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From: L Bechtel

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: alternative 4
Date: 08/09/2008 03:26 PM

thanks for the analysis we believe this should be promulgated local chapter trout
unlimited 696 blue ridge georgia.Everett Hall Treasurer



mailto:lab12@tds.net

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us




From: mromzick@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Above Highway 28
Date: 08/09/2008 08:08 PM

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Please do not allow boating in any form on the Chattooga River above the
Highway 28 bridge. | enjoy the solitude of the river above Highway 28 for
both hiking and fishing. Over the years | have had much experience with
boaters on the Chattahoochee River below Buford Dam including those in
canoes, kayaks and rafts. Too many times | have been the victim of a
collision on a river in places where it is over 200 feet wide. The Chattooga
Is much narrower. When fly fisherman and boaters interact, too many
times the wading fisherman comes away from the experience wondering
why boaters cannot observe the rules of water navigation. There is plenty
of water below Highway 28 for all kinds of boaters to enjoy and the
fishermen will not be competing with them. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mark J. Romzick
1601 Lenox Road NE
Atlanta, GA 30306

It's time to go back to school! Get the latest trends and gadgets that make the grade
on AOL Shopping.
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From: Mike Sorrel

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga River Pedestrian Zone

Date: 08/10/2008 03:43 PM

Dear Sirs,

| am writing to you to share my comments on the future of the Chattooga River
north of Hwy 28. My comments are based on over forty years of personal
experiences as an outdoorsman. | use the term outdoorsman because | love to
hike, hunt, fish, kayak, canoe, ski and windsurf. Kite boarding looks like a lot of fun
too, but I’'m going to leave that to younger people.

I've traveled to 18 countries including New Zealand which | feel is the greenest
country in the world. Even commercial airlines have mufflers on the jet engines of
planes flying within the country. | will never forget the guided fishing trip | went on
while visiting there. We took a helicopter to a section of river on a Mauri
Reservation that allows catch & release fishing with artificial barb less flies only on a
1 permit per week per mile basis. The first question you ask when the helicopter
flies away is "How long does it take to hike out of here?” The guide having
answered this question before quickly replies “It takes two days to walk out and |
have enough food for three days just in case we want to take more time.” Based on
the pristine conditions you would probably want to take more time. | have never
been to any other place in my life that had absolutely no evidence of man having
ever been there before. No trails, no signs, no litter. Absolutely nothing. That was 7
years ago and | would like to think that river is still being preserved in exactly the
same way.

If I were to go back there and find that | had to dodge boaters while fishing | am
sure the experience would not be as enjoyable. | don’t have anything against
boating. | own a kayak and | paddle at least once a week. If | had experienced that
same stretch of river by kayak | would probably have enjoyed it for many of the
same reasons, but | would have been pissed | didn’t bring a fishing pole.

The bottom line is you can fish from a boat, but you can’t fish through a boat. This
simple observation shows fisherman need “boat free” areas they can go to truly
enjoy their form of recreation.

In addition | offer another point of view. If | hit a pedestrian with my car | am
responsible for any harm unless the pedestrian was jay-walking in an urban area or
on a limited access highway prohibiting pedestrians. There are thousands of places
where pedestrians are given exclusive use of an area. Sidewalks, cross walks,
hiking trails, parks, and pedestrian malls.

If | hit a pedestrian while riding my bike | am responsible for any harm. | can’t think
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of a place where | wouldn’t be.

If I hit a swimmer with my boat | am responsible for any harm. | can’t think of a
place where | wouldn’t be.

If I hit a wading fisherman with my boat | am responsible for any harm. | can’t think
of a place where | wouldn’t be.

Please maintain the boat-free section of the Chattooga. Call it a pedestrian zone.
I've got plenty places to take my boat. | don’t have many places | can go to be safe
from boats.

Regards,

Mike Sorrel






From: kevinmcgrath

Reply To: kevinmcgrath@mindspring.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Subject: Pre-decisional Environmental Assessment on Recreation Uses on the Upper
Chattooga

Date: 08/10/2008 05:01 PM

Gentlemen:

As a user of the Upper Chattooga, | thank you for the extensive due
diligence process that you have conducted.

My preference is for Alternative 1.

I have reservations about the ability to enforce the boating restrictions
outlined in Alternative 4. USFS and GA DNR are presently strained to
maintain existing regulations with their current enforcement staff. It is not
realistic to expect that additional regulations will be effectively enforced.

Kevin F McGrath
3391 Windsong Court
Roswell GA 30075
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From:

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga ER
Date: 08/10/2008 09:31 PM

Your proposed continuation of the kayaking ban on the upper Chattooga

very di sappointing. W require very limted access points, don't trundle
t hrough the riparian zones and | eave no |asting inpacts. So why the

ban?
Sadly, this whole process smacks of favortism

Revi ew your data, study your nethodol ogy and come to an objective
concl usi on.
Thank you

Robert Brewer
21513 Richl and View Rd
El ki ns, AR 72727
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From: Zach Jeska

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Chattooga River Env. Assessment
Date: 08/10/2008 10:14 PM

I would like to voice my concern as a US citizen and whitewater boating
enthusiast. | fully support establishment of the ability of the public to
access the river. | feel that the Forest Service has sold out to private
concerns in continuing to enforce a no boating policy. Other recreational
uses continue to be promoted with little to no reasoning by the F.S.as to

the exclusion of boating. Eventually the F.S. will lose--the public has a
RIGHT to access rivers. Frankly I would be ashamed if | were a F.S.
worker and would complain to my coworkers and superiors about the true
nature of our mission. Are we to be stewards of public lands, ensuring
access by all Americans or the regulatory apparatachicks of private
concerns that ensure limited public access??

Open the river--it is a bit more work on your part. But why exactly are we
paying you?

Cordially,

Zach Jeska
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From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga boating ban
Date: 08/11/2008 11:36 AM

Ll L @l el Pl @l il el el e lele el el e lelele Pl

Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 11:36 AM -----

Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/11/2008 08:20 AM cc

Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga boating ban

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
Phone 803-561-4081

Fax 803-561-4004

Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
Email: jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
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Rosanne Rowe/WO/

USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES
Subject Fw: Upper Chattooga boating ban

08/11/2008 08:02 AM

Rosanne Rowe

Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

Wilko <wilko@dse.nl>
To akimbell@fs.fed.us

08/08/2008 08:29 AM ce

Subject Upper Chattooga boating ban

Dear Sumter National Forest,

As a Dutch kayaker who regularly comes to the U.S. to kayak white water,
I have spent a considerable amount of my tourist dollars in the U.S.

South East. The same goes for my boating friends that join on those

trips. | have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your





analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and my community of river
enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests.
Please consider the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

-The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found /none/. It is time to open the
river to boating.

-The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one. The
AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Where is it?

-No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans on
the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification.

-The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the
river because they considers boating to be the only management variable,
while other larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for
limits.

-The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper
river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited
boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness
conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is not equitable
and not acceptable!

-The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

-The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

-The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year

late and has wasted millions in tax payer money

-The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

-The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is

a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations.
There is no way a paddler can know this number and will be an
administrative burden for the agency.

-Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2)
allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on
a real user capacity analysis, 4) will /equitably/ limit /total/ use

only when encounter standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do
so using all available indirect measures first.

-The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.

-All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic
Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.





Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same
numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling
should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the /entire /Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely,

Wilko van den Bergh

Wilko van den Bergh wilko@dse.nl
Eindhoven The Netherlands Europe

---Look at the possibilities, don't worry about the limitations.---

http://kayaker.nl/






From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: comment
Date: 08/11/2008 11:37 AM

Ll L @l el Pl @l il el el e lele el el e lelele Pl

Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 11:36 AM -----

Jeanne LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/11/2008 08:21 AM cc

Subject Fw: comment

Jeanne S. LeBoeuf

Staff Assistant to Forest Supervisor
Francis Marion & Sumter NFs in SC
Phone 803-561-4081

Fax 803-561-4004

Confidential Fax 803-561-4082
Email: jleboeuf@fs.fed.us
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Rosanne Rowe/WO/
USDAFS To Jerome Thomas/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES, Jeanne
LeBoeuf/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

cc Chris N Brown/WO/USDAFS@FSNOTES

Subject Fw: comment

08/11/2008 07:59 AM

Rosanne Rowe

Executive Assistant to the Chief
WO, Office of the Chief, Yates 4NW
Office: 202-205-8439

Cell: 202-384-7412

Fax: 202-358-4063

Email: rosannerowe@fs.fed.us

"James Roberts" <jamesbsa@charter.net>
To <akimbell@fs.fed.us>

08/09/2008 07:31 AM cc

Subject comment

Please allow us to continue to paddle on our rivers. We do respect the
wilderness and help keep it clean from debris floating from upstream. It a
place of serenity for many of us and a place where we can get away from it
all and become a part of the river and wilderness. Please forget about the
political BS and think of all the good times and experiences we, our
children and grand children....can enjoy. We trust that you will do what is





good for the people as well as the wilderness.

Thank you for your time,
James R. Roberts
jamesbsa@charter.net

864-423-3401







From: Michelle Burnett

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@FSNOTES
Subject: Fw: Chattooga boating issue
Date: 08/11/2008 12:06 PM

Ll @l @ 1@l @l @l @ el el e lelel e le lPelPlelelP il
Michelle Burnett
Public Affairs Officer
Francis Marion & Sumter
National Forests (South Carolina)
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212-3530

Phone: (803) 561-4091

Fax: (803) 561-4004

Cell: (803) 920-6167

E-mail: michelleburnett@fs.fed.us

Website: http://www.fs.fed.us/r8/fms
----- Forwarded by Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS on 08/11/2008 12:05 PM -----

Carol L Forney/R8/USDAFS
To Michelle Burnett/R8/USDAFS@FSNOTES

08/11/2008 08:26 AM ce
Subject Fw: Chattooga boating issue

Anothe one.

Thanks

Caroline Forney

Information Assistant

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
4931 Broad River Rd.

Columbia, SC 29212-3530

cforney @fs.fed.us

phone (803) 561-4002 // fax (803) 561-4004
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<vanlear1940@bellsouth.net>
To <cforney@fs.fed.us>

08/08/2008 04:51 PM ce

Subject Chattooga boating issue

Dear Sir:

| am a recently retired professor of Forestry, after 35 years of teaching at
Clemson, and an avid fisherman of the Chattooga and many other rivers.
Yesterday, | read a couple hundred comments on the FS website about
the boating issue on the Chattooga, and felt compelled to comment on the
situation and the process. It appears to me that:

1. The FS has bent over backwards to hear all sides of the debate.

Thank you for your patience and willingness to hear everybody.

2. The boaters are apparently going to reject anything other than
complete freedom to float the whole river--a completely selfish and childish
attitude. They think the User Capacity Analysis was unfair. | disagree.
Thank you for conducting a fair analysis.

3. Comments are coming from all over the country from the boating
community at large in response to calls from national boating
organizations. Many of these people have never been on the
Chattooga, or if they have, only a time or two. They don't really have a
vested interest in the Chattooga, nor have they bonded with the upper
river. Please realize this when you are making your final decision -- local
fishermen who have fished the upper Chattooga for decades and others
who walk into the area have bonded with the river and consider it a special
place whose backcountry values deserve special protection.

4. The boaters are not listening nor will they listen to reasonable
responses from the other side. What is the ultimate goal of the
boaters? Do they want unrestricted boating on all waters, including
rivers in National Parks? They are already dominating the lower reaches
of the Little River in GSMNP where a fisherman does not have a chance
any more.

5.  The boaters believe they can win by the power of their numbers,
rather than the logic of their arguement. The Forest Service must use





good management principles, including the use of zoning, to regulate
users in the case of a scarce resource. The outstanding backcountry
values that the Upper Chattooga provides deserve special protection
status. And zoning is a legitimate, established, and essential forest
management tool.

Looking at the boating issue from a common sense point of view:

1. The boaters already have the majority of the river, and its tribs,
and many other rivers in the area, for their use. What percentage of the
Chattooga, other than 100%, will satisfy them?

2. There are few places in the eastern U.S. where you can walk in to a
relatively wild place and fish for wild trout. The north fork of the Chattooga
is one of those places now, but will not be if boaters get their way.

3. The Forest Service is mandated to protect the Outstandingly
Remarkable Values of the Upper Chattooga River. Please take a stand
and do that. Be proud of yourselves for being a leader, rather than letting
one group of recreationists push you around and dictate policy contrary to
the wishes of so many other groups, i.e., hikers, birders, swimmers,
anglers, and others.

4. In Alternative 4, the Forest Service has conceded to allowing boaters
to float down to Burrells Ford under certain conditions. This is a
compromise that the boaters (based on their comments) are rejecting.
While | do not personally like that compromise, | am willing to accept it
because it will not result in conflicts between anglers and boaters.

5.  There will certainly be conflicts between boaters and other river
users, especially anglers, if the river is opened up to even more
boating than that allowed in alt. 4. | have fished the Chattooga for
almost 40 years and have personally had boaters float over rising trout that
| was fishing for, and put them down, ruining my day. This is not right -- it
is an example of different interests not being compatible. | have had this
happen to me on other rivers as well, including the Chattahoochee and the
Nantahala.

6. Please end this seemingly endless process and make the right
decision--one that is right for the river and its resources, and not a
concession to the wheel that squeaks the most or the loudest.

Thank you for listening.
Dave Van Lear






From: Matt.Scruggs@fluor.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project

Date: 08/11/2008 12:40 PM

08-11-08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Matt Scruggs and i have lived in SC all my life. | have personally witness the decline of
our pristine boarder with GA and would love to see this wonderful resource better protected.

I attended the User analysis meetings and | disagree with your analysis and your proposal. | feel
you have allowed money and politics to corrupt you goals to protect this area and to up hold the
wild and scenic act as it was intended. | have personally lost a lot of respect for you and your
affiliates over the handling of this matter. Allowing boating in the headwaters while there is still
time to prevent this issue from escalating which it is guaranteed to do. We will not tire from this
struggle and it will become ever more expensive for you to fight this issue. Save this money to be
used to better the parks and not up hold an illegal ban and hurt the users who so love and cherish

this area.

Thank you for time and consideration,
Sincerely

Matt Scruggs
5031 Clifton Glendale Rd.
Spartanburg SC 29307

The information transmtted is intended only for the person

or entity to which it is addressed and nay contain

proprietary, business-confidential and/or privileged material.

If you are not the intended recipient of this nmessage you are
hereby notified that any use, review, retransn ssion,

di ssem nation

di stribution, reproduction or any action taken in reliance upon
this nessage is prohibited. If you received this in error, please
contact the sender and delete the material from any conputer.

Any views expressed in this nessage are those of the individual
sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of the conpany.
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From: Charles Mobley

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

CC: edadamsl@alltel.net

Subject: My comments regarding the Chattooga River Project, Environmental
Assessment/Alternative #4

Date: 08/11/2008 01:20 PM

To: The United States Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

At the request of Forest Supervisor, Jerome Thomas, it is my pleasure to
provide comment regarding the above referenced matter. | sincerely
appreciate this opportunity to send along to the US Forest Service my
opinion. While I am a fisherman and like Alternative # 3, | believe that
Alternative # 4 is both fair and workable.

| reside and practice law in Rabun County, Georgia. | am a member of the
Rabun Chapter of Trout Unlimited and enjoy our Chattooga River on a
regular basis.

I am keenly aware of the conflicts between anglers and boaters which have
plagued the lower Chattooga River for as long as | can remember. | know
that many hours have been spent in your analysis process through public
meetings, hearing and workshops. It is my belief that preferred alternative
number 4 (which is a compromise) with its zoning stipulations will minimize
conflict and at the same time avoid overuse. After all, Zoning of conflicting
activities is a time tested and legal land and water management practice
which results in good stewardship .

Zoning by section of stream, time of year, water level and the number of
boats per day will maintain a higher quality of experience for all visitors and
at the same time protect riparian resources.

Alternative #4 will:
Allow boating from 12/01 to 03/01 from County Line Trail Road
in NC to Burrell’s Ford Bridge on days when the mean daily flow is 450 cfs

or more as measured by the Burrell’s Ford gauge.

Limit Camping and Parking which is desperately needed to
protect and enhance our biophysical riparian resources in the future.
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Prohibit the removal of large woody debris to accommodate
boating. We all know that woody debris is important to the health of the
river system.

Help prevent in-stream conflict and interference both in the Rock
Gorge Segment and the popular Delayed Harvest Segment.

It is obvious that additional law enforcement and education of visitors are
the keys to the successful implementation and administration of this plan.
However adoption of # 4 is a positive step in the right direction toward
enhancement of a quality experience for all, with proper regard for the
rights of others to solitude.

Again thanks for the opportunity to voice my opinion on this important
subject.

Please contact me if you need information or clarification.

Charles A. Mobley

P. O. Box 617

Clayton, Georgia 30525
(706) 782-0939 Home
(706) 782-1901 Office
(404) 936-7811 Mobile






From: Ryan Sherby

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating Ban in Chatooga Headwaters
Date: 08/11/2008 02:32 PM

1. If boating is banned so should all visitation to this area.
2. | support banning stocked trout and the bait fisherman who trash our

waterways, well most of them anyway.
3. I 'am a boater and fly fisher, but do most of my fishing in the Smokies along

with my boating, where we all get along.
4. The ongoing delays are very frustrating.

| do not support the boating ban or weird user day calculations. This has gotten
completely out of control, ridiculous actually.

Ryan Sherby
Bryson City, NC
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From: The McConkey's

Reply To: The McConkey's

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Save the upper Chattooga

Date: 08/11/2008 02:33 PM

To Whomit may concern:
| am appal l ed that this beautiful river is only open to fishermen, who have a nore of a significant inpact than

whi t ewat er kayakers. | ama fisherman and a kayaker and think that this river should be open to all. Al'l owi ng access
a coupl e days a year to kayakers is not the answer. Kayakers are not tranpling the vegetation on the banks or
harvesting the fish but rather floating down the water with virtually no inpact upon the environnent. |f you don't

believe me then go to Wlson Creek where you will see the trash left behind by fishernen such as food w appers, tangled
fishing line discarded, packaging fromfishing products left on the banks and used toilet paper, endless anmount of
trails to access the creek which pronbtes erosion. | amnot trying to bash fishing because | like to do it responsibly
as well but | have witnessed a greater respect for the environnment from kayakers than the fishernen that | have
encountered over the years. The anount of kayakers that would paddle it would be small due to the renoteness and
difficulty. | would suggest that kayakers be given unlimted access to this wild and scenic river! W can all coexist.

Thanks for your tine.

Joe and Kristen MConkey
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From: Tom Mclnnis

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Pre-decisional comments; hard copy enroute via mail
Date: 08/11/2008 02:57 PM

August 7, 2008

U. S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212

Dear Forest Planners,

The Chattooga River Chapter of Trout Unlimited would like to thank the
USFS for the opportunity to comment on the pre-decisional Environmental
Assessment and the preferred alternative that was released in July. The
following comments reflect the unanimous views of the Chattooga River
Chapter’s Board of Directors.

First, as we have stated throughout this process, we feel that limiting boating
to the lower sections of the Chattooga River, as has been the policy for over
30 years, has resulted in many benefits to the North Fork of the Chattooga
and the Ellicott Rock Wilderness Areain particular. By zoning the river for
major user groups, the USFS has protected the excellent trout fishing
opportunities that exist in the upper river while allowing most of the river to
be accessible for recreational and commercial boaters. To thisend, we feel
that Alternative 3 provides the best management plan. Alternative 3
maintains the current zoning while adding needed new management
proscriptives for the upper river. Therefore, we are disappointed that
Alternative 3 is not the preferred alternative.

Having said that, we feel we can accept and support Alternative 4, with some
reservations. First there should be some allowance for handicapped parking
at Burrell’s Ford Bridge. We have several members whose mobility is
limited to the point that, while they can still fish from the bank, they would
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find having to walk the quarter mile from the nearest parking to theriver a
significant hardship. Second, the USFS will have to provide the additional
resources necessary to manage the new boating plan. Third, it is crucial that
the proposed flow gauge be installed at Burrell’s Ford Bridge before the
river is opened to boating, preferably with telemetry capability. The current
gauge at US 76 near Clayton is not areliable indictor of water conditions
above Burrell’s Ford Bridge. Furthermore, requiring boaters to drive to
Burrell’s Ford to check the gauge before using the river is unreasonable.
With telemetry, the gauge readings can be posted on the web. With these
reservations, we feel that Alternative 4 sufficiently protects the environment
and the outstanding and remarkable values of trout fishing and solitude.

Wefedl that all the other alternatives have significant deficiencies. Opening
the upper river to boating in other than the manner outlined in Alternative 3
would cause significant impacts on the Outstanding and Remarkable Vaues
of angling and solitude, and also lead to the threat of greater environmental
damage from overuse. Therefore we cannot support Alternatives 5 — 8.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not provide the needed management changes to
protect the river from further degradation with increasing user demand.

Again, the Chattooga River Chapter of Trout Unlimited thanks you for this

opportunity to comment, and we look forward to this long process being
brought to a satisfactory and equitable conclusion.

On behalf of the officers and board of the Chattooga River Chapter of Trout
Unlimited,

Tom Mclnnis, Vice-President

Ron Gardzalla, President Vance Baird
Bill Caruthers, Treasurer John Garton
Bill Foster, Secretary Ed Few

Art Shick, NLC Representative Murray Lee






From:
To:

Jason Little
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us

Subject: Chattooga river access and the USFS

Date:

08/11/2008 03:24 PM

August 11, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Jason Little. | am a former resident of Chattanooga and
a whitewater kayaker who enjoyed the beauty of the Chattooga river
as a regular part of my outdoor adventures.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the
recreational management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with
your analysis and your proposal. Both treat me and my community
of river enthusiasts unfairly and your proposal would not meet my
interests. Please consider the following concerns | have regarding
this issue:

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to

limit paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time
to open the river to boating.

. The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective

of the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses
are not seriously considered for limits.

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of

the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6
days of limited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing
all other wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited
numbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptable!

. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
. The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a

year late and has wasted millions in tax payer money

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their
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input
Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1)
fully allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below
Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3)
includes encounter standards based on a real user capacity
analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter
standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all
available indirect measures first.

. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and
Scenic Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.

. Your equitable and well argued and justified decision in this
river usage situation is important because of its precedent
setting role in river and wilderness management.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider
conducting a real user capacity analysis and immediately allowing
boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow
existing users. Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to
your alternative number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga
River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,
Sincerely

Jason Little

jason@hopeportland.org
www.hopeportland.org

503.880.4003

1726 NE 55th Avenue, Portland OR 97213
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From: David Burton

Reply To: dsburton460@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: bsandven@alltel.net

Subject: Chatooga River wilderness area

Date: 08/11/2008 04:04 PM

Imagine you have trecked a mile or more in waders and have just started
to fish a promising looking run on the Chatooga. You begin to enjoy the
solitude and the soul refreshing experience of fishing, then here comes
canoes right through "your fishing hole". I believe it takes 20 to 30
minutes for the trout to get over "being spooked" and be receptive to a
gently floated fly again. When this happens continually and troughout the
length of the wilderness area you can sense how often and to how many
fishermen that agravation occurs. There are many areas where canoe
paddlers can enjoy their pass time, even on the Chatooga, but in Georgia
and especially South Carolina the "big water" trout fishing opportunity is
very limited. It appears that canoe paddlers firmly believe that no water
should be "off limits" . Anglers pay millions of dollars for licenses and
keep families employed who sell fishing supplies. We appeal to our
government to help us get some enjoyment from tax dollars paid and
especially those allocated for outdoor relaxation which is a necessity of
life. Thanks for your consideration. David S Burton
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From: bob brewer

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Ban
Date: 08/11/2008 04:48 PM

It's incredible that a ban has been placed on a river that whitewater boaters
honor and cherish. | have paddled on this river for over a decade on many
different days and seasons of the year and rarely see more than one other

boating group beside my own.

It's incredible that you want to ban paddling on a river that whitewater boaters
honor and cherish. | have paddled the Chattooga for over a decade on many
different days and seasons of the year. Rarely have | seen more than one other
boating party beside my own on the river. It does not appear that you have
objectively examined this matter at all.

Jonna Hussey
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From: L. Brian Hayes

Reply To: brianhayes@twlakes.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Subject: Let people boat on the Upper Chattooga River!!!! Boaters have Rights!
Date: 08/11/2008 05:27 PM

Pl ease | et boaters use the Upper Chattooga River! It is a WIld and
Scenic area to be used by EVERYONE! The means boaters have the right to
paddl e the river. There is no reason why boaters should not be able to
paddl e every stretch of every river! Fishermen should not have excl usive
rights on any stretch of river.

Pl ease vote and agree to all ow boaters on the Upoper Chattooga.

Thank you

L. Brian Hayes
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From: chezhayes

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Subject: Please allow boaters on the Upper Chattooga River!!! Boaters have the same
rights as others to be there!

Date: 08/11/2008 05:27 PM

Pl ease | et boaters use the Upper Chattooga River! It is a WIld and

Scenic area to be used by EVERYONE! The means boaters have the right to

paddl e the river. There is no reason why boaters should not be able to

paddl e every stretch of every river! Fishermen should not have excl usive

rights on any stretch of river.

Pl ease vote and agree to all ow boaters on the Upoper Chattooga.

Thank you

L. Brian Hayes
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From: cjbaird@CLEMSON.EDU

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 08/11/2008 06:55 PM

Thank you for the planning process that allows extensive public input. |

am 22 years old, and have lived in the upstate all ny life. | always
enjoy the opportunity for solitude provided by the upper section of the
Chattooga River -- e.g., day hikes and overni ght canping. | understand

that the area nust be nanaged for multiple uses, but it seens that it has
been, and done so very effectively ever since | can remenber. Al though ny
first preference is for Alternative 3, | can support Alternative 4, which
continues to use zoning as an affective tool to balance recreation use and
manage the uni que resource. Thank you very nuch for your tinme and effort.

Si ncerely

Chri st opher Janes Baird
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From:
To:
ccC:

Ryan McAllister
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

ryanmcallister@claytonsigns.com

Subject: Upper Chatooga Recreational Management

Date:

08/11/2008 06:58 PM

8-5-08

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Ryan McAllister 1 am a Georgia resident, Boy Scout
Leader, & avid paddler.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider
the following concerns | have regarding this issue:

The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling
on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open the river to
boating.

The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Where is
it?

No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans
on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification.

The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are
not seriously considered for limits.

The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of
limited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is
not equitable and not acceptable!

The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
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. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

. The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year
late and has wasted millions in tax payer money

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative
is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any
considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number
and will be an administrative burden for the agency.

. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes
Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently
exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures
first.

. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.

. All aspects of the "Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and
Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in
some areas.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same
numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling
should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Ryan McAllister





211 Steele Branch Ct.

Hampton Ga. 30228






From: David Trufant

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga
Date: 08/11/2008 07:21 PM

What ever happened to "This land is your land. This land is ny

land." | have to say the heavy hand of governnent is at work

again. It sounds like this land is GOVERNMENT | and is the way things
have gone. G ve the people back their say. Loosen up on the

Chat oooga... and Devil's Courthouse (on the Blue Ri dge Parkway), too
while you are at it. These |lands are, according to the charter, to
be all owed and encouraged to be used by the American people AND for
recreation, too.

THanks. David Trufant
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From: Steve Moore

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us

Subject: Chatttooga Comments

Date: 08/11/2008 10:27 PM

Attachments: Chattooga Comments August 10th.doc

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter @fs.fed.us

August 10, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest:

My name is Steve Moore and |’ve been active in the outdoors my entire life.
For the last three years | have been blessed to be able to participate in the
sport of whitewater kayaking. | still enjoy hiking, backpacking, mountain
biking, and running when the opportunity presentsitself. | currently reside
in the Asheville area, where | work as a Manufacturing Engineer.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | strongly disagree with your analysis
and your proposal. The Alternative presented continues the practice of
discriminating against certain user groups and | cannot accept any alternative
or proposal that doesthat. Nothing short of apolicy that allows equal access
for anyone who wishes to enjoy the Chattooga or any other USFS-managed
areais acceptable.

As an outdoor enthusiast, | want to see our nation’s forests and other wild
lands protected. However, the protections need to be tailored to the
particular region or feature in question, and right now we’re talking about
the Chattooga River. Having participated in several of the Forest Service’s
meetings over the past year, |’ve come to realize that everyoneisvery
passionate about the issue, but the common theme is that everyone wants the
river corridor protected. Many good management actions to address the



mailto:steve_moore23@yahoo.com

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

mailto:akimbell@fs.fed.us

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us



U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212



comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


August 10, 2008



RE: Chattooga River Project Comments



Dear Sumter National Forest:



My name is Steve Moore and I’ve been active in the outdoors my entire life.  For the last three years I have been blessed to be able to participate in the sport of whitewater kayaking.  I still enjoy hiking, backpacking, mountain biking, and running when the opportunity presents itself.  I currently reside in the Asheville area, where I work as a Manufacturing Engineer.  



I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River.  I strongly disagree with your analysis and your proposal.  The Alternative presented continues the practice of discriminating against certain user groups and I cannot accept any alternative or proposal that does that.  Nothing short of a policy that allows equal access for anyone who wishes to enjoy the Chattooga or any other USFS managed areas is acceptable.



As an outdoor enthusiast, I want to see our nation’s forests and other wild lands protected.  However, the protections need to be tailored to the particular region or feature in question, and right now we’re talking about the Chattooga River.  Having participated in several of the Forest Service’s meetings over the past year, I’ve come to realize that everyone is very passionate about the issue, but the common theme is that everyone wants the river corridor protected.  Many good management actions to address the current situation were brought forth and the Forest Service has taken those into consideration.  But again, you continue to discriminate against boaters – even in Alternative 4, which you’ve selected as your “preferred” alternative.  This just continues the pattern that has been supported by the Forest Service for the last 30 years.  Tell me, if this was racial, religious, or other social forms of discrimination, do you really think that a ban on those groups would have lasted?  If you think those forms of discrimination are wrong, why do you think that it’s acceptable to discriminate against a group of Americans who simply want to enjoy the Chattooga, just like everyone else?



Remember, every other user group, not boaters, is responsible for the current damage.  Would it not make sense to limit their access?  In addition, having zero proof or evidence that boating would harm the river corridor, does it not make sense to allow boating until proven otherwise?  Innocent until proven guilty.  Due process of the law.  Heard of those concepts?  They’re only some of the principles that the fabric of this nation is made up of.



I hate to make this sound like it’s boaters vs. other user groups, because it’s not.  This issue is larger than that.  This is about doing the right thing, both for the Chattooga watershed as well as those who use it.  This is about setting a negative precedent that could affect millions more Americans across the country.  Life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness are unalienable rights given to us by the Declaration of Independence.  Who is the Forest Service to trample on that document?



Thank you for considering these comments.  Reiterating, I want the Forest Service to take the necessary steps to protect the Chattooga, but those protections MUST be applied equally to everyone who wishes to use the area.  That means equal access for all – no bans – no limitations.



Sincerely,



Steve Moore



Marion, NC





current situation were brought forth and the Forest Service has taken those
Into consideration. But again, you continue to discriminate against boaters —
even in Alternative 4, which you’ve selected as your “preferred” alternative.
Thisjust continues the pattern that has been supported by the Forest Service
for thelast 30 years. Tell me, if thiswasracia, religious, or other social
forms of discrimination, do you really think that a ban on those groups
would have lasted? If you think those forms of discrimination are wrong,
why do you think that it’s acceptable to discriminate against a group of
Americans who simply want to enjoy the Chattooga, just like everyone else?

Remember, every other user group, not boaters, is responsible for the current
damage. Would it not make sense to limit their access? In addition, having
zero proof or evidence that boating would harm the river corridor, does it not
make sense to allow boating until proven otherwise? Innocent until proven
guilty. Due process of the law. Heard of those concepts? They’re only
some of the principles that the fabric of this nation is made up of.

| hate to make this sound like it’s boaters vs. other user groups, because it’s
not. Thisissueislarger than that. Thisisabout doing the right thing, both
for the Chattooga watershed as well as those who useit. Choosing to uphold
a boating restriction on the Chattooga will set a negative precedent that could
affect millions more Americans across the country. Life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness are unalienable rights given to us by the Declaration of
Independence. Who is the Forest Service to trample on that document?

Thank you for considering these comments. Reiterating, | want the Forest
Service to take the necessary steps to protect the Chattooga, but those
protections MUST be applied equally to everyone who wishes to use the
area. That means equal access for all — no bans— no limitations.

Sincerely,

Steve Moore
Marion, NC






From: Carolyn Baird

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 08/11/2008 11:02 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Chattooga Draft EA.
My family and | have lived in the upstate since 1989. We have very much
enjoyed the opportunity to hike and camp along the Chattooga River in its upper
section (above the Hwy. 28 bridge and below Burrells Ford. It is noticeably
different (an improvement) from the experience encountered on the lower
sections of the river. The tranquility and solitude provided in that section is a
unique experience in this part of the country. My preference is that the river
corridor management stay as it has been (i.e., Alternative 3). However, | agree
with the USFS and its choice of Alternative 4 as the preferred plan or the future.
| appreciate that the area must be managed for multiple recreational uses while
protecting the environment from degradation as much as possible -- and | belive
Alternative 4 does just that. Thank you for allowing public input on this
Important regional issue.

Regards,

Carolyn C. Baird
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From: Daniel Spencer

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: akimbell@fs.fed.us

Subject: Upper Chattooga.

Date: 08/11/2008 11:37 PM

Please allow boating in the headwaters and stop stocking non-native trout species.
They really ruin the enviromnet in a protected area much mor ethna boaters ever
could. | would suggest limiting the number of anglers up there to quit driving this
stocking atrocity.

Daniel Spencer



mailto:dansspencer@earthlink.net

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

mailto:akimbell@fs.fed.us




From: joansteed@mindspring.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga

Date: 08/12/2008 07:58 AM

Dear Sir,

| amwiting you to express ny disappointnent with the results of the

envi ronnent al assessnent for the headwaters of the Chattooga. | do not
support anendment 4 because | believe that it is biased towards hi kers and
fisherman. As a | andowner of 4 nmiles of property here in A abanma and can
tell you that it is the fishernen that |eave significant quantities of trash
al ong the banks of our beautiful Choccolocco Creek. | only wi sh that there
were nore paddl ers that enjoyed our slow noving creek because | know that
they woul d not stand for the ness they would encounter at the access points.
Meanwhi l e, | have seen fishermen surrounded by trash with pole in hand not
even noticing the trash around them

Wiy in al nost every one of the USFS alternatives are the boaters the only
user group regul ated? Not one of the alternatives linited hiking nor
fishing! | am asking the Forest Service to abandon Alternative 4 in favor of
Alternative 8. Alternative 4 is so unfair and discrimnatory that it invites
a lawsuit that will only sap the Iimted financial resources of the Forest
Service. Please don’t spend nmy tax dollars in this way. Use themto protect
and preserve our wlderness fairly. Support Alternative 8!

Thanks,
Joan Steed

PO Box 6104
Li ncol n, AL 35096
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From: Robin Pope
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; robinpope3@hotmail.com
Subject: Comments on Chattooga Management Plan

Date:

08/12/2008 09:01 AM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.
comments-southern-francismarion-sumter @fs.fed.us

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
August 12, 2008

Dear Sumter National Forest,

The Chattooga River is roughly an hour from my home, and it is one of my
favorite places for hiking and boating. | have reviewed the Environmental
Assessment regarding the recreational management of the Chattooga River. |
disagree with your analysis and your proposal. The management plan has several
significant flaws.

a) The management plan does not address the harm caused to the riparian
environment by anglers walking on the riverbed and shore. It also does not
address the potential harm caused by non-native species introduced for
anglers.

b) The preferred alternative appears to assume, with no justification, that
boaters will leave more trash and cause more damage than current users of
theriver corridor. However, it is clear that current users leave significant
amounts of trash and debris, and cause noticeable erosion. Evaluation of
sections that currently allow boating demonstrates that boaters generally
follow a“leave no trace” philosophy which clearly is not used by other
groups. The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they consider boating to be the only management variable,
while other uses that demonstrably cause harm to the river corridor are not
seriously considered for limits.

¢) Human powered boating is awilderness compliant activity. Thereisno
data supporting limits on boating on any section the Chattooga River.
There is no datathat suggests significant or unique negative interactions
among boaters and other user groups. The preferred aternative therefore
appears arbitrary and capricious. The preferred alternative does not appear
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to be based on data.

d) The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input. In
particular, the 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred
aternative is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any
considerations. Thereis currently no way for the public to know this
number. Calculating and publishing it will be an administrative burden for
the agency.

The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers
regardless of who owns the land along the river. All aspects of the “Outstanding
Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire
river, not just in some areas. The Chattooga River’s designation asaWild and
Scenic River gives surrounding property owners significant benefits, but those
benefits must be counter-balanced by the need to alow public access to the public.

| would prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows boating
on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows paddling on
tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on areal user capacity analysis,
4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently
exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures first.

Please consider conducting areal user capacity analysis and immediately alowing
boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users.
Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Very Truly Yours,

Robin Pope
106 Johnny Knob Lane
Sylva, NC 28779

Got Game? Win Prizes in the Windows Live Hotmail Mobile Summer Games Trivia
Contest Find out how.




http://www.gowindowslive.com/summergames?ocid=TXT_TAGHM




From: brycel236@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: chattooga

Date: 08/12/2008 09:17 AM

8/13/08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest

I live in Marietta , GA. and paddle the Chattooga and Overflow whenever

I the weather and my schedule allign for an opportunity. This ban is
rediculous and discriminating to one user group. The headwaters are
stocked with non native fish to bring in a certain user group and then
discriminated on another group.

What about all of the trash and trails there currently from the user

group you allow. Boaters for the most part try to pick up after others and
leave no trace ( It does not appear that the hikers and fisherman have the
same values).

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreaional
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider
the following concerns | ha ve regarding this issue:

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit
paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open
the river to boating.

. The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference one.
The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis. Where is
it?

. No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans
on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without any
justification.

. The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of
the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are
not seriously considered for limits.

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the
upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of
limited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other
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wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is
not equitable and not acceptable!

. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

. The EA lacks a full range of alterna tives

. The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year
late and has wasted millions in tax payer money

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative
is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any
considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number
and will be an administrative burden for the agency.

. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes
Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently
exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures
first.

. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic
Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.

. All aspects of the "Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and
Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in
some areas.

=0D

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting a
real user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same
numbers, places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling
should be allowed in a similar manner to your alternative number 8,
except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Bryce Yarbrough

728 Cagle Road

Marietta, GA.,30068

It's time to go back to school! Get the latest trends and gadgets that make the grade
on AOL Shopping.
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From:
Reply To:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Charlie Trettel

cwtrettel@bellsouth.net

comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Upper Chatooga boating Alternative Plan
08/12/2008 10:05 AM

Charlie Trettel
(770) 983-1968
(678) 910-9252
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From: Charlie Trettel

Reply To: cwtrettel@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating Alternative Plan Upper Chatooga

Date: 08/12/2008 10:22 AM

Gentleman: | dont agree that any changes regarding the current
conditions should even be under considerations, however, Alternative 4,
may be the | east evasive. But rest assured, that upon granting

this Alternative , the door is opened and pressures will continue ,
resulting in a constant re-visiting of this issue.

Charlie Trettel
(770) 983-1968
(678) 910-9252
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From: Mark Clark

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattoga
Date: 08/12/2008 10:53 AM

I do not favor any boating on the upper Chattooga River. This area should
be protected for the sake of nature. The boaters have other large areas of
the Chattooga River to enjoy, when will they stop wanting more. This is a
pristine area, leave it that way.

Mark L Clark

Senior Estimator

Joe N. Guy Co., Inc.
2028 Powers Ferry Road
Suite 280

Atlanta, Georgia 30339
770-955-4224

Fax 770-850-3088
mclark@joenguyco.com
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From: scooter girl@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 08/12/2008 11:12 AM

U.S. Forest Service

Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212.

August 12, 2008

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest,

My name is Charly, and I live in Atlanta, Georgia. | have been paddling
for approx. 3 years and have been an avid hiker for 10 or so.

I have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and
your proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts
unfairly and your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider

the following concerns | have regarding this issue:
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The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling
on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open the river to
boating. The section was closed off for arbitrary reasons, and the USFS
has no legal justification for doing this. This river is covered under the
Wild Scenic River Act. The alternatives that you have constructed are
unacceptable, as they all include boating bans on the upper Chattooga
Cliffs reach and on tributaries, without any justification. The WSRA
explicitly states that unmotorized boats are acceptable and does NOT
contain any language that could be interpreted to "limit/

restrict" unmotorized boats and the dates they can boat. The EA and
preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of the river because
they consider boating to be the only management variable, while other
larger more impactful uses are not seriously considered for limits. But if
you see a reason to limit us, then supply a quantifiable basis, and if you
can not do this, then you must be able to see that this discrimination is
superfluous and your reasons hold no merit.. The USFS hired qualified
consultants and ignored their input, why is this?

The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper
river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited
boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness
conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is not equitable and
not acceptable!

Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows
boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows
paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real
user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter
standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available
indirect measures first.

All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic
Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.





Please consider conducting a real user capacity analysis and immediately
allowing boating in the same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow
existing users. Paddling should be allowed in a similar manner to your
alternative number 8, except on the entire Upper Chattooga River and its
tributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Most Cordially,

Charly Albin






From: E. Zembry

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Ellicott Rock Wilderness
Date: 08/12/2008 11:26 AM

To Whom it may concern,

I am writing today to show my concern and support for preserving the
Ellicott Wilderness Area. 1 am an avid hiker and fisherman. 1 also love to
canoe, kayak and whitewater raft. I have spent many trips hiking and
camping the Ellicott Wilderness area in my life and have fond memories of
this area. In my opinion, it would be a shame to allow rafts and various boats
through the waters of this area. The native Brown trout would not survive
the inevitable pollution! We have very little wilderness areas left in the
areas of GA, SC, NC to be able to have the experience of fishing for wild
brown trout and hiking a primitive trail. There are MANY areas that one can
boat and whitewater raft other than the headwaters of the Chattooga.
Safer areas also exist for boating...the headwaters of the Chattooga are
more dangerous to raft than Bull's Sleuth itself.

I am all for maintaining "No Trace" camping and hiking. 1 even practice this
in more populous areas I visit. The problem is that a good many hikers,
campers, fisherman and boaters do not practice no trace rules. How can we
open up such a beautiful and pristine area such as Ellicott Wilderness to
people who are not focused on no trace rules? It's hard enough to enforce
no trace on the trails. The river would be cleared more and changed to allow
rafting through it. It will be changed by man and not be wild anymore!

As a native of South Carolina, 1 am urging all who read this letter to please
re-think what would permanently change this beautiful wilderness area if we
allow full time rafting through this land. I would like my decedents to be
able to enjoy this pristine area one day too. We can whitewater raft many
other places already! Please consider preserving and not violating the
Ellicott Wilderness area to rafting!
Sincerely,

Elizabeth Zembry

Estate Manager

Windsor Equestrian Farms L.L.C.

32 Mount Olive Church Road

Blackstock, SC 29014

803-377-4679 (W)

803-374-6086 (C)
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From: Andy Coan

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Environmental Assessment
Date: 08/12/2008 12:13 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique biological and
cultural resource that will be changed forever by the human impacts associated
with boating and would be best protected by no change in the current
management. | support Alternative 1.

Thank you for your consideration.
Yours,

Andy Coan

W sdom wi t hout learning is better
than | earning w thout w sdom

--St. Colman, Aipgitir Chrabaid

andy coan
andycoan@ndycoan. com

http://andycoan. com
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From: Hugh Stone

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/12/2008 12:48 PM

Please consider this a vote against opening the uppper Chattooga River to any
additional boat traffic due to the suit filed by the American Whitewater Assoc. |
feel it is imperative to retain certain area's as Wild and Scenic, and being that
90% of the Chattooga is already available to boaters, this area should remain
preserved.

| have been to this area a few times for whitewater rafting adventures so | speak
from experience. The area is beautiful!! We must protect the Upper Chattooga
from further disturbance. This ecosystem is very fragile, and | feel further
disturbance will only have a negative impact the region. By protecting the Upper
Chattooga, this will ensure that other generations have the opportunity to
experience this grand and pristine environment.

Thank you for listening.

Hugh Stone
Chester, SC
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From: johnyaksjax@comcast.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Environmental Assessment
Date: 08/12/2008 01:16 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique biological
and cultural resource that will be changed forever by the human impacts
associated with boating and would be best protected by no change in the
current management. | support Alternative 1.

Thank you!
John V. Stewart
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From: David Waller

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Enviornmental Assessment Public Comments
Date: 08/12/2008 02:35 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. | believe in the philosophy of if it ain’t
broken don't fix it. It appears the white water boaters are asking people
all over the world to comment on "OUR” river and ask for unlimited
access. Most of these people have never heard of much less seen the
Chattooga River in Georgia. | hope you factor that in the decision making
process. For the past 32 years it has worked great for people like me
that like to hike, hunt, bird watch and fish in a secluded area without the
distractions of boaters. Boaters have 36 miles of the river but want it all.
It will be a shame and disgrace to allow boaters access to this last 19
miles of the river above the Highway 28 bridge especially when they are
asking boaters worldwide to stack the deck with comments. | hope that
common sense prevails with the decision makers in the US Forest
Service and they see thru the one sided effort of the boaters. The Upper
Chattooga is a unique resource that deserves to be protected from the
impacts associated with boating and would be best protected by no
change in the current management. | support Alternative 1.

Thank you!
David Waller

6157 Crestview Drive
Covington, Georgia 30014



mailto:dwaller@gwf.org

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us




From: Robert Phillips

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Management of upper Chattoga
Date: 08/12/2008 03:30 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. | am aware of the comments being send by
boaters form around the world and feel strongly that these opinions
should not be allowed. I am sure the citizens of Georgia, S.C. and N.C.
have opinions that should weigh more in the decision process. The Upper
Chattooga is a unique biological and cultural resource that will be
changed forever by the human impacts associated with boating and
would be best protected by no change in the current management. |
support Alternative 1. Do not allow one group to stack the cards against
what is best for the natural heritage of Georgia citizens.

Thank you!

Robert Phillips
3559 Salem Road
Covington, Ga. 30016
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From: BRADLEY RAPER

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Enviromental Assessment
Date: 08/12/2008 03:46 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper
Chattooga Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a
unique biological and cultural resource that will be changed forever by
the human impacts associated with boating and would be best
protected by no change in the current management. | support

Alternative 1.

Thank you!

Bradley Raper
Alto, GA
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From: Scott Shealy

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Responses to the Chattooga Draft EA

Date: 08/12/2008 04:09 PM

Attachments: U S Forest Service - Chattooga.doc

Please see attached comments.

Scott Shealy
48 Hilltop Road
Asheville, NC 28803
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U S Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC 29212



RE: Chattooga River



Dear Sumter National Forest,



Since moving to Western North Carolina, as a child, I have been able to enjoy to multitude of natural resources that our area provides, including the North Carolina section of the Chattooga River.  It is the only stream in the area that is being managed to lessen the disturbances created by boating.



While I have enjoyed paddling through the years, these activities are not conducive to the the angler fishing a stream.  When boats pass through, it is often hours before the fish reappear, and while there are countless rivers where I can paddle, there are virtually none where I can fish without boating, save the upper Chattooga.


As I understand it, the proposed alternative is a compromise to address the needs of a multitude of users.  There are however some issues that need to be considered, and addressed in the final proposal.  Angling above Bull Pen was not studied, and is considerably greater than what has been reported.  Fishing exists above Bull Pen at just about any water level, year round.



Also, in contrast to what is currently in the assessment, the river decreases in size as one moves upstream.  There are numerous areas where one can straddle both sides and never get wet.  Using the flow analysis provided for in South Carolina, would be to the detriment of those looking to fish in North Carolina.  By preserving the integrity of the river above Bull Pen, you afford everyone an opportunity to pursue their activity somewhere along the river, rather than giving one group full access to the detriment of others.


Thank you for including my comments in your final Environmental Assessment.



Sincerely,



Scott E. Shealy


Cc: Senator Richard Burr



Senator Elizabeth Dole



Congressman Heath Shuler






From: Ellijaygirls@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/12/2008 04:22 PM

Please do all you can to preserve the beauty and serenity of the
Upper Chattooga. Please implement "Alternatives 2 or 3" and do
not implement Alternative 4.

The boaters still have plenty of room on the river and don't need
ALL of it.

Thank you,

shyla henderson
ellijay, georgia

Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews on AOL
Autos.
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From: Ed Martin

Reply To: edmartin@alum.emory.edu

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please adopt a no-boating alternative on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/12/2008 04:22 PM

Pl ease adopt a no-boating alternative on the Upper Chattooga.

As a native Georgian and long-tinme resident, | have backpacked in the Upper Chattooga watershed on nany occasions over
the past 40 years. | have always prized the quiet, untouched quality of the river and its nountain setting.
| saw the river becone a commercial destination after the filmng of Deliverance. | worried that those uses m ght

degrade the quality of wildland recreation there.

I was pl eased when much of the area received wlderness protection. | have always hoped that the Forest Service would
act as a responsible steward of this unique area, preserving its special renote character.

| am deeply concerned that your plans for use of the river include a proposal to open even nore of it to boating. 1| do
not believe that this would be a suitable use of the river.

| have seen the devastating inpacts of commercial and heavy recreational boating on wild rivers around the US. The
Chatt ooga woul d be no exception. Solitude, quiet, and unspoiled natural settings would be |ost and maybe never be
regai ned on a charismatic river |ike the Chattooga.

| am doubly concerned by the proposal for boating use, since the nunber of boaters who could safely navigate the upper
reaches is so snall conpared to the nuch greater nunber of other potential users. Admnistrative and managenent
burdens could be great if the river is not to be remade by boaters for their convenience. Fatalities are not unknown
on the river, and unprepared boaters in extrenme conditions may create even nore. |t seens an unw se proposal all

ar ound.

Pl ease adopt Alternative 2 or 3 and keep the Upper Chattooga wild. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to
coment .

Yours,

Ed Martin
Nevada City, CA 95959
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From: Jerry.Thurshy@mgt.gatech.edu

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Boating
Date: 08/12/2008 04:24 PM

| am strongly opposed to boating on the upper Chattooga River. Leave some
area for those of us who simply enjoy a quit and non-obtrusive hike along the
river. The boaters have sufficient space under the current system.

Jerry G. Thursby

Professor of Strategic Management &
Ernest Scheller, Jr. Chair of Management
Ga Tech
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From: Quint Trimble

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating On Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/12/2008 04:31 PM

Re: Issue of to change or not to change current Forest Service Management
Practices for the Chattooga River Area north of Highway 28 on the
North Georgia/South Carolina State line.

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique biological and
cultural resource that will be changed forever by the human impacts associated
with boating and would be best protected by no change in the current
management. | support Alternative 1.

Thank you!

Quint Trimble
Dalton, Georgia



mailto:axelboy@alltel.net

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us




From: Ken McClung

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please DO NOT Open Up Upper Chattooga River to Boaters
Date: 08/12/2008 04:47 PM

Please DO NOT Open Up Upper Chattooga River to Boaters.
Keep the river wild, scenic, and natural. There are already plenty of boating
oppurtunities on that river.

Thanks,

Charles K. McClung

4005 South Apple Valley Road
Commerce, GA 30529

Reveal your inner athlete and share it with friends on Windows Live. Share now!



mailto:kenmcclung@hotmail.com

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

http://revealyourinnerathlete.windowslive.com?locale=en-us&ocid=txt_taglm_wlyia_whichathlete_us/




From: Eileen S.

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: "Alternative 4" - Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/12/2008 05:02 PM

The U.S. Forest Service has proposed to open part of the Wild and Scenic Upper
Chattooga River to boating for the first time in more than 30 years (“Alternative 4”
in the agency’s pre-decisional Environmental Assessment.)

This headwater portion of the river is very fragile and runs through the Ellicott Rock
Wilderness. Boaters currently have legal access to over half of the Chattooga River,
plus many tributaries. The upper pristine stretch of this river should be preserved
for wildlife and for people seeking quiet and solitude for hiking, camping, hunting,
and for world-class trout fishing.

I vote NO to boating in the Upper Chattooga and reject the Forest Service proposal
to implement Alternative 4, as well as the boater lobby's insistence on Alternative 8
for unrestricted access.

As a Georgia resident and voter, | support balanced use of the river and
recommend that the Forest Service should implement “Alternatives 2 or 3.” Both
Alternatives 2 and 3 focus Forest Service resources on protecting the forest’s health
instead of ensuring recreation access for a small number of elite boaters. These no-
boating alternatives would better protect and preserve the wild and scenic nature
of the Upper Chattooga for today and for future generations.

Eileen Stratidakis
Norcross, GA

Get more from your digital life. Find out how.
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From: Jeffrey T Brown

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: end the madness
Date: 08/12/2008 05:11 PM

Public Lands = Public Access, for everyone. All the time.

What's next in northern Oconee County? Do we say only women can fish in the
summer months? Men in the fall? Blacks get Monday morning from 7 to noon????

What year are we living in??
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From: russell wright

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga
Date: 08/12/2008 05:22 PM

Pl ease save it fromnore boating

C. Russell Wi ght
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From: KAREN AMUNDSON

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject:
Date: 08/12/2008 05:49 PM

August 12, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments
Dear Sumter National Forest,

| am currently President of the Rocky Mountain Canoe Club, and | live just south
of Denver, Colorado. | would like to express my concerns about limiting access to
boating on rivers unless there are especially good reasons for that to be done.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and your
proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider the following concerns |
have regarding thisissue:

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the upper river,
a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of limited boating on the
remaining reach — while allowing all other wilderness conforming existing
uses in unlimited numbers.. This is not equitable and not acceptable!

. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits

. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input

. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative is a
flawed measure that should be eliminated from any considerations. There is
no way a paddler can know this number and it will be an administrative
burden for the agency.

. Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully allows
boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes Bridge, 2) allows
paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter standards based on a real
user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably limit total use only when encounter
standards are consistently exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available
indirect measures first.

. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic Rivers
regardless of who owns the land along the river.

. All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and Scenic
Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in some areas.
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Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting areal
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers,
places, and seasons that you allow existing users.

Sincerely,

Karen Amundson
6601 S. High St., Centennial, CO 80121






From: Linda Chafin

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: In support of NO BOATING Alternatives 2 or 3 for Chattooga River
Date: 08/12/2008 05:54 PM

15 August 2008

Sumter National Forest, USDA Forest Service
Chattooga River Project

4931 Broad River Road

Columbia, SC 29212

RE: Support for Alternatives 2 and 3, Upper Chattooga River

I am very distressed to hear that the U.S. Forest Service is considering
the opening of the upper part of the Chattooga River to boating and am
deeply opposed to this idea. The Chattooga River is a special place
ecologically, for wildlife and rare species, and for recreation — offering
those of us who enjoy peace and quiet and low-key forms of recreation a
much needed haven from the crowds found on other rivers.

As you know, the Chattooga is an integral part of the Ellicott Rock
Wilderness. To preserve the wilderness character of this wilderness, the
Upper Chattooga must also be protected.

I gather that this change is promoted by the boating industry. But
boaters already have access to more than half of the Chattooga River!
Why let their greed take away the pristine part of the river that is now
enjoyed by hikers and campers as well as hunters and fishermen who
don’t want to be surrounded by noisy crowds? | thought the national
forests were for everyone, not just those that scream the loudest and
make the most money.

I beg you to reject Alternative 4 and preserve the Upper Chattooga by
iImplementing Alternatives 2 or 3. There is no place else on earth quite
like this remote corner of Georgia and South Carolina. Please don't give it
away to those who scream the loudest.

Thank you very much,
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Linda Chafin
103 Wildwood Court
Athens, Georgia 30606






From: Ashley, David

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga River EA
Date: 08/12/2008 06:12 PM

Dear Forest Service:

For over 30 years, | have hiked, camped and paddled in the Chattooga Wild and
Scenic River corridor. | am old enough to be personally well-acquainted with the
people who were responsible for getting the Chattooga declared a Wild and Scenic
River. | have paddled the river in every season and at many water levels,
somewhere in excess of 300 trips. | have had some of the best days of my life on
the Chattooga, and some of the worst, including nearly drowning in Crack in the
Rock. Nevertheless, it's still one of the best rivers anywhere.

The current Environmental Assessment regarding recreational management of the
Chattooga River is a travesty of the NEPA process. Need | remind you that full
disclosure of impacts is the cornerstone of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969? And despite intensive lobbying by special interests, no legitimate study has
ever disclosed anything resembling a Significant Impact with the proposal for
paddling on the upper sections of the Chattooga. Rather, the alternatives
presented essentially continue the total ban on boating the Upper Chattooga. The
small window for some boating is so restricted that almost no one will ever get a
chance to run the headwaters of the Chattooga legally. It is quite obvious that
USFS has presented a very shallow and incomplete alternatives analysis on the
basis of no justified facts.

Why have you singled out the paddling community for restrictions? There is no
reason to ban boating on ANY section of the Chattooga River. The real issue not
addressed by USFS is diminution of water quality in the river as a result of private
development in the watershed upstream. Forty years of boating on the lower
Chattooga and neighboring Overflow Creek has not harmed the environment. The
paddling community you seem determined to punish is the most environmentally
responsible user group that visits the Chattooga River. | urge you to rescind the
current pre-decisional EA and present alternatives based the factual, not the
political circumstances surrounding the continued use of this beautiful public
resource.

Sincerely,

David M. Ashley
2652 Leeshire Ct
Tucker, GA 30084
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From: laurenceholden@alltel.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Subject: boating on upper Chattooga

Date: 08/12/2008 08:30 PM

| can't understand why this is still an issue! Managenent of the
river should be for protection of this unique wild and scenic river
above all else. | ama canoeist with 40 years experience boating

Sout heastern rivers, and this stretch of the Chattooga is absolutely
unsuitabl e for boating. Strengthen oversi ght managenent of the |ower
stretch where boating is allowed, but don't allowit here. At the

very |l east, support Alternatives #2 and 3. The future of the river is

at st ake!

Laurence Hol den
266 Beck Lane, dayton, Ga. 30525

Laurence Hol den
| aur encehol den@al | t el . net

"Every war when it cones, or before it cones, is represented not as a
war but as an act of self-defense against a homicidal nmaniac."

- George Owell
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From: Sean Ryan

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/12/2008 08:35 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique biological
and cultural resource that will be changed forever by the human impacts
associated with boating and would be best protected by no change in the
current management. | support Alternative 1.

Thank you!
Sean Ryan
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From: Julia Franks

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: comments on the Chatooga EA

Date: 08/12/2008 08:36 PM

Dear Sirs:

| have reviewed the Chatooga Environmental Assessment and the proposed
plan. | have to say that I'm severely disappointed in the inequity and the
impracticality of the proposal.

The most egregious problem with the plan is that it doesn't treat all user groups
equitably. Boaters are the only user group who are restricted from using the
river---despite the fact that A) flow levels already ose a natural restriction for
boaters, because they would only be high enough on a sprinkling of winter
weekend days. 2) boaters have less of an impact than people who are on foot.
They cause less erosion, and they tend to leave less trash than fishermen and
hikers, because they, by necessity, bring very little gear with them in the first
place.

The other problem with the plan is that it is logistically laughable, not to mention
unsafe. Safe winter boating depends upon putting on the river early, particularly if
the river in question has limited acess points. No boater wants to be caught out
on the river at night, wet, with no dry clothes and no daylight. Yet the whole "flow
calculation" aspect of your plan would encourage exactly that--late starts that
could very well lead to disastrous consequences. Apparently boater and hiker
safety is of little concern to you though, since you've also banned the removal of
all woody debris. Haven't there been enough hiker and boater entrapment deaths
on the Chatooga already?

| urge you to reconsider this short-sighted plan.

Julia Franks
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From: Kris Pagenkopf

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga

Date: 08/12/2008 08:47 PM

As aconcerned Towns County, GA property owner and lover of the North
Georgiarivers, please know that | oppose Alter native 4, which would open the
Upper Chattooga to limited boating.

The Environmental Assessment does not ensure the solitude and other
“outstandingly remarkable values” required by law to be protected over all other
considerations in the Ellicott Wilderness.

1.

The EA and the proposed Alternative 4 (to allow limited boating)are
geared toward the preferences of boaters, but ignore the needs of the many
people who visit the Upper Chattooga corridor for traditional pastimes like
swimming, hiking, camping, hunting, botanizing, nature photography and
“getting away from it all for that rarest of experiences, solitude.”

. The Forest Service proposal for boating does not clearly commit the law

enforcement and resource protection personnel necessary to regulate a new,
intrusive form of recreation and to educate the public about the new rules
in this part of the river corridor.

. The proposal does not consistently and properly prevent the removal from

the River of large woody debris (which is essential to the natural
functioning of the river and the health of fish and other aquatic life; boaters
like to cut these down trees out of the way); nor does it protect the various
sengitive native plant species also found in the corridor.

Whitewater enthusiasts and “creek boaters” who are pushing hard for the
new access already have miles and miles of challenging white water nearby
on the 36 miles of the lower Chattooga, on Overflow and Holcomb Creeks,
and on the West Fork, where boating is already legal and permitted.

| support the no-boating Alternatives 2 or 3.

Kris Pagenkopf
7625 SW 7th Place
Gainesville, FL 32607
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Get Windows Live and get whatever you need, wherever you are. Start here.
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From: James Bishop

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
CcC: 'Lori Martell'

Subject: Chattooga River(upper section)

Date: 08/12/2008 09:08 PM

8/12/08: Sirs: | have written comments to you before regarding the issue of opening
up the upper portion of the river for boating. | was one of twenty members that
worked with the US Forest Service Limits of Acceptable Change(Cohutta
wilderness).l have been a volunteer Cohutta wilderness for nineteen years. One
thing we learned was that most of the environmental damage is usually caused
from that First initial use.

| was one of the first groups that canoed the Chattooga(entire length) in the mid
60’s. There are plentiful rivers for boating and tributaries in this part of the Country.
Note: it goes through a Wilderness Area!! It seems like we should keep some area
tranquil where it would not interfere with Fishermen/hikers that use this area.

Thank you

Jim Bishop
Board Member/Treasurer Conasauga District Trail volunteers
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From: kevintmiller@hotmail.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us

Subject: Chattooga Headwaters EA Comments

Date: 08/12/2008 09:20 PM
Kevin T. Miller
Conservation Officer, Foothills
Paddling Club

3 McBee Chapel Rd
Mauldin, SC 29662
July 24, 2008

U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing on behalf of the Foothills Paddling Club to express
concerns with the document “Environmental Assessment: Managing
Recreation Uses on the Upper Chattooga River.” We are highly
concerned that: (1) This document provides no scientific data
regarding the potential impact of recreational paddlers on the
Chattooga Headwaters, (2) Provides no data demonstrating that any
benefit has been received from the illegal paddling ban it has
superficially imposed, and (3) Fails to address the direction it has been
given from the Forest Service Washington Office to seek means of
responsibly managing all user groups designated based on the ORVs it
presented in 1971.

We are disappointed that the proposed plan virtually maintains the
boating ban, a ban that the Forest Service Washington Office agreed
was unjustified. We are disappointed that the boating community is
the only community of those included in the original proposal that has
been since excluded. While the inappropriate decisions of other user
groups have resulted in the creation of temporary dams, bear
problems, and other issues, the Forest Service refuses to address these
Issues by requiring other user groups to use something as simple as a
self-registration permit system with some common sense rules by
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which all users must abide.

We do hereby request that the Forest Service implement policies
consistent with those it promised the American public and its
Congressional representatives in 1971. It should open boating on the
Chattooga above the Highway 28 bridge, limited only by natural flows
and a self-registration permit system as is conducted elsewhere on the
river. If additional limitations are required for the protection of the
river, it should conduct a user analysis capacity study inclusive of all
ORV appropriate user groups, as its Washington Office has directed.

Sincerely,

— s . i

Reon [ MAX

Kevin T. Miller
Conservation Officer, Foothills Paddling Club






From: ScottTeems@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River
Date: 08/12/2008 10:00 PM

| support Alternative 1

| appreciate the opportunity to voice my opinion on the Upper Chattooga
Environmental Assessment. The Upper Chattooga is a unique biological and
cultural resource that will be changed forever by the human impacts associated
with boating and would be best protected by no change in the current
management. | support Alternative 1.

Thank you!
Scott Teems

Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews on AOL
Autos.
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From: Paul C Davidson@msn.com
To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Project

Date:

08/12/2008 10:40 PM

U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.

8/12/08

RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

Dear Sumter National Forest:

| am a physician in Atlanta. | have been paddling canoes and kayaks since
1944. | have paddled in USA, Costa Rico, Hondur as, Switzerland,
Germany, and Canada. | have authored multiple booksand articleson
whitewater paddling. | have competed in wildwater and salom racing. Two
on my sons have been nationally ranking kayakers. | am now the oldest
per son to open canoe the Grand Canyon. | have held officesin American
Canoe Association, American White Water Association, and West Virginia
White Water Association. | have paddled the Chattooga over 100 times
since 1978.

| have reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding the recreational
management of the Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis and your
proposal. Both treat me and my community of river enthusiasts unfairly and
your proposal would not meet my interests. Please consider the following
concerns | have regarding thisissue:

. The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit

paddling on the Chattooga and has found none. It is time to open
the river to boating.

. The EA is not a user capacity analysis and does not reference

one. The AW appeal decision required a user capacity analysis.
No alternative is acceptable because they all include boating bans
on the upper Chattooga Cliffs reach and on tributaries — without
any justification.

. The EA and preferred alternative are not equitable or protective of

the river because they considers boating to be the only
management variable, while other larger more impactful uses are
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not seriously considered for limits.

. The USFS preferred alternative includes a total ban on 2/3 of the

upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-6 days of
limited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers.. This is
not equitable and not acceptable!

. The EA offers no basis for the boating bans and limits
. The EA lacks a full range of alternatives
. The EA is no better or different than the last one, is at least a year

late and has wasted tax payer money

. The USFS hired qualified consultants and then ignored their input
. The 450 CFS average daily flow trigger in the preferred alternative

Is a flawed measure that should be eliminated from any
considerations. There is no way a paddler can know this number
and will be an administrative burden for the agency.

Paddlers prefer an alternative similar to Alternative 8 that 1) fully
allows boating on the entire Chattooga River below Grimshawes
Bridge, 2) allows paddling on tributaries, 3) includes encounter
standards based on a real user capacity analysis, 4) will equitably
limit total use only when encounter standards are consistently
exceeded, and 5) will do so using all available indirect measures
first.

. The public should have the right to float on public Wild and Scenic

Rivers regardless of who owns the land along the river.

. All aspects of the “Outstanding Remarkable Values” of Wild and

Scenic Rivers should be protected on the entire river, not just in
some areas.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please consider conducting areal
user capacity analysis and immediately allowing boating in the same numbers,
places, and seasons that you allow existing users. Paddling should be allowed in

asimilar manner to your alternative number 8, except on the entire Upper
Chattooga River and itstributaries.

Thank you for considering these comments,

Sincerely

Paul C Davidson






From: Tom Sutton

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/12/2008 11:06 PM

| have read many el oquent subnissions on this issue.

| thought that the United States was the honme of the
free and the land of the brave. Apparently, the
Forest Service doesn't believe in the Anerican ideals
given its Stalinist treatnment of boaters and gutless
adherence to those Stalinist principles solely due to
per sonal bi as.

If the Forest Service were willing to do an unbi ased
study of the issue, | suspect that they would find

t hat boaters are nore environnentally consci ous and
woul d do | ess harmthe the Chattooga environnent than
fisherman and hikers with their discarded fishing line
and trash. Stalin didn't believe in unbiased studies
ei t her.

Tom Sutton, 48 year old Anerican boater and voter
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From: Ed McDowell

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/12/2008 11:43 PM

Please keep the Upper Chattooga restrictions as they are today.

Ed McDowell

209 Cartwright Drive
Bonaire, Ga 31005-3903
478.929.1267
478.396.8901 (cell)
ed.mcdowell@cox.net
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From: borndon@windstream.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: info@gafw.org

Subject: Please Keep Upper Chattooga CLOSED to Boaters
Date: 08/13/2008 08:08 AM

Pl ease keep the upper Chattooga river CLOSED to boaters!

| support Forest Service alternatives 2 and 3, which woul d keep the upper Chattooga peaceful for fishernen, birders,
and hikers. This fragile Elicot Rock Wl derness area is the only section of river in Georgia that has the congressional

designation of "WId and Scenic."

The boaters already have access to over half of the Chattooga and all the other rivers in Georgia. Thank you for your
previous and future protection of the Chattooga river. Please save sonme for the rest of us.

Si ncerely,

Donna Born

542 Orchard Rd.
Jasper, GA 30143
706- 692- 4385
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From: Charlie P

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: No boating on the Upper Chattooga River

Date: 08/13/2008 09:35 AM

Importance: High

To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Charlie from Meriwether Co., GA and | would like to thank the US

Forest Service for allowing the people to express concern for the Chattooga
River Project.

Being from west central Georgia, | don’t have easy access to trout rivers for
fishing and general enjoyment. My family has been blessed to acquire a house
in South Carolina on the Chattooga River and we visit there as regularly as
possible. My father, uncle, grandfather and | deeply enjoy trout fishing on this

part of the river. One of the most enjoyable things about it, besides the great
fishing, is the fact that there are no rafts or canoes flying by with half a dozen

screaming people on them. The solitude and true wilderness of this part of the
river is what makes it so unique. | have been lucky enough to go to Wyoming
trout fishing and that trip started my love for trout fishing. Out there, there are
plenty of ‘no boating’ rivers and streams to fish, but here in the Southeast, the
Upper Chattooga is the only wild and scenic no boating river left. There are
plenty of other rivers in the Southeast to raft and canoe on. Why is there a need
to open this part of the river to boating? | don’t see a need at all. It will a sad
day when there are no places to take our kids that are still as nature and God
created them.

| am an Eagle Scout and an Asst. Scoutmaster in a brand new troop and | would
love to take our boys to this part of the river for a camping/hiking trip one day.
This part of the river and forest around it would such an excellent place to teach
our boys many of the skills required to make Eagle and to succeed in life. This
stretch of the river would also be an excellent place for what the Boy Scouts call
a “primitive campout”. It could also serve as a great camping/hiking spot for
standard, modern camping. Being that there is limited human traffic and
disturbance in this area, is what makes it such a great area to just enjoy God'’s
country.

| hope this letter falls on concerned ears and | once again would like to thank the
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US Forest Service for allowing public comment on this issue. Please consider
my vote for “NO BOATING; WITH ENHANCEMENT TO THE NATURAL
SURROUNDINGS”.

Thank You,

Charlie Perdue






From: Terri Edgar

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/13/2008 09:44 AM

Here's a voice for keeping the Upper Chatooga wild and pristine.

| oppose Alternative4. Boating is just one recreational pastime for forest users.
Trout fishing, hiking wild and scenic areas such as this are also important forest
uses!

NO BOATING ON THE UPPER CHATTOOGA.

Sincerely,
Terri Edgar
706-878-3300
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From: Susan Eulberg

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Wild & Scenic Upper Chattooga River proposal
Date: 08/13/2008 09:58 AM

Attachments: August 12, Upper Chattooga River.doc

US Forest Service,

Please read the attached letter expressing my concerns for the boating
proposed on the Upper Chattooga River.

Thank you,
Susan Eulberg
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August 12, 2008



US Forest Service


Sen. Saxby Chambliss



Sen. Johnny Isakson



Rep. Nathan Deal


Re: Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River



I am a writing to object to the proposal to open the Upper Chattooga River to boating.  I oppose Alternative 4 and support the no-boating Alternatives 2 or 3.  Can we please keep this area wild and natural?  Not only do I want to be able to enjoy the solitude of this area, I want my grandchildren to be able to hike and camp and go into nature in an area that has been preserved.  Even if I never get there it is so gratifying to know it will be protected.  We do not have enough areas like this.  PLEASE, listen to the voices of concerned citizens and not the boating lobbyists out to make a profit.  



• The proposal does not appear to ensure the solitude and other “outstandingly remarkable values” required by law to be protected over all other considerations in the Ellicott Wilderness.




• The EA and the proposed Alternative 4 (to allow limited boating)are geared toward the preferences of boaters, but ignore the needs of the many people who visit the Upper Chattooga corridor for traditional pastimes like swimming, hiking, camping, hunting, botanizing, nature photography and “getting away from it all for that rarest of experiences, solitude.”




• The Forest Service proposal for boating does not clearly commit the law enforcement and resource protection personnel necessary to regulate a new, intrusive form of recreation and to educate the public about the new rules in this part of the river corridor.




• The proposal does not consistently and properly prevent the removal from the River of large woody debris (which is essential to the natural functioning of the river and the health of fish and other aquatic life; boaters like to cut these down trees out of the way); nor does it protect the various sensitive native plant species also found in the corridor. 




• Whitewater enthusiasts and “creek boaters” who are pushing hard for the new access already have miles and miles of challenging white water nearby on the 36 miles of the lower Chattooga, on Overflow and Holcomb Creeks, and on the West Fork, where boating is already legal and permitted.


Please be responsible!


Thank you in advance,



Susan S Eulberg



1249 Old Talking Rock Hwy.



Talking Rock, GA 30175



706-253-3443



Susan.eulberg@fiberlight.com





From: Jim Dawson

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: KEEP THE CHATTOOGA WILD & SCENIC
Date: 08/13/2008 10:07 AM

I OPPOSE Alternative 4 which would open the Upper Chattooga to
limited boating. | SUPPORT the NO-BOATING Alternatives 2 or 3.

Boating is already allowed over half of the Chattooga River and many

tributaries. PLEASE leave this pristine and fragile portion of the Upper
Chattooga River preserved for wildlife and for people seeking quiet and
solitude for hiking, camping, hunting, and for world-class trout fishing.

Our children and grandchildren deserve a wilderness where they can walk
in quiet contemplativeness and beauty without having to endure
motorboats and the noise pollution associated with them.

Carpe diem,

gf,ﬁ;.

James R. Dawson

Managing Partner
770-640-0840

800-234-1550
jrdawson@adiperformance.com

ADI
{; Performance
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From: Hedy Dawson

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: KEEP THE CHATTOOGA WILDE & SCENIC
Date: 08/13/2008 10:09 AM

I OPPOSE Alternative 4 which would open the Upper Chattooga to
limited boating. | SUPPORT the NO-BOATING Alternatives 2 or 3.

Boating is already allowed over half of the Chattooga River and many

tributaries. PLEASE leave this pristine and fragile portion of the Upper
Chattooga River preserved for wildlife and for people seeking quiet and
solitude for hiking, camping, hunting, and for world-class trout fishing.

Our children and grandchildren deserve a wilderness where they can walk
in quiet contemplativeness and beauty without having to endure
motorboats and the noise pollution associated with them.

Hedy Dawson
Marietta, Georgia
770-992-4612
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From: Bryan Hogan

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chatooga comments
Date: 08/13/2008 10:34 AM

Jerome Thomas

Forest Supervisor

Francis Marion and Sumter National Forests
US Forest Service

4931 Broad River Rd.

Columbia, South Carolina 29212

To whom it may concern and most especially the Chattooga planning
team,

Once again | find myself writing a letter that seems to me should not
need to be written. Yet the actions of the forest service have
necessitated that all concerned and rational citizens must mobilize to
wrestle fair use of the Chattooga from the strangle hold of the U.S.
Forest Service and the special interest group Trout Unlimited.

I am shocked and appalled that anyone who has been in the
“wilderness” would not have a better first hand knowledge of actual user
impact. | am a boater and as such you will no doubt find my informal
statements to be biased. All I ask is that you really think about what |
have to say with an unbiased attitude.

I find it hard to believe that any fisherman or forest service employee
has ever picked up a single piece of trash left intentionally by a boater.
However, | am equally as sure that most boaters have indeed picked up
trash left by the many fishermen. All of the beer cans, the wads of line
needing to be cut from the trees, the many bait cups, none of which are
used by boaters.

How many banks have been eroded to allow a fisherman access to “his”
river? And in the area in question we all know of the many miles of
unauthorized trails. Boaters in turn will typically establish a put in and a
take out and do to the permanent nature of these areas they can be
made in a sustainable manner.

I will not pretend that boaters won't exit their boat to scout a rapid.
Nor will I pretend that this won’t impact the environment. However
compared to the damage already done and continuing to be done by



mailto:BHogan@oldvirginialoghomes.com

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us



other users in the area the boater impact is minimal to non existent.
Point in fact all of the damage done to this point has been at the hands
of all user groups except boaters, obviously due to the illegal boating
ban.

This brings me to my biggest concern, stocking of the river with a non-
native species. This supersedes all of my other concerns. This is an
abomination and it disgusts me that the Forest Service would allow such
a direct and damaging ecological nightmare to occur. Irregardless of the
outcome of your illegal boating ban you can rest assured that stopping
the stocking of non-native fish will always be a concern to me.

It is obvious that proper management has never been the goal. The
show that was put on with all of the comments and delays was just that,
a show. In my heart | believe that option four, effectively banning
boating on the upper Chattooga, was always going to be your choice. It
is absurd to think that this option would in anyway create equality for all
users and would actually work in any fashion.

I for one will never be satisfied until all restrictions on non-motorized
watercraft are lifted, and the appalling practice of non-native stocking is
stopped. Notice please that | do not wish to stop fishing wholesale.
Fishermen deserve equal access to the river. They do not deserve to
have their helicopter buzzing low and dropping their non-native fish in
the river. Also being a birdwatcher and a hiker, | believe this detracts
from my “wilderness” experience.

My family has always been active in the outdoors from bird watching to
camping to helping with environmental studies. As a child | always
admired the guys who | perceived as taking care of the places that |
loved. It is funny that I still felt this way into early adulthood. | of course
realized that your jobs were not glamorous, nor did you do it for the
money. Yet | still held you in the highest regard, you protected and
managed the places | love.

Now | know better. When | see the Forest Service uniform, where |
used to feel respect and a bit of envy, | now feel only disappointment.
You are not the heroes of the wilderness | believed you to be. You are
controlled by a private interest group, and you have forsaken your
responsibilities to take all users into consideration. By taking the actions
you have, you have proven that science, real world management and
equality are not principals of the forest service. You work for Trout
Unlimited.

Maybe the Forest Service has always been this way and my youthful





eyes simply could not grasp the fact, | don’t know. What | do know is
that my view of the U.S. Forest Service is now tarnished by the filth of
an upstream fish hatchery. When | was ten | would have given any thing
to be a part of the Forest Service, now | would just be ashamed.

Sincerely,
Bryan L. Hogan
R.R. 4 Box 4113

Jonesville, VA 24263

276-393-4985






From: Jennifer Dawson

Reply To: adiperformance@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Ccc: info@gafw.org

Subject: No Boating on Upper Chattooga

Date: 08/13/2008 11:29 AM

I'm writing to ask you to oppose Alternative 4 which would open the
Upper Chattooga to boating. Alternative 2 or 3 are viable options that
do not allow boating.

Alternative 4 does not take into the account the needs of people who
visit the Upper Chattooga for traditional pastimes such as swimming,
hiking, camping, and the opportunity to experience the beautiful
solitude of this location. Further the Forest Service proposal for
boating does not commit the law enforcement and resource protection
personnel necessary to regulate this new, intrusive form of recreation
or to education that public about new rules in this part of the river

corridor.

I'm also concerned that the proposal does not protect the various
native plant species found in this corridor.

Whitewater enthusiasts and "creek boaters" who want Alternative 4
already have miles and miles of challenging white water nearby on the
36 miles of the lower Chattooga, on Overflow and Holcomb Creeks and
on the West Fork, where boating is already legal and permitted.

We need to protect the Upper Chattooga and say no to Alternative 4.

Jennifer M. Dawson
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From: Camel Toe

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Ban Anglers from Chattooga headwaters
Date: 08/13/2008 12:39 PM

Anglers desecrate the environment by tampling streamside vegetation and dropping
litter all over the place. They spook and remove native trout species while
Insisting non-native trout species are stocked for their recreational desires. In
addition, they destroy the solitude for boaters and hikers who simply want to enjoy
the area. Boating is far better for the area than the current use by anglers.

Please allow the peaceful non-destructive user groups to enjoy the Upper Chattoga
without having the endure this bothersome unethical user group.

Your PC, mobile phone, and online services work together like never before. See
how Windows® fits your life
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From: Liz Mc

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Headwaters
Date: 08/13/2008 12:55 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

| have had the pleasure of hiking, fishing, camping and boating in and around the
Chattooga River wilderness area throughout my life. | have been following the
United States Forest Service’s review of user access and impacts, and am very
disappointed with the proposed outcome of this review.

After five years of meetings, study periods, comments and delays, the USFS has
decided to support a management plan that not only unjustifiably discriminates
against one user group in favor of another, but also does not go far enough to
protect the wilderness area. | have never seen a government agency practice so
much blatant discrimination against users and display so much utter disregard for
the resources they have been tasked with protecting.

The USFS was charged with providing a VARIETY of alternative management
plans for the Upper Chattooga. They provided ten alternatives for public comment.

If you read all ten alternatives, there is only one variable among them:
Boating.

Aside from a few minor issues, the variety between plans is based on banning,
restricting, or allowing boating. There are no other variables introduced or
attempts to directly manage or mitigate the impact of any other user groups.
Even if other user groups are known to cause significant impact on the
environment, such as hiking, camping or fishing. In other words, there is no true
“‘variety” or “diversity” in the USFS’s plans.

In short, | think they have not done their job. For example:

. Why wasn'’t there an alternative to stop stocking trout in the Upper
Chattooga and ban boating? Specifically stop stocking non-native trout?
This is a great alternative for everyone concerned about impact to the Upper
Chattooga wilderness. The anglers would still get to fish, it would increase
the likelihood of angler’s (24/7-365) “solitude”, and most of all, it would return
the river to its natural state. The naturally lower fish population would
discourage today’s current high volume of fishermen trampling the
streambed and hiking off established trails. Seems like a win-win for true
anglers and environmentalists.
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. Why wasn'’t there an alternative to ban all hiking and fishing during the
period of allocated boater usage (12/1 — 3/1)? A lot of USFS Roads are
closed during the rainy winter months to reduce seasonal damage. This
same principle could be applied to the trail system. This would protect the
trail system and improve the water quality of the river by reducing the
amount of silt runoff. That would reduce tail maintenance and improve the
water quality. And, provide boaters with the same solitude wilderness
experience that they crave, and which is so highly valued for other users.
I's an environmental and forest management win-win.

. Why wasn'’t there an alternative to close a few roads, bridges and/or trails to
create a greater wilderness corridor? This would create a larger blanket of
solitude for everyone. Yes, it would inconvenience some, but that didn’t
bother the USFS when they implemented the Wild and Scenic River’s Act in
1976. If the same principles that banned boating in 1976 can be used today,
why not close a few roads and trails to reduce visitor load like they did back
then?

. Why wasn'’t there an alternative to simply ban boating below 2.25 feet and
ban fishing above 2.25 feet? That would give equal treatment and access to
“conflicting” user groups and thus “zone” them with water level instead of
river sections. The USFS could then rely on user groups to report violations
so they could then ticket the violators. The largest benefit of this alternative
would be that the USFS would no longer have to play “cop on the beat” and
free up their time for more pressing matters in the Upper Chattooga.

These are all logical and equitable alternatives, and these issues and solutions
have been raised repeatedly in community meetings with the USFS and in letters to
the USFS. Sumter National Forest has blatantly disregarded USFS-ordered
instructions and community input, and unfairly targeted one user group for
restricted access.

The following is a list of my concerns with Alternative #4 proposed for
implementation:

* Boating in the headwaters is heavily restricted and still banned in the
Chattooga Cliffs USFS area and the tributaries of the headwaters. These
restrictions and bans are unjustified and should be replaced with unrestricted
boating access to all sections of the Chattooga River and its tributaries. | am in
favor of justifiable restrictions on user groups in order to protect the wilderness
and the wilderness experience as long as it is done in a fair and equitable





manner. The USFS has failed to complete a competent study of boating
and its effects in the Chattooga Headwaters to support any ban or boating
restrictions. Specifically, the USFS has willfully and unjustifiably chosen to
ignore proof that boating would have no negative impact on the wilderness or
the wilderness experience.

*  Unrestricted boating should be allowed on all sections of the Chattooga
River and its tributaries because it will not impact other user groups. The
“Chattooga Headwaters User Capacity Study” held on January 5 & 6 of
2007 proves boating on the headwaters does not impact other users. In
two days of boating the entire stretch of the Chattooga Headwaters at near
minimum water levels, the boaters didn’t see a single angler, hiker,
camper, bird watcher or swimmer. It's obvious that boating takes place in
weather conditions and water levels unfavorable to most user groups. Thus,
boating will have little to no impact on other user groups’ wilderness experience.

*  Unrestricted boating should be allowed on all sections of the Chattooga
River and its tributaries because it will have negligible impact on the
environment. Extended studies of actual boating impact on the environment
were not done, USFS decision making is based on suppositions, not fact.
Boating is the least invasive user of any river corridor. Boaters don’t even leave
footsteps. Any environmental damage concerns the USFS has can be
eliminated by visiting neighboring Overflow Creek. Overflow is similar in
structure and environment to the headwaters. It is considered one of the
crowned jewels of boating in the southeast and is boated regularly after heavy
rains. With over 25 years of boating use, it shows almost no signs of
environmental damage.

*  Heauvily restricting and banning boating in the Chattooga Headwaters is also
legally dubious. No other federally managed river has such bans or restrictions
on boating. Therefore, this decision is out of step with the management
principles of similar federally managed rivers. Unjustified restrictions and
bans are illegal according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the
Wilderness Act. Restricting and banning boating without similar measures
being applied equally to other user groups is simply unfair and discriminatory.
Boaters deserve equal protection under the laws.

» For over a decade the USFS has had time to research the effects of boating
on the environment and the wilderness experience in the Chattooga
Headwaters. To date, the USFS has released no quantifiable data or user
capacity analysis to prove why boating should be restricted or banned. If
the USFS has significant quantifiable data to support boating restrictions and
bans in the headwaters, please release this information to the public. Otherwise,
without proof to the contrary, unrestricted boating should be allowed in the
headwaters and its tributaries.





*  Heauvily restricting and banning boating in the headwaters is also not in
keeping with USFS management standards. The Office of the Chief of the USFS
stated that the original boating ban was baseless and needed to be reassessed.
If the original boating ban was baseless, as declared by The Office of the
Chief, it is logical to assume the new restrictions and bans, without
supporting data or analysis, are similarly baseless. Again, if the USFS has
significant quantifiable data to support boating restrictions and bans in the
headwaters, please release this information to the public. Otherwise without
proof to the contrary, unrestricted boating should be allowed in the headwaters
and its tributaries.

In summary, Alternative #4 is simply a continuation of the illegal 30 year-old total
boating ban. It essentially makes it impossible to boat the Headwaters of the
Chattooga River legally. With an average of less than 10 legal boating days a year,
and under severe restrictions of group size, number and daily frequency, only a
lucky handful of boaters will ever be able to experience the Chattooga Headwaters
legally. For all intents and purposes, this is still a total boating ban.

The many prescribed restrictions for boating the headwaters are, in effect, an undue
burden on would-be boaters, as well as an administrative burden to the USFS:

How will the “daily average mean of 450cfs” be quantified?

Who will declare it a boatable day?

What will be the cut-off for publishing the decision?

Will the decision be readily available to all interested persons?

If it is a daily average mean, will the day be declared boatable after it has
passed?

How will the permitting system work?

Will permits be available at only one very out of the way USFS station?

Will permits be handed out before the day is declared boatable, thus making
the permit itself illegal?

Who will count the number of times a boater runs the river to insure they run
it only once? Who will make sure there are less than six boaters in each
group?

Who will make sure they don’t run the banned sections?

How will you educate the boating public on the banned and legal sections of
rivers?

How will you educate the boating public on the confusing array of restrictions
and bans?

The restrictions are so severe that, like in the past, some boaters will continue to
boat the headwaters illegally. The USFS will then be faced with administering the
confusing array of boating restrictions, while still chasing illegal boaters on legal as
well as illegal boating days. Thus, adding to the USFS workload instead of allowing





them to efficiently manage the wilderness.

Clearly, the USFS is implementing a system that will be completely unable to
determine if the headwaters reaches a daily mean of 450cfs. Thus, making it almost
impossible for a day to be declared “boatable” by the USFS’s own standards.

Obviously, these restrictions were never meant to honestly allow boating.
Again, it essentially makes it impossible to boat the Headwaters of the
Chattooga River legally.

The USFS’s Preferred Alternative #4 is, in statistical fact, a complete boating ban.
The bottom of page 8 states:

“In this and other alternatives that consider boating at specific flow levels, the
term "boatable day" is based on a PREDICTABLE 24-hour flow average
rather than on a PREDICTION that the river may reach a certain flow level for
a limited amount of time on a given day. For example, in Alternative 4, the
corresponding number of "boatable days" is the estimated number of days
when the water level would be PREDICTED to average 450 cfs over the
course of a 24-hour period, not simply when the flow level is expected to hit
450 cfs for a limited time.”

The USFS estimates there will be an average number of 6 (a range of 0 to 11)
boatable days for its Alternative, #4.

A noted statistician completed the following statistical analysis of the number of
boatable days on the Upper Chattooga, using the USGS's daily mean flow data for
the years 1940-2007, counting the number of days the flows would meet specific
criteria under 16 different scenarios.

The criteria included:

. the minimum boatable flow (1000 cfs near Clayton -- a little under the
minimum flow during the flow study -- and 1450 cfs -- the USFS's guess as
to the flow near Clayton that corresponds to 450 cfs at Burrell’'s Ford Bridge)

. the maximum boatable flow (based on experience on similar reaches,
approximately three times the minimum flow, or 3000 cfs near Clayton)

. the annual time period in which boating is allowed (all year, as well as the
proposed 12/1-3/1)

. and whether a boatable flow occurs a day after a boatable flow has occurred
(on the assumption that it is more likely the USFS will recognize, and
paddlers will have time to react, to a boatable flow and actually boat it).

The results are damning:





1. If the ban was completely lifted, the expected value of the annual number of
boatable days on the Upper Chattooga is 53.1 (this is the mean, AKA "average,"
of the sample); the median of the sample is 52.5 days (NOTE - half the years in
the 68 year sample had boatable days above this number and half were below
it), the mode is 56 days (the most common number of boatable days in the years
included in the sample). The number of boatable days in a given year ranged
from 5 to 165. Obviously there is a lot of variation in the number of boatable
days. This is made even more clear by the standard deviation of 35.9, which is
quite high relative to the mean of 53.1. The calculations proposed by
Alternative #4 clearly intend to limit a possible 165 boatable days to just 1
day greater than the historical low.

2. If the ban is modified in the way the USUSFS proposes (1450 cUSFS
minimum flow, what boating is allowed is only allowed during the dates 12/1-
3/1), the expected value of the annual number of boatable days on the Upper
Chattooga is 6.3 days. The median under this scenario is 4.5, the mode 3, the
range 0-19 and the standard deviation 5.3 (which is very, very high relative to
the mean of 6.3). Imposing artificial seasonality on actual water flow
eliminates over 85% of historical boatable days.

3. If the ban is modified to allow boaters to choose when to boat within a
seasonal window of 12/1 — 3/1, on days of 1000 cUSFS or higher, the expected
value of the annual number of boatable days on the Upper Chattooga is 18.6.
The median under this scenario is 12.5, the mode 10, the range 1-58 and the
standard deviation 14.6 (which is also very, very high relative to the mean of
18.6). Imposing predictable flows over actual flows effects a 65% reduction
in legal boating days.

4. Adding the assumption that "boatable flows" are most likely to be predicted
as boatable when they occur on days following actual boatable flows reduces
the number of "boatable days" dramatically. For example, if the ban is modified
in the way the USGS proposes, the mean number of boatable days drops from
6.3 to 3.5; the median from 4.5 to 2.0, and the mode (the most frequent event)
from 3to 0. The extremely low incidence of consecutive day’s flow
indicates USFS would likely fail to predict boatability on a timely basis
more than 50% of the time.

Remember only 30% of all days are on weekends, so if you have a job (which pays
taxes to cover the USFS budget), cut all "boatable days" down by 70% for a
practical number of boating opportunities. The statistics prove that even were
the manpower and methods available to accurately and swiftly calculate
available boating days, your average employed taxpayer would most
frequently have ZERO days available for boating. This is not an equitable
distribution of use for our nation’s resources.





The USFS has chosen to control and restrict much more environmentally damaging
user groups with indirect, and quite lenient, measures. Only boaters are so
discriminated against. Hikers who blaze their own trails; campers who trample
an area; and fishermen who damage the river banks, leave fishing line in
trees, and hatcheries which stock non-native trout are allowed almost
unfettered access to the wilderness area. All this, while the environmentally-
friendly, seldom-seen boater is blacklisted with unjustified severe restrictions and
bans.

The USFS’s recommended management plan, Alternative #4, is heavily flawed
and should be withdrawn from consideration in favor of Alternative #8. | find
Alternative #8 acceptable, with a few adjustments:

*  Allow unrestricted boating on the entire Chattooga River and its tributaries
below Grimshawes Bridge.

 Don't allow rafts. Rafts are not an appropriate boat for the tight nature of the
headwaters. Restrict boats to more appropriate water craft such as duckies,
kayaks and canoes.

*  Allow limited removal of LWD. Removing LWD in locations dangerous to
boaters and wading anglers, such as in rapids or swift current increases the
safety of the runs without affecting the ecology of the river. The USFS has been
sent, and has available, a significant amount of data showing that limited LWD
removal will not alter the ecology of the river.

* Use a permit, or similar quantifiable tracking system, as the backbone for
the “adaptive management approach.”

* Include encounter standards based on a valid (actual history, not imagined)
user capacity study. This can then be used to fairly limit total use when
encounter standards are consistently exceeded.

* If the encounter standards are consistently exceeded use indirect measures
to limit encounters before reverting to bans or restrictions.

 Ban theintroduction of non-native species or plant life in the
wilderness areas. This is critical: This Wild and Scenic River is not
Disneyland, to be physically altered or added to for the enjoyment of user
groups. It is to be protected in its natural state. Please consider banning the
introduction of anything non-native into the wilderness area. The introduction of
non-native aquatic species artificially attracts thousands of anglers to the
headwaters annually. By their sheer numbers, anglers stress the roads and trails
in the Upper Chattooga. Anglers trample and destroy the banks and beds of the





river. Anglers are responsible for over 19 miles of unauthorized trails in the
wilderness. The non-native trout compete with the native Eastern Brook Trout for
food, habitat, eat their fry and have made them virtually extinct on all but a few
tributaries. To the USFS, this destructive practice is acceptable, in order to
artificially create and maintain an “outstanding fishery” and “excellent
wilderness experience”.

| applaud the USFS for offering Alternative #8. It is a flexible and insightful plan that
treats all environmentally friendly user groups equally and complies with the
Wilderness Act and the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. | strongly encourage the USFS
to abandon Alternative #4 and approve an adjusted Alternative #8, as the final
management plan.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth A. McNamara

710 Bennett Street
Greenville, SC 29609






From: RSMcDonald

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: info@gafw.org
Date: 08/13/2008 01:07 PM

Please note my opposition to the proposal to extend boating rights into
the Upper Chattooga River (alternative 4). Considering that boaters
already have access to a significant portion of the river, surely the section
In question can be preserved as a quiet sanctuary for hikers, swimmers,
botanists and others who enjoy the tranquility of this setting.

The service will undoubtedly receive many comments from boating
interests supporting the proposal. Please keep in mind that many of them
are generated by lobbyists and are not necessarily from people who
actually use the river.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rick McDonald
1105 Allenbrook Lane
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From: Deborah Scott

To: comment USFS Chattooga boat

cc: Fred Ruppel; Richard Trotter; Ray DeBlois; Sherman Head; Henry Johnson;
Sam Johnson; Frank Shirley; Pat Pattillo

Subject: Chattooga Boat Zoning Letter

Date: 08/13/2008 01:21 PM

Attachments: Chattooga Response 08.doc

Thank You for protecting the Chattooga. Our letter is
attached.
Gold Rush Chapter of Trout Unlimited, Dahlonega, GA
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From:  Gold Rush Chapter, Trout Unlimited, Dahlonega, Ga



To:  comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us


Subject:  Boating on Upper Chattooga River



Date:  August 11, 2008


The Gold Rush Chapter of Trout Unlimited (Dahlonega, Ga.) is submitting this comment regarding the management plan for boating on the upper Chattooga River.  Our Chapter has 120 members, and we elected to submit this response on behalf of the membership at large.



 Trout Unlimited shares many of the same goals as other conservation-based users of National Forest lands as regards limitations of roads, cutting, motorized vehicles, and other consumptive uses.  It is not often we find ourselves at odds with the paddling community on use of remote areas of the forest, but this is one of those rare occasions where we must speak out.



 Trout fishermen have been using the upper section of the Chattooga River for many years, including the era before Wild and Scenic designation.  It is one of the very few areas within National Forest where the fisherman who is willing to walk can enjoy an experience of relative solitude and undisturbed water.  These types of settings are becoming increasingly rare in the southeastern US.  One of the reasons that fisherman will work hard to get into such areas is to avoid the increasing conflicts that arise from increased river traffic.  


 A case in point is the famous Davidson River in the Pisgah National Forest near Brevard, NC.  This is a world class trout fishing destination.  You only have to flip through flyfishing magazines or scroll through a few websites to see that the Davidson is always listed as one of the top 50 streams in the country.  It has attained the rarified status of not only catch and release, but also fly fishing only throughout a significant portion of its length.  Yet despite the fact that it is ranked and designated as such, there has been such an increase in canoe and inner tube traffic on the river in the summer months that it is virtually unfishable.  Conflicts are common, and unfortunately, one-sided.  The flyfishing experience, as well as the likelihood of success, is completely obliterated by the constant passing of tubes, yet the tubers are not bothered by the fisherman.  In fact, it appears that the tubers are oblivious to the fisherman and are completely unaware there’s even a problem.  Granted, the Davidson is not remote, but the fact that it has long had sacred status among southern trout streams, but is unfishable three months out of the year now just paints the point.  


 The Chattooga has developed into a remote fishery since the boating limitations were put into effect many years ago.  There remains at least 40 miles of the Chattooga that is open to boating.  Further, within approximately one to two hours of drive time of the Chattooga, boaters have gained in recent years two steep creek boating opportunities that did not exist before: the Tallulah River Gorge in north Georgia, and the tail race of the Cheoah River near Robbinsville, NC.  Conversely, fishermen are not gaining any remote fishery resources.  There aren’t any others left in National Forest Land in the area.



 An analogy to unlimited boating would be to open up the Appalachian Trial in the National Forest in Georgia to dirt bikes simply because dirt bikes are allowed some areas of the forest, so why not all areas?  For these reasons, we respectfully request that boating on the upper Chattooga be limited to those periods of high flow where trout fishermen are not generally fishing the river.  Alternative 4 represents a fair compromise between the groups that frankly, honors the fact that the fisherman were there first. 


 We sincerely thank you for the opportunity to comment on this issue.



Gold Rush Chapter of Trout Unlimited



www.goldrushtu.org 





From: Doug and Eedee Adams

To: DRAFT EA Comments
Subject: Fw: Upper Chattooga Comments - New AW posting on their website
Date: 08/13/2008 01:43 PM

----- Original Message -----

From: Doug and Eedee Adams

To: Friends of the Upper Chattooga

Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2008 1:16 PM

Subject: Upper Chattooga Comments - New AW posting on their website

Friends,

This is an excerpt from a notice AW just posted on their website:

"Recognizing this, the Conservancy hastried to bring the local TU chapters and
Georgia Forest Watch to the table over the last two weeks with no success. TU
and Georgia Forest Watch have steadfastly refused to talk just as they have for the
last 13 plus years."

The Chattooga Conservative Executive Director (Buzz Williams) did contact
me. | told him if he wanted to communicate with TU leadership he also
needed to talk with the TU Council Chairmen in GA and SC. |told him I'm a
TU member and the Rabun TU Chapter newsletter editor and | could only
speak for myself.

What | have refused to do is to hammer out a private deal with AW on
behalf of all anglers.

| told AW President Don Kinser over a year ago (on 6/26/2007) in an E-maill
exchange, and | have consistently said all along:

"My first priority is to get a good set of Limits of Acceptable Change in place.
This is something | urged the Forest Service to do in a letter and in person
long before AW filed their appeal. | have enjoyed 52 wonderful years of
making memories on the North Fork and | will continue to work to protect
the backcountry ORVs for future generations.

| believe the time to collaborate will be:

1) After the LAC have been established

2) After AW withdraws their demand for "unrestricted access"

3) And with all stakeholders represented (including the Forest Service)." It
Is called a public meeting.
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In other words - No back room deals.

| simply want to do what is best for the Chattooga, now and for future
generations.

Happy Trails, Doug

Below is the AW posting that went up today:

AW seeks Agreement with other Stakeholders on Upper
Chattooga

posted August 13, 2008
by Mark Singleton

Since first raising the issue of boating on the Upper Chattooga with the
Forest Service in 1995 AW has reached out to local and National Trout
Unlimited (TU) leaders, the Chattooga Conservancy and Georgia Forest
Watch on numerous occasions with no success.

In 1995 our requests for a meeting was refused by all involved. Finally in
May of 2001 two local TU representatives did agree to meet with us. It
was a pleasant meeting but it was clear that they were never going to
engage in a meaningful conversation about boating on the upper river.
The angler’s refusal to engage in a reasoned dialogue with AW continues
today despite our repeated efforts to engage them.

Forest Service officals have repeatedly stated that they would like nothing
more than for the stakeholders in this contentious issue to come together
and reach an agreement. Recently the Chattooga Conservancy reached
out to AW in an effort to reach an agreement with AW that could be
presented to the Forest Service. AW has engaged in a good faith dialogue



http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Article_view_articleid_30141_display_full_



with the Conservancy over the last two weeks and we applaud their
efforts. We also recognize that while their recent proposal for the
headwaters is not an acceptable solution it is certainly a huge step in the
right direction. However unless the other stakeholders are willing to
engage in the process such negotiations have no chance of succeeding.
Recognizing this, the Conservancy has tried to bring the local TU chapters
and Georgia Forest Watch to the table over the last two weeks with no
success. TU and Georgia Forest Watch have steadfastly refused to talk just
as they have for the last 13 plus years.

This is most unfortunate and an opportunity lost. AW will continue to stay
involved in the administrative process and seek to reach an acceptable
resolution that will allow boating on the entire length of the upper
Chattooga River. We also remain ready, willing and able to engage in a
dialogue with the key stakeholder groups should they decide to participate.

Please send your comments to the Forest Service, public comments on the
Chattooga Headwaters are due August 18th. A sample letter and
background information is posted here.



http://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Article_view_articleid_30112_display_full_




From: jmca

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga river comment
Date: 08/13/2008 02:18 PM

Dear US Forest Service,

| have lived on Whiteside Cove Road for the last 19 years. My children have
grown up swimming at Sliding Rock and hiking along the upper Chattooga
shores. | strongly feel that the upper reaches (above the iron bridge)
should be off limits to boating. This section of the river does not lend itself to
boating without portaging, or tree removal and the accessability for rescue is
extremely difficult. My family also feels that some places need to be preserved.
What happened to the Wild and Scenic distinction?

We are sad to see that AW has come into our area with their high paid lawyers
and pushed to get what they want. It is a pretty known fact that they are using us
as an example that they can then apply to other rivers in the United States. We
know that they want unlimited access to all rivers in the country.

We hope the USFS doesn't cave into their pressure and that you hear us;
those that live everyday along this beautiful river that is the headwaters to so
many downstream. Everyone doesn't have to have access to everywhere.
What's next? The horse riders and ATV riders claim they are being excluded
too? There is nothing wrong with leaving your restrictions in place. Those of us
that clean up the shorelines after visitors have left will be the ones who suffer
from a change. The boaters have many miles of the Chattooga to ride. Please
leave our section to those of us who would like to see some wild place remain
just that.

Sincerely,

Deborah Lassiter

Holly Berry Mountain Estates
Whiteside Cove

1485 Twin Lakes Drive
Highlands, NC 28741
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From: Bobbie Reed and Don Schwarz

Reply To: Bobbie Reed and Don Schwarz

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/13/2008 03:16 PM

I am strongly opposed to Alternative 4, which would open the Upper
Chattooga to limited boating.

| do support the no-boating Alternatives 2 or 3.

I have reviewed this document, and find it to be flawed and unacceptable
as written. Below are some points

I would like for you to focus on.

e The proposal does not appear to ensure the solitude and other
“outstandingly remarkable values” required by law to be protected over all
other considerations in the Ellicott Wilderness.

e The EA and the proposed Alternative 4 (to allow limited boating)are
geared toward the preferences of boaters, but ignore the needs of the
many people who visit the Upper Chattooga corridor for traditional
pastimes like swimming, hiking, camping, hunting, botanizing, nature
photography and “getting away from it all for that rarest of experiences,
solitude.”

e The Forest Service proposal for boating does not clearly commit the law
enforcement and resource protection personnel necessary to regulate a
new, intrusive form of recreation and to educate the public about the new
rules in this part of the river corridor.

e The proposal does not consistently and properly prevent the removal
from the River of large woody debris (which is essential to the natural
functioning of the river and the health of fish and other aquatic life;
boaters like to cut these down trees out of the way); nor does it protect
the various sensitive native plant species also found in the corridor.

e Whitewater enthusiasts and “creek boaters” who are pushing hard for
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the new access already have miles and miles of challenging white water
nearby on the 36 miles of the lower Chattooga, on Overflow and Holcomb
Creeks, and on the West Fork, where boating is already legal and
permitted.

| appreciate the opportunity to comment.
Don Schwarz

3388 Lennox Court

Lawrenceville, GA 30044-5616






From: illstree@illstreet.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Headwaters

Date: 08/13/2008 04:15 PM

My name is Christopher OGsborne. | ama graduate of C enmson and
entrepreneur of the year for SC and | have grown up on the chattooga. |
will nost likely never kayak the chattooga headwaters but that should be

MY deci si on.

| have reviewed the proposal for managenent of the headwaters and | find
that it is unreasonable and clearly biased in favor of fishernen.
Kayakers are the caretakers of the river. W're the first to notice
changes and we're the first Iline of defense in nmaking sure that our
natural rivers are preserved. |'msure the amunt of email you've

recei ved regarding this issue has hel ped you realize this. Just inmagine
how many enails you would receive if you were building a dam

| ama major contributor to many w | derness preservation groups and |
strongly believe there is no basis for the boating linits proposed. |
bel i eve so strongly that all groups should be granted equal access that |
wi Il be donating a considerable anbunt of nmoney to further the cause.
Additionally, | have informed my contacts in various public offices of
this injustice.

| beg you to reconsider this decision.
Si ncerely,

Chri st opher Gsborne
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From: John Kane

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: info@gafw.org

Subject: Alternatives 2 or 3 for the Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/13/2008 04:42 PM

Dear Sir,

| wish to register my opposition to allowing boating in the Upper Chattooga River in
the strongest possible terms. | have led several hikes in the wilderness area along
this stretch of river, and the opportunity to experience quiet and solitude is an
absolutely vital consideration there.

Boating is noisy and intrusive, and spoils the joy of hiking along or swimming in
Georgia’s only Wild and Scenic River

Removing woody debris from the river to allow easier boat access is harmful to the
ecology of the river system.

Please implement Alternatives 2 or 3 for the Upper Chattooga, not Alternatives 4 or
8.

Thank you,

John Kane

EarthCraft House Technical Assistant

Southface - Responsible Solutions for Environmental Living
241 Pine Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30308

404.604.3623 - Direct Line

404.557.3870 - Mobile

404.872.3549 - Southface

404.604.3681 - Fax

jkane@southface.org

www.earthcrafthouse.com
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From: Chattooga Conservancy

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Comments on upper Chattooga EA

Date: 08/13/2008 04:49 PM

Attachments: Upper Chattooga Comments 8-08.doc

Please find attached my comments on the upper Chattooga EA.

Buzz Williams

190 Mountain Cove Road
Mountain Rest, SC
29664
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Jerome,



I am writing these comments as an individual who, like many others, cares deeply about protecting the outstandingly remarkable values of the Chattooga River.  I am deeply concerned about the preferred alternative that the Forest Service has proposed for managing visitor use of the upper Chattooga River.  



Simply put, Alternative 4 is not fair to all users, and secondly, it certainly would not protect the wild character of the upper Chattooga.  I do, however, trust that you will listen to reason and amend this alternative to allow whitewater boating from either Cane Creek, or better yet, from Bull Pen Bridge all the way to the Highway 28 Bridge, where the number of boaters are limited to 4 groups of 6 boaters to protect the wilderness character of the area, and by water level of over 500 cubic feet per second (at the Burrells Ford gauge), in order to eliminate conflict between fishermen and boaters.  I agree that some limitations should be put in place within one quarter of a mile above and below Burrells Ford and one quarter of a mile above the Highway 28 Bridge, where we are seeing resource impact.  And finally, I believe that if boating is allowed, you should not permit the removal of large woody debris in the headwaters.



I offer a brief resume in order to establish some credibility in making these recommendations.  I first came to the Chattooga River seeking solitude in the late 1960’s to sort out profound inner conflicts over the Vietnam War.  So, I know something about the value of solitude.  I worked as a guide on the Chattooga in the early years, and served as head guide for Nantahala Outdoor Center in the early 80’s.  At the time I was a certified canoe instructor, and ran commercial whitewater trips in New Zealand and Costa Rica.  Consequently, I feel I know something about whitewater.  In the late 80’s I became very disenchanted with the overuse of the lower Chattooga, and took a position with the Forest Service as the lead River Ranger on the Chattooga.  In that capacity, I led many search and rescue operations and multiple body recoveries of those who died in whitewater related accidents on the river.  So I feel I also know something about river management and search and rescue.  In the early 90’s I served as the Southeastern Program Coordinator for Forest Service Employees for Environmental Ethics.  In 1991, I and others founded the Chattooga River Watershed Coalition, that is now known as the Chattooga Conservancy.  I now serve as Executive Director of that organization, which is dedicated to protecting the Chattooga River watershed.  My perspective in that capacity has always been based on fairness to all users, in the context of holding to the standard of protection and enhancement of the outstandingly remarkable values of the river based on the guidelines of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and by not pandering to any one special interest.


The problem I have with the preferred alternative offered by the Forest Service for managing visitor use in the upper Chattooga is that it fails in regard to the aforementioned principle of fairness, and the standard for protection and enhancement of the outstandingly remarkable values of the upper Chattooga River.  I feel that the process has, so far, principally taken into account the desires of two powerful special interests.  As a result, I can’t tell you how many people have told me that they see no reason to take a position, since at the outcome they will not be heard.  I have never seen as much apathy on the part of so many people who have in the past risen up to speak for the river when it was needed.  This issue has split those who care about the river into warring factions like I have never seen before. This is, in my opinion, due to a failure of the Forest Service to truly show regard for their concerns.


This process, of making this important decision to protect the last remaining wild section of the Chattooga River, so far has been the classic example of the tragedy of the commons.  The Forest Service seems to be engaging in a process of allowing the principles of supply and demand to be used as a guiding principle, rather than a clear mandate from congress in the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the subsequent Study Report that states that demand should not be the deciding factor in making important decisions for management of the Chattooga River.



Now, specifically:  There is simply no reason not to allow boating all the way from Bull Pen Road Bridge to Highway 28 where access currently exists, if the numbers are sufficiently limited to 4 groups and 6 boaters per group, in order to limit encounters to protect the wilderness experience in the last remaining wild section of the Chattooga, and if they are allowed to boat above 500 cubic feet per second, when fishermen are not present.  This is a fair solution.  I am opposed to any boating above Bull Pen because it would require new access.  If new roads or trails are permitted in the Chattooga Cliffs reach, it would result in a host of new uses including shuttle people, photographers, sightseers coming to watch, etc., etc.  One only needs to go to the Three Forks Trail on Overflow that was designated a few years ago, that stops at the corridor and continues as a maze of braided trails on steep slopes, and which has caused great resource damage.  It is always too much access into wild areas that kills wildness.  And there are other reasons to exclude this section from boating.  The proposed put in for boating is immediately above a log jam that is at least a story and a half high, and which stretches all the way across the Chattooga.  In addition, there are strainers all over the reach.  When the thousands of hemlocks succumb to the Hemlock Woolly Adelgid, this narrow gorge will be choked with strainers.  If you allow the removal of down woody debris, it would be tantamount to permitting a logging operation in a wild area.  I am not suggesting that people should not be allowed to take risks, yet the prohibition of the removal of down woody debris is a matter of common sense.  There is currently access at the Cane Creek Road below the log jam, but it would be better to put in at the Bull Pen Bridge and set the Chattooga Cliffs reach aside from the inevitable overuse that would follow new access.


I know the Forest Service is capable of returning to the principles of fairness and protection, because I have seen the agency rise to the occasion in the past.  It was the Forest Service that ruled against plugging Left Crack in the Five Falls through dropping a concrete plug in the rapid by helicopter after the death of several unfortunate boaters.  It was the Forest Service that allowed the Chattooga Conservancy to participate in a practical rescue attempt during the recovery of the body of Rachel Trois in 1999.  And it was the Forest Service that decided against building a “Rock Wall” at Bull Sluice to protect the agency from tort claims.  



I have read most of the public comments on this matter, and it is sad to see so many extreme positions that have nothing to do with reason or fairness, and so many people who have signed on as cannon fodder for two warring special interests.  It is also sad to see so much tax payer’s money spent on consultants from far away who have never even visited the Chattooga.  I genuinely hope the Forest Service realizes that you can’t buy a solution, when the answer is so obvious.  In the end, it will boil down to fairness, appropriate standards, and courage.  



In the parable of Solomon, when two women claimed the same child, Solomon proposed to spit the child with a sword and give half to each mother.  In this case, wisdom prevailed and the real mother cried to give the baby to the imposter to save the infant, in which case the identity of the true mother was revealed.  I can only hope the Forest Service has proposed Alternative 4 to ferret out the truth.  Yet, many people who love the river are deathly concerned this is not the case, and the Forest Service will let the sword fall.  Restore our faith.



Sincerely,



Buzz Williams






From: Scott Schwitters

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River comments

Date: 08/13/2008 06:02 PM

Attachments: Chattooga?2.doc

Please see attached letter.
Scott
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U.S. Forest Service



Chattooga River Project



4931 Broad River Road



Columbia, SC  29212


Re:
Chattooga River Comments


August 13, 2008



Dear Sumter Forest Service:



I thought your Chief told you to conduct user capacity studies of all user groups and that any limitations would need to be based on damages caused by that user group.  You have not made any credible attempt to collect data concerning all compliant user groups of this wonderful piece of earth I call Chattoogaland.  And your management alternatives place effective total limitations on paddling without basing it on anything real.  I bet your boss tells you that you screwed up again.  Aren’t you ashamed enough to just quit?


The times when boating is allowed under alternative 4 are laughable…something like when the moon is in the seventh house, and Jupiter aligns with mars, and Trout Unlimited says you can….get real….who do you think you’re foolin?



And grow some gahones and tell the damn land owner(s) below Grimshawes that they do not own the wild and scenic river running through their property, and that I’ll see them next time that reach has enough rain.



I would prefer it if you played the traditional role of preserver of the wild and not play the political role that has been played by Sumter for the last 30 years.  Who do you expect is playing the role of preserving this special place since you are not?



After this many years on this subject and seeing the sumter forest service act in the manner they have, I have absolutely no confidence in you to do the right thing so I guess we will just see you in court again.



Sincerely,



Scott Schwitters



Chairman of the Northern Hemisphere



4180 Fawn Lane



Smyrna, GA  30082



404 679-4838






From: Romewalker@aol.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boating on the Upper Chattooga
Date: 08/13/2008 09:01 PM

Dear Sirs, I'm writing to let you know that as a long-time wilderness lover I'm
very much opposed to opening up the upper reaches of the Chattooga to
boating (option 4 being considered). The Ellicott Rock Wilderness, which I've
enjoyed on both hikes and back-packs, is heavily used already and | fear it
would be really pounded if boating were allowed in this area. The river's small
there and not ideal for any kind of boating anyhow. Please consider the other
options instead (2 and 3). Thanks. Jerome Walker, MD

*kkkkkkkkkkkkk

Looking for a car that's sporty, fun and fits in your budget? Read reviews
on AOL Autos.
(http://autos.aol.com/cars-BMW-128-2008/expert-review?
ncid=aolaut00050000000017 )
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From: acke4534@bellsouth.net

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattooga Management Plan Comment
Date: 08/13/2008 09:17 PM

After a review of the results from the user capacity study and the subsequent
preference for option Number 4, | have a few concerns. Apparently, the greatest
challenge to water quality is sediment, which could be exacerbated by the creation
of portage and scouting trails if boaters are allowed to float the upper Chattooga.
Yet the study determined that most fishing is done from the bank or from wading in
the water, and fishermen have to exit the water to get around the large woody
debris. Thus boating is not significantly different from fishing in terms of creating
portage trails along the bank and around large woody debris or steep drops. This
argument in itself does not warrant a boating ban.

The expectation that boaters will be likely to remove large woody debris to facilitate
boating is an opinion. If the Forest Service deems it illegal to remove large woody
debris, MY opinion is that boaters will obey the law. Opinions about what might
happen are not valid arguments to allow or deny boating on the upper Chattooga

The last concern is that boaters should be banned from the headwaters because
fishermen have an expectation of solitude and may resort to violence (if your history
of the start of the ban is any indicator) to enforce their right to solitude on “their”
river. This is an unfortunate situation, but boaters should not be restrained from
recreation opportunities because other users can’t restrain themselves.

| prefer option 8 because it provides a more equitable access. Option 4 is
estimated to result in 0-11 days of paddling which is almost a virtual ban of boating.
Fishing will be allowed 354-365 days. Option 4 is not equitable.

| appreciate the effort that went into the current impact study and | hope you can
resolve this issue. If everyone is unhappy with the outcome, you might have
determined a fair balance. If paddlers are unhappy, a federal court will determine if
a fair balance was reached.

Douglas Ackerman
Gainesville, GA 30507
770.503.0365
Acke4534@bellsouth.net
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From: Tom Mclnnis

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Pre-decisional comments
Date: 08/13/2008 09:39 PM

| would like to thank the USFS for the opportunity to comment on the pre-
decisional Environmental Assessment and the preferred alternative that was
released in July. | have been involved with the decision process since the
first public meetings on the new ten-year plan began. Asa South Carolina
resident for 35 years, an angler who has fished the Chattooga for the same
period of time, and a member of the Chattooga River Chapter of Trout
Unlimited, | have avested interest in the Chattooga River. The following
comments reflect my personal views.

First, as | have stated throughout this process, | feel that limiting boating to
the lower sections of the Chattooga River, as has been the policy for over 30
years, has resulted in many benefits to the North Fork of the Chattooga and
the Ellicott Rock Wilderness Areain particular. By zoning theriver for
major user groups, the USFS has protected the excellent trout fishing
opportunities that exist in the upper river while allowing most of the river to
be accessible for recreational and commercial boaters. To thisend, | feel
that Alternatives 1 -3 would be preferred. However, Alternative 3 maintains
the current zoning while adding needed new management proscriptives for
the upper river. Therefore, | am disappointed that Alternative 3 is not the
preferred alternative.

Having said that, | feel | can accept and support Alternative 4, with some
reservations. Foremost is the need for the USFS to provide the necessary
additional resources to manage the plan. Additional personnel will be
needed to provide the required oversight and management of the new
boating policy. A new flow gauge will need to be installed at the Burrell’s
Ford Bridge before the new boating policy goes into effect, since the only
gauge currently available islocated near Clayton GA, too far downstream to
be areliable indicator of flow conditionsin the upper Chattooga. The new
gauge should allow telemetry of data so the information can be posted on the
web as isthe data from the Clayton gauge. Handicapped access needs to be
provided at Burrell’s Ford Bridge once the parking restrictions are
introduced. | alsofeel that if Alternative 4 is selected, that the boating usage
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be monitored closely for two years and if abuses are evident, that the USFS
reserve the right to rescind boating on the upper river at that time.

| believe that al the other alternatives have significant deficiencies. Opening
the upper river to boating in other than the manner outlined in Alternative 3
would cause significant impacts on the Outstanding and Remarkable Vaues
of angling and solitude, and also lead to the threat of greater environmental
damage from overuse. Therefore | cannot support Alternatives 5 — 8.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not provide the needed management changes to
protect the river from further degradation with increasing user demand.

In closing, | commend the USFS in their efforts to preserve the ORV”’s of
the North Fork of the Chattooga in the face of fierce opposition by the
boating community. | feel that the USFS recognizes that the river serves
many users. Itisalso clear that of the many users, only boaters are asking
for unrestricted access, regardless of water conditions, time of week or year,
or the impact of boating on other users.

| again thank the USFS for listening to all users, and | ook forward to this
long and arduous process being brought to a satisfactory and equitable
conclusion.

Tom Ml nni s
Cl enson, South Carolina






From: Tony Bebber

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River Draft Environmental Assessment Comment
Date: 08/13/2008 10:57 PM

August 13, 2008
Dear Chattooga Planning Team:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Assessment for the Chattooga River. 1’ve been fishing the Chattooga periodically
since the mid-1980’s and was involved briefly in macroinvertebrate sampling to
establish stream health baseline data. 1’ve aso had the opportunity to canoe and
raft some of the downstream portions of the Chattooga and a number of other
rivers where | have seen the results of years of boating. |’ve taken Boy Scout
groups to the Chattooga over the last 10 years to enjoy the camping, hiking, and
fishing available there and so that they too will learn the value of such an unusual
resource.

The upstream, non-boating portion of the Chattooga is the only true wilderness
areain the upstate of South Carolina (and perhaps Georgia). It isone of the few
trout streams in South Carolina and as wooly adelgids injure hemlocksin the
region, the river and its environment should be protected to the extent possible. It
Is a place where interaction with othersis rare once you are amile or so from a
road, and there are so few of these places |eft in the Southeast. Introducing further
Impacts to the upstream, non-boating portion of the Chattooga by allowing
boating, even on some limited basis, will certainly degrade the resource over
time. | am also concerned that adequate funding is not available to manage and
monitor the river corridor, now or in the future, as it deserves to be managed.
While | understand the desire of those that want to boat this area, | believe the
current zoning is most appropriate for the area.

However, | will reluctantly support Alternative #4 rather than my preference of
Alternative #3. But in changing the current zoning, | recommend the US Forest
Service implement the following:
1. Prohibit any commercial activity from the area with significant penalties
for violators.
2. Move designated parking farther from the river (minimum % mile) and
enforce “no parking” near theriver.
3. Allocate additional manpower, including at least one full-time river/
wilderness manager, to monitor the resource and enforce new restrictions
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in this upper river corridor.

4. Provide adequate education opportunities, prior to and during
implementation of new zoning, so that potential users understand the the
changes, requirements, and penalties.

5. Monitor impactsto the resource and implement further restrictions if
cumulative impacts or significant violations occur.

| thank the US Forest Service for maintaining the Chattooga River to date and
understand that it has been difficult with limited budgets and personnel. The
Chattooga River is aresource without equal in the Southeast and it should be
protected and managed as such.

Sincerely,

Tony Bebber

200 Finsbury Road
Columbia, SC 29212






From: Tony L White

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Fw: Comments on Wild and Scenic Upper Chattooga River
Date: 08/14/2008 07:51 AM

Tony L. White

tiwhite0O1@fs.fed.us
803.561.4072

cell: 803.238.5747
----- Forwarded by Tony L White/R8/USDAFS on 08/14/2008 07:51 AM -----

"Bobbie Reed and Don Schwarz"

<berdks@mindspring.com> To <tlwhite01@fs.fed.us>
cc
08/13/2008 03:16 PM Subject Comments on Wild and Scenic
Please respond to Upper Chattooga River

"Bobbie Reed and Don Schwarz"
<berdks@mindspring.com>

Hi,
| am strongly opposed to Alternative 4, which would open the

Upper Chattooga to limited boating.

| do support the no-boating Alternatives 2 or 3.

| have reviewed the document, and find it to be flawed and
unacceptable as written. Below are some points

| would like for you to focus on.

e The proposal does not appear to ensure the solitude and other
“outstandingly remarkable values” required by law to be protected
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over all other considerations in the Ellicott Wilderness.

e The EA and the proposed Alternative 4 (to allow limited boating)are
geared toward the preferences of boaters, but ignore the needs of
the many people who visit the Upper Chattooga corridor for
traditional pastimes like swimming, hiking, camping, hunting,
botanizing, nature photography and “getting away from it all for that
rarest of experiences, solitude.”

e The Forest Service proposal for boating does not clearly commit the
law enforcement and resource protection personnel necessary to
regulate a new, intrusive form of recreation and to educate the public
about the new rules in this part of the river corridor.

e The proposal does not consistently and properly prevent the
removal from the River of large woody debris (which is essential to
the natural functioning of the river and the health of fish and other
aquatic life; boaters like to cut these down trees out of the way); nor
does it protect the various sensitive native plant species also found in
the corridor.

e Whitewater enthusiasts and “creek boaters” who are pushing hard
for the new access already have miles and miles of challenging white
water nearby on the 36 miles of the lower Chattooga, on Overflow
and Holcomb Creeks, and on the West Fork, where boating is already
legal and permitted.

| appreciate the opportunity to comment.
Don Schwarz

3388 Lennox Court

Lawrenceville, GA 30044-5616






From: Ron Leslie

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: rleslie@piedmont.edu

Subject: Chatooga policy

Date: 08/14/2008 08:58 AM

Thank you for this opportunity.

As a kayak owner and enthusiast, | am very much opposed to extending the use of
this section of the river to these commercial interests. | also hike and fish in this
area and have many times been fishing and observed the use of this area as a
wilderness camping area. While the kayakers would have a lesser effect on fishing,
they would totally destroy this area as a wilderness campground. There should be
areas of our watershed which are limited to those willing to walk to them. Kayakers
tend to be verbal and celebratory after completion of challenging sections. This is
readily apparent to anyone who fishes the lower section of the river.

This section of the river is a treasure, and it should be off-limits to anyone who
seeks to use it for financial gain. Additionally, private kayakers already have
adequate access to other areas of the river. This is not about the effect on fishing,
but rather about the obliteration of the wilderness experience. Please do not frame
your comments on kayaking vs. fishing as this does not begin to describe the
impact of granting boaters unfettered access.

I expressed my opinion in the public hearings and my dissatisfaction with the
"fishing vs. kayaking" nature of how your contracted researchers posed their
guestions.

I congratulate you on recognizing the commercially organized responses of their
interest groups.

Sincerely,

Ron Leslie

600 Three Forks Trall

Clayton, Ga. 30525
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From: Jim Woodall

To: Jerome Thomas
Subject: UPPER CHATOOGA
Date: 08/14/2008 10:40 AM
Ji m Wbodal

2703 Dogwood Lane
Ki nst on, NC 28504- 8198

August 14, 2008

Jerome Thomas
For est Supervi sor

Dear Jerone Thonas:

This is to support protection of the Upper Chattooga from boats of any
type and continue the current use of |ow inpact activities such as
fishing, hunting, and hiking. The |ower stretches of the river have been
used for boating activities, thus |I support the "No Change" alternative.

I hunt, fish, hike, and boat..., and | believe having designated areas for
such differing activities is reasonable and appropriate in sensitive and
beauti ful areas such as the Chattooga.

Si ncerely,

Ji m Woodal |
252-527-8730
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From: samuel stanton

Reply To: squidyaker@yahoo.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Boater Ban on Chatooga

Date: 08/14/2008 10:47 AM

I don't agree with the boating ban on the Chatooga. | think the river
should be open for everybody. | don't the boating ban is discriminate to
boaters. In this time and age can an agency really get away with

discrimination?

Samuel Stanton
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From: Dan Guthrie

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us; akimbell@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga Comments

Date: 08/14/2008 10:59 AM

Dear Sir,

| have been wanting to submit afew comments on your proposed management
plan of the Upper Chattooga River, but didn’t know how or where to start. Last
weekend, a boating buddy, asked if | wanted to head over to the whitewater park
in Charlotte, SC. | declined. | am an avid whitewater boater, but | just can’t bring
myself to go to that place.

Its nothing more than a man made glorified ditch of concrete and rebar. The water
is channeled, pumped and funneled; forced to perform asif it were some circus
animal. The place simply doesn’t have a soul. And that’s why | decided to write
you about the Upper Chattooga Management Plan.

The most wonderful thing about kayaking is how | become a part of nature’s
breath and life force — water! When it rains, my world comes alive: rivers swell,
plants soak in the glory, and the mountains call my name. | have been blessed
enough to boat many remote, intimate rivers and creeks across the southeast
during those rare moments when rain has brought the river to life. | have seen
things and been places that no hiker could ever reach. | have quietly floated past
fragile environments that footsteps would destroy. | have reveled in the quiet
moments and the pulsing rush of rain fed rivers. There are moments | feel my
soul, my lifeforceisapart of it al. | truly have been blessed by nature’s wonders.

| have hiked many stretches of the Upper Chattooga, although, admittedly, simply
to glimpse ariver I’m not allowed to be a part of. | have also seen Upper
Chattooga anglers who, 1’m sure, feel the same sense of connection to nature. Y et,
| feel sorry for them. Their sport islittle more than a different type of Charlotte
Whitewater Park: born of a concrete and rebar ditch at the Walhalla Fish Hatchery
and unceremoniously dumped into the river, like circus animals forced to perform.

| wait for nature to invite mein, they force themselves on mother nature. It’s just
not right.

| could write along wordy letter about how Alternative #4 panders to anglers,
doesn’t treat boaters equally, doesn’t allow enough boaters to use theriver, istoo
restrictive with water levels, doesn’t have along enough season, etc.... but I’'m
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sure you’ve heard it all before.

| simply would like to be a part of (i.e. boat) the Upper Chattooga legally. | think
there is a reasonable compromise that will allow boating in this wonderful
wilderness, while not significantly disrupting angler’s (man made) sport.

May | suggest:

~ Accessto all river sections and tributaries above Hwy 28, excluding private land
areas.

~ Allow eight groups of boaters with a maximum of six boaters per group at each
put-in.

~ Establish a boating season from December 1 through May 31

~ Allow boating when water levels are 2.1 feet, or higher, on the USGS Chattooga
River near Clayton gage or similar USGS style gage. (2.1 feet is ssmply agood
guess since |’ve never run it and your data suggestsit’s a good compromise)

~ A permit system for every user in the Upper Chattooga

My heart, my soul and | would greatly appreciateit if you would allow greater
access to this breathtaking natural resource, by the boating public.

Sincerely

Dan Guthrie,
Ball Ground, GA






From: Daniel Spencer

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: tlwhite01@fs.fed.us

Subject: Allow paddling on Chattooga headwaters

Date: 08/14/2008 11:04 AM

Dear Forest Service,

It is unfair to paddlers to ban boating on the Chattooga headwaters which is
essentially what. Paddling the river is far less damaging to it than allowing a
bunch of load drunk litterbugs such as anglers to despoil it. | hate walking in the
area and finding trash left all over the place and beer cans and empty Styrofoam
bait containers left there by fishermen. Boaters deserve access to the river more
than such ungrateful louts do. It is unfair to paddlers to be denied use of the river
when such terrible “stewards of the river” as anglers are allowed access. You must
allow whitewater access on these public lands as long as you allow anglers in order
to make sure that our tax dollars are used fairly. Paddling is a great recreation with
minimal impacts on the river. Access is needed only at the put-in and take out
unlike fishing where anglers trample vegetation and disturb habitat along the whole
river. Alternative 4 does not allow adequate boater access and is in effect a ban.
Open up the flow level restrictions to provide reasonable access for paddlers.

Daniel Spencer
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From: Noel Atherton

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga
Date: 08/14/2008 11:24 AM

It would seemlogical to pay nost attention to those who are npbst
closely affected by increased traffic on the Chattooga R ver - those of
us who have lived here a long tinme and *know* the area. | have
observed not hi ng but nostly thoughtless tourists, who partake and take
of wildlife and |eave their trash behind. In consideration of the fact
that much of our wildlife is disappearing - why encourage activity to
further aggravate the situation.

There are not enough | aw enforcenent personnel to police and enforce the
laws currently - this | *know* as there is much poachi ng and hunting out
of season done ...all year long. So who will be there to enforce new
restrictions ????? no one

| urge you to reconsider

Noel At herton
Whi t esi de Cove
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From: Bruce Raines

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: Justin Raines

Subject: Chattooga River

Date: 08/14/2008 11:26 AM

Please record this e-mail as a vote for doing what's necessary from an
environmental aspect to protect the Chattooga River for future generations. | am not
well versed in the Fishermen v. Boaters controversy, but if my grandchildren are to
enjoy this beautiful natural wonder, action must be taken immediately.

My son has written a wonderful article on this subject in the Clayton Tribune. You
owe it to yourself to read it in the sports section of the on-line edition.

www.theclaytontribune.com

Thank you for your attention.

Bruce Raines CHA
General Manager
Hampton Inn North

(706) 256-2222

bruce raines@hilton.com
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From: billwaggener@windstream.net

Reply To: bill_waggener_sr@ieee.org

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
cc: jraines@theclaytontribune.com

Subject: Oppose Alternate Uses

Date: 08/14/2008 11:30 AM

What part of “WId and Scenic” don’t people understand? W adanantly oppose so-called “alternative uses” of the upper
Chattooga River such as boating in any form An article in the August 14, 2008 issue of the Cayton Tribune by Justin
Rai nes, “Don’t let the river’s future slip away” expresses our views very eloquently.

Bi Il and Kat hy Waggener
Rabun Gap, GA
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From: Kathleen McKeithan

To: Jerome Thomas
Subject: Please SAVE the Upper Chatooga River
Date: 08/14/2008 11:45 AM

Kat hl een McKei t han
314 Covenant Creek Dr.
Ral ei gh, NC 27607- 4987

August 14, 2008

Jerome Thomas
For est Supervi sor

Dear Jerone Thonas:

US Forest Servi ce,

| amsubmtting my strong position in favor of protecting the Upper
Chattooga River from overuse by boats and continuing the current tradition
of exclusive | ow inpact recreational uses, such as fishing, hunting, and
hiking. | urge the Forest Sevice to select the "No Change" alternative to
continue the current prohibition against floating vessels on the Upper
Chattooga. This alternative fairly bal ances recreational uses on the
entire river and protects the sensitive upper stretch from di sturbance by
vessels. Thank you for consideration of ny position

Si ncerely,

Kat hl een McKei t han
919-461- 1597
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From: Jennifer Jenkins

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Proposed Forest Service - Chatooga River above Highway 28
Date: 08/14/2008 11:48 AM

I'd like to ask that you enact kayak/creek boating on the Chatooga River
above Highway 28. There is sufficient access to the river below this point
and as a protector of our forests and the life within, | would ask that you
acknowledge the rights of life other than human. | am astounded that
there is even any question about whether kayaks and creek boats and
their oars disturb fish and other wildlife. | have enjoyed the outdoors from
childhood and was always taught to respect the life cycles of all life.
Humans have the incredibly arrogant idea that they "know best" what is
right for the world. We may, but when we do not exercise that knowledge
and judgment, we put other life on the planet at risk.

These incredible waters are precious at a time when we seem to want to

develop and use every square inch of the planet. | ask that you keep the
upper stretches of the Chattoga off limits for boats of all kinds and sizes.

Thank you

Jennifer Jenkins
Arvada, CO (formerly of Tennessee)
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From: Rosalind Andrews

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Please Leave Something for our Children
Date: 08/14/2008 12:12 PM

Sent on behalf of rozyandrewsms@bellsouth.net:

August 14, 2008

USDA Forest Service
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212

Dear USDA Forest Service,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the USFS proposed
action

for the Upper Chattooga River Use Capacity Analysis. The Upper
Chattooga River

watershed contains the only river section in Georgia with a "Wild and
Scenic"

designation, possesses what has been described as "one of the unique,
premier

trout fisheries for backcountry anglers seeking remoteness and solitude in
the

southeast,” and is of critical value to me and all members of Trout
Unlimited

in the southeast.

| recognize and appreciate the many hours of commitment the Forest
Service has

dedicated in developing a balanced outcome for the Upper Chattooga
issue, and

| accept the selection of Alternative 4, which would open the Upper
Chattooga

to limited boating, as the preferred alternative. | would more strongly
support

Alternative 3, but | can accept Alternative 4 with a few reservations.

I have reviewed the Forest Service position, as well as the "pre-decisional”
Environmental Assessment, and find the Forest Service decision for
protecting
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and managing the coldwater resources of the Upper Chattooga for today
and future
generations acceptable. That being said, | do have the following concerns:

* The proposal does not consistently and properly prevent the removal

of large woody debris from the river. Woody debris is essential to the
natural

flow regime of the river and to the health of fish and other aquatic life. The
proposal also fails to protect the various sensitive native plant species
found

in the corridor.

e The Forest Service proposal for boating does not clearly commit the
law enforcement and resource protection personnel necessary to regulate
a new,

high-impact form of recreation and to educate the public about the new
rules in

this part of the river corridor.

| strongly urge the Forest Service to insure that these conditions are
adequately

addressed within the selected management alternative. If the conditions
within

Alternative 4 are properly defined and followed, they may appropriately
protect

the resources and the true recreational experience of the Upper
Chattooga, in

addition to preserving the upper river's boat-limited uniqueness compared
to other

rivers in the southeast.

I am opposed to any consideration of Alternative 8. It would be impossible
o
preserve the Upper Chattooga with this type of management plan.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this important matter, and for
providing an open forum to provide comments. | hope you will strengthen
a couple

of areas in your proposed action, Alternative 4, and protect one of the last
remaining

wild rivers in the southeast.





Sincerely

Rosalind Andrews
942 Scenic Dr
Knoxville, TN 37919-7638






From: CCWALBRIDGE@cs.com

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chatooga Comments
Date: 08/14/2008 12:24 PM

U.S. Forest Service
Chattooga River Project
4931 Broad River Road
Columbia, SC 29212.

August 8, 2008
RE: Chattooga River Project Comments

My name is Charlie Walbridge and | live in Bruceton Mills, West Virginia. |
am a whitewater canoeist and | paddled the upper Chatooga in 1974,
before the ban. It is an outstanding resource, well suited to our sport.
When the water is high enough to paddle, the fishing is poor. There is no
logical reason to close the river to boating. The public has the clear right to
float a Wild and Scenic River.

| reviewed the Environmental Assessment regarding recreation
management on the Upper Chattooga River. | disagree with your analysis
because it treats river paddlers unfairly. The EA is not equitable because it
considers boating to be the only management variable, while other larger
uses are not considered for limits. The preferred alternative includes a total
ban on 2/3 of the upper river, a ban on tributary boating, and allows only 0-
6 days of limited boating on the remaining reach — while allowing all other
wilderness conforming existing uses in unlimited numbers. This is
unacceptable.

The USFS has spent thirteen years searching for a reason to limit paddling
on the Chattooga and found none. It hired qualified consultants and
ignored them. The current EA is over a year late, lacks a full range of
alternatives, and wasted millions in taxpayer money.T regardless of who
owns the land along the river.

Thank you for considering these comments. Please conduct a real user
capacity analysis. In the interim, please allow whitewater paddling in the
same numbers, places, and seasons that you allow other types of uses,
like hiking, camping, and fishing.



mailto:CCWALBRIDGE@cs.com

mailto:comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us



Sincerely

Charlie Walbridge
Route 1, Box A43B; Bruceton Mills, WV 26525
304-379-9002; ccwalbridge@cs.com






From: Marge Coates

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattanooga River Use Capacity Analysis
Date: 08/14/2008 12:40 PM

Regarding the use of the upper reaches of the Chattanooga River: | urge you to
adopt Alternative 4, though | would prefer # 3. Alternative 8 is completely
unacceptable. It is made clearer everyday that we must protect the remaining
undisturbed waterways where fish and other wildlife can thrive. 1 am a
conservationist, birder, and Trout Unlimited member, and thank you for considering
my opinion. --------- Marjorie Coates, 2148 Etzler Road, Troutville, VA 24175.
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From: Jim Brady

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Chattooga River alternatives

Date: 08/14/2008 12:44 PM

Attachments: James F. Brady.vcf

| strongly support Alternative 3 as the means of regulating use of the upper
Chattooga River. Asthe proposal itself states, the Chattooga provides “exceptional,
year-round, high-quality trout fishing,” an exceedingly rare and vanishing resource,
indeed. Alternative 4 states the water levels from December to March are higher
than those that ‘provide optimal trout fishing opportunities,” a statement that
conflicts with the above quote taken from Alternative 3. Exceptional trout waters
are extremely rare gems of nature that must be protected and nourished. Allowing
boaters and the inevitable noise and trash is neither protection nor nourishment. |f
boaters took better care of the resources they use, | would not object. However,
canoeists and especially kayakers, in my experience, make tremendous amounts of
noise and leave behind trash including the inevitable sunken beer cans. | have
collected beer cans from the middle of trout streams for over forty yearsand in all
that time have never seen fisherman drinking a beer: the cans are ssimply too heavy
to carry when full. Such weight is not an impediment to boaters and full coolersin
tow of boats and inner tubes is acommon sight. In warmwater rivers and streams |
have become accustomed to such behavior. Such rudeness and disregard of the
resource is intolerable in atrout stream, let alone one of such rare qualities as the
Chattooga. | strongly support Alternative 3. Let the resource continue to flourish
asitispresently.
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From: Gail P Tolbert

To: comments-southern-francismarion-sumter@fs.fed.us
Subject: Upper Chattahoochee Comments
Date: 08/14/2008 02:00 PM

As a native Georgian and like member of Trout Unlimited, 1 would like to
cast my vote for Alternative #4. Although 1 would rather leave this last
vestige of wilderness fly fishing as is, 1 know nothing last forever - no
matter how hard we work to conserve and protect it. Especially when
lawyers get involved. Thanks to all for your dedicated efforts to expedite
and resolve this issue.

Frank D. Tolbert
Rabun Chapter of Trout Unlimited
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