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1.1 Abstract
Adaptive reuse provides cities with environmental 
and economic sustainability benefits, preserving 
the existing building stock and its cultural and 
historical integrity. Published studies show that 
adaptive reuse releases less carbon emissions 
than demolition, thus reducing project costs 
compared to new construction. Despite these 
multifaceted benefits, adaptive reuse projects 
tend to have common variables that architects 
and developers consider during initial decisions 
in building redevelopment. These trends 
consequently limit the types of buildings for 
repurposing, resulting in the city demolishing the 
remaining structures for new construction.
This research examines whether building 
characteristics contributes to its fate for 
demolition or adaptive reuse.  It also attempts 
to develop a workflow for the end of lifecycle of 
the building based on these characteristics and 
geographic location. We conducted literature 
review and an analysis of 94 case studies of 
nonresidential adaptive reuse buildings from 
across the U.S. Using our reviews, we developed 
the parameters defining attributes of adaptive 
reuse. The parameters include building size, use, 
age, characteristics, and location. Large factories 
and warehouses with a historic brick structure 
constructed in the early 20th century were more 
likely to be repurposed, while other typologies with 
more minimalistic and modern characteristics 

were more likely to be demolished. We examined 
these parameters on Denver to understand if 
they also align with the rationale for demolition 
activities. A total of 5,743 demolition permit 
records within Denver from 2014 to 2024 were 
attained. After cleaning up the data and removing 
duplicates, 187 permits were analyzed. This data 
was compared with neighborhood boundaries to 
find the area with the highest concentration of 
non-residential demolitions. Using the demolition 
records of the city, we developed a Demolition 
Tracking Tool [DTT] by adjoining the records to their 
respective parcels. To understand the rationale 
for demolition vs adaptive reuse, qualitative data 
using interviews with Denver-based adaptive 
reuse specialized architects. The DTT assessed 
whether the characteristics of the demolished 
buildings align with the parameters identified in 
the case studies and compared the area, height, 
and designated use of 190 buildings before and 
after demolition. Archived satellite street view 
data from Google Earth of the structures located 
in these parcels were analyzed using a timeline 
of pre-, during, and post-demolition to compare 
the changes in building characteristics. 
DTT and street view comparisons revealed 
that office buildings were the most demolished 
typology at 21% (34 buildings) of the total 
demolition, followed by 17% (28 warehouses), and 
15% (24 retail). Small office buildings built around 
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1955 within the Five Points neighborhood -the 
neighborhood with the highest concentration of 
demolished buildings- were most likely to be 
demolished. While Cherry Creek has the second 
highest concentration of demolished buildings, 
Lincoln Park and Highland share the third place. 
The DTT is an effective tool to re-direct policies 
for incentivizing adaptive use as our analysis 
showed that compared with pre-demolition, there 
is a 275% increase in larger buildings that are 
more than 50,000 sf, and 23% of post-demolition 
sites were vacant Land, which were likely turned 
into parking lot for the surrounding area. 



Figure 1: Union Station in Downtown Denver in 1914 (Union Station, Jul 2024)
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In the United States, more than 90% of demolition 
debris results in landfills (EPA, 2016), and only 
about 20-30% of debris is recycled and reused 
(Ellen MacArthur Foundation, 2013). Rather than 
demolishing a building, successful adaptive 
reuse projects reconstruct the existing structure 
and utilize the existing material from the site. 
These techniques emphasize a circular economy 
by valuing the reuse of construction materials 
instead of treating them as single-use objects. 
Many scholars, like Wu et al. and Cruz et al., have 
developed frameworks to assess the life span of 
a material and determine whether contractors 
can reinsert the material into a new project.
Adaptive reuse is a successful way of promoting 
sustainable techniques by reducing the 
commercial sector’s carbon impact on the 
environment compared to the effects of new 
construction. Assefa and Ambler determined 
a 13% estimated savings in global warming 
potential, a 10% estimate in primary energy 
savings, and a 542% estimate in generated waste 
savings (Assefa and Ambler, 2017). A successful 
example of this is a case study performed by 
researchers Feng et al., where the adaptation 
of a warehouse facility in Philadelphia, PA, was 

turned into an equivalent-sized office building. 
Feng et al. determined that reusing the existing 
facility avoided around 75% of the greenhouse gas 
emissions compared to the emissions produced 
from new construction (Feng, et al., 2020).
Adaptive reuse supports a sustainable circular 
economy by reusing existing materials, but it 
also addresses cities’ current demands for more 
housing to support growing populations. These new 
uses to support city populations are recognized 
efforts by local, state, and federal governments. 
New government policies incentivize the 
implementation of more adaptive reuse projects 
in their metropolitan cities. Some attempts 
include a hotel-to-housing conversion bill in New 
York City to allow the ability to include permanent 
housing in existing hotels (Bill #A06262B), and 
the Biden Administration proposed a program to 
reuse historic and culturally significant buildings 
to support housing and transportation goals (The 
White House, 2024).
Despite all of the sustainable benefits adaptive 
reuse presents and the incentives that developers 
have access to, an estimated 200,000 to 300,000 
structures are demolished each year within the 
U.S. (Viner, 2020). This issue brings the following 

1.2 Introduction
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into question: What parameters and decision-
making practices determine whether buildings 
are feasible for adaptation or demolition? If a 
building meets all of the parameters within the 
architect’s comfort zone, yet the developers still 
demolish the building, what decisions did the 
development team make to support that outcome? 
The characteristics of successful adaptive reuse 
projects compared with the decisions made by 
the designers and developers will highlight the 
aspects of adaptive reuse policy that affect the 
number of projects that could be feasible for 
adaptation. 
Architects have become comfortable adapting a 
certain type of building and very rarely deviate 
from these typologies. These buildings can be 
categorized by narrowing down certain variables 
attributed to them. How can the process of 
evaluating large-scale commercial buildings 
within Denver, Colorado be improved to promote 
adaptation rather than demolition, leading to 
more sustainable outcomes? 
The future of how metropolitan cities continue to 
develop relies on how we process our materials 
in the present. Successful adaptive reuse projects 
provide examples of mitigating our carbon impacts 

by reusing our existing materials. Material reuse 
promotes the cradle-to-cradle theory as long 
as they retain their structural integrity. James 
Hepburn, principal at BDP, states that the most 
sustainable building already exists.
Since the pandemic, the increased office vacancy 
exceeded 18% at the end of 2022, providing 
opportunities for many of our modern building 
stock to be reused into buildings that support 
the current city population and address the 
housing crisis (Cushman and Wakefield, 2023). 
Expanding the parameters to extend beyond 
the comfort zone of architects encompasses 
more buildings with contemporary buildings. 
Many factors outside of the designer’s authority 
impact the outcomes of a redevelopment project. 
Developers are the individuals who influence the 
design process the most, as their goals differ from 
those of the architects (Baker, Moncaster, et al., 
2023). Educating developers on material waste 
prevention techniques, such as adaptive reuse 
and, in other cases, deconstruction, and offering 
opportunities and incentives to encourage these 
practices will provide more interest in future 
projects.



Figure 2: Union Station in Denver CO in 2024 (Union Station, Apr 2024)
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Current studies on adaptive reuse dive into many 
topics relevant to how current policies address 
adaptive reuse through redevelopment projects. 
Glumac, Brano, and Islam determined a generalized 
opinion on the population’s perspective on living 
in an adapted building (Glumac and Islam, 
2020), while Buller compiled an understanding 
of the professional perspective of working with 
adaptive reuse policy (P. A. Bullen, 2007). Many 
studies developed a decision-making framework 
in an attempt to streamline the process, like 
Aigwi et al. and Rockow, Ross, and Black, who 
determined where there are conflicts within the 
decision-making process (Rockow, Ross and 
Black, 2019). Finally, McDonough and Braungart 
address material reuse and introduce a theory 
to support implementing material sustainability 
during construction with the Cradle-to-Cradle 
theory (McDonough and Braungart, 2002). 
Several studies, like Marique et al., have indicated 
many environmental and economic benefits 
by comparing adaptive reuse to traditional 
construction techniques like demolition. Scholars 
have proposed frameworks and potential solutions 
to help improve the flow of materials within the 
construction sector. McDonough and Braungart’s 

cradle-to-cradle (C2C) theory proposes a 
solution to reuse and recycle the materials and 
further reintegrate them into future projects and 
new buildings (McDonough and Braungart, 2002) 
rather than keeping construction and demolition 
(C&D) waste in landfills. 
Several authors have written about circular 
economies (and the challenges when CE is not 
employed). For example, Cruz et al. demonstrate 
that a Circular Economy (CE) promotes the 
reintegration of construction materials until such 
material is structurally unable to be reintegrated 
into further construction (Cruz Rios, Grau and 
Chong, 2019). However, a strong CE depends on a 
design that creates a durable building that can be 
remanufactured for future deconstruction (EEA, 
2016). However, architects cannot implement 
waste reduction due to poor communication 
during the design process. (Osamani, Glass, 
and Price, 2007). Designing for deconstruction 
and reuse saves materials and reduces the 
number of embodied emissions released into 
the atmosphere. Introducing a circular economy 
into local markets and reintroducing durable 
materials into their new assemblies decreases 
the amount of carbon emissions released. Cruz 

1.3 Literature Review
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et al. demonstrate that continuing to reintroduce 
durable materials builds an efficient circular 
economy and continues to provide environmental 
benefits to the construction sector (Cruz Rios, 
Grau, and Chong, 2019).
Marique and Rossi identified other studies 
demonstrating that renovation and reconstruction 
have lower life cycle emissions than constructing 
a new building because of the high embodied 
emissions from material manufacturing (Marique 
and Rossi, 2018). These studies include Sanchez 
et al.’s analysis of adaptive reuse versus new 
construction of courthouses in Ontario, Canada, 
demonstrating a 70% construction cost savings 
from implementing adaptive reuse (Sanchez, 
Esfahani, and Haas, 2019). Adaptive reuse can 
improve environmental factors, reduce carbon 
emissions, reduce construction costs, and 
provide opportunities for affordable housing. 
With economic savings, adaptive reuse can 
be proposed as a strategy for housing in cities 
with surges in population growth since adaptive 
reuse projects eliminate costs associated with 
demolition and new construction (National 
Association of Realtors, 2021).
Analysis of case studies from multiple articles 
established five parameters that architects apply 
to our current building stock. Baker et al. showed 
that older buildings are preferred because they add 
value to the area, whether economic or historical 
and retaining these old buildings preserves the 
character and diversity of the surrounding areas 
(Baker, Moncaster, et al., 2023). These older 
buildings also have characteristics within the 
architectural style that are more feasible for 
adaptation, like shallow floor plates and exterior 

window placement. We see these trends within 
previous adaptation projects in New York City, 
which Aldana et al. analyzed (Aldana, Büchler 
and Rolheiser, 2024). 
Architects and developers also consider the 
building’s current use before constructing the new 
assembly since the typology impacts the exterior 
appearance and the interior layout. Glumac 
and Islam provided examples of buildings with 
larger layouts, like warehouses and industrial 
typologies, which are preferable as the wide 
spaces make the layout transition more flexible 
to fit new uses (Glumac and Islam, 2020). 
Vecchio and Arku proved that location is also 
a target for developers in need areas or areas 
where the buildings no longer support the 
surrounding context, like the industrial sector 
and the surrounding cities within Ontario (Vecchio 
and Arku, 2020). This parameter ties into the 
current use of the buildings as some city planners 
organize city districts by building use, which 
leaves multiple buildings open for adaptation. 
Finally, architects and developers consider the 
size of the building to be high-rise buildings with 
different requirements than smaller, low-density 
structures. 
There are multiple decision-making frameworks 
to cover many potential projects. Initially, one 
framework covers five aspects: economic 
sustainability, built heritage preservation, socio-
cultural aspects, building usability, and regulatory 
aspects (Aigwi et al., 2019). However, there is a 
disparity between the decisions suggested within 
the frameworks and the decisions made (Baker, 
2019). Many external factors impact the decisions 
made on-site (Rockow, Ross, and Black, 2019), 
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and these factors are often outside of the 
developer’s control. Beyond on-site conditions, 
potential economic conditions impact a decision 
made within a project. There are inherent risks 
that coexist with the fragility of adaptive reuse. 
Older structures have the risk of uncovering 
additional problems, like latent defects, which 
can cause issues for developers and lead to last-
minute decisions on the project (Bullen and Love, 
2010). While designers and architects consider 
aspects of the project relating to the feasibility 
of adapting the buildings, developers mainly 
consider the economics behind the projects and 
how much they spend; the risk of the project and 
potential projects are all factors that can impact 
the feasibility of the project (Hanafi et al., 2018).
Developers and architects have different 
aspirations regarding adaptive reuse projects 
(Coiacetto, 2010). Carmona critiqued exclusively 
using frameworks and urban development 
processes through a singular theoretical model 
and has indicated a lack of reflection on the 
complexity involved in real adaptive reuse projects 
(Carmona, 2013). Understanding architects’ 
perspectives on the existing frameworks and 
current adaptive reuse policy will highlight the 
weaknesses within the parameters derived 
from the collective literature. Bullen and Love 
have explored professional perspectives which 
have been impacted mainly by economic factors, 
resulting in many existing buildings being torn 

down prematurely (Bullen and Love, 2011). Now, 
there is a balance between the incentives and 
the barriers to adaptive reuse projects. Baker 
et al. have collected studies that indicate factors 
like maintenance costs, building regulations, the 
initial inertia of the project, and the inherent risk 
associated with older buildings are substantial 
barriers to adaptive reuse. Alternatively, lifecycle 
issues, the dynamic perceptions of existing 
buildings, and government incentives are 
significant drivers for adaptive reuse projects 
(Bullen and Love, 2011).
More literature needs to question the practice of 
adaptive reuse and the scope of the current adaptive 
reuse policy. To improve our understanding and 
promote sustainable construction techniques, I 
developed a methodology to analyze the areas 
where architects struggle. Most of the conflict 
during adaptive reuse projects lies between 
architects and developers, who each have 
different priorities. Improving their experiences 
and broadening the scope for feasible building 
typologies will open more opportunities for 
adaptive reuse projects and strengthen the 
circular economy and sustainable practices within 
cities. These projects will support communities 
and provide opportunities in struggling areas 
to provide affordable housing for a surging 
population.
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My research methods follow a linear pattern to understand Danvers’ adaptive reuse policy from 
multiple perspectives. Comprehending the reason for decisions during the initial steps of the design 
process discovers trends that show weaknesses in the policy.

1.4 Research Methods

Figure 3: Linear Methods Flow Chart
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1.4.1 Setting Up Research Parameters:
Based on literature and case study analyses, I formed a set of parameters that narrowed down existing 
structures to a particular building style that was more likely to be adapted. Most designers used a 
similar type of building in their adaptive reuse projects. After my literature research, I expanded these 
variables to a basic idea and then applied them to the rest of my analysis. The parameters of existing 
buildings include their age characteristics of architectural styles, location, size, and current use:

When creating my list of architectural firms to interview, I thoroughly combed through their portfolio 
to find adaptive reuse or historic preservation projects I could use as case studies. I also searched in 
architectural magazines for examples outside of Colorado for my case study analysis. My research 
resulted in 94 different successful adaptive reuse projects.

I analyzed the case studies by applying these variables to each project to find trends between each 
building. Using the information from those results, I refined my scope for each parameter to create a 
stronger definition of a preferable building for adaptive reuse. 

A preferable building for adaptive reuse is the type of building that architects choose which holds a 
high success rate in projects. The current definition for successful buildings is a larger building with 
older characteristics that hold a lot of historical culture in the surrounding area, and its original use 
was something that provided a lot of space to encourage a new creative use.

Figure 4: Explanations of Each Research Parameter
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1.4.2 GIS for Analyzing Building Permits:
I gathered demolition permits from the past ten years (2014 – 2024) to understand the scale of 
demolition within the city of Denver. By applying the research parameters to the addresses on the 
permits, I analyzed the building characteristics that were present in the buildings and found trends 
amongst the buildings that were demolished. Understanding the scale of demolition in the city and the 
associated characteristics allowed me to know more about why certain buildings were demolished 
and compared the trends between adapted and demolished buildings. 

Each permit included information such as:
• The permit number (which identifies the individual permit within the cities licensing 
system)
• The address of the demolished buildings
• The value of the entire project 
• The classification of the type of demolition (I.e., a partial demolition, interior 
demolition for a renovation, completely demolishing the building, etc.) 
• The date the permit was issued. 
• The contractors’ name. 
• and the permit log number (which tracks the permit to other phases of construction).

The initial scale of the permits I received was a total of 5,743 permits in Denver from 2014 to 2024. 
To refine the scope, I only included projects with a total value of more than $20,000. This limit only 
includes projects that are most likely commercial-scale buildings and removes projects that are likely 
to be single-family homes and other residential buildings. This limitation narrowed down the applicable 
permits to 636.

 The second limit I applied to narrow the scope was filtering the permit classification to only include 
complete demolitions. Complete demolitions are defined when the city demolishes buildings with none 
of the original structure left. This limit eliminates projects with smaller demolitions usually associated 
with renovations or building additions. These limitations finalized the number of permits to 238. 



26

While researching each permit, I entered the address into Google Maps, went to Google Street View, 
and used the timeline to find images of the building before, during, and after the demolition. To increase 
my understanding of the history of the building before the demolition, I went to denvergov.org and 
found GIS data to apply to the permit data. The GIS data I applied was city parcels, which is how the 
city organizes land for development. Additionally, I applied building outline data, which is the shape of 
existing buildings, to the permit data to see the demolition permit data mapped in Denver.

Before Demolition During Demolition After Demolition

Figure 5: How the Amount of Permits Was Limited for a More Fesable Scope.

Figure 6: Small Section of the Google Street View Timeline of Each Demolition Permit Analyzed
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The website data of the building outlines was from 2022, which outdates any of the buildings from the 
permit data. The city of Denver archives previous GIS data files, so by contacting the city, I received 
a data set of the building outlines from 2014. By analyzing the GIS data, I retrieved the zoning code 
associated with each address and the buildings age before the demolition. The zoning code is how the 
city organizes the use of the building on each city parcel. The zoning code will finalize my limitations 
and narrow my scope to only commercial buildings. I implemented the data (permit addresses, building 
ages, zoning code) into ArcGIS to visually represent the trends of demolition of commercial buildings 
within Denver.

To gather a stronger understanding of designers’ perspectives of the current adaptive reuse process 
in Denver, I conducted 30-minute Zoom interviews. These interviews allowed me to understand the 
process of an adaptive reuse project, and the issues architects have with policies and philosophies 
within the topic.

During the interview, I recorded it to transcribe what was said and took notes to accurately analyze 
our discussion. I interviewed four architects from firms based in Colorado that have finished adaptive 
reuse or historical preservation projects within Denver. I used a structured recruitment email 
(appendix, figure ii) and asked interview questions that were approved by the University of Colorados 
IRB (appendix, table 1).

These architects have design experience and have worked with clients on commercial adaptive reuse 
projects. These interviews furthered my understanding the design decisions that these firms undertook, 
and the areas of the adaptive reuse process the firms found challenging. This information highlighted 
the areas of the process that I should analyze for my design practice.

1.4.3 Expert Interviews:

1.4.4 Design Implementation:
I tested my suggested revisions to the existing adaptive reuse policy by applying my analysis to a 
commercial building in Denver. With this design implementation I was able to understand the feasibility 
of my policy suggestions on a structure that fits the parameters found from my case study analysis. 
This design combines the analysis from each of my previous methods in conclusive understanding of 
each decision made in an adaptive reuse project.
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I took my GIS map of demolitions from the permit analysis to find the area in Denver with complete 
demolitions and chose a neighborhood where I would then choose a building. After selecting the 
neighborhood, I re-explored the GIS data of the city parcels to find the zoning code associated with 
commercial buildings. Then, by applying the GIS data of the more recent building outlines, I chose a 
building that fits the parameters I determined from my case study analysis and interviews. 

After identifying the building, I submitted a CORA (Colorado Open Rights Act) request to retrieve the 
building documents, including floor and structural plans. These documents were the basis for my 
design. I applied the rest of my adaptive reuse framework, which I developed from the feedback from 
my interviews, to further my design process. The final design determined whether changes to the 
current adaptive reuse process were feasible for future adaptive reuse projects.

Using a set of variables throughout the entire process demonstrated a trend in buildings that 
firms reuse. These variables highlighted a gap in building typology, which each method confirmed 
impacts certain buildings during the decision-making process. Including a larger range of buildings 
that developers initially eliminate allows for more opportunities for adaptive reuse and material 
sustainability. Individually, these research methods provide evidence to support an argument to push 
adaptive reuse in redevelopment projects.



Figure 7: Wazee Exchange Entrance off of  Wazee St. (Thrope, 2023)

Figure 8: Wazee Exchange Entrance off of  19th St. (Roth Sheppard, 2023)
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Collective information from each of the observed methods established a Demolition Tracking Tool 
(DTT) which demonstrates that demolished buildings had characteristics that matched the trends from 
a case study analysis of successful adaptive reuse projects. The DTT also analyzes the reconstruction 
of these sites to find trends to support policy redirection with facts based on construction trends.
 
Interviewing expert architects who have experience with adaptive reuse demonstrated trends within a 
construction process to highlight areas that are limited by factors outside the control of the designer. 
The limitations within this process are points that can integrate the Demolition Tracking Tool to use 
as a framework to support adaptive reuse, which was explored in a design implementation exercise.

1.5.1 Case Study Analysis
From applying the parameters to collective case studies, I was able to find trends in the building 
characteristics that were most prevalent in adaptive reuse and historic preservation projects. From 
those trends, I argue that architects have a comfort zone that limits the number of existing structures 
that they adapt.
 
After analyzing 94 adaptive reuse case studies from multiple architectural firms, I established the 
comfortable range of usable buildings for each individual parameter. After using the parameters 
established from the literature review, most architectural firms adapt large commercial buildings, 
originally constructed around 1914, that fall between an industrial district and the downtown of the 
selected city.
 
These older buildings present a more ornamental architectural style and characteristics that are less 
present in modern construction. Architectural firms also commonly reuse buildings originally depots, 
warehouses, and factories because of their large-scale and initially open floor plan.

 I took the information and images in each project webpage and applied objective criteria to find 

1.5 Discussion



32

information for each relevant parameter. For example, I took the building square footage and assigned 
a range between small (5,000 sf – 15,000 sf), medium (15,000 sf – 50,000 sf), and large (50,000+ sf) to 
comprehend which building sizes are more commonly adapted. Any other relevant information from 
the project description, such as building age and the original use of the building, was included. 
The size of the building was almost evenly split between the three sizes. Out of 94 projects analyzed, 
34% of the case studies were smaller buildings, 29% were medium sized, and 37% were larger than 
50,000 square feet. 

The size of the building is mostly associated with the use of the building. Out of 86 projects that disclosed 
the existing use of the building, most of the building uses were split between warehouses, commercial 
office buildings, and educational buildings, each with 15%. These buildings are associated with the size 
they fall within the large building category. These buildings being larger gives more opportunities for a 
large variety of future uses. Alternatively, the smaller the building the less opportunity for redeveloped 
uses given the size constraint. 

Figure 9: The Percentages of Building Sizes from the AdaptiveReuse Case Studies
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These building typologies appear more in adaptive reuse projects because of their generalized uses. 
Other buildings like restaurants and art and entertainment have designs and building characteristics 
that are specific to that use, making it harder to keep the existing building during redevelopment. 
More general building uses like a warehouse or a commercial office building act more like shell with 
furniture than a complicated floor plan, which are preferred for redevelopment with less necessary 
work to the floor plan. 

Out of 32 projects in Denver, 50% were located in the same area of downtown. This is associated with 
the existing use of the buildings as there are different areas of the city that are organized by that 
typology. For example, commercial office buildings would be found in similar areas of the city because 
they are organized to be next to each other. 
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Figure 10: Existing Use from Adaptive Reuse Case Studies
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Similar to building ages, there are areas of a city that have older, more historical development. 
For redevelopment, architects tend to pick buildings from the early 20th century for their historic 
characteristics. Beyond the feasibility of a building, architects want a concrete reason for keeping a 
building, and usually that is because it adds cultural importance to the area. 

Number of Adaptive Reuse Projects per Neighborhood in Denver, CO

Number of Adaptive Reuse Projects per 
Neighborhood

0 Projects

1 Projects

2 Projects

3 Projects

4  5 Projects

6 - 9 Projects

10 - 11 Projects

Figure 11: Neighborhood Map of Denver, CO with Each Adaptive Reuse Project

Figure 12: Scatterplot Graph of Each Year of Construction for Each Adaptive Reuse Project
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Out of 67 adaptive reuse projects, 25% of the original buildings had a historic brick structure. Following 
the historic characteristics, the style that was chosen was industrial and warehouses, each with 10%. 
This is similar to the existing use of the building. In that instance, the use of the building was more 
favorable to the architect than the design characteristic.

1.5.2 Demolition Tracking Tool Analysis
Another argument could be made that other factors impact the outcome of a building set for 
redevelopment. Comparing demolition permit data (2014 – 2024) from Denver’s public archives with 
the trends analyzed from the case studies demonstrated a match within multiple parameters. The 
location, age, and original use of many demolished buildings fit the trends observed from adaptive 
reuse projects, however, the permits were approved for demolition.
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Figure 13: Architectural Style for Each Adaptive Reuse Project According to the Architect
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1.5.2.1 Demolition Permit Data Comparison Analysis

By using the research parameters, I analyzed the demolition permits from the last decade received 
from the City of Denver. By comparing the trends from this analysis with the trends from the adaptive 
reuse case study analysis, there is an overlap between buildings that are demolished and the architects 
comfort zone that from most case studies. 

A total of 171 permits were analyzed under the research parameters. To find the most accurate 
identification for the buildings on the demolition permit, the schedule number was recorded to cross 
reference on other data sets. A schedule number is a number associated with the exact parcel the 
building sits on according to Denver’s building organization catalog. Some permits are associated with 
buildings that have multiple schedule numbers, so in total 190 schedule numbers were analyzed.
 
After analyzing the permits under the research parameters, the type of building that was most likely 
to be demolished are small, office buildings built around 1955 in the Five Points neighborhood within 
Denver. The area would be most likely reconstructed into a large office building, with a minimum 
height of 50+ ft (or at least 5 additional floors). If the original building wasn’t planned for immediate 
redevelopment, the lot would have a heigh chance of remaining vacant or turning into parking for a 
nearby structure.
 
Using parcel data from two sources (the Denver assessors office, and Denver’s open data catalog) 
from before and after (2010 Parcels data and 2024 Parcels data) the building associated with the permit 
was demolished, allowed for accurate identification of data per variable. Building area was identified 
through the impervious area (IMP_AREA) of the building in each data set. Between two different times, 
there was a 275% increase in Large (50,000+ sf) buildings, a 21% decrease in Medium (15,000 sf – 50,000 
sf), and a 24% decrease in small (<15,000 sf) buildings.

 
Analyzing archived satellite imaging from Google Earth provided information about the sites to find 
trends of the resulting buildings. These trends are then analyzed to determine if the new building 
supports the community. Both of these processes combine to create an assessment tool that can be 
used for redevelopment projects to support adaptive reuse rather than demolition. 
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Figure 14:  The Size of Each Permit Address Before Demolition

Figure 15: The Size of Each Permit Address After Reconstruction
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This indecates that the buildings that were identified as either small or medium sized by square footage, 
was demolished or replaced with buildings that were larger than 50,000 square feet.

The use of the building use and its necessity to the community is one of the initial considerations during 
the redevelopment process. The building use was identified through the designated classification (D_
CLASS_CN) to find the percentage of buildings under that building use. Office buildings were the type 
of building that was demolished the most at 21% (34 buildings) followed closely by  warehouses at 17% 
(28 buildings) and retial at 15% (24 buildings). The high frequency of demolition of office buildings and 
warehouses contradicts the trends established from the case studies. Warehouses, office buildings, 
and educational buildings were most likely to be adapted because of their modular and veratile floor 
plate to suit its use. 

Figure 16:  Comparing Each Designated Building Use Before Demolition and After Reconstruction
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Alternatively, the building use after reconstruction conveys a compelty different trend. Vacant land 
was the highest occuring use for the parcel after demolition at 23% (28 buildings). Followed by office 
buildings at 22% (27 buildings) and apartment buildings at 19% (23 buildings). The initial building was 
never replaced after demoliton leaving either empty land or parking for a nearby development. 

After reconstruction, 79% of the office buildings were replaced after demolition. These new office 
buildings are larger than their original structure, providing more room for larger companies. However, 
necessity of office buildings has been declinging in recent years and are likely to be considered for 
redevelopent if these spaces remain vacant. 

Considering the housing crisis in larger cities across the U. S. new high density housing is a building 
use that strongly supports the surrounding communities. Increasing quantity of individual apartment 
buildings by 233% compared with the number before demolition improved opportunities for residents. 

Compared with the adaptive reuse case studies, the locations of each of the demolions are more 
spread across the city. There are neighborhoods with higher concentrations of demolions, but they are 
not condensed in the same area. By quantity of demolitions by address within area boundaries, Five 
Points is the Denver neighborhood with the highest concentration of demolitions. Cherry Creek has the 
second highest amount of demolitons, and Lincoln Park and Highland are tied with third.
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Figure 17: Neighborhood Map of Denver, CO and Each Permit Addrss Plotted
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Compared with the map of neighborhoods with the nighest amount of case studies, the nieghborhoods 
that have the highest concentration of case studies are similar. Union Station has the most adaptive 
reuse projects followed by Five Points, which are located directly next to each other.

The building age and the year of construction are the defining variables that indicate if a building has 
reached the end of it prodicted lifecycle. The minimum age for a buildings lifecycle range is 30 years 
old. If it was demolished before it hit that milestone, then it is not optimizing the span of the materials. 
However, most buildings are designed to withstand at least 50 years with maintenance.

Using the year of construction (CCYRBLT) for the building against the year the demolition permit was 
issued indentifies the age of the building. By plotting each of those years and finding the average, 
determines that the average year of construction amongst the demolished buildings is 1955.

Figure 18:  A Scatterplot With Each Year of Construction Associated With Each Permit Address Before Demolition
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To analyze a more comprehensive scope, each building was categorized in by building age in ten year 
increments. This determinted the building age with the highest quantity of demolitions. Buildings that 
were between 60 and 69 years old were most likely to be demolished at 22% (32 buildings), followed 
by buildings between 50 and 59 years old and between 20 and 29 years old at 15% each (22 buildings 
per category).

Most of these buildings were beyond the minimum end of the lifespan range, but barely exceeded the 
intented minimum. It brings into question if these buildings were demolished because of structural or 
maintence issues. 

To have a complete understanding of the demolition trends 22 buildings (15%) were demolished before 
they hit 30 years old and 14 buildings (10%) were at least 100 years old before they were demolished. 
Both statistics display concerning trends with material sustainability and historical preservation 
respectively.

Figure 19:  Each Permit Addresses Building Age Before Demolition Sorted Into 13 Decade Increments



42

1.5.2.2 Aerial “Images” Analyses
I analyzed the building’s characteristics and height based on archival imagery taken from Google Maps 
from a date before the city removed the building. The address provided from the demolition permit 
data established the location of the building, the imagery established an understanding of the original 
building characteristics, and content analysis from each of the images and elevation calculations 
procured from Google Earth.
 
Building heights is another data component associated with building size, however comparing building 
height of the building before demolition with the building after demolition highlights the change in the 
urban landscape throughout the years. According to the elevation calculations, the height difference 
between before and after demolition shows that 23% (43 buildings) of reconstructed buildings increased 
in height by at least 51 feet. 

Figure 20: Comparing the Amounts Each Age Group Represents Out of The Total Permits Analyzed
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The height increase aligns with previous data of buildings increasing in square footage and building 
use changing to accommodate higher density uses like office buildings and apartments. However, 
26% (50 buildings) of the reconstructed buildings decreased in height, which most often meant that 
the space on the parcel either became parking or remained as a vacant lot. The line graph above 
demonstrates the visual height change before and after demolition and the overall average of building 
height becoming more diverse after reconstruction.

Figure 21: Comparing the Heights of Each Building Before Demolition and After Reconstruction
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Figure 22: The Difference Between the Heights of the Building Before Demolition and After Reconstruction

Figure 23: Comparing the Percentages of the Height Difference in 10ft Increments
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1.5.3 Interview Analysis:

Without input from the original developer and architect, we can only speculate on the reasoning 
behind the demolition. Prevalent issues and perspectives on adaptive reuse find that economics is the 
main challenge with reusing old buildings. Most complications stem from either sourcing materials 
for structural preservation or outside inputs weighing the cost factors between adaptive reuse and 
demolition.  Historic buildings have a risk of complications due to the age and condition of the building. 
Maintenance is also a cost consideration that impacts the outcome of a building. High efficiency is a 
priority for sustainability, and historic buildings lack the mechanical systems necessary for low-cost 
maintenance. All of these variables influence the decisions made by developers and architects. 

After interviewing three architects from various firms across Denver, trends and ideologies were 
highlighted. Each architect stated similar responses to the questions with different examples to 
support their claims. Their collective responses answered many of the questions that relate to the 
adaptive reuse process. A summary of their responses is as follows:
• Keeping the structure and the character of the building is important in preserving the culture 
and for further decision making.
• Economics and maintenance of the existing building is a primary factor for demolishing a 
building.
• Working around the existing structure was the most common experience for adapting existing 
buildings.
• Issues with getting approval from the city for aspects like zoning, landmark preservation, and 
making changes to historic structures commonly occurred during adaptive reuse projects.
• Responsibly sourcing materials from local areas impact project costs and released carbon 
emissions. 
Many of these points were emphasized by all of the architects, that these were day one decisions and 
major changes would continue to be made throughout the construction process. These responses and 
anecdotes of firsthand experiences demonstrate that each project has areas that cannot be addressed 
with a single guideline, but with assessments to be undergone along with the context of the project.

“Ultimately there’s never a black and white. You know there’s always gray areas 
with discourse and difference of opinions.”

These instances of external variables being simplified into policy frameworks inherently limit any 
adaptive reuse project.
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To truly understand the effect of the Demolition 
Tracking Tool, we test the process on a 
commercial building within Denver. This process 
would take the assessment of the DTT and the 
trends from the case study analysis to consider if 
the building is suitable for adaptation and avoids 
consideration for demolition.

The selected commercial building is the Wazee 
Exchange (1900 Wazee St, Denver, CO 80202) in 
the Union Station neighborhood. This is an old 
building that originated as a union depot and 
remained in the area changing uses. This building 
is currently being used as an office building. 
This three-story building keeps its original brick 
walls and foundations, but the structure has been 
compromised from alterations over the years.
 
The age of the building exceeds the trends for 

both the case studies and the DTT, however, the 
higher end of the age and the historic nature of 
the site lends more towards the preservation of 
the site. Its current use and location match the 
trends from the DTT and would most likely be 
demolished if the age wasn’t such a considerable 
factor. The size of the building aligns with the 
case study trends; however, the height of the 
building would be a relevant factor considering 
the surrounding buildings. 

The Wazee Exchange is 47 feet tall, and the height 
of the surrounding buildings are at least 40 feet 
taller. The tallest building in the surrounding 
intersection is 149 ft. Arguments can be made 
to demolish the building to construct a taller 
building with more square footage to maximize 
profitability in such a desirable area of Denver. 

1.6 Proposed Design

  

Research-Stemmed 
Parameter Case Study Trends Demolition Tracking 

Tool Trends 
Selected Building 
Characteristics 

Age Built in 1914 Built in 1955 Built in 1871 

Characteristics Historic Brick Structure N/A Historic Brick Structure 

Location Union Station Five Points Union Station (one block 
from Five Points) 

Size Large (50,000+ sf) Small (<15,000 sf) Large (50,000+ sf) 

Current Use 
Warehouse, Office 

Building, or Educational 
Building 

Office Building Office Building (originally 
a warehouse) 

 

  

Table 1: Comparing the Trends From the Adaptive Reuse Case Study, The Demolition Permits, and the Selected 
Building
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Keeping the existing building, changing the use to be focused on hospitality, and designing around 
the century old historic charm of the building would better support the commerce of the area that is 
heavily impacted by tourism and preserves the character of the area.

Exploded-Axonometric 
Program Diagram

Guest Rooms

Employee’s Only Spaces 
(Storage, Laundry, Etc)

Administration (Utilities, 
Admin Office, Etc.)

Main Points of 
Circulation

Amenities

Figure 24: Exploded-Axonometric Program Diagram of the Proposed Building
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The new use of the building would be a boutique hotel with a restaurant. The restaurant is on the first 
floor and has street access that allows other patrons beyond people residing in the hotel. There is 
outdoor seating in the back courtyard, using the structure that supports the brick walls as a center 
point to highlight the historic nature of the site.

The second and third levels host multiple different room options, retaining as much of the existing 
footprint as possible to avoid material waste. Finally, the basement includes a bar to establish a 
speakeasy aesthetic as an homage to Denver’s prohibition history and with similar features in older 
buildings across the city.

Figure 25: Back Patio Space at Wazee Exchange (LoopNet, 2025)
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Figure 27: Proposed Adapted 1st Floor Plan
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Figure 28: Proposed Adapted 2nd Floor Plan
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Figure 29: Proposed Adapted 3rd Floor Plan
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Figure 30:  Existing Structure, New Structure, and Removed Structure Diagram of the 
Basement
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Figure 31:  Existing Structure, New Structure, and Removed Structure Diagram of the 
1st Floor
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Figure 32:  Existing Structure, New Structure, and Removed Structure Diagram of the 
2nd Floor
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Figure 33:  Existing Structure, New Structure, and Removed Structure Diagram of the 
3rd Floor
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Under the current adaptive reuse policy in Denver, 
CO, no guidelines allow for the preservation of 
historical structures without Historical Landmark 
status. This policy leaves buildings open for 
unnecessary demolition. This entails demolishing 
buildings with no plan for reconstruction, which 
leaves parcels within the city vacant for an 
unknown time. In cities with a growing population, 
leaving parcels available, which could be housing 
unnecessarily, reinforces the housing crisis.
The creation of the Demolition Tracking Tool 
establishes a framework for analysis for 
professionals within the construction sector to 
use and promote more adaptive reuse projects. 
Policy makers, climate advocates, zero waste 
and climate adaptation professionals, and 
deconstruction professionals can all benefit from 
using a framework that establishes trends from 
previously demolished buildings.
By comparing the results from the DTT with 
adaptive reuse trends designers have shown 
are more comfortable with, an overlap of 
building characteristics and typologies that are 
“less desirable” is found in an attempt to reuse 

rather than demolish. The discrepancies found 
by comparing the trends from the two data sets 
and expert feedback will improve the process. 
Establishing frameworks to make assessments 
for alternate construction methods can promote 
adaptive reuse and increase the lifespan of a 
building while preserving the history and culture 
of a city. Using more preservation methods 
improves material sustainability by preventing 
debris from entering landfills. 
The DTT can be used as a form of building 
assessment by examining buildings through 
multiple variables to understand the scope and 
feasibility of a project. Establishing facts and 
trends before determining a permanent course of 
action removes the risk of unnecessary demolition. 
The DTT will look into each building and preserve 
structures that align with the parameters and 
are preferable for adaptive reuse. Ensuring 
the existing building has been appropriately 
assessed can mitigate the unnecessary removal 
of buildings without continuing development and 
leaving the lot vacant. 

1.7 Conclusion
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1.8 Appendix
 

Research Questions Interview Questions 

What parameters and decision-making 
practices determine whether building typologies 

are feasible for adaptation or demolition? 

Could you describe your thought process for 
any decisions made for adaptive reuse projects 
in Denver? 
 

Were there any limitations that impacted 
your decisions during your adaptive 
reuse projects? 

Can you explain any factors that decide which 
direction a project went? 
 

What factors helped decide adaptive 
reuse? What factors helped decide 
deconstruction? What factors helped 
decide on demolition? 
 
What factors contributed to one decision 
over the other? 

How can the process of evaluating large-scale 
commercial buildings within Denver, Colorado, 
be improved to promote adaptation rather than 

demolition, leading to more sustainable 
outcomes? 

Could you describe your experiences with 
adaptive reuse projects in Denver? 
Could you describe any issues or challenges 
you found with the current adaptive reuse policy 
in Denver? 
 

What do you suggest, could improve the 
current adaptive reuse policy? 

Could you describe any sustainability-related 
decisions you made regarding any adaptive 
reuse projects? 
 

Did you use deconstruction techniques or 
re-use any existing materials/objects in 
adaptive reuse projects? 

 
Table 2: Approved IRB Interview Questions Relating to Research Questions



70

Figure 34: Enlarged Mathods Flowchart
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Figure 35: Approved IRB Consent Form for Interview Participation
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Figure 36: Alternative Building Age Scatterplot for Adaptive Reuse Case Studies

Figure 37: Comparing the Percentage of Building Parcels that had a Building with the Same Size After 
Reconstruction
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Figure 38: Building Area of Permit Addresses Before Demolition

Figure 39: Building Area of Permit Addresses After Reconstruction
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There was a 275% increase in new large buildings 
(50,000+ sf) after demolishing the existing building.

After analyzing 190 parcels with area in square footage, the percentage of large buildings 

(50,000+ sf) increased from 8% (15 buildings) before demolition to 30% (57 buildings) after 

demolition.

This map includes data from: Google

3501 Wazee St. Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2011 Image Capture: September 2016 Image Capture: May 2024

Building Size
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There was a 275% increase in new large buildings 
(50,000+ sf) after demolishing the existing building.

After analyzing 190 parcels with area in square footage, the percentage of large buildings 

(50,000+ sf) increased from 8% (15 buildings) before demolition to 30% (57 buildings) after 

demolition.

This map includes data from: Google

3501 Wazee St. Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2011 Image Capture: September 2016 Image Capture: May 2024

Building Size

Figure 40: Google Street View Timeline 
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There was a 21% decrease in new medium buildings 
(15,000 sf - 50,000 sf) after demolishing the existing 

building.
After analyzing 190 parcels with area in square footage, the percentage of medium buildings 

(15,000 sf - 50,000 sf) decreased from 19% (36 buildings) before demolition to 15% (28 

buildings) after demolition.

`This map includes data from: Google

99 S Broadway Denver, CO

Image Capture: September 2017 Image Capture: November 2018 Image Capture: June 2024

Building Size
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There was a 21% decrease in new medium buildings 
(15,000 sf - 50,000 sf) after demolishing the existing 

building.
After analyzing 190 parcels with area in square footage, the percentage of medium buildings 

(15,000 sf - 50,000 sf) decreased from 19% (36 buildings) before demolition to 15% (28 

buildings) after demolition.

`This map includes data from: Google

99 S Broadway Denver, CO

Image Capture: September 2017 Image Capture: November 2018 Image Capture: June 2024

Building Size

Figure 41: Google Street View Timeline 
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There was a 24% decrease in new small buildings 
(<15,000 sf) after demolishing the existing building.

After analyzing 190 parcels with area in square footage, the percentage of small buildings 

(<15,000 sf) decreased from 73% (139 buildings) before demolition to 55% (105 buildings) after 

demolition.

This map includes data from: Google

7295 E Belleview Ave, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2012 Image Capture: September 2015 Image Capture: October 2024

Building Size
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There was a 24% decrease in new small buildings 
(<15,000 sf) after demolishing the existing building.

After analyzing 190 parcels with area in square footage, the percentage of small buildings 

(<15,000 sf) decreased from 73% (139 buildings) before demolition to 55% (105 buildings) after 

demolition.

This map includes data from: Google

7295 E Belleview Ave, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2012 Image Capture: September 2015 Image Capture: October 2024

Building Size

Figure 42: Google Street View Timeline 
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After analyzing 190 parcels with height in feet, a total of 26% of buildings means that 50 out of 

190 parcels lost height after demolition. This usually means that the parcel became a parking 

lot for a surrounding building or remained vacant.

This map includes data from: Google

230 Fillmore St. Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2016 Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: October 2021

Building Height

26% of buildings decreased in height after demolition
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After analyzing 190 parcels with height in feet, a total of 26% of buildings means that 50 out of 

190 parcels lost height after demolition. This usually means that the parcel became a parking 

lot for a surrounding building or remained vacant.

This map includes data from: Google

230 Fillmore St. Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2016 Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: October 2021

Building Height

26% of buildings decreased in height after demolition

Figure 43: Google Street View Timeline 
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7% of the reconstructed buildings remained at the 
same height as demolished building

After analyzing 190 parcels with height in feet, 7% of buildings remaning at the same height 

means that 13 out of 190 never increased in height. This could represent a smaller demolition, 

or replacing a secondary building from a larger campus. 

This map includes data from: Google

3301 N Brighton Blvd, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2014 Image Capture: May 2015 Image Capture: May 2024

Building Height
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7% of the reconstructed buildings remained at the 
same height as demolished building

After analyzing 190 parcels with height in feet, 7% of buildings remaning at the same height 

means that 13 out of 190 never increased in height. This could represent a smaller demolition, 

or replacing a secondary building from a larger campus. 

This map includes data from: Google

3301 N Brighton Blvd, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2014 Image Capture: May 2015 Image Capture: May 2024

Building Height

Figure 44: Google Street View Timeline 
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After analyzing 190 parcels with height in feet, 23% of buildings increasing in height by at 

least 51ft means that 43 out of 190 buildings gained at least 5 stories. These are usually office  

buildings or high density apartments replacing smaller underused buidlings. 

This map includes data from: Google

16 S Ogden St, Denver CO

Image Capture: May 2014 Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: June 2024

Building Height

23% of reconstructed buildings increased in height by 
at least 51 ft
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After analyzing 190 parcels with height in feet, 23% of buildings increasing in height by at 

least 51ft means that 43 out of 190 buildings gained at least 5 stories. These are usually office  

buildings or high density apartments replacing smaller underused buidlings. 

This map includes data from: Google

16 S Ogden St, Denver CO

Image Capture: May 2014 Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: June 2024

Building Height

23% of reconstructed buildings increased in height by 
at least 51 ft

Figure 45: Google Street View Timeline 
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Office Buildings were the most demolished buildings 
at 21%

After analyzing 163 demolished buildings with a designated use, 21% means that 34 buildings 

were office buildings before they were demolished. This tends to be highest because 

occupancy easily fluxuates and when they are no longer in use they become abandoned.

This map includes data from: Google

2140 S Albion St, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2015 Image Capture: November 2016 Image Capture: October 2024

Building Use
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Office Buildings were the most demolished buildings 
at 21%

After analyzing 163 demolished buildings with a designated use, 21% means that 34 buildings 

were office buildings before they were demolished. This tends to be highest because 

occupancy easily fluxuates and when they are no longer in use they become abandoned.

This map includes data from: Google

2140 S Albion St, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2015 Image Capture: November 2016 Image Capture: October 2024

Building Use

Figure 46: Google Street View Timeline 
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Vacant Land was the highest occuring use after 
demolition at 23%

After analyzing 121 buildings from the same parcels as the buildings from demolition permits 

with a designated use, 23% means that 28 buildings remain vacant after demolition. These 

lots either reamin empty and fenced up based on street view observation, or they’re used as 

impromptu parking for surrounding buildings.

This map includes data from: Google

816 N Federal Blvd, Denver CO

Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: August 2018 Image Capture: June 2024

Building Use
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Vacant Land was the highest occuring use after 
demolition at 23%

After analyzing 121 buildings from the same parcels as the buildings from demolition permits 

with a designated use, 23% means that 28 buildings remain vacant after demolition. These 

lots either reamin empty and fenced up based on street view observation, or they’re used as 

impromptu parking for surrounding buildings.

This map includes data from: Google

816 N Federal Blvd, Denver CO

Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: August 2018 Image Capture: June 2024

Building Use

Figure 47: Google Street View Timeline 
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Warehouses and Retail were second and third most 
demolished, and Office Buildings and Apartment 

Buildings were second and third most built

Warehouses were at 17% demolition (28 out of 163 buildings) and Retail was at 15% (24 out of 

163 buildings). Office Buildings were being built on these demolished parcels at 22% (27 out of 

121 buildings) and apartment buildings were built at 19% (23 out of 121 buildings).

This map includes data from: Google

1100 S Broadway, Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: November 2024

Building Use
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Warehouses and Retail were second and third most 
demolished, and Office Buildings and Apartment 

Buildings were second and third most built

Warehouses were at 17% demolition (28 out of 163 buildings) and Retail was at 15% (24 out of 

163 buildings). Office Buildings were being built on these demolished parcels at 22% (27 out of 

121 buildings) and apartment buildings were built at 19% (23 out of 121 buildings).

This map includes data from: Google

1100 S Broadway, Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: November 2024

Building Use

Figure 48: Google Street View Timeline 
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10% of buildings were older than 100, before they 
were demolished

After analyzing 144 buildinngs that had a recorded year of construction and calculating the 

age with the year of demolition, 10% means 14 buildings were older than 100. 1% of these 

demolished buildings were older than 120 years old before demolition. Buildings that are over 

50 years old can be considered for Colorado Historic Preservation Income Tax Credit.

This map includes data from: Google

1825 Blake St, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2014 Image Capture: June 2015 Image Capture: May 2024

Building Age
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10% of buildings were older than 100, before they 
were demolished

After analyzing 144 buildinngs that had a recorded year of construction and calculating the 

age with the year of demolition, 10% means 14 buildings were older than 100. 1% of these 

demolished buildings were older than 120 years old before demolition. Buildings that are over 

50 years old can be considered for Colorado Historic Preservation Income Tax Credit.

This map includes data from: Google

1825 Blake St, Denver CO

Image Capture: September 2014 Image Capture: June 2015 Image Capture: May 2024

Building Age

Figure 49: Google Street View Timeline 
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22% of the demolished buildings were between 60 
and 69 years old before they were demolished
After analyzing 144 buildings that had a recorded year of construction, 22% of buildings 

means that 32 out of 144 were between 60 and 69 before they were demolished. Across all 

144 buildings, the average year of construction was 1955.

This map includes data from: Google

235 Fillmore Ave, Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: October 2021

Building Age
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22% of the demolished buildings were between 60 
and 69 years old before they were demolished
After analyzing 144 buildings that had a recorded year of construction, 22% of buildings 

means that 32 out of 144 were between 60 and 69 before they were demolished. Across all 

144 buildings, the average year of construction was 1955.

This map includes data from: Google

235 Fillmore Ave, Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: October 2016 Image Capture: October 2021

Building Age

Figure 50: Google Street View Timeline 
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15% of buildings were demolished before they 
reached 30 years old

After analyzing 144 buildings that had a recorded year of construction, 15% means that 22 

buildings had yet to reach 30 years old before being demolished. Most buildings are designed 

to withstand at least 50 years of use before it’s considered at the end of its lifespan.

This map includes data from: Google

351 S Jackson St, Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: May 2017 Image Capture: August 2024

Building Age
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15% of buildings were demolished before they 
reached 30 years old

After analyzing 144 buildings that had a recorded year of construction, 15% means that 22 

buildings had yet to reach 30 years old before being demolished. Most buildings are designed 

to withstand at least 50 years of use before it’s considered at the end of its lifespan.

This map includes data from: Google

351 S Jackson St, Denver CO

Image Capture: August 2015 Image Capture: May 2017 Image Capture: August 2024

Building Age

Figure 51: Google Street View Timeline 
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Table 3: Adaptive Reuse Case Study Analysis Table
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Table 4: Demolition Permit Analysis Table
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Table 5: Timeline of the 
Demolition of Each Demolition 

Permit Analyzed 
(2014 -2024)
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