uniform, place a new structure in 
alignment with its neighbors. 
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. 
 

4.9 Locate a new building to fit within 
the established setback (front and 
side) and yard patterns seen in the 
historic district.  

a. Locate a structure to maintain 
the side yard spacing pattern on 
the block as seen from the street.  
b. Where front yard setbacks are 
uniform, place a new structure in 
alignment with its neighbors.  

 
Yes 

 
The infill is set back 20’, fitting in with the 
block sensitive building setbacks for this side 
of the block. 



c. Where front yard setbacks for 
historic buildings vary, place a 
new structure within the 
established range of front yard 
setbacks on the block. 

 
 
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 

 
The proposed infill features a raised 
foundation height, typical of buildings in the 
district. It also features floor to floor heights 
found on other buildings in the district. 
 
The window rhythms, forms, and heights 
appear to be atypical.  The belt courses, 
window surrounds, and dormer also appear to 
be atypical. 

 
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. 
e. Use vertical and horizontal 
articulation design techniques, 
such as shifts in wall planes, and 
differentiating materials on first 
and second floors, consistent with 
those on adjacent historic 
structures, to reduce the apparent 
scale of a larger building mass. 
 

4.11 Use building forms that are 
compatible with the mass and scale of 
surrounding residential structures. 

 
Yes/No 

 
The proposed building height, mass and form 
fits within the range of heights and is 
compatible with the massing and form with 
other buildings in the historic context. The 
applicant is proposing a mass and form 
commonly found in the district especially for 
Queen Anne style dwellings.  The applicant 
included a raised foundation and building 
layout common to Queen Anne buildings in 
the district.   
 
The façade features atypical window rhythms, 
forms, and heights.  



b. Use simple building forms that 
are similar to forms in the 
surrounding historic context. 
e. Avoid using boxy building forms 
when they are not typical of the 
surrounding historic context. 

 
 
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. 
 

 
No 

 
The building is recognizable as modern 
construction but does not include many 
features from the surrounding historic context.  
Staff have concerns about the window 
rhythms, forms, and heights, as well as the 
porch design, the lack of roof eaves and 
overhangs, and the flat roof dormer. 
 

 
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. 

 

 
Yes/No 

 
The Queen Anne design features a gable roof 
form typical of Queen Anne buildings in the 
district; however, the flat roof dormer is 
atypical and over complicates the roof form.  
A simplified and contextual dormer would be 
more appropriate. 
 

 
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. 

 
No 

 
The applicant is proposing to use windows 
and doors that are not contextual.  The 
overuse of arched openings on the front of the 
house does not fit window and door patterns 
and styles typically found on the Queen Anne 
form.  Additionally, the proposed window 
heights are taller than normal and lead to a 
cramped and cluttered front façade with 
atypical spacing and window alignments. 



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. 
e. Use simplified configurations of 
historic doors rather than 
replicating a historic door exactly. 
 

 
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. 
 

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.  
d. Use porch posts and columns 
that are proportioned similarly to 
those seen in the surrounding 
historic context. 
f. Do not visually overwhelm the 
primary façade. 
 

 
Yes/No 

 
The proposed porch is simple in design and 
features a flat roof that can be found on some 
Queen Anne style buildings in the district.  
The porch’s three-quarter width and off-center 
column is atypical.  The applicant should 
restudy the proposed porch and select a 
porch layout that fits better with the historic 
context. 

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

 
Character-defining features Matches 

features? Comments 
 
Building Placement  

Buildings within Curtis Park primarily front 
onto the named streets, although often smaller 
homes and rowhouses face onto the 
numbered streets 
 

 
Yes 

 
The infill has an entrance that 
faces onto Champa St and is 
recessed under the porch. 

 
Setbacks 

Uniform front setbacks common from block to 
block with shallow front yards typical. Multi-
family buildings on corners often have 

 
Yes 

 
The infill fits the 20’ block sensitive 
setback. 



reduced setbacks. Narrow side yards resulting 
from narrow lots with larger rear yards 
commonplace. On some larger 
lots, houses are located on the south side of 
lots. On some numbered streets, houses are 
on small lots with little to no side setbacks on 
the alley side. 
 

 
Mass & Form 

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 

 
The proposed building fits within 
the height and massing of other 
buildings in the district.  The 
building is also using a traditional 
building form found throughout the 
Curtis Park Historic District. 

 
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. 
Some mansard, conical, raised decorative 
parapets and complex hipped and gabled 
roofs are also found. Some Italianate houses 
feature broad overhanging eaves with 
decorative brackets; a few include ornamental 
iron roof cresting. Dormers are rare. 
Composite shingles are the most frequently 
used modern roofing material, imitating 
original wood shingle roofs. 
 

 
Yes/No 

 
The applicant is proposing a roof 
form that is typical of the Queen 
Anne style; however, the dormer is 
atypical and add complexity to the 
roof form.  

 
Entries & Doors  

Offset front entries accessed by raised 
porches. Wooden single and double doors 
common; some Italianate examples feature 
narrow double doors. Most original doors have 
one or two panes of glass above, with wood 
paneling below, although some doors are full 
paneled. Doors with transoms are common; 
some have sidelights. Multi-family structures 
have smaller projecting porches, stoops or 
recessed entries. 
 

 
Yes/No 

 
The applicant is proposing an 
entrance that is recessed beneath 
the porch. The proposed door 
opening is arched, a form that is 
not found on Queen Anne style 
buildings. 

 
Windows 

Individual double-hung, one-over-one wood 
windows common, although framed window 
pairs in gable ends, window transoms, and 

 
No 

 
The applicant is proposing to use 
all arched windows on the front, 
double width, horizontal, and 
sidelight style windows on the 



other variations are also found. Most 
structures feature tall narrow windows, 
although some paired and arched windows 
are wider and more rectangular in form. 
Rounded and segmental arched lintels are 
common, although other variations such as 
wooden pedimented lintels, stone drip molds 
and horizontal stone lintel bands are also 
found. Highly decorative masonry headers 
and lintels contribute to building 
ornamentation. Historically, windows were 
recessed in the wall (not flush). 

 

sides of the building all of which do 
not fit the historic context.  
Additionally, most of the windows 
extend floor to ceiling which does 
not fit window proportions found 
elsewhere in the district. 

 
Porches  

General: A large number of homes in the 
district are missing original porches or have 
heavily altered porches.  
Width: Partial-width and full-width porches 
common. The Queen Anne style houses often 
feature partial-width or wrap-around porches 
while the Italianate-style homes typically have 
full- or partial-width porches. 
Height: Typically one story.  
Projecting: Yes, typical. Row houses with 
stoop and inset entries also found.  
Shapes: Raised rectangular and square 
shaped with gable, hipped, flat, and shed 
roofs; some shed roofs on Victorian- and 
Eastlake-style homes feature small 
pedimented gables.  

 

 
Yes/ No 

 
The infill features a simple porch 
with a flat roof which can be found 
on some Queen Anne porches.  
The porch is three-quarter width 
and features an offset column 
which is atypical of the district and 
building style. 

 
 
Recommendation: Denial 

 
Basis:   The proposed window and door styles are atypical, featuring rhythms, forms, and heights  

not common to the Queen Anne style (guidelines 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, and 4.8).  The proposed roof  
does not feature roof eaves or overhangs, failing to conform with typical roof forms, and the  
proposed flat roof dormer is atypical and adds complexity to the roof’s appearance 
(guidelines 4.5, and 4.7).  The proposed porch width and column placement does not fit in 
with the surrounding historic context (guideline 4.5, 4.15, and 4.16).  Finally, the applicant 
will need to provide additional dimensions and details in the drawing set and correct all 
inconsistencies. 
 
 

 

Suggested Motion:  I move to DENY of application #2022-COA-060 for the new infill building at 3022 Champa 

St. as per design guidelines 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.15, 4.16, character-defining features for the Curtis Park 

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

 
 

 



Curtis Park District Map with 3022 Champa St. outlined in red.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1904 corrected to 1925 Sanborn Map with 3022 Champa St. outlined in black  
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