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Why You Should 
Care about the 
Comprehensive 
Plan

The final draft and map of the Okanogan county 
comprehensive plan has been completed. 
Public hearings will be held in late winter, 

throughout the county, where citizens can give their 
input on the plan

Why should the citizens of Okanogan 
county care about this plan?

1. Because state law requires every county to 
identify their natural resource lands of long term 
economic significance, including agriculture, forests 
and mining. As the plan now stands, these natural 
resource lands are identified as occurring only on 
public land. 
All private lands in the county whether they are now 
used for agriculture of forest products, will now 
be classified as “rural.” The rural designation, with 
permitted densities of either one or five acres, will lead 
to increased density, development, and incompatible 
uses. 

2. Because agriculture, supposedly the social, 
cultural and economic “driver” for the county, is being 
supplanted by a new model wherein the land’s value 
for development is the major consideration.  Real 
estate development thus becomes the new economic 
generator.  Before this radical change is adopted, a 
county-wide citizens’ referendum should be held. 

3. Because with the re-classification and 
disappearance of the agricultural lands designation 
as a class of protected commercial resource lands, the 
ag open space tax deduction may be lost as well, thus 
increasing the pressure to break up large properties for 
development.  

4. Because the 3 year public involvement process 
for the plan cost taxpayers $125,000 in grant money. It 
resulted in a series of vision statements from citizens’ 
groups around the county.  Due to pressure from 
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“Protecting the rural, agricultural 
character of Okanogan County”
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Do You have $40,000 to 
protect your water supply?

With the emphasis in the last few years on 
selling Okanogan ranches and farms to 
Westside developers, landowners are 

becoming increasingly concerned about the loss of 
their water supply.  When 112 homes are scheduled to 
go up next to their farm or homesite, even those with 
senior water rights wonder if the ground water level 
will drop, and whether their domestic, irrigation and 
stock wells will run dry with the increasing demand.  
The following is the story of what happened to one 
Tonasket farmer, and what he was forced to do to save 
his water.

Erosion of soils in 
Eagle Canyon make 
it unpredictable 
when dangerous 
conditions exist.
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In 1998 Bob Harris bought his 160 acre farm on 
Airport Road, Tonasket with a good water right for 
irrigation.  He and his family worked hard to develop 
the run-down farm into a small livestock operation and 
used the irrigated fields for grazing and winter hay. 
The farm today is a good example of how hard work 
and a good water supply pay off.

In late December 2008, Bob was shocked when 
notified by the Okanogan Planning Dept. that Tonasket 
Homesteading LLC and Pine Creek Orchards—his 
neighbors to the south—had filed a joint application 
for a 325 acre subdivision adjoining his and other 
neighboring properties. The subdivision would have 

112 lots, and would be developed in 6 phases under a 
20 year “Development Agreement.” The first phase of 
28 lots would be built on the 80 acre parcel adjoining 
his farm. The water to supply this phase would be from 
2 “exempt” wells, one of them just across the fenceline 
from Bob’s irrigation well. Six other “exempt” wells 
would be drilled to supply the rest of the subdivision.  
Each well was permitted only 5,000 gallons per day 
(gpd), so a total of 40,000 gpd could be pumped when 
the development was fully built.

Although Bob had enough water to irrigate alfalfa 
and pasture most of the summer, in dry years it would 

run out. Bob got busy; he contacted the Planning 
Dept. and his neighbors. Only those adjacent to the 
project had been notified about the development. They 
too wondered how an area that was woefully short of 
water and where many wells came up dry could supply 
enough water for such a large subdivision. There were 
other issues as well: the single approach to the Tonasket 
Airport was directly over many of the planned homes; 
the subdivision planned to use the steep unpaved 
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Public Meetings will be held 
by Okanogan County Commissioners 

on the proposed Comprehensive Plan  
for public input, probably being  

scheduled in February 2011.

View the new draft of the 

Comp Plan & Map at:
www.okanogancounty.org/commisioners/

Your comments are vital to this process.

Submit them as soon as possible!

To ensure inclusion into the record, 
all Comprehensive Plan Comments 

must be sent to  
bcrowell@co.okanogan.wa.us 

or by regular mail to:

123 Fifth Avenue North, Room 150  
Okanogan, Washington 98840

509.422.7100  FAX 509.422.7106

Commissioners 

Andrew Lampe, South County

Bud Hover, Methow

Jim Detro, Tonasket/Oroville

Ask for draft Comp Plan 
in your library or

See Citizens for a Sustainable Okanogan 

www.csokanogan.org

 
See Methow Valley Citizens Council

www.methow-valley-citizens-council.org

for updates on public hearings important 
points to address in your comments, and 

sample letters.

The Nostalgia 
Comp Plan

Longing for the good old days when you threw 
your garbage and old cars in the creek and 
it didn’t matter because nobody was down-

stream? Then this is the comp plan for you—unless 
of course you do live downstream or next to someone.

The Okanogan County commissioners released 
their latest draft of the new county comprehensive 
plan, which should serve as a guiding document for 
the other county planning regulations. A huge disap-
pointment to many who have participated in the pro-
cess, the new plan discusses constitutional rights and 
the county’s trust in its citizens to take care of existing 
resources. But the purpose of the plan—guidance—
just doesn’t seem to be there.

The most noticeable changes in the latest draft 
are in its length—the plan has been reduced to a frac-
tion of the original. Most neighborhood groups (citi-
zen groups facilitated by county planning department 
staff and supported by $125,000 in state grants) who 
worked for months–even years–developing input 
would be hard-pressed to find any of their sugges-
tions in the new plan. Ideas that echoed in the dozen 
neighborhood groups throughout the county include 
provisions for affordable housing, the preservation 
of agricultural lands, wildlife habitat, a clearing and 
grading ordinance to prevent erosion, clean air, clean 
and adequate water, open space, and quality of life. 
Not a trace remains.

In the Methow especially, the importance of the 
environment in sustaining the tourist economy, which 
was emphasized by the three Methow-area groups, has 
been omitted. Though the existing Methow plan in-
cludes many of the afore-mentioned subjects, the new 
county plan does not.

It appears that the county is hoping that the state 
will not have enough money to enforce state laws for, 
if the state does, this plan will cost the county a fortune 
in lawsuits.

If you mistake no planning for good planning, 
take a look at Montana, whose hodgepodge devel-
opment has property owners up in arms as they find 
themselves powerless to protect their property from 
the noise, traffic, pollution, and erosion of unbridled 
development. The Methow Valley contributes over 40 
percent of the county budget, thanks to protective zon-
ing that has encouraged both the tourist economy and 
the high quality of life so attractive to residents and 
second-home buyers alike.

According to planning director Perry Huston, the 
environmental impact statement for the comp plan 
will be released soon. The EIS is required to compare 
various alternatives, but they have not been set out at 
this time. Public hearings on the plan will probably be 
scheduled for early 2011. Let your views be known 
now.

Check our web site for updates about hearings, 
important points to address in your comments, and 
sample letters.

—from Valley Voice, 
Methow Valley Citizens Council Newsletter

The Comp Plan: Behind the Scenes

In a routine read through public comments sent 
to county commissioners and planning com-
missioners on the draft comp plan, MVCC 

members discovered very interesting correspon-
dence. Of particular interest was a letter in the 
public record, dated May 20, 2009, submitted by 
Jon Wyss of Gebbers Farms in Brewster. The let-
ter restated discussions and agreements reached at 
a meeting among the representatives of Gebbers 
Farms, commissioner Bud Hover, and planning 
director Perry Huston.

What happened to protections for 
Okanogan County that were 
supported by the community?

The Gebbers letter contains the first reference 
MVCC has been able to find in public records to 
deleting neighborhood group vision statements. 
According to the letter, Gebbers’ representatives 
proposed dropping all neighborhood group state-
ments on the basis that the groups included afford-
able housing in some visions and, because they 
also supported environmentally sensitive building 
standards, including these visions would seem to 
constitute public support for these standards. 

This was unacceptable to Gebbers Farms, so 
the letter states, “Therefore we must request that 
any veiled references to environmentally sensi-
tive development practices in the subdivision or-
dinance be removed and question if the individual 
vision statements are even required to be in the 
appendix of the Comprehensive Plan. If they are 
not required a discussion should be held to de-
termine if they are even necessary to be printed 
within any
portion of the draft comprehensive plan.”

Shortly thereafter, in the next draft, the input 
of neighborhood groups had been entirely dropped 
from the appendix. This decision shocked all who 
had participated (for one to two years) in the 
countywide neighborhood group process, estab-
lished by the county to provide local guidance.

Another section of the same letter shows Geb-
bers’ concern as to whether the Rural Medium 
Density designation, which would have offered 
a 3-acre minimum lot size, could be applied to 
Gebbers’ property east of the Methow River, up 
toward the ridgetop.

The significance of this issue was unclear until 
recently, when the new draft comprehensive plan 
was released. Rather than extending the current 
zoning of the Methow Review District (which has 
5- and 20-acre minimums) south to Black Can-
yon (as supported by commissioners in June), this 
draft drops the entire Rural Medium Density des-
ignation, leaving only Rural Low and Rural High 
density. The Lower Methow is now in the Rural 
High Density category, with 1-acre minimum lot 
sizes all the way from the Methow River east to
the ridgetop and beyond.

While there has been no sensible explana-
tion offered for the change (see “Are We Real-
ly One Watershed?” on this page), the concerns 
expressed by Wyss on behalf of Gebbers Farms 
offer one plausible explanation. The letter states 
that their request for information on this acreage 
designation could be modified “if the proposed 
language changes and or if after reviewing the 
requested overlay map, it does not meet the den-
sity options available or does not meet the best 
interest of the land holdings owned by the Geb-
bers Family. Whatever density requirements are 
put in place along with the regulations will impact 
these holdings values both in the near and long 
term and we must ensure our development rights 

are protected.”
Extending the zoning had been a compromise 

from stricter provisions recommended by the 
Lower Valley Advisory Committee and was sug-
gested by large landowners in the Lower Methow 
themselves at a meeting with the county planner 
and the facilitator of the advisory group, accord-
ing to those present at the meeting. This com-

powerful interest groups, these vision statements were 
deleted from the comp plan and the public process 
denied.

5. Because although an adequate water supply is 
essential to long-term development and instream flow, 
and groundwater is already over-appropriated, the 
zoning map fails to consider whether adequate water is 
available for the allowable density. Water rights overall 
will be threatened through unsustainable development.

6. Because the comp plan environmental impact 
statement (EIS) was done on a much earlier version of 
the plan.  The plan has subsequently been changed to 
the point where this EIS no longer qualifies. Many of 
the environmental protections in the previous versions 
have been dropped.  A new EIS is required.

7.  Because the county has not even contacted the 
various public agencies (USFS, DNR, etc.) which will 
supposedly now bear the burden of maintaining the 
public lands as county ag and timber resource land.  Is 
the county’s premise even compatible with state and 
federal land management laws?

8. Because the possibilities for litigation under this 
plan are huge.  If the county wants to end up defending 
themselves in a series of expensive lawsuits, they need 
only adopt this ill-advised plan. As taxpayers we will 
all share in the county’s self-imposed legal burden. 
Park the snow plows while we pay the lawyers!  Ω

...care for plan    from page 1
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The information in the following article 
describes the Okanogan Watershed Plan. The 
Plan was developed by citizen volunteers, led 

by the Okanogan Conservation District, and approved 
by the Okanogan County Commissioners in April 2010. 
Volunteers represented stakeholders in agriculture, 
irrigation districts, business, land-owners, cities, 
county, Farm Bureau, PUD, sportsmen, well drillers, 
environmental and other community organizations.  
The Planning Unit met once or twice a month for nearly 
five years to review studies and discuss management 
options.  They were aided by technical consultants 
representing experts in the science of water resources 
from around the state of Washington.

The Watershed Plan can be viewed on the Okanogan 
Conservation District website: <Okanogancd.org>.  
Refer to the menu on the left side of the homepage, 
and click on “Watershed Plan.”

Wells and Geology

Wells supply most of the water used for homes and 
farms in the Okanogan Basin. These wells are most 
often drilled in deep deposits of sand, gravel, silt and 
clay left by the glacial ice sheets which scraped rock 
off the valley walls, and deposited it as sediments 
along the beds and banks of the streams and rivers in its 
path. In various places, as along the Okanogan River, 
these glacial deposits are several hundred feet thick, 
and are major sources of groundwater. In the subbasin 
tributaries to the Okanogan River, the thickness of 
glacial deposits vary widely. For example, the deposits 
of glacial material are thinly spread along some upper 
reaches of stream corridors, and consequently, hold 
minor supplies of groundwater. About fifty percent of 
the Okanogan landscape is covered by some thickness 
of glacial deposits. 

Underlying the glacially deposited materials is 
solid bedrock such as granite or volcanic rock. Wells 
drilled in Okanogan bedrock generally yield only 
enough water for domestic uses. 

(Maps of well locations showing depth and geologic 
formation are located in Atlas Maps, Attachment 2 of 
the Watershed Assessment Level 1 Report, available 
from the Okanogan Conservation District.)

Climate determines 
groundwater abundance

Precipitation, rain and snow, is the primary source 
of recharge to groundwater aquifers.  Rainfall ranges 

Where does your water come from?

The Okanogan Watershed Plan

Stream Appropriated
Flow (CFS)

Mean Annual
Flow (CFS)

Percent 
Appropriated

Low Monthly
Summer Flow

Percent 
Appropriated

Antoine Creek 8.87 no data no data 0.01 88,700%
Bonaparte Creek 16.475 5 330% 0.04 41,188%
Johnson Creek 23.30 5 466% 0.8 2,913%
Loup Loup Creek 3.13 1/60 195% 0.01 31,250%
Peony Creek 2.56 2 128% 0.5 512%
Salmon Creek 15.97 30 53% 2 799%
Sinlahekin Creek 364.77 53.5 682% 12.1 3,015%
Toats Coulle Creek 115.55 45.8 252% 9.6 1,204%
Tonasket Creek 379 3.22 11,770% 0.7 54,143%
Tunk Creek 1.3 3.1 42% 0.1 1,300%

from 60 inches in the Pasayten Wilderness to 8 inches 
where the Okanogan meets the Columbia River.  
Snowfall varies from 30 to 70 inches. In general, 
tributary rainfall is averaged between the headwaters 
in the mountains to where the tributary enters the 
Okanogan River.  Tributaries average from 14 to 17 
inches of precipitation each year. 

In the Okanogan Basin, groundwater is directly 
related to the amount of rainfall and snow pack present 
in the higher elevations. About 47% of the Basin is 
forested. Forested mountains attract, capture and 
slowly release precipitation - which then recharges 
groundwater supplies.

Temperature is the other climatic factor that 
determines water supply in the Okanogan. Immediately 
east of the Cascades Mountains, the Okanogan Basin 

is in the rain shadow of the mountain range.  Low 
rainfall and low elevation combine to produce the 
shrub-steppe, a type of grassland which indicates low 
rainfall. Low rainfall combined with high summer 
temperatures evaporates water stored in the soils and 
leaves of plants. Evaporation rates in the Okanogan 
range from 81% to 99% of total precipitation. As 
a result, some streams in the Okanogan do not flow 
in the late summer and fall, and native vegetation 
experiences chronic water deficits which limits the 
extent of their growth capacity.

Rainfall Patterns and Drought

The Watershed Plan reports that over 100 years of 

precipitation records demonstrate significant trends in 
wet and dry periods, which need to be considered in 
watershed planning.  For example, during the years 
1917 through 1939, and again in the 1960s, rainfall 
averaged two to four inches less than the long term 
average.  The 23 year shortfall in precipitation during 
the 1930’s is estimated to have caused a 50 inch drop 
in average recharge to shallow groundwater supplies. 
Over time, cumulative departure from average 
precipitation (CDAP) can have a significant effect on 
cumulative water table recharge. 

See Figure 2.1-2: Cumulative Departure from Average 
Precipitation – Omak (1904-2002). 

What stream do you live on?

Each of the 33 tributaries and reaches of the Okanogan 
River Basin is discussed in several tables and sections 
of the Watershed Plan. For example, two different 
Water Balances each list precipitation, evaporation, 
and groundwater recharge for each stream. A Water 
Balance lists total water into and out of a stream or 
river basin. 

In depth knowledge of the Okanogan Basin, from a 
compilation of known data, is contained in the Level 
1 Technical Assessment. The Technical Assessment 
is a thorough summary of the existing knowledge, 
including where the largest quantities of groundwater 
are found, specific details of climate and geology that 
affect water supplies, water rights claims, certificates 
and applications. 

This information is arranged for six larger 
groupings of streams (WAU). For example, under the 
Osoyoos subbasin group can be found all streams east 
of the Okanogan River, from the Canadian Border 
to south of Tonasket. Other subbasins are Omak, 
Sinlehekin, Salmon, and Joseph.

Under Rivers and Creeks of Concern one can 
find those streams which have been over allocated 
– i.e., more water rights exist on paper than can 
be accommodated by the amount of surface and 
groundwater flow in the streams.

Water Supply 

The summary of the watershed plan is contained 
in the Watershed Overview. With the exception 
of Brewster, most of the cities and towns in the 
Okanogan Valley have excess water rights to supply 
water delivery to new residences and businesses.  
However, the problem for county planners and 
new landowners is that most of the growth in new 
residential development is occurring in the rural upland 
areas where groundwater supplies may be limited by 

Rivers and creeks of concern in Okanogan River Watershed. Most creeks, if not all, are over-appropriated for water 
withdrawal. Source: Final WRIA 49 Watershed Assessment Level 1 Report.

Water comes from...page 6

Cumulative departure from average precipitation (CDAP)—Omak (1904-2002). This 23 year short-fall in 
precipitation is estimated to have caused a 50 inch drop in average recharge to shallow ground water supplies. 
Source: Okanogan Watershed Plan, page2-6.
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In Defense of Agriculture & Ranch Land
“We have an economy that tells us that it is 
cheaper to destroy the earth in real time rather 
than renew, restore and sustain it. 

You can print money to bail out a bank but you 
can’t print life to bail out a planet.

At present we are stealing the future, by selling  
it in the present...”   —Paul Hawkins

More than forty years ago, in 1970, The 
Washington’s Open Space Taxation Act  
(RCW 84.34) was created in an effort 

to to staunch the rapid loss of agricultural land in 
Washington State and provide an incentive to keep land 
in agriculture. The Act provided for lower taxes on Ag 
land. The Act states that “it is in the best interest of the 
State to maintain, preserve and otherwise continue the 
existence of adequate open spaces for the production 
of food, fiber, and forest crops and to assure the use 
and enjoyment of natural resources and scenic beauty 
for the economic and social well-being of the State and 
its citizens.”

The open space designation included 
agricutlural lands as well as “any land in which 
the presrervation in its present use would
• conserve and enhance natural or scenic 

resources 
• protect streams or water supply
• enhance the value of wetlands to the public
• encourage recreational activities and preserve 

historic sites
• preserve visual quality along highways, roads 

and street corridors or scenic vistas.”
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    Tax relief, however, has not proven to be an adequate 
means of saving agricultural land and open space, in 
the state or in our county. The state loses an average of 
23,000 acres of ag land per year.1 During the 15 years 
between 1993 and 2008, Okanogan County lost an 
average of 8,000 ag acres per year.2 Our county alone 
represented one third of the state’s total losses! The 
rate at which ag land was being lost to subdivision in 
Okanogan compelled the County to place a moratorium 
on large lot subdivisions in 2007-2008.

Because of continued loss of ag land, the state now 
requires all counties in Washington to Designate and 
Protect agricultural lands of long term commercial 
significance. Okanogan County was originally directed 
to do this by September 1st, 1991. Our county has been 
out of compliance for almost 20 years. 

Definition of Agricultural Lands of 
Long Term Commercial Significance

 “We hold that agricultural land is land: (a) not 
already characterized by urban growth, (b) that is 

primarily devoted to the commercial production 
of agricultural products enumerated in RCW 
36.70A.030(2), including land in areas used 
or capable of being used for production based 
on land characteristics, and (c) that has long-
term commercial significance for agricultural 
production, as indicated by soil, growing capacity, 
productivity, and whether it is near population 
areas or vulnerable to more intense uses.” 3

                                                               
According to the Federal Agricultural Census, 

Okanogan has over 1.2 million acres in farms and 
ranches on private land. The Office of Planning and 
County Commissioners are now attempting to avoid 
designating over 1.2 million acres as Resource Land. 
They are attempting to dodge the requirement by 
designating only public lands as Resource Lands.  This 
has never been attempted by any other county.

 Okanogan County claims that it is a special case 
because the county has a great deal of public lands and 
therefore should be allowed to convert ALL private 
land to residential and commercial development. This 
ignores the fact that Okanogan, at nearly 5,300 square 
miles, is one of the largest counties in the Nation. Public 
lands are an asset, not liability. Okanogan County has 
far more private land than many other counties that 
still manage to abide by the law by designating their 
agricultural lands.

The Office of Planning must be able to convince 
the State that public lands alone, could support current 
levels of agriculture, including ranching. The Office 
of Planning asked John Wyss, of Gebbers Farms, 
Brewster, to come up with numbers to justify limiting 

Resource Designations to public lands. Jon Wyss was 
quoted in the Methow Valley News that The Wenatchee 
National Forest allows 5 cow/calf pairs per acre. Based 
on these numbers he said that there would be enough 
public land to support the 30,000 pairs required for 
a viable ranching economy in the County. Jon Wyss 
neglected to include a unit of time. Would that be 
per day? Per year? In any case, public lands cannot 
provide enough land for ranching. Public lands are 
already fully appropriated for grazing, and current 
numbers of cattle require a great deal of private land 
to sustain the industry. The actual numbers of cattle 
allowed on public lands, ranges from one cow/calf pair 
per 10 acres and up to 40 acres, per month. Typically 
these permits or leases are only for 4 months out of 
the year. Public land alone, would not provide enough 
land to support 30,000 cattle. 

It is more than likely that the county will face legal 
challenges if the proposed Resource Designations is 
adopted. This would incur unnecessary legal costs. 
The county is already in debt. 

Approximately one half of the agricultural holdings 
on private land, in the County are 1,280 in size, or 

greater.. Only 1/3 of ag land is in parcels smaller than 
640 acres.2 For the county to allow urban densities of 
one to 20 acre parcels throughout the entire county, 
at the expense of agriculture, disrespects the culture 
and history of Okanogan County and would cause 
irreversible damage to the landscape.

It simply is not in the best interest of the citizens 
of this county to open the floodgates to unlimited 
residential and commercial development. A cautionary 
tale about unlimited growth was broadcast recently on 
the radio. It was the story of the Impossible Hamster, 
narrated by a spokesperson from The New Economic 
Forum. A baby hamster doubles its size every week 
for about six weeks, at which point in time the hamster 
stops growing. In the case of the Impossible Hamster, 
which did not stop growing, by the time it was just 
one year old, it weighed 900 billion tons and would 
consume in a day, all the corn produced worldwide in 
a year. ONE HAMSTER: 900 billion tons!!!!!

Nature provides many good examples of growth 
management. Unlimited growth has the logic of 
a cancer cell. The parable of the IMPOSSIBLE 
HAMSTER illustrates the dangers of unlimited 
residential and commercial development in Okanogan 
County. The County has created a blueprint for THE 
IMPOSSIBLE OKANOGAN, where a growing 
population’s need for water would far exceed the 
available water resource, the cost of social services 
and infrastructure could bankrupt our county, and the 
potential for local, sustainable agriculture would be 
severely compromised.

For those who prefer a more biblical analogy, the 
pertinent parable would be the story of The Garden of 

Eden. Okanogan is historically an agriculturally-based 
economy. The Garden of Eden was by definition, 
agricultural. Unfortunately, the garden was lost due 
to the clever marketing of a temptation, by a snake.  
They didn’t know what they had, until it was gone. 
In Okanogan County, the modern day equivalent of the 
snake is trying to sell the concept of property rights. 
The conversation surrounding Growth Management, 
has been manipulated to promote the idea that the 
most important property right is the right to trash 
the garden. Selfishness is regarded as a virtue. 
The ethical guideline of The Public Good has been 
spun hard and twisted to be regarded as something 
separate and irrelevant to property owners. But in 
fact, no one is immune from the bigger picture.  
No parcel of land is an island. The environment and the 
agricultural community and our limited water resource, 
are important components of our life-support system 
and must be protected. Consider, for instance that 
900 million people in the world do not have access to 
decent drinking water. It could happen here. Okanogan 
is very dry. The water has already been over-allocated. 
If the trend continues, and ag water rights continue to 

County Disappears Agricultural Lands of Long-term Commercial Significance. Map 1: Now you see them. The majority of 
private land qualifies as agricutural under existing Tax Code. Map 2. Now you don’t. County does not designate ag land agricultural in 
proposed Resources Designation under the new Comp Plan. Either it is or it isn’t agricultural. (Map 1, Headwaters Economics)

Map 1 Map 2
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be bought up by developers, agriculture will become 
IMPOSSIBLE AGRICULTURE. Additionally, if 
unlimited 5,000 gallon exempt wells are drilled to 
support all the sprawling development that the county 
is promoting, existing wells will go dry. This flies in 
the face of the concept of fairness. 

NO WATER, NO FARMS  
NO FARMS, NO FOOD

The last Comprehensive Plan for Okanogan County 
was written in the 60’s. When the County initially 
decided to update the plan, it received $125,000 in state 
grants to organize neighborhood groups in order to 
receive public input. The input from the neighborhood 
groups indicated that the environment, open space, 
agriculture and the protection of limited resources 
such as water, were high priorities. 

 Environmental and quality of life issues have 
since been purged from planning documents, and 
replaced by a developer-friendly agenda. Taking 
virtually all private agricultural land out of Resource 
Designation, dovetails with the county’s proposed 
zoning to arbitrarily and capriciously designate remote 
and inaccessible areas at urban densities. This blatantly 
disregards state requirements to designate and protect, 
not just resource lands but also habitat supporting 
endangered and threatened species.

Growth Management is generally understood 
to mean concentrating commercial and residential 
development close to urban areas, close to services 
etc, and discouraging sprawl into remote areas. The 
County’s Office of Planning fails to incorporate 
relevant information about carrying capacity of specific 
aquifers in specific areas of the county or information 
from Transportation Elements that identify where 
growth is inappropriate. Instead, the proposed plan is  
“one-size-fits-all,” despite the diversity of landscapes 
and varying water availability.

By taking private agricultural land out of Resource 
Designation, the County is also making the significant 
financial error of eliminating a very significant source 
of revenue for the County—the tourist economy. In 
2006, statewide, birdwatching, hunting and fishing 
generated $2.7 billion. Birdwatching alone generated 
$1.5 billion, more than fishing and hunting combined.4

 Instead of focusing conversion of ag lands and 
open space to development, the County could diversify 
its portfolio.  The birdwatching economy could be 
promoted. We still have biodiversity here, much of it 
dependent on the open space. For instance, Okanogan 
County is the only county left in the State that still has 
all six types of grouse. Open space and biodiversity are 
like money in the bank. But land, like a bank account, 
must be managed or it is lost forever.  Tourists will not 
come to Okanogan to look at ugly sprawl.

Still, the Office of Planning and the Board of 
County Commissioners, persist in a single-minded 
obsession with maximizing development. Property 
rights advocates, who eat-to-live, should consider 
advocating for better stewardship of the land. The 
world’s population is approaching 7 billion. Nationally, 
the population will soon reach 400 million. The 
population in the Washington State, has doubled since 
1950. As the population increases, agricultural land 
is being lost. Nationally, we are losing 2 acres of ag 
land per minute.5 If we forsake our local agricultural 
legacy, will we have to depend on China?

Between 1993 and 2008, the average price per 
acre of ag land, sold in Okanogan was $520 per acre. 
This land was so undervalued that people outside the 
county, bought it sight unseen. No wonder that 41% of 
our county is now owned by people who do not live 
here.2

The county’s refusal to designate private ag lands 
as Resource, combined with the flawed draft Comp 
Plan and flawed draft Critical Areas Ordinance would 
encourage the continuation of this irreversible loss 
of ranch and farm lands in our county. The loss of 
agricultural lands in the face of population growth is a 
situation akin to two trains racing towards each other, 
on the same track. Things may seem just fine, right up 
until the moment of impact. 

Just as our economy crashed in a flash, so could 
our food supply system, given that it is dependent on 
cheap oil. About 17% of our nation’s fuel use goes to 
agriculture, and represents an average of 400 gallons 
per person, per year, a close second to our vehicular 
use. More than a quarter of all farming energy goes 
into synthetic fertilizers.8  The importance of promoting 
local agricultural was featured in a recent article in 
Forbes Magazine, which cited the statistic that each 
item on a plate of food represents 1,500 food miles. 
We need to prepare for food security when industrial 
farming hits the end of cheap oil. Although this would 
be a good thing, in the sense that Industrial Farming 
is destroying the soil by causing erosion and loss of 
soil fertility, it will be painful if we do not plan for the 
transition times ahead. 

Meanwhile, farmers and ranchers in Okanogan, 
many of whom have had ranches and farm land in their 
family for generations, are selling off their land. Why 
are ranch and farm lands still on the shelves of the real 
estate discount stores?! 

There have been big changes in agriculture since 
WW II and the rise of cheap oil. Consider that corporate 
concentration and control of agriculture is so great in 
our nation’s food supply that the U.S. Census no longer 
counts farmers. The government is not enforcing anti-
trust laws and so these large corporations are putting 
farmers and ranchers out of business.

Four companies (Tyson, Cargill, Swift, and 
National Beef Packing Co.) control 83% of the beef 
packing industry (Food Democracy). One company 
(Monsanto) controls the seeds of 93% of soybeans and 
80% of the corn grown in the US (Food Democracy). 
Six companies (Monsanto, Syngenta, Dupont, Mitsui, 
Aventi, and Dow) now control 98% of the world’s 
seeds. These companies sell genetically modified 
seeds, and now 70% of the food on the shelves, 
contains genetically modified ingredients.5

According to  Food Democracy: 
“If there’s one thing we’ve learned in 

recent years, concentration of wealth and anti-
competitive actions in our nation’s economy harm 
all of us. And this couldn’t be more true than in 
our nation’s food system. This has resulted in 
incredible imbalance in how family farmers are 
treated in their contracts, impacted the prices they 
are ultimately paid and the opportunities that they 
have to hand their farm down to their children.”

In Okanogan County we have seen, in the recent 
past, orchards bulldozed into burn piles because it 
became more profitable for local stores to sell apples 
from Chile than Okanogan. Beef are imported from 
Canada which impacts the market for Okanogan 
ranchers. Consolidation of ownership in industrial 
livestock production also effects prices paid to 
ranchers. Net profits continue to decline while costs 
increase. 

According to the introductory remarks in the 
Draft Okanogan Comprehensive Plan, people in this 
county are fiercely independent. Implied is a distrust 
of government and regulations. But the people of 
Okanogan cannot be truly independent unless there 
is a plan for self reliance that would make us less 
vulnerable and dependent on industrial agriculture. 
With the approach of peak oil, this would be a good 
time for some Real Planning, in which we work 
for greater local sustainability and self-reliance, 
starting with the revitalization of local agriculture and 
ranching.  The preservation of the large open spaces 
on private land, necessary for cattle ranching, is a very 
good place to start. 

Industrial Cattle Production  
is Deeply Flawed

According to John Carlin, former governor of 
Kansas, and chairman of the Pew Commission on 
Industrial Farm Animal Production,

“...the present system of producing food 
animals in the United States is not sustainable and 
presents an unacceptable level of risk to public 
health and damage to the environment as well as 
unnecessary harm to the animals we raise for food.” 
 
   The Commision reported that over the last 50 
years, the method of producing food animals in the 
United States has changed from the extensive system 
of small and medium sized farms owned by a single 
family to a system of large, intensive operations 
where animals are housed in large numbers 
in enclosed structures that resemble industrial 
buildings more than they do a traditional barn. 
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A key factor in the declining number of livestock and the declining influence of income from livestock is the 
growing cost of production relative to the relatively stagnant price for livestock products. This relationship is 
described in the graph above which compares the rate of increase in cash receipts (blue) from livestock to the 
rate of increase in production expenses (pink).2

Receipts from Livestock and Production Expenses, 1969-2007
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Airport Rd. for access; wildlife, including several 
species of concern would be affected; and the soils in 
the area of the canyon were notoriously dangerous.

But the chief issue was the way the developers 
planned to obtain sufficient water, both for domestic 
use and irrigation. RCW 90.44.050, Washington’s 
1945 “exempt well” law, allows a landowner to drill 
one well of 5,000 gpd without a permit. It has long 
been used by developers as a quick fix to avoid having 
to obtain water rights for their projects. Ordinarily 
a water right would be required and one of the 
necessities for approval is that the water is available 
and that its use will not harm existing water users. 
Both the Attorney-General’s opinion (1997, No. 6) 
and the 2002 State Appeal Court’s Campbell-Gwinn 
decision require developers to seek a water right for 
any usage over 5,000 gpd. This stipulation is cited on 
most of Ecology’s SEPA comments on developments.

However, the county planning department 
routinely ignores these comments and the one well 
per development rule. They justify this by saying that 
since Ecology does not challenge their decisions in 
court, they aren’t serious about enforcing the law. The 
Planning Commission and the county commissioners 
go along with this.

What recourse do you have when you find out that 
your water may be threatened by a large subdivision 
or even a series of short plats?  Thousands of acres 
around the county, many next to farms which depend 
on water rights, have been approved for development. 
Such projects must follow the state environmental 
policy act (SEPA) wherein the developer must follow 
a process to determine the project’s environmental 
impacts, one of which is how the ground and surface 
water will be impacted.

In addition, the county’s own pre-application 
process required that the developer obtain a certificate 
from the county health dept. that there was an adequate 
water supply. In theory this sounds good, but the actual 
applications submitted to the Planning Dept. have to 
date been approved on only the sketchiest information 
and without any health dept. certificate.  The issue 
of whether there will be a legal and adequate supply 
of water and how the water supply of surrounding 
landowners will be affected is given little attention by 
the county planners or the commissioners. 

Bob soon found that he had lost his right to appeal 
the Planning Dept’s approval of the subdivision 

...Water Supply         from page 1 because he had not commented “in a timely manner.”  
But he learned that Jessica McNamara, another Pine 
Creek resident had sent a comment letter and thus had 
“appeal rights.” She agreed to join them and the three 
hastily wrote up an appeal which they filed at the last 
hour before the deadline.

At the February, 2009 administrative appeal 
hearng before the Okanogan county commissioners, 
the commissioners were told by Ben Rough, of the 
Planning Dept. that the proponent’s attorney, Scott 
Detro, had told him that the Dept. of Ecology had 
given the developer permission for the eight exempt 
wells. (This claim was later proven false when Mark 
Schuppe of Ecology’s Central office wrote a scathing 
letter denying this, and stating that the Eagle Canyon 
project would definitely need water rights.) But based 
on the erroneous hearsay information and other things, 
the Commissioners denied the appeal.

But Bob was determined to fight on. At his 
personal expense, he hired Bill Monnette, a Wenatchee 
attorney, and he filed a Land Use Planning Act (LUPA) 
appeal in Okanogan Superior Court in March, 2009. 

Seven months after the original appeal, the case 
“McNamara, Harris and Black vs. Okanogan County 
and Tonasket Homesteading LLC” was heard by 
Judge Burchard in Okanogan Superior Court. The 
Judge found that based on hearsay evidence the county 
commissioners had erroneously believed that Ecology 
had approved eight exempt wells. In his ruling he cited 
the Attorney General’s 1996 decision that a group of 
wells, drilled by the same person(s) at or about the 
same time, in the same area, and for the same project 
should be considered a single withdrawal not to exceed 
5,000 gpd. This meant that the developers could only 
drill one well, not the eight they proposed. 

But the Judge’s decision went further. In addition 
to eight other requirements, he specified that: 

“...the impact on the overall environment 
from withdrawing ground water sufficient for 
88 new residences must be assessed as part of 
the SEPA review process for the entire six phase 
development. Determining where the water will be 
taken from, and the impact of doing so, must be 
considered, and this has not been done...”  

The plaintiffs’ LUPA appeal was upheld.  The 
project was remanded back to the Planning Dept. for a 
new SEPA checklist and a final mitigated decision of 
non-significance (MDNS) or an environmental impact 
statement (EIS). Unfortunately, the judge left this 
decision up to the Planning Dept.

In August, 2010, the county issued a new SEPA 
checklist and MDNS on the Tonasket Homesteading 
project and Phase I of the Eagle Canyon Long Plat.  
This time the Dept. of Ecology stated that water rights 
would be necessary for the whole project, including 
the long plat. Once again they were ignored. The three 
appellants filed their second appeal on September 10, 
2010. Their main arguments were: that the Judge’s 
mandate had not been followed; that even the single 
exempt well was not permissible; and that the 
environmental impacts of a second road had never been 
analyzed.  At the hearing held on December 6, 2010, 
the commissioners were predictably unsympathetic 
to the testimony of Bob and attorney Monnette. 
They stated that the developers had done everything 
they could and that the objections would be analyzed 
further down the road.  But, as Monnette pointed out, 
there would be no further analysis, since this SEPA 
was the only one for the entire project and it was still 
inadequate.  Despite this, the commissioner’s denied 
the appeal.

What was gained by this expensive long drawn 
out effort to make the developers responsible for 
their project?  Because of the initial appeal and the 
public outcry at the planning commission hearings, 
the developers did the following:  eliminated seven of 
the eight exempt wells and promised to find another 
“legal” water source for the rest of the homesites; the 
one exempt well next to Bob’s farm would be metered 
for domestic use and that irrigation water would come 
from an irrigation water right; reduced number of 
parcels from 112 parcels to 88; cut the initial long plat 
next to Bob from 28 homes on 80 acres to 11 homes 
on 55 acres, most on 5 acre parcels (although future 
adjacent development will continue the higher density 
lots).  Because of these changes, the developers claim 
they acted responsibly, although many questions about 
the future of this development and its effect on the 
community were left unanswered.

The Eagle Canyon case provides a vivid example 
of how far a landowner in this county may need to go 
to protect his water rights. The $40,000 in legal fees is 
a large expense for a small farmer to pay!  Future legal 

low rainfall, high evaporation rates, and pre-existing 
rights to use of groundwater by established families 
and farms.

Future Water Supply & Global Warming 

The Lutz Water Balance contains good descriptions 
of the various components that are used to compute a 
Water Balance – a calculation of total water into and 
out of a river basin.  Dr. Lutz describes the University 
of Washington Climate Impacts Group models of how 
global climate change might affect water supplies in 
the Pacific Northwest. Using a series of forest plots in 
Eastern Washington, Dr. Lutz’s modeling found that 
projected deficit in water supplies under a warming 
scenario is expected to produce impacts  in the 
Okanogan Basin that are among the highest in the state 
of Washington.

In his conclusion Dr. Lutz cautioned, “In light of 
these projections for increased climatic water deficit 
in and near the Okanogan River watershed, decisions 
based on water availability in the recent past (1971-
2000) may become increasingly inaccurate;  those 
averages may not provide an accurate projection of 
future conditions.”

...Water comes from    from page 3 What else can you learn 
from the Watershed Plan?

Watershed Planning is conducted according the 
Washington State 1998 Watershed Management Act 
(RCW 90.82 ), authorizing and funding such planning 
for each of the major river basins in the state, and 
laying out what must be covered in a watershed plan 
funded by Washington state. The Plan estimates the 
amount of surface and ground water present in the 
Okanogan River and its tributaries, the amount of 
water available, the amount being used, the number 
of water rights claims, and other legal claims to Basin 
water; aquifer recharge area identification, the amount 
of instream flow that must be left in streams for fish 
and wildlife, future water needs for cities and towns, 
and strategies for increasing water supplies.  The Plan 
gives a good scientific description of the physical 
properties of the watershed, including summaries of 
climate and hydrology (the science of where water is 
located and how it moves around).  

Several consultants prepared reports covering 
hydrology (USGS), potential water storage; two water 
balance reports, and a broad watershed assessment 
which reports on and summarizes information, 
including water rights, and other data gathered for 
the Okanogan watershed, since 1974. Each report 

contains a physical description of the watershed, and it 
is useful to compare them to gain an understanding of 
the broadly accepted science of water resources in the 
Okanogan Basin.   

The Plan also includes several sections of 
recommendations for correcting problems, enhancing 
water supplies, and suggests new studies and data 
gathering points to increase knowledge in the 
watershed.  Ω

Notes
1. Okanogan River Water Balance:  Loss at Tonasket, 

49,052 AF/Y.  Entrix Water Balance (Revised) page 
5.  

2. Shrub-steppe – A type of low rainfall natural 
grassland. Shrub-steppes are distinguishable from 
deserts, which are too dry to support a noticeable 
cover of perennial grasses or other shrubs. The 
shrub-steppe receives sufficient precipitation to 
support a cover of perennial grasses and/or shrubs.  
Rainfall range is approximately 9 to 25 inches, 
depending upon elevation, aspect, soils, and slope.

3. Watershed – The area of landscape, from ridge-top to 
ridge-top, that sends rain and snowmelt to the stream 
in it’s valley.

4. WIRA: Watershed Inventory Resource Area. The 
Okanogan Basin is WIRA 49. The Methow is WIRA 
48; San Poil is WIRA 52; Kettle River Basin is WIRA 
60.

Water Supply...page 7
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That change has happened primarily out of 
view of consumers but has come at a cost to the 
environment and a negative impact on public 
health, Rural Communities, and the health and 
well being of the animals, themselves...(emphasis 
added).6

Okanogan County is uniquely positioned to 
preserve a tradition of sustainable and ethical of 
livestock production because it still has open space 
and rangelands. This is our true wealth.

Instead of borrowing millions to pay for 
infrastructure that this county cannot afford, the 
County could, for much less money, invest in a mobile 
slaughter unit and the Okanogan Food Depot which 
has a “like new” USDA certified cut and wrap facility, 
which has sat unused for years. There is a growing 
demand for pasture-fed beef and this County could 
meet that demand. Okanogan County could be to 
grass-fed beef, what Napa Valley is to wine, if open 
space is saved. 

As Barbara Kingsolver said in her book Vegetable, 
Animal, Miracle:

“At its heart, a genuine food culture is an affinity 
between people and the land that feeds them. Step 
one, probably is for people to live on the land 
that feeds them , or at least on the same continent 
(emphasis added)...It is not necessary to live on a 
food-producing farm to participate in this culture. 
But it is necessary to know such farms exist, 
understand something about what they do, and 
consider oneself basically in their court.”

Between 1993 and 2008, population growth in 
Okanogan exceeded national rates. The rate of job 
growth, meanwhile was less than national rates.2 This 
dynamic translates into social problems and budget 
deficits. 

A recent, local example, is the county’s investment 
in the Veranda Beach development. The county 
borrowed millions to pay for infrastructure to support a 
foreign developer. The county is without a strategy to 
pay back the loan. The county has had to borrow money 
to make this year’s annual payment on the original 
loan to provide infrastructure for development.7

...In defense of          from page 5

There are other costs that come with residential 
development. Has anyone else noticed the increase in 
senseless and violent crime? There was an incident 
involving a pregnant woman and an ice pick. There 
was a recent incident in which a man driving home 
from the National Forest with a truck load of firewood, 
stopped to give a ride to some teenagers whose truck 
was stuck in a ditch. The good samaritan was murdered, 
his body dumped over a cliff. There are many, many 
more of these incidents than historically.

Residential growth comes with heavy costs, which 
we apparently cannot afford. Over $200,000 have been 
recently cut from social services for youth, including 
drug rehabilitation.8

Unlimited commercial and residential development 
is not such a good idea for our local economy.

“For each $1 paid in taxes by farm and forest 
lands, in Skagit County, those lands received back 
about $ 0.51 in services, contributing a subsidy of $ 
0.49 for the rest of the taxpayers in the county. For 
every $1 paid in taxes by residential properties, 
those properties received $ 1.25 in services.”9

One has only to look at the dismal deficit at the 
state level, to know that more people means more 
cost to taxpayers. Why do the County Commissioners 
persist in inviting this trouble? The financial health, 
as well as the environmental health of the county, 
will depend on diversifying the county’s portfolio. 
Promoting a single-minded vision of progress, based 
on unregulated sprawl, is not smart growth.  The 
PROPOSED Resource Designations must be revised 
to PROTECT agricultural lands occurring on private 
land.  Ω

Citations:
1. Puget Consumer Co-op website, “Why it Matters,” http://www.

pccfarmlandtrust.org/about/why-this-matters/ 
2. Julia Haggerty and Patty Gude, “Land Ownership Change and 

the Ranching Economy in the Okanogan Valley and Eastern 
Okanogan County, Washington,” Headwaters Economics, 
Bozeman, Montana, 2008

3. Lewis County, Western Washington Growth Management 
Hearings Board, 157 WA.2d 488, 502, 139, P.3d 1096, 1103 
(2006)

4. U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, and 
the U.S. Department of Commmerce, U.S. Census Bureau, 
National Survey of Fishing and  Hunting and Wildlife-
Associated Recreation.

5. Kingsolver, Barbara, Animal, Mineral, Miracle
6. The Pew Commission on Industrial Farm Animal Production, 

4.29.08
7. Okanogan Valley Gazette-Tribune, October 21, 2010
8. Omak Chronicle, Dec. 8, 2010
9. Washington State Department of Agriculture, Washington 

Agriculture Strategic Plan 2020 and Beyond, pp. 5 - 52 (2009).

promise had then been publicly supported by the 
county planning commission and Dave Schulz, 
the Methow’s representative on the Commission.

Who are Gebbers Farms and Jon Wyss?

Jon Wyss wears several hats, but his prima-
ry position, as a new Gebbers family member, is 
that of Government Affairs/ Analyst for Gebbers 
Farms. He is current president of the Okanogan 
County Farm Bureau, vice president of the Hor-
ticultural Society, and chair of the Coalition for 
Property Rights. He organized a large rally late in 
2009 at the Okanogan Agriplex along with these 
organizations, during which speakers criticized 
the draft comp plan for being too restrictive on 
property rights, unpatriotic, and too oriented to-
ward “West-side” environmentalism. Special neg-
ative attention was focused in the Wyss letter and 
at the Agriplex on the dark skies ordinance, which 
would have restricted night-time lighting.

Since Dan Gamble arrived in 1885 in the 
Harts Pass area with his backpack (having walked 
from Nova Scotia for the beginning of the upper 
Methow gold rush) the Gebbers Family holdings 
have grown and prospered. Gamble’s grandson, 
Dan Gebbers, later formed Gebbers Farms, which 
now markets fruit under Trout, Chelan Fresh, 
Danny-Boy, Magi, and GWP labels. About 80 
percent of the fruit packed in Washington’s Chel-
an-north district is sold by Chelan Fresh Market-
ing (a merger of Gebbers and Chelan Fruit Co-
operative). Based in the Brewster area for many 
decades, Gebbers’ interests have also included 
cattle ranching, logging, lumber milling, real es-
tate, sheep herding, various businesses and, more 
recently, two golf courses near Brewster.

Jon Wyss, as Gebbers’ representative, has now 
taken a prominent role in the development of the 
new comp plan, but just how influential he may 
have been had not been understood until the May 
20 letter came to light.

With the latest stripped-down and generalized 
November version of the comp plan, which elimi-
nates protection of resource lands, shorelines, and 
other sensitive areas, it appears that Wyss and the 
groups he represents may have succeeded to a 
great degree in their objectives.

What does this mean to 
Okanogan County? 

All this raises several questions:
• Have county commissioners been transparent
and forthright with citizens of the Okanogan 
County regarding the influences they respect and 
promises they have made?
• Was Gebbers Farms’ influence with the commis-
sioners strong enough to persuade them to delete 

...Behind the scenes  from page 2

action is also being considered.
If Okanogan County had a different approach 

to planning, if they followed the law and required 
developers of large projects to obtain the necessary 
water rights BEFORE the project comes to the county 
for approval, expensive legal appeals by citizens would 
not be necessary. But this is a county where developers 
rule and regulation is a dirty word. It would be well to 
pay attention to what is happening in your watershed 
and be prepared to hire a good attorney when you find 
your water supply is threatened. Ω

the input of neighborhood groups from the appen-
dix and to ignore most of their input? What could 
this mean for the future?
• The Commissioners, at their June 15 meeting 
on the Methow, left the public believing Methow 
Review District zoning would be extended south 
to Black Canyon. What influence was later exert-
ed, and by whom, to make the recent sweeping 
change?
• Corporations recently were granted not only the 
rights of individuals but also have rapidly gained 
great political power at the national level through 
economic control and lobbying. Do we have the
same situation in Okanogan County? 

—from Valley Voice, Methow Valley Citizens Council Newsletter

...Water Supply          from page 6

Seventeen Rules for Sustainable Community

—Wendell Berry

1. Always ask of any proposed change or innovation: What will this 
do to our community? How will this affect our common wealth?
2. Always include local nature—the land, the water, the air, the 
native creatures—within the memership of the community.
3. Always ask how local needs might be supplied from local sosures, 
incluing the mutual help of neighbors.
4. Always supply local needs first. (And only then think of exporting 
their products, first to nearby cities, and then to others.)
5. Understand the unsoundness of the industrial doctrin of “labor 
saving” if that implies poor work, unemployment, or any kind of 
pollution or contamination.
6. Develop properly scaled value-adding industries for local products 
to ensure that the comunity does no become merely a colony of the 
national or global economy.
7. Develop small-scale industries and businesses to support the local 
farm and/or forest economy.
8. Strive to produce as much of the community’s own energy as 
possible.
9. Strive to increase earnings (in whatever form) within the 
community and decrease expenditures outside the community.
10. Make sure that money paid into the local economy circulates 
within the community for as long as possible before it is paid out.

11. Make the community able to invest in itself by maintaining its 
properties, keeping itself clean (without dirtying some other place), 
caring for its old people, teaching its children.
12. See that the old and the young take care of one another. The 
young must learn from the old, not necessarily and not always in 
school. There must be no institutionalized “child care” and “homes 
for the aged.” The community knows and remembers itself by the 
association of old and young.
13. Account for costs now conventionally hidden or “externalized.” 
Whenever possible, these costs must be debited against monetary 
income.
14. Look into the possible uses of local currency, community-funded 
loan programs, systems of barter, and the like.
15. Always be aware of the economic value of neighborly acts. In 
our time the costs of living are greatly increased by the loss of 
neighborhood, leaving people to face their calamities alone.
16. A rural community should always be acquainted with, and 
complexly connected with, community-minded people in nearby 
towns and cities.
17. A sustainable rural economy will be dependent on urban 
consumers loyal to local products. Therefore, we are talking about 
an economy that will alwasy be more cooperative than competitive.
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Citizens for Sustainable Okanogan mission statement and goals are to:
• form an organization that investigates, gathers, coordinates, and disseminates information on Okanogan environmental, 

agricultural, and community issues of significance to all.
• initiate educational literature, programs, and events of agricultural and social significance and actively coordinate with and 

support other groups who are carrying out such activities.
• actively monitor and lobby local government in an effort to influence political decisions that would be of direct benefit to 

sustaining environments, agriculture, and community social structure.

I support CSO’s goals and actions in promoting and protecting the rural and environmental character of the Okanogan. I’d like to 
join CSO’s efforts at the level indicated below:

  Limited Income: $10    Regular Membership: $35     Additional contributions welcomed! $_______
  
  I’d like to contribute $__________per month or year (circle one) to support CSO’s publishing and investigative work.

_______________________________________________________________________________________________
 Name
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
Address
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
City                                            State                Zip                    Phone                           E-mail

Volunteers are welcomed to join our efforts! I can help by doing one of the following:
     
    Joining the board  Attending meetings  Writing letters  Fund-raising  Networking

Citizens for a Sustainable Okanogan, POB 792, Okanogan WA 98840
www.csokanogan.org

Are You an Okanogan County Citizen
Concerned about Sustainability?

Then Citizens for a Sustainable Okanogan (CSO) is your organization! Many of us have been working to protect the rural & 
agricultural character as well as the biological diversity of Okanogan County for years. Our new group is focusing on the Okanogan 
Comprehensive Plan because, if adopted as it stands, our county’s land character will change to accommodate those land investors 
and developers who see suburban development as profitable for them. This will change the character of agriculture and natural 
resources forever in Okanogan County.

Let’s bequeath to our children and future generations a land base that protects water resoures, supports agriculture and keeps 
the environment every bit as vibrant and beautiful as the one we are privileged to live in today. Join CSO today!

Okanogan’s Palmer Lake is the little known 
lake that is said to be one of the best kept secrets 
in the county. Why is that? I don’t really know 
for sure, but do know that I am thankful for its 
abundant beauty. 

However, there are others also interested in 
Palmer Lake, but not for the same reasons. For 
over 60 years there have been recurring threats 
by water and power agencies that want to build 
a dam that would basically destroy the ecosystem 
of the lake. And that threat continues today. Those 
who live on the lake often find themselves stuck 
between a rock and a hard spot trying to figure 
how to keep it a secret—without exposing it to 
defend it from these adversaries.

The entire western slope of Palmer Lake 
remains undeveloped. I would venture to say that it 
is basically can not be developed, providing local 
residents and campers with an undisturbed look at 
a thriving sanctuary for migratory and domestic 
birds as well as a large variety of wildlife. This 
part of the lake is the unofficial transition point 
from pavement and civilization to the Loomis 
Forest and on into the Pasayten Wilderness.  

The pristine beauty and mellow lifestyle 
at Palmer Lake needs to be accentuated and  
preserved. A strong team of people are now coming 
together to form PLPD, Palmer Lake Preservation 
& Development. This team will represent voices 
for all community members including farming 
and ranching, working and retired, Native 
American, Hispanic , local business and those 

Palmer Lake
group forming

who come here to vacation year after year.  And 
let’s not forget perhaps the most important voice 
of all—the voice that cannot speak—that of the 
native wildlife.

PLPD’s main focus will be to help shape the 
future of this area. This team will work toward 
habitat preservation that sustains our great wildlife 
and ecosystem of this natural lake, as well as the 
agriculture and ranching that thrives from the 
premier micro climates.

In an effort to save the lake from outside 
adversarial interests, we’d like to share with you 
in detail about this wonderful little secret called 
Palmer Lake, and what we are doing with simple 
goals of preservation. We appreciate your interest 
in Palmer Lake, and will continue to let you 
know what’s going on as we report to you in the 
Sustainable Okanogan tab.

We’d love to hear from you. Please e-mail 
Paul_Stenshoel@yahoo.com or PL.Sioux@yahoo.com

Palmer Lake covers 2,110 acres of surface area and holds 
107,000 acre-feet of water. [Washington Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, Warm Water Fisheries Study, Palmer 
Lake (2005)]

~Welcome to CSO~

Citizens for Sustainable Okanogan welcomes your 
interest in this first issue of a newsletter dedicated to 
raising issues of importance to folks in the Okanogan.

We are a group of residents and property owners 
living in the Okanogan for several decades. Like the 
pioneering families and original Native Americans, we 
appreciate the Okanogan for its resources which afford 
us good food, shelter, beautiful surroundings, and the 
companionship of many kinds of wildlife. 

We also value our neighbors and aim to build bridges 
among the many points of view of the folks who live here.

 Our first newsletter looks at issues of water supply 
in the Okanogan, and examines the new Comprehensive 
Plan being presented to the public by the Okanogan 
County Commissioners. There will be several meetings 
throughout the county to present the Plan and gather 
your comments, feedback and suggestions (see page 2). 

 What issues are important to YOU AND YOUR 
FAMILY regarding the future of the land, the quality of 
the environment, and the lifestyles the land affords the 
folks who live here? Let the County hear from you!

Share your thoughts with us. Write us a letter. Visit:

www.csokanogan.org
And meet up with your neighbors. We’re looking 
forward to it! See you next issue.

We want to acknowledge the contributions 
from Methow Valley Citizens Council, Headwaters 
Economics of Bozeman MT, and private donors 
whose contributions made the project possible.

Our costs have been printing ($969.49), 
mailing ($1,045.30), and Web site ($25) to date. Your 
contributions will help us continue. (See below).

Stephanie Clark   Jere Gillespie
Rick Gillespie   Jessica McNamara

Nance Soriano
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