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By SALLY MORRIS

Debate over the future of
the forests surrounding
Weaverville continued last
week as the Trinity County
Board of Supervisors consid-
ered its stance on a pending
land trade between the Bu-
reau of Land Management
ﬁnd Sierra Pacific Industries,
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The board received recom-
mendations from a land
trades subcommittee of the
county’s natural resources
advisory council, but took no
action and will consider the
matter again in March.

The subcommittee was
formed last August to exam-
ine issues raised by several
Weaverville residents con-
cerned about the prospect of
more clear-cuts in the town’s
viewshed if approximately
1,000 acres of public land in
the basin are traded to SP1I for
timber management.

The pending trade was of
particular concern to resi-
dents in the Timber Ridge
area because much of the land
involved is located to the west
of Weaverville on the ridge
above their homes.

Potential erosion from log-
ging and possible herbicide
use in the town’s watershed
were other issues of concern.

‘The BLM has held up
completion of the trade that
was begun in 1996 and was
expected to conclude by last
December.

The land exchange in-
volves about 2,600 acres in
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several separate parcels in
Trinity County, including ap-
proximately 1,000 acres in the
Weaverville Basin. The ex-
change includes about 500
acres in Shasta County as
well as land in the Lewiston
and Douglas City areas slated
to go to SPI in exchange for
land the company owns along
the Trinity River.

The goal of both BLM and
SPI is to consolidate owner-
ship of parcels for more effi-
cient management. BLM
plans to consolidate its own-
ership of land along the Trin-
ity River to manage it for pub-
lic use. SPI interests are in
acquiring contiguous lands
for more efficient timber man-
agement.

The county’s land trade
subcommittee included repre-
sentatives of BLM and SPI at
each meeting that also drew
about 25 local residents and
environmentalists. The
group’s recommendation to
the board of supervisors,
achieved by consensus, is that
the county ask BLM to re-
serve its land in the
Weaverville Basin for three
years while the county or an-
other entity attempts to pur-
chase it for a model commu-
nity forest. The group also
recommended that the board
reaffirmits current pohcy op-
posing any net loss of private
land in the county.

These were the only op-
tions that achieved consen-
sus, though several other al-
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ternatives were considered. SPI
and BLM opposed an alterna-
tive asking BLM to retain the
trade lands in the Weaverville
Basin, SPI also rejected the
‘prospect of covenants or ease-
ments to limit land-disturbing
activities that would signifi-
cantly alter the visual quality

" of the Weaverville Basin.

Another rejected alternative
was for the county to support
the trade with the understand-
ing that it would participate in
the timber harvest review pro-
cess. There was no consensus
for supporting the trade and
trusting in SPI to balance pub-
lic needs with forest and eco-
nomic management; and there
was no consensus for a proposal
to establish county forest prac-
tice rules for adoption by the
State Board of Forestry:.

The chairman of the land
trade subcommittee, associate
county planner Mark
Lancaster, said there was gen-
eral agreement that the BLM
goal of consolidating its hold-
ings is appropriate, but the
county’s input ing future
land trades should be included
earlier in the process. He said
everyone agreed that the even-
age forests around Weaverville
are “a tremendous fire hazard
and we will see a major stand-
replacing fire if some stand
management isn’t done.” How-
ever, there was no agreement
on the role of commercial log-
ging in forest fuel management.
The subcommittee had a pref-
erence toward continued man-
agement of the lands in the
Weaverville Basin for timber
and forest uses rather than sub-
division into housing parcels.

The Weaverville district
manager for Sierra Pacific, Tom
Walz, said the timber company
wants the proposed land ex-
change to go forward and hopes
the board of supervisors will
send a letter to BLM in support
of the trade.

He said, “We feel we can
manage the land in a manner
that does not offend the people
of Trinity County. We've logged
about 2,500 acres in this basin
in the last four years. We can
reduce the fire hazards, man-
age responsibly and have trails
through our lands. We cando a
better job than the Forest Ser-
vice can and make the commu-
nity fire safe. I think SPI own-
ership would be a benefit in the
long run.”

Speaking for the BLM,
Mike Truden said the subcom-
mittee meetings he attended
“were an eye opener, and we
realize we need to do a better
job of notifying individuals.
Most of the issues involve SPI
management of the land, but
we're not the agency in charge
of that.” He added that while it
islate in the process, a decision
has not been made to finalize
the exchange and “we will feed
the board of supervisors’ input
into our environmental assess-

ment and make a final decision,
but the decision rests with us?

Several subcommittee meny
bers shared their views with
the supervisors last week. B
Welsch of Lewiston urged _
to remember there are land§
around Lewiston and in the
Indian Creek area near Dou-
glas City that will be affected
by the proposed trade.

He added that while SP and
BLM had agreed the trade i§
good for them before the pub :
knew about it, the committe
tried to determine whether &
is good for the public. He sai
there was very little consens
reached by the group, “and th
reasons are importan 5!

to oppose the land trade, arg
ing that “SPI has not done
good job—views and wates
sheds have been ruined a
people all over the county s
upset with clear-cuts, herb
cides and the slash left behin
People who bought land next
public lands expected the
would be management, b
that it would be done
a public otind z
management they have no sa§
in”

He argued the county shoull
have local forest practice rule
adopted by the state because
it supports the current la
trade, he believes there will b
many others and current staf]
rules are not adequate to pr¢
tect adjacent properties.

A Douglas City residenfy
Jen'y Hauke, said the propose
trade would give SPI an urbz
interface area aroun

solidate its holdings prims
in Shasta County, “but wha
does Trinity County get? Noth
ing! You have the opportuni
to force BLM to give somethin
back here through covenan
BLM doesn’t use pesticide:
Why should we settle for lesd
And why shouldn’t BLM pay
for fuel reduction—why does
the new owner have t0?”

Colleen O’Sullivan of
Weaverville urged the board to
support the proposal from the
subcommittee to pm'dlase the
land in the Weaverville Bi
for a model community foﬁ
Several possible means of pay-
ing for it have been discussed,
and she argued that at least it
would buy three years for
people opposed to the trade to
find alternatives.

Lillian Godbe of Douglqs
City said that if the trade goes
through, “I know SPI will do
better job than if these dJscug
sions had never taken pIaeF,
but not like if we could create
model, beautiful forest wi
public access all through
Weaverville Basin. We're talk-
ing about the county seat.

charge and do what you can
see that the land is pro é’



