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Community Development Department  

Purpose of this Document  

The City of Cheney is rewriting the 1993 

Comprehensive Plan. (The plan was up-

dated in 1997, 2002, 2005, and 2008.) As 

part of this process, the city will prepare an 

environmental impact statement (EIS) in 

compliance with the State Environmental 

Policy Act (SEPA). The environmental im-

pact review process will inform the public 

of the environmental impacts of the pro-

posed plan.  

Agencies and members of the public are 

invited to comment on the scope of the EIS. 

The scope determines the range and kinds 

of issues studied in the EIS. You may com-

ment on alternatives, identified issues, miti-

gation measures, probable significant ad-

verse impacts, or other relevant issues.  

You have the opportunity to comment in the 

following locations:  

On our website, 

www.choicesforcheney.org  

 At our Community Development Office 

at 112 Anderson Road from 8:00 a.m. to 

5:00 p.m. Monday thru Friday  

At the Cheney Branch of the Spokane 

County Library at 610 1st Street during 

regular operating hours  

 At a public workshop on February 18 th.  

Comments must be received by  

February 25, 2010.  
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In the late 1980õs, the legislature recog-

nized that uncoordinated, unplanned 

growth posed a threat to the environment, 

sustainable economic development, and 

the quality of life in Washington. In re-

sponse to this, the Stateõs Growth Manage-

ment Act (GMA) was crafted and adopted 

in 1990.  

In 1991, the state legislature amended the 

GMA to require that counties adopt coun-

tywide planning policies in cooperation 

with their municipalities. These policies 

are to ensure that city and county compre-

hensive plans are consistent.  

Cheney,  adopted a GMA -compliant com-

prehensive plan in 1997. Many revisions 

have been adopted by since then. The cur-

rent comprehensive plan is GMA -

compliant, but many community members 

feel that the current plan lacks the direc-

tives and specific policy framework 

needed to make the most of Cheneyõs op-

portunities.  

The Choices for Cheney process is being 

undertaken to help the City and its resi-

dents craft a plan that does more than 

comply with State mandates - itõs intended 

to be a plan that helps the City grow as 

residents truly envision.  

The outcome of this EIS and planning proc-

ess will be the adoption of a new compre-

hensive plan. As allowed by SEPA, the 

analysis of the planõs impacts are not de-

tailed to specific sites, but instead give an 

overview of the impacts that could be ex-

pected under the alternatives.  

The alternatives in the EIS will be consid-

ered in light of their ability to accomplish 

the requirements of the Growth Manage-

ment Act (GMA) and the Spokane County 

planning policies  

CONTEXT FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING  

EIS, A GENERAL STATEMENT OF IMPACTS  

Earth 

Air  

Surface Water  

Ground Water  

Storm Water  

Plants 

Animals  

Energy and Natural Resources  

Toxic Substances 

Noise 

Land Use 

Housing 

Aesthetics  

Light and Glare  

Recreation 

Historic and Cultural Preservation  

Transportation  

Public Services  

Utilities  

Climate Change  

Public Health  

ELEMENTS OF THE ENVIRONMENT  

Interested parties are invited to comment on these elements commonly included in 

SEPA, as well as other issues of concern.  
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1. When and where do we expand the 

UGA and city limits?  

2. What are the citywide development 

priorities?  

3. How do we create complete neighbor-

hoods? 

4. How do we help a languishing down-

town? 

5. How do we provide healthy living op-

tions including biking and walking?  

6. How can our streets meet the needs of 

all users? 

7. How do we plan with limited re-

sources? 

8. How can public facilities meet the 

needs of the community?  

9. How do we integrate our natural assets 

and the built environment?  

10. How do we mitigate the impact of EWU 

students are living in single -family 

neighborhoods?  

11. How do we encourage business/

development within the city?  

12. How do we build up our arts and cul-

ture community?  

13. How do we coordinate with EWU to 

mitigate impacts on surrounding 

neighborhoods?  

14. How do we ensure the city's techno-

logical needs are met?  

15. How do we preserve our Cultural and 

Historic Resources? 

16. How do we encourage people to shop 

and dine in Cheney?  

17. How do we deal with the cost of infra-

structure?  

18. How do we provide choices for alterna-

tive transportation?  

19. How do we address deteriorating/

unattractive property conditions?  

20. How do we diversify our economy?  

21. How do we make our arterials an 

amenity rather than an eyesore?  

IDENTIFIED ISSUES  

In 2006 and 2008 the city conducted public 

workshops to develop a future vision for the 

city. In 2009 Studio Cascade was hired to lead 

the comprehensive plan rewrite process. At 

the same time, the city created several Topic 

Groups and an Advisory Group to assist with 

the plan rewrite.  

This vision work was used to develop subject 

matter presented to the groups for evaluation 

and then to the public in the Planning Priori-

ties Workshop on September 16 th, 2009.  The 

results from this workshop were used to de-

velop 4 scenarios and a list of issues for the 

Community Character Workshop on Novem-

ber 20 th and 21st, 2009. 

All of the public input received at these work-

shops and associated group exercises were 

compiled to create the issues listed below.  

ARRIVAL AT ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVES  
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In this alternative, Cheneyõs principal ob-

jective would be to accommodate residen-

tial development, with most of the new 

residents likely traveling elsewhere to 

work. Through various policies and pro-

grams, the plan would work to accommo-

date families seeking a small -town lifestyle 

in a community they can afford.  

This concept would aid the provision of a 

mix of housing opportunities. Many of 

th3ese new units would be located in new 

single -family subdivisions on the commu-

nityõs periphery, with most of them accom-

modating parking of multiple vehicles. 

New apartments would also be con-

structed in Cheney, mainly to house EWU 

students as enrollment increases. Housing 

in existing neighborhoods might undergo 

something of a transformation, with hous-

ing that may have served as student rental 

units converting back into owner -

occupied structures.  

Cheney would seek to remain flexible to 

respond to opportunities as they present 

themselves. As such, the City would tend 

to welcome virtually any proposal that 

came before it, encouraging growth and 

development in the hope that new invest-

ment brings with it increased community 

vitality. New development would gener-

ally spread out from the core, mostly be-

cause land that has been agricultural or 

largely undeveloped is less expensive to 

accommodate new uses than is land thatõs 

already developed but under -utilized.  

 

 

The Cityõs urban growth boundary would 

be seen as a temporary limit, meeting 

population needs of the community over 

the next 20 years but subject to change if a 

development proposal is attractive 

enough. Cheney would adopt a position of 

responding to initiatives of the develop-

ment community establishing a framework 

of policies to help it shape and manage 

those initiatives to suit the communityõs 

needs. Such a framework would rarely re-

sult in the denial of a project; instead, the 

framework would help the City say òyes,ó 

with conditions, giving developers the op-

portunity to respond to market forces as 

they see them.  

ALTERNATIVE 1: SUBURBAN CHENEY (no change)  
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In this alternative, the principal focus 

would be on the health and vitality of the 

communityõs neighborhoods. The 1974 

comprehensive plan proposed similar ap-

proach to the community, locating parks 

and small -scale commercial services 

within an easy walk of virtually all housing 

unitsñretaining a clear separation be-

tween the town and the countryside, and 

emphasizing the growth and revitalization 

of the downtown.  

The plan in this scenario would work to en-

courage most of the residential density 

along First Street, emphasizing its òmain 

streetó importance and creating a corridor 

that links the outside world directly to the 

downtown. Betz Road would be down-

played with access to the EWU campus 

gained primarily through the central busi-

ness district. Industrial land would be lo-

cated on the east side of the railroad 

tracks, generally separating it from the 

downtown and the communityõs residential 

areas. 

New population growth would be directed 

inward, causing a general intensification of 

the downtown area, and on land near the 

university. New homes would still be con-

structed, of course, but more of them 

would occupy vacant land already within 

city limits.  

 

 

 

 

 

In this alternative, Cheney would assume 

policies that convey a contentedness 

about being a small town, that work to pre-

serve the agricultural and natural country-

side around it, and only slowly expanding 

into those now undeveloped areas within 

the townõs southern reaches. 

ALTERNATIVE 2: HOMETOWN CHENEY  
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