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RE: COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED BONANZA PROJECT 
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Native Ecosystems Council, the Alliance for the Wild Rockies, and the Council on 

Wildlife and Fish would like to submit these comments for the Bonanza Project. 

We would like to identify the following issues and concerns, which were not 

previously identified in scoping for this project as the Forest Service did not do 

scoping, in violation of Forest Service requirements. 

1. Please summarize how the removal of scoping for this project reduces

public involvement opportunities, and why is action is being implemented.

Please define why the initial scoping period was not provided for the Bonanza 

Project, and how much public involvement opportunities have been reduced as a 

result. What is the specific Forest Service direction that is being implemented to 

reduce public involvement opportunities on the HLC, such as eliminating the 

initial scoping period, where public issues and concerns are initially identified for QJ 
00 
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a project to be considered in project design. Since this is a change in public 

involvement opportunities, what type of NEPA analysis has been done to address 

this change? 

2. We were unable to determine how the Bonanza Project is being proposed

to implement the Revised Forest Plan (RFP) for the Helena-Lewis and Clark

National Forest in order to implement Desired Conditions (DCs) identified

for the Castle Mountains Geographic Area (GA).

The proposed treatments are not clearly consistent with achieving the RFP 

desired conditions (DCs) for the Castles Geographic Area (GA) for cover types, as 

identified in the RFP for the Castles GA Table 46. Yet there was no discussion in 

the PEA as to why these inconsistencies adhere to RFP direction. For example, the 

DC for nonforest is currently 15% as per the RFP, which is within the DC of 10-20% 

(Table 46 in RFP); increasing openings in meadows is not required for meeting 

DCs. The existing DC for lodgepole pine of 35% is within the proposed DC of 30-

40%, so why is this cover type being clearcut, which will remove the lodgepole 

pine cover type for approximately 20-40 years? The existing subalpine fir-spruce 

cover type is 6%, which is within the DC of 5-10%. Clearcutting 33 acres of this 

cover type is not required to meet RFP DCs. The current percentage of the 

ponderosa pine cover type is "zero", which is far below the DC of 15-30%. There 

will be 78 acres of this cover type treated, apparently with commercial thinning 

and/or improvement thinning of Douglas-fir stands to create a ponderosa pine 

cover type. However, there is actually no information on how RFP DC for 

ponderosa pine will be implemented. The RFP DC for the Castles as per Douglas­

fir is consistent with the DC; the Douglas-fir cover type for the Castles is currently 

35% (RFP Table 46) which is higher than the DC of 10-20%. The Bonanza Project 

will treat 968 acres of this cover type as per Table 1 in the PEA, but there is no 

information provided as to how this will address the DC for the Castles. It is 

possible that the treatment of 78 acres of ponderosa pine stands will promote 

removal of the Douglas-fir cover type, which would be consistent with the RFP DC 

for the Castles. However, the remaining treatments in 895 acres of the Douglas­

fir cover type will not change this cover type, which is inconsistent with the RFP 





size category within Douglas-fir treatments, or as well, with clearcutting lodgepole 

pine stands. Also, since there is a deficit of large and very large trees in the Castles 

GA, reducing medium-sized trees in the Bonanza Project is inconsistent with 

achieving DCs for this GA. These medium-sized trees are required to grow into 

larger trees, and thus should not be removed as per the Castles GA DCs. 

It is also unclear how conflicting affects of achieving RFP DCs are being addressed 

in the Bonanza Project. For example, there is a deficit of medium, large and very 

large trees (RFP Table 48), but an excess of small trees. To reduce small trees by 

clearcutting, larger trees will also need to be removed, which are deficient in the 

Castles GA. Also, none of the Douglas-fir treatments will remove only small trees. 

So the agency apparently has determined that moving towards one category of 

DCs takes precedence over another category (e.g., reducing small trees to meet 

the GA DC is more important than meeting the GA DC for medium-sized trees). 

The PEA does not address specifically these inconsistencies of applying the RFP 

DCs. 

Finally, we have similar concerns about the proposed project design to achieve 

the Castles GA DCs for tree density. The low-medium density class of 28% is 

within the DC for the Castles of 20-40%. The medium-high density of 46% is within 

the Castles DC of 30-50%. And the high density class of 26% is within the Castles 

DC of 15-45%. So in effect, the agency has no rationale for changing these density 

classes to meet the Castles DC, as they are already met. 

The Castles DC does not have any category for sagebrush cover types, which have 

a very high value to wildlife. Since the Bonanza project appears to include burning 

of sagebrush, why isn't this cover type included in attainment of RFP DCs? 

Of particular note is the information provided that the forest-wide prescribed 

burning program will treat from 800-1200 acres per year in the Castles GA. This 

project raises concerns that the HLC will again not adhere to the RFP DCs for the 
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