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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-270 LPC Meeting:   July 5, 2022 
Address:    320 Vine St.  Staff:   Abigail Christman  
Historic Dist/DLM:  Country Club Historic District   
Year structure built:  N/A- infill construction (district period of significance 1902-1945)  
Council District:  #10- Wayne New    
Applicant:   Carlos Alvarez      
 
 
Project Scope Under Review: 
  
Mass, form, and context review for a single-family infill residence with an attached garage in the Country Club 
Historic District. The proposed infill residence is two stories in height with a basement. The residence will have an 
irregular footprint and a cross-gabled roof. Demolition of the existing residence constructed c.1954 is not included 
in this review. Submission of a demolition application is pending and will be reviewed at a future meeting.  
 
 
Staff Summary: 
 
320 Vine St. is located in the Country Club Historic District. The infill design proposed is a contemporary 
interpretation of the Tudor Revival style. Tudor Revival features referenced in the design include asymmetrical 
design; a façade dominated by steeply-pitched, front-facing and overlapping gables; prominent chimney; grouped 
windows; and arched doorway.  
 
320 Vine is located on a block with a diversity of building masses, roof forms, and styles. Intact historic residences 
on the block include a front-gabled cottage from the 1910s, English Cottage and French Normal Revival 
residences from the 1930s, and three Colonial Revival residences from the 1930s. There are also several non-
contributing properties: a house from 1912 that was substantially altered in 1954, a house from 1955 also 
substantially altered, and a Neo-Mansard residence from the 1960s. There is also a Tudor Revival residence 
located at the end of the block facing E. 4th Ave.  
 
The applicant has been working with Landmark staff on the development of the design, making revisions based 
on Landmark feedback. Some of these comments are illustrated on page A006. Overall, staff find the proposed 
design to be a successful contemporary interpretation of the Tudor Revival style that is compatible with the 
district. But staff do have a few concerns:  
  

• Lack of alignment with the block shown on the streetscape comparison: There appears to be an error in 
photo scale with the scale of the photos significantly off from the proposed infill. For example, the 
streetscape comparison show the top of the second floor windows at 320 Vine as aligned with the bottom 
of the second story windows at 340 Vine. The only alignment shown on the streetscape study is with the 
adjacent non-contributing property at 300 Vine. The streetscape comparison should be focused on the 
alignment with contributing properties on the block. More comparison of the property to the other historic 
properties on the block would be helpful in evaluating the design. How will front façade design, overall 



height and floor to floor heights compare to existing, neighboring structures? How does height compare to 
other two story buildings on block? Staff expressed concerns with the streetscape comparison alignment 
to the applicant in an email on 3/7/2022 along with other design feedback but this has not been 
addressed.   

• Façade fenestration: Staff is concerned with the oversized windows on the façade and do not find them to 
be compatible with the district or the Tudor Revival style which the design is referencing. Staff would 
recommend reducing the height of first floor window opening on the north and the second floor window on 
south to better align with other windows on the façade and district patterns.  

• Recessed porch/second story cantilever. Staff would recommend removing the recessed porch at 
southwest corner of the façade, bringing the first floor façade forward to align with the second floor 
façade. Recessed porches are not characteristic of the district or the Tudor Revival style. And the 
placement at the corner of the façade gives an unbalanced appearance to the façade.  

 
Staff is recommending approval with conditions to address the above items. This application is only for the mass, 
form, and context. The materials, window and door details, design details, and sites features (walls, paving, pool, 
etc.) will be reviewed during the Design Detail review. 
 
Registered Neighborhood Organization (RNO) comments:  
  
The Country Club Historic District Architecture Review Committee has submitted a letter of support for the project. 
However, no details on the meeting were provided. The RNO’s only concern with the design is the lot coverage of 
the proposed infill. The proposed infill has a FAR of 36.6% which exceeds the recommended FAR of 30% for the 
district. The RNO letter is included in the application packet for reference.  
 
Excerpted from Design Guidelines for Country Club Historic District, May 1995 

Guideline Meets 
Guideline? Comments 

B1. The front setback of a new 
structure should be in line with the 
median setback of historic properties 
on the block. 
b. New structures should be sited to meet 
or exceed the median setback on the 
block face, not the structures with the 
least setback. 

      Yes  The proposed infill features a 25’ setback. 
There is some variation on the block, but this 
setback is consistent with general block 
patterns.    

B3. Maintain the traditional lot 
coverage ratio of the neighborhood. 
a. Maintain the sense of spaciousness 
seen traditionally in the neighborhood by 
retaining significant portions of the site as 
open space. 

     Yes/No  The lot is 87.57’ wide and the proposed infill is 
67.57’ so the lot does not have the same 
sense of spaciousness as seen in much of the 
district. The FAR for the proposed 
development is 36.6% which exceeds the 
recommended FAR of 30% for the district.  
However, the residences on this block are 
more closely spaced than in many other areas 
of the district and the proposed 10’ side 
setbacks are compatible with this block.   

B4. Garages and other secondary 
structures should remain subordinate 
to the primary structure. 
a. Locating a secondary structure in the 
rear of the property is preferred. 
b. A detached structure is also preferred. 

     Yes/No Garage is located to the rear of the lot and will 
be accessed via the alley but it is attached to 
the residence.  



D1. A new building should appear 
similar in mass to contributing 
structures in the district. 
a. Historically, most buildings ranged from 
1.5 to 2 stories with 20 to 30 percent lot 
coverage. A new building should fit within 
this range. 
b. The primary ridge line of a structure 
rarely exceeds 40 feet. 
c. A single plane in the front facade rarely 
exceeds 50 feet in width. In many cases, 
the broad side of a house faces the street. 

 

     Yes/No The overall building scale and height fits the 
district. The infill will be two stories with a 
cross gabled roof. The varied roof form will 
break up the large mass of the roof. The FAR 
for the proposed development is 36.6% which 
exceeds the recommended FAR of 30% for 
the district.   
 

D2. A new building should appear 
similar in scale to those seen 
historically in the neighborhood. 
a. Front facades should appear similar in 
height to those seen historically in the 
block. 
c. Story heights should appear similar to 
those seen historically. 

       Yes/No The height appears to be compatible with other 
residences on this street and with the larger 
district but a revised streetscape comparison 
that better illustrates this is recommended.  

D3. A new building should have a 
simple rectangular form as its basic 
shape. 
a. In most cases, the primary form for the 
house was a single rectangular volume. In 
some styles, smaller, subordinate masses 
were then attached to this primary form. 

      Yes/No The proposed infill features an irregular plan 
than is roughly L-shaped. However, much of 
the variation in plan will not be readily visible.    

 D4. A new roof should appear similar 
in form to those of typical historic 
houses. 
a. Pitched roofs, either hip or gable, are 
preferred.  
b. Slopes should be within the range of 
those used historically, about 6/12. 

       Yes The primary roof form is a steeply pitched 
cross gable roof. This roof form is 
characteristic of the Tudor Revival style 
referenced in the design.    
 
 

F1. Clearly define the primary entrance 
to the house. 
a. Use a porch, stoop, portico or similar 
one-story feature to indicate the entry. 
b. Orienting the entry to the street is 
preferred. 

     Yes/No The entry faces the street and is readily 
visible. The design does not include a front 
porch, but front porches are not characteristic 
of the Tudor Revival style which the infill is 
referencing. Instead there is a pent roof over 
the entrance and a front stoop. However, the 
proposed infill also includes a recessed porch 
at the southwest corner of the façade which is 
not a typical configuration and draws attention 
away from the primary entrance.       



F3. Windows should appear similar in 
basic character to those seen 
traditionally. 
a. Windows that appear “punched” into 
the wall surface are appropriate. 
b. Window frames and sashes should 
have substantial depth. 
c. Windows that are vertically 
proportioned are preferred. 

      Yes/No The infill features grouped windows which are 
characteristic of the Tudor Revival style. 
Windows are vertically proportioned and 
regularly placed. However, the façade  
windows at the first floor window on the north 
and the second floor window on south are 
much taller than found historically and out of 
proportion with the façade and with district 
patterns. The other elevations also feature a 
combination of traditionally sized windows 
with taller windows but the taller windows will 
not be as readily visible elsewhere.       

 

Excerpted from Design Guidelines for Denver Landmark Structures and Districts, January 2016 
 
 

Guideline Meets 
Guideline? Comments 

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 

Overall the infill appears to be compatible with 
the block but the lack of alignment with the 
block shown on the streetscape comparison 
makes it difficult to evaluate how the infill will 
fit into the rhythms of the block. A revised 
streetscape study that accurately compares 
the infill to the other historic properties on the 
block would be helpful in evaluating the 
design. More detail on the foundation height 
would also be helpful. Other properties on the 
block appear to include raised foundations but 
the proposed infill does not.  

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.   

      Yes/No The mass and height of the proposed infill is 
compatible with the district. Primary roof form 
is cross-gabled which fits with the Tudor 
Revival style. But the lack of alignment with 
the block shown on the streetscape 
comparison makes it difficult to evaluate how 
the infill will fit with adjacent buildings. A 
revised streetscape study that accurately 
compares the infill to the other historic 
properties on the block would be helpful in 
evaluating the design. 
 
     



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.   

        Yes  Design is a contemporary interpretation of the 
Tudor Revival style which is found historically 
within the Country Club historic district.  
 
  
 
  
  
 

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.   

       Yes The primary roof form is a steeply pitched 
cross gable roof. This roof form is 
characteristic of the Tudor Revival style 
referenced in the design.   

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.  
d. Use door widths, heights and materials 
that are similar to doors on historic 
buildings in the surrounding historic 
context.  

       Yes/No Infill features vertically proportioned, grouped 
windows which reference the fenestration 
patterns found on Tudor Revival residences. 
However, the facade windows at the first floor 
window on the north and the second floor 
window on south are much taller than found 
historically and out of proportion with the 
façade and with district patterns. The other 
elevations also feature a combination of 
traditionally sized windows with taller windows 
but the taller windows will not be as readily 
visible elsewhere.    
The front entrance is 10’ and appears taller 
than is typical.     

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.  

     Yes/No The entry faces the street and is readily 
visible. The design does not include a front 
porch, but front porches are not characteristic 
of the Tudor Revival style which the infill is 
referencing. Instead there is a pent roof over 
the entrance and a front stoop. However, the 
proposed infill also includes a recessed porch 
at the southwest corner of the façade which is 
not a typical configuration and draws attention 
away from the primary entrance.       



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.   

        No Infill features a recessed porch/second story 
cantilever at the southwest corner of the 
façade. Recessed porches are not 
characteristic of the district or the Tudor 
Revival style. And the placement at the corner 
of the façade gives an unbalanced 
appearance to the façade.  

4.18 Locate a new garage or secondary 
structure to reinforce surrounding 
historic development patterns.   

       Yes The garage will be located at the rear of the 
lot, facing onto the alley. Garage will be 
attached, which is found historically within the 
district.  

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.  

       Yes The single-story garage will be attached to the 
infill residence and integrated into the design.  
 

 

 
 
Character-Defining Features excerpted from the Design Guidelines for Country Club Historic 
District, May, 1995 

 
Character-defining features Matches 

features? Comments 
BUILDING SCALE 
Most houses have a height 1.5 or 2 stories. Despite 
the size of these houses, the scale is made human 
through use of one-story scaling elements such as 
porches, bay windows, and entries. Additionally, the 
raised foundation necessitates front stairs, which are 
another scaling element. 

     Yes The proposed infill residence is 
two-stories tall.   

BUILDING FORM 
Most structures were built as simple rectilinear 
volumes, to which ornament and detail of various 
revival styles were applied. Depending on the style, 
some are simple rectangles and triangles, with 
details applied; others are more complex forms 
composed of several rectangles. Free-form, domed 
or angular forms are not part of the building 
tradition in the district. 

Yes The proposed infill features 
multiple rectilinear forms with a 
roughly L-shaped footprint.    



ROOF FORM 
Historically, steeply pitched roofs, either hip, gable, 
or occasionally gambrel, are prominent in the 
district. Roof pitches are steep with about 6/12 are 
typical. Broad overhangs or moldings that provide 
shadow lines at the eaves are also characteristic. In 
many cases, dormers break up the mass of a roof 
and add visual interest and a sense of scale. While 
many roofs are large planes, an uninterrupted ridge 
line rarely exceeds 40 feet in length. Tall chimneys 
with decorative brickwork at the top are a 
significant feature of most of the historic structures. 

Yes  The primary roof form is a steeply 
pitched cross gable. Multiple gable 
forms break up the large roof 
mass. Design features a 
prominent chimney.   

WINDOWS 
Historic windows have several common 
characteristics regardless of the style of the house or 
specific type of window. Windows typically appear 
“punched” or inset into a solid wall plane. Window 
frames and sashes have substantial depth, creating 
significant shadow lines on the wall surface. Most 
windows have a vertical proportion. A horizontal 
band of windows is created by grouping smaller 
windows. While contemporary interpretations of 
traditional windows are encouraged, their basic, 
underlying scale and dimensions should appear 
similar to those seen historically. 

     Yes/No Infill features vertically 
proportioned, grouped windows 
which reference the fenestration 
patterns found on Tudor Revival 
residences. However, the facade 
windows at the first floor window 
on the north and the second floor 
window on south are much taller 
than found historically and out of 
proportion with the façade and 
with district patterns.   
 

GARAGES AND OTHER SECONDARY 
STRUCTURES 
Traditionally, secondary structures, such as garages 
and carriage houses, were subordinate to the 
primary structure on a lot. In many cases, these 
were detached buildings, located in the rear and 
accessed by an alley, if available. The tradition of 
detached secondary structures is encouraged 
because this reduces the overall perceived mass of 
building on the site. 

Yes/No Garage is attached but located at 
the rear of the lot facing the alley 
and will not be readily visible.   

 
 
Recommendation: Approval with conditions  

1) Reduce height of first floor façade window opening on north and second floor 
façade window on south to align with other façade windows 
2) Remove recessed porch at southwest corner of the façade and bring the first 
floor façade wall forward to align with the second floor façade  
3) Provide an accurately scaled streetscape comparison 

 
Basis: Infill is a contemporary interpretation of a style found historically in the district. Design 

references historic forms and massing while being clearly identifiable as new construction.  
 Design windows to be compatible with the historic context (4.8) 
 Design porches to be compatible with the historic context (4.15 and 4.16)  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Suggested Motion:  I move to CONDITIONALLY APRROVE application #2022-COA-270 for the mass, form 

and context of new infill at 320 Vine St. as per Country Club design guidelines B1, B3, B4, D1-D4, F1-F3, 

general design guidelines 4.3-4.5, 4.7, 4.8, 4.15, 4.16, 4.18, and 4.19, character-defining features for the 

Country Club historic district, presented testimony, submitted documentation and information provided in 

the staff report with the following conditions: 1) Reduce height of first floor façade window opening on north 

and second floor façade window on south to align with other façade windows; 2) Remove recessed porch at 

southwest corner of the façade and bring the first floor façade wall forward to align with the second floor 

façade; and 3) Provide an accurately scaled streetscape comparison.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Country Club Historic District with 320 Vine indicated in red. 
 

 
 
                                                                                                                                             END 
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