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Good Afternoon:

As I mentioned, I wanted to give you a couple of comments about the discussion at the
Landsmark Commission meeting this week.. It is apparent from the comments by Commission
members that, although there were some specific opinions about the exterior materials of the
proposed project, there are larger, and  more serious, elements at play. It was interesting to me
to hear from the Commission members that my assessment of their larger responsibility
regarding historic preservation within the neighborhood and the Rockwood Historic District is
shared. How that manifests itself in terms of the authority of the Commission is unclear.
I found Austin Dickey's comments interesting. I assume that his reference to Browne's
Addition was reflective of the distinction between the Browne's Addition Local Historic
District and the Browne's Addition Local Historic District Overlay. That is a very unique
partnership between the Hhistoric Preservation Office and the Browne's Addition residents.
Those distinctions, of course, do not exist in the Rockwood Historic District. And, although I
understand Commisioner Dickey's point regarding different treatment at the center of the
District and on its perimeter, without some legal formality to authhorize those distinctions, it
would be hard to say that the Commission could approve disparate treatment affecting Jordan
Piscopo's home on Rockwood Boulevard and ours, on Scott Street..
Of course, the centers and corridors zoning does add a complexity, and perhaps some
flexibility for developers. However, it would not seem appropriate for the centers and
corridors designation to override all other considerations. In other words, the CC-4 designation
should not allow just any improvement irrespective of its placement  proximityand impact to
single-family neighborhoods.
I thought the comments by Commissioners Rast, Wood, Reynolds, and McCandless, and even
Commissioner Taylor were particularly telling with regard to the concepts of transition
development, compatibility, and massing. The sheer height, wdith, depth and overall site
development of this project, loom large.
I found Jordan Piscopo's comments with regard to the condition of these two properties
revealing. Having lived adjacent to these properties since they were owned by Mr. Piscopo
and his Company, there has been a noticeable lack of care and apparent intentional
deterioration. I'm sure that you have experienced, as I have, the phenomenon by property
owner/developers whereby they allow their properties to deteriorate and then claim that their
condition does not allow them to generate sufficient revenue to maintain those properties
within the current use. That's the exact same thing that Joe Nichols did in developing the
Windermere property on the corner of 29th and Grand. I appreciated Logan Camporeales'
comments in this regard.
It has been our contention that this proposed project is just too ambitious and overwhelms the
site. Perhaps a proposal more modest in size and scope could address many of the issues raised
by the Commissioners. It may even answer some of the concerns asserted by the
neighborhood. 
The proposal to have sole ingress and egress to the development via the alley is alarming.
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Even under thier estimate, that anticipates 80 car trips per day on a very narrow alley that is
not maintained or plowed by the City. The entrance to and exit from the alley will be from
non-arterial neighborhood streets  Also, as you and I discussed, the parking planned is wholly
inadequate and will bleed into a neighborhood already burdened by the Windermere Building.
Thank you for your kindness and for listening. I will keep you apprised.
Cordially, 
Dennis
Dennis P. Hession.

On Thu, Aug 31, 2023 at 1:39 PM Duvall, Megan <mduvall@spokanecity.org> wrote:

And, I did get a bit more information about an appeal to the Hearings Examiner from the
folks in Building – apparently, after the appeal is filed, the Hearings Examiner has 30 days
to schedule a hearing (unless there is a request for an extension). Building permits cannot be
issued during the appeal period. So, our review can continue, but no permits can be issued
until the SEPA appeal is completed.

 

Megan Duvall

Historic Preservation Officer

City/County of Spokane

808  W. Spokane Falls Boulevard

Spokane, WA 99201-3329

509.625.6543 Office Cell Phone: 509.435.8260

mduvall@spokanecity.org | www.historicspokane.org

 

From: Dennis Hession <dennisphession@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2023 11:53 AM
To: Duvall, Megan <mduvall@spokanecity.org>
Subject: Re: 21 unit Apartment Building at 713 and 717 E. 29th Ave
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Thank you. I will loop you in on anything we file.

Take Good Care,

Dennis

 

On Thu, Aug 31, 2023 at 11:26 AM Duvall, Megan <mduvall@spokanecity.org> wrote:

Good morning, Dennis –

 

Nice meeting you as well. I appreciate that you mentioned your work on the
Rookery/Mohawk block – what a sad ending that was!

 

As far as I can tell, I don’t think that the appeal will delay our continued review of the
project. I noticed that in the updated MDNS that was sent out, they added the process for
the SHLC as a mitigation (SMC 17D.100.230). So, we’ll continue on and keep an eye on
the appeal

 

Megan Duvall

Historic Preservation Officer

City/County of Spokane

808  W. Spokane Falls Boulevard

Spokane, WA 99201-3329

509.625.6543 Office Cell Phone: 509.435.8260

mduvall@spokanecity.org | www.historicspokane.org
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From: Dennis Hession <dennisphession@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2023 10:23 AM
To: Duvall, Megan <mduvall@spokanecity.org>
Subject: 21 unit Apartment Building at 713 and 717 E. 29th Ave
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Good Morning:

 

It was a pleasure meeting you yesterday. I was impressed by how thoughtful the
Commissioners and Staff  were at the hearing.. I have a few thoughts about it which I will
share with you but in the interim, I wanted I to inform you that we will be appealing
the MITIGATED DETERMINATION OF NON-SIGNIFICANCE (MDNS) to the
Hearing Examiner. Can you tell me if that will have an effect on the process before
SHLC? 

Thank you,

Dennis 

Dennis P. Hession
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Comments to Landmarks Commission 

Hearing Date: September 20, 2023 

 
Jane and Dennis Hession on behalf of our Family and our Two Nine North 
Neighborhood 

We made a presentation to your August 30, 2023, Commission meeting and sent 
some additional comments directed to you through Megan Duvall following that 
meeting, which we understand has also been made part of your record. In 
addition to our comments in this document we are submitting to you for the 
record a copy of our Request for Appeal or Reconsideration Application (Appeal of 
SEPA Determination) submitted to the City of Spokane Hearing Examiner last 
week. We believe it is important for context and relevant to this proceeding 
because the City added the Commission’s ultimate deliberation to its MDNS as a 
mitigation factor.  

Initial Observations 

• SMC 17D.100.230 is the mandate to the Landmarks Commission to be the 
gatekeeper of demolition permits to be authorized in all National 
Registered Historic Districts. Only if the structure to be demolished is to be 
replaced with a structure which, in the opinion of the Historic Preservation 
Officer and the Commission, is compatible with the historic character of 
that District. 

• Over the years, the Landsmark Commission has developed a scoresheet, 
denominated, Compatibility of Design Rating, as a tool for the 
Commissioners and the Historic Preservation Officer to consider a measure 
of objectivity in their collective determination. Each of the scoresheet 
criteria provides an important opportunity for evaluation and assessment. 
However, with the uniqueness of this exercise, the replacement of two 
historic family homes with a large apartment structure, certain criteria 
deserve special consideration. The criteria in Section 1: Context Sensitive 
Design and Urban Form are particularly relevant to this proposal, including 



overall district character, lot coverage patterns, rhythm/spacing, scale, 
massing and height. In Section 2: Design Components evaluating evidence 
of design principles, compatible well-designed presence, and designed to 
be a contemporary version of the building type, would be particularly 
relevant. 

• The delay in engagement between the developer and the Historic 
Preservation Office and the Landsmark Commission is directly attributable 
to the wholly inadequate responses provided by the developer to the SEPA 
Checklist, Paragraph 13. The answers to these SEPA questions were easily 
discoverable and could have facilitated earlier access and perhaps avoided 
certain expenses incurred by the developer. 

• The developer’s representative testified that it had incurred significant 
costs related to this project to date. No explanation of what those expenses 
might be. Perhaps carrying costs or debt service could be a substantial 
portion of those advances. This project is a business proposition. These 
advances are a cost of doing this business and should not be a factor in the 
deliberation of this body regarding the issue of compatibility. 

Concerns 

1. Is it even possible to replace two historic single-family home with a large 
apartment building? In most locations, the zoning would not allow it. Here, 
the CC-4 Type of Centers/Corridors, is intended to provide a transition from 
the center or corridor and existing or designated residential areas. SMC 
17C.122.020 D. The proposed apartment building does not provide the 
"transition" contemplated by the CC-4 Type. Although residential, with 21 
units and 80 residents, 19 parking places and 80 car trips per day, it is 
tantamount to a commercial development. This is not the type of 
development that honors the CC-4 Type or which protects single-family 
neighborhoods. 

2.  The existing residences are two stories, separated from each other by a 
driveway corridor, with reasonable setbacks from their respective end 
property lines, and each with physical access to 29th Ave.   In contrast, the 
proposed development is effectively one large rectangle from property line 
to property line, without interim spacing, and 42 feet tall. When completed 



it will be 25 feet taller than the two single-family historic houses on the east 
and west sides, and will eliminate both accesses to 29th Ave. 

3. The City’s Building Official gives a nod to this project because the CC-4 Type 
zone states: "Residential uses are allowed outright.” But of course, no one 
would reasonably interpret this language to blindly authorize any 
"residential use." There are many limitations on this authority, including 
your jurisdiction to determine whether it is compatible with the historic 
character of the District. 

We all recognize the mounting pressure to increase housing flexibility and 
density. The centers and corridors concept anticipated this in part a number of 
years ago. You see our own City Council making moves in this direction. Not 
surprisingly, your authority to preserve and protect our historic built environment 
has been left intact. This is particularly significant given this mounting pressure 
and this pressure will likely continue to test your resolve. You will probably see 
developers trying to maximize every potential site to advance their investment 
returns. Like the project before you, the larger and denser the project the more 
difficult to meet the standard of compatibility with the historic character of the 
District. That standard is much more sophisticated than just colors and textures. 

 

Thank you for your time. We wish you well in your deliberations. 
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